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***CASE DEBATE

Warming Frontline
1.  Satellites won’t be enough to solve energy needs or offset warming
Globus, 2008, Spring 2008 (Al, space expert, “On The Moon,” Ad Astra, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf)

While it has been suggested that in the long term, space solar power (SSP) can provide all the clean, renewable energy Earth could possibly need (and then some), there has been less discussion on the most economic way to produce that power. If we want to build two or three solar power satellites, one obvious approach is to manufacture the parts on the ground, launch them into orbit, and assemble them there, just like the International Space Station. But a few power satellites won’t solve our energy or greenhouse gas problems. We’ll need more. To generate all the energy used on Earth today (about 15 terawatts) would require roughly 400 solar power satellites 10 kilometers across. Assuming advanced, lightweight space solar power technology, this will require at least 100,000 launches to bring all the materials up from Earth. But even 400 satellites won’t be enough. Billions of people today have totally inadequate energy supplies— and the population is growing. Providing everyone with reasonable quantities of energy might take five to ten times more than we produce today. To supply this energy from solar power satellites requires a staggering launch rate. There are two major issues with a very high launch rate.

2.  Solar Powered Satellites won’t cover the world’s energy needs or result in a shift to renewables
Mankins, 2007, October 12, 2007 (John C., former manager of NASA’s Advanced Concepts Studies Office of Space Flight,, 10-12-07, “Leading Scientists and Thinkers on Energy,”  from an interview with Mankins conducted by David Houle, an analyst who advises companies on new developing technology, http://www.evolutionshift.com/blog/2007/10/12/leading-scientists-and-thinkers-on-energy-–-john-c-mankins/ )

Mankins: Solar power satellites will be very, very large. Of course, all solar power systems are enormous. On the ground, it’s hard to see because the solar arrays are spread across thousands of rooftops. However, the overall systems is still of tremendous size. In the case of solar power satellites, if each satellite were to provide about 4,000 megawatts of power, then five of them would be needed to provide about 20 GW – which is approximately 2 percent of the U.S. demand for electricity. World demand for energy is currently about 4-times U.S. demand, but is growing fast! By 2100, huge new sources of renewable energy will be critical to our civilization, including hydroelectric (already in place), wind, ground solar, appropriate nuclear power—and space solar power. Evolutionshift.com: It sounds to me as though SSP is the one form of alternative energy that can supply a significant percentage of the energy needs of the planet. So it sounds like the vision needs to be forged into a multi-national will and then receive the necessary funding. Is that correct? If so, care to comment on the probability of this starting up in the next 2-3 years? Mankins: Actually, even if space solar power were fully developed, the global economy should have more than just one option: a prudent scenario would also involve a portfolio of current energy options—and a “quiver” full of new energy technologies ready to be deployed if, or when they are needed. Certainly, however, space solar is one of very few options to provide a substantial fraction of the truly vast amount of renewable energy that is needed to support human civilization. 

Warming Frontline
3.  No Impact to Warming – it’ll be slow and predictable
Patrick J. Michaels, 2003, senior fellow in environmental studies at the Cato Institute, 10/16/2003 (The Washington Times)

Here's what every American needs to know about global warming. Contrary to almost every news report and every staged hearing, including one held by Mr. McCain on Oct. 1, scientists know quite precisely how much the planet will warm in the foreseeable future, a modest three-quarters of a degree (C), plus or minus a mere quarter-degree, according to scientific figures as disparate as this author and NASA scientist James Hansen. The uncertainty is so small, in fact, that publicly crowing this figure is liable to result in a substantial cut in our research funding, which is why the hundreds of other scientists who know this have been so reluctant to disgorge the truth in public. All this has to do with basic physics, which isn't real hard to understand. It has been known since 1872 that as we emit more and more carbon dioxide into our atmosphere, each increment results in less and less warming. In other words, the first changes produce the most warming, and subsequent ones produce a bit less, and so on. But we also assume carbon dioxide continues to go into the atmosphere at an ever-increasing rate. In other words, the increase from year-to-year isn't constant, but itself is increasing. The effect of increasing the rate of carbon dioxide emissions, coupled with the fact that more and more carbon dioxide produces less and less warming compels our climate projections for the future warming to be pretty much a straight line. Translation: Once human beings start to warm the climate, they do so at a constant rate. And yes, it's a sad fact that it took $10 billion of taxpayer money to "prove" something so obvious it can be written in a mere 100 words. 
3.  Warming isn’t human caused
S. Fred Singer, 2001, Prof Emeritus Enviro. Sciences – U. Virginia, July 2001 (http://www.sepp.org/GWbooklet/GW.html)

Such misinterpretations to the contrary, the global temperature record of this century, which shows periods of both warming and cooling, can best be explained in terms of natural climate fluctuations, caused by the complex interaction between atmosphere and oceans, and perhaps stimulated by variations of solar radiation that drives the Earth's climate system.  [Fig. 1] The weather satellite record of global temperatures, now spanning nearly twenty years, shows no global warming trend, much less one of the magnitude that computer models have led us to expect.  The discrepancies between satellite observations and conclusions drawn from computer calculations are so large as to throw serious doubt on all computer-modeled predictions of future warming.  Yet this discrepancy is never mentioned in the IPCC Policymakers Summary; indeed, the Summary does not even admit the existence of satellites. Extrapolate the maximum allowed temperature trend from satellites to the year 2100 ​ the "worst-case" scenario ​ and one might estimate an increase in global average temperature of close to 0.5 degree Celsius ​ one-half the very lowest IPCC estimate.  But 0.5 degree C is barely detectable and completely inconsequential. Moreover, any calculated warming will be reduced by the cooling effect of volcanoes.  Even though we cannot predict the occurrence of a volcanic eruption, we have sufficient statistical information about past eruptions to estimate their average cooling effect; yet this is one of several factors not specifically considered by the IPCC.
Ext 2 – SPS won’t solve

SPS can’t compete with other energy

David Boswell, 2004, speaker at the 1991 ISDC, International Space Development Conference, August 30, 2004, (The Space Review, Whatever happened to solar power satellites?, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/214/1)

Competing with other options Even if a solar power system was built and launched there would still be the economic problem of producing electricity at a cost that is comparable to other options. Government subsidies can help get this new industry on its feet but it will need to compete in the market in order to survive. This is a challenge for all emerging renewable energy solutions.

No Energy – Power can’t be transmitted

Paul Evans, 2009, Feb 23, 2009, (Gizmag, Solar power beamed from space within a decade?, http://www.gizmag.com/solar-power-space-satellite/11064/)

February 23, 2009 The concept of Space-Based Solar Power (SBSP) has been doing the rounds for decades with fantastic claims of 24 hour a day solar power beamed from space via microwave to any point on earth. A start up company called Space Energy, Inc says it plans to develop SBSP satellites to generate and transmit electricity to receivers on the Earth's surface. To do this, the company plans to create and launch a prototype satellite into low earth orbit (LEO). The hitch: this concept is based on as yet unproven technology. SBSP was theorized over 40 years ago by renowned scientist Dr. Peter Glaser. Since then, in response to periodic energy crises, the idea has been re-evaluated from time to time by the U.S. Department of Energy, NASA, major aerospace companies and countries such as Japan and India. Solar power satellites are large arrays of photovoltaic panels assembled in orbit, which use microwave radio waves to transmit solar power to large receiving antennas on Earth. The resulting power can either supplement, or be a substitute for, conventional electricity sources. The advantage of placing solar collectors in geosynchronous Earth orbit (GEO), about 36,000 kilometres (22,500 miles) above Earth, is that it uses the constant and unobstructed output of the Sun, unaffected by the Earth's day/night cycle. By contrast, ground-based solar power provides a vital and valuable addition to the Earth's energy needs, but is limited by these factors: Weather Variable seasons Atmospheric blocking of sunlight Poor direct sunlight at higher and lower latitudes Because none of these factors applies in outer-space, an orbiting SBSP station can supposedly provide an estimated 6-8 times more power than a comparable solar cell on the Earth's surface. Here’s where the entire concept falls flat. Space Energy, Inc claims that a successful long-range wireless power transmission test was conducted in mid-2008, that supposedly transmitted a microwave beam (similar to the kind that would be used to transmit energy from space to Earth) between two Hawaiian Islands across 148 kilometres - more than the distance from the surface of the Earth to the boundary of space. They claim this test demonstrated the technical feasibility of transmitting SBSP to Earth. Less than 1/1000th of 1% received Unfortunately for Space Energy, Inc and the entire concept of space based solar power, the actual test results conducted for a Discovery channel documentary proved a total failure. The former NASA executive and physicist who organized the experiment, John Mankins, admitted in a press conference that the $1 Million budget spent of the experiment resulted in less than 1/1000th of 1% of the power transmitted being received on the other island. The most successful test of wireless power transmission over any distance at high efficiency was conducted by Bill Brown in 1975. Using a NASA deep space tracking dish they transmitted 30kw over 1.6 km (1 mile) at 82.5% efficiency at the Goldstone Deep Space Communication Complex. A Since Geostationary orbit is 36,000 km (22,500 miles) away from earth the space based power station needs to efficiently transmit power over twenty thousand times further than has ever been achieved to date. 

Space Leadership Frontline
1.  Other things prevent us being a leader – like launcher shortages
Robert J. Stevens, 2007, Chairman, President & Chief Executive Officer, Lockheed Martin Corporation, 04/10/2007 (Lockheed Martin, 23rd National Space Symposium, The Next 50 Years of U.S. Space Leadership, http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/speeches/Next50YearsOfUSSpaceLeadership.html)

NASA Administrator Michael Griffin warned last month that if the next generation of human spacecraft is further delayed, and the four-year lag between the Space Shuttle and Orion grows, “we will be seen by many as ceding our national leadership in human spaceflight at a time when Russia and China have such capabilities and India is developing them.”  As a businessman, I can’t imagine investing to develop a significant, sustainable, defining core competency and differentiating strategic advantage only to abandon the position. As a minimum, this could lead to a situation where other countries with space aspirations start looking for new partners. 

AND – lack of talent

Robert J. Stevens, 2007, Chairman, President & Chief Executive Officer, Lockheed Martin Corporation, 04/10/2007 (Lockheed Martin, 23rd National Space Symposium, The Next 50 Years of U.S. Space Leadership, http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/speeches/Next50YearsOfUSSpaceLeadership.html)

Third, we need a sustained commitment to inspire and recruit our brightest minds.   The space race inspired my generation to pursue careers in science and engineering.  Yet, today, U.S. colleges and universities are only producing about 78,000 engineering undergraduates a year – and that figure hasn’t grown in a decade.  This has created a serious challenge for companies like Lockheed Martin, where one in three of our current employees is over the age of 50 – and 47% of our workforce has earned the professional distinction of scientist or engineer.  Even as the U.S. aerospace sector struggles to replenish our workforce, there is no doubt that China is racing ahead to build the technical wave of the future, with 50 percent of Chinese undergraduates getting degrees in natural science or engineering.  Of equal concern, this is taking place at a time of intense competition for skilled technical employees.  Today, the most innovative, ambitious young minds are being recruited by firms like Google – a firm that didn’t exist a decade ago, which FORTUNE magazine lists as the  Best Company to Work For in America. 

2.  US hegemony is strong and isn’t going down
Brian Carney, 3-5, editorial page editor of The Wall Street Journal Europe and the co-author of "Freedom, Inc.”, March 5, 2011,(Wall Street Journal, Why America will stay on top, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703559604576175881248268272.html)
In his best-selling history of the 20th century, "Modern Times," British historian Paul Johnson describes "a significant turning-point in American history: the first time the Great Republic, the richest nation on earth, came up against the limits of its financial resources." Until the 1960s, he writes in a chapter titled "America's Suicide Attempt," "public finance was run in all essentials on conventional lines"—that is to say, with budgets more or less in balance outside of exceptional circumstances. "The big change in principle came under Kennedy," Mr. Johnson writes. "In the autumn of 1962 the Administration committed itself to a new and radical principle of creating budgetary deficits even when there was no economic emergency." Removing this constraint on government spending allowed Kennedy to introduce "a new concept of 'big government': the 'problem-eliminator.' Every area of human misery could be classified as a 'problem'; then the Federal government could be armed to 'eliminate' it." Twenty-eight years after "Modern Times" first appeared, Mr. Johnson is perhaps the most eminent living British historian, and big government as problem-eliminator is back with a vengeance—along with trillion-dollar deficits as far as the eye can see. I visited the 82-year-old Mr. Johnson in his West London home this week to ask him whether America has once again set off down the path to self-destruction. Is he worried about America's future? "Of course I worry about America," he says. "The whole world depends on America ultimately, particularly Britain. And also, I love America—a marvelous country. But in a sense I don't worry about America because I think America has such huge strengths—particularly its freedom of thought and expression—that it's going to survive as a top nation for the foreseeable future. And therefore take care of the world." Pessimists, he points out, have been predicting America's decline "since the 18th century." But whenever things are looking bad, America "suddenly produces these wonderful things—like the tea party movement. That's cheered me up no end. Because it's done more for women in politics than anything else—all the feminists? Nuts! It's brought a lot of very clever and quite young women into mainstream politics and got them elected. A very good little movement, that. I like it." Then he deepens his voice for effect and adds: "And I like that lady—Sarah Palin. She's great. I like the cut of her jib." The former governor of Alaska, he says, "is in the good tradition of America, which this awful political correctness business goes against." Plus: "She's got courage. That's very important in politics. You can have all the right ideas and the ability to express them. But if you haven't got guts, if you haven't got courage the way Margaret Thatcher had courage—and [Ronald] Reagan, come to think of it. Your last president had courage too—if you haven't got courage, all the other virtues are no good at all. It's the central virtue." 
Space Leadership Frontline

3.  US leadership doesn’t solve war.

Conry ’97 (Barbara, Foreign Policy Analyst – Cato, Policy Analysis No. 267, 2-5, “U.S. ‘Global Leadership’: A Euphemism for World Policeman,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-267.html)

Other proponents of U.S. political and military leadership do not point to particular benefits; instead, they warn of near-certain disaster if the United States relinquishes its leadership role. Christopher paints a bleak picture: Just consider what the world would be like without American leadership in the last two years alone. We would have four nuclear states in the former Soviet Union, instead of one, with Russian missiles still targeted at our homes. We would have a full-throttled nuclear program in North Korea; no GATT agreement and no NAFTA; brutal dictators still terrorizing Haiti; very likely, Iraqi troops back in Kuwait; and an unresolved Mexican economic crisis, which would threaten stability at our border. [55] Gingrich has pronounced a future without American leadership "a big mess." [56]And former British prime minister Margaret Thatcher has warned, What we are possibly looking at in 2095 [absent U.S. leadership] is an unstable world in which there are more than half a dozen "great powers," each with its own clients, all vulnerable if they stand alone, all capable of increasing their power and influence if they form the right kind of alliance, and all engaged willy-nilly in perpetual diplomatic maneuvers to ensure that their relative positions improve rather than deteriorate. In other words, 2095 might look like 1914 played on a somewhat larger stage. [57] In other words, if America abdicates its role as world leader, we are condemned to repeat the biggest mistakes of the 20th century--or perhaps do something even worse. Such thinking is seriously flawed, however. First, to assert that U.S. leadership can stave off otherwise inevitable global chaos vastly overestimates the power of any single country to influence world events. The United States is powerful, but it still can claim only 5 percent of the world's population and 20 percent of world economic output. Moreover, regardless of the resources Americans might be willing to devote to leading the world, today's problems often do not lend themselves well to external solutions. As Maynes has pointed out, Today, the greatest fear of most states is not external aggression but internal disorder. The United States can do little about the latter, whereas it used to be able to do a great deal about the former. In other words, the coinage of U.S. power in the world has been devalued by the change in the international agenda. [58] Indeed, many of the foreign policy problems that have confounded Washington since the demise of the Soviet Union are the kinds of problems that are likely to trouble the world well into the next century. "Failed states," such as Somalia, may not be uncommon. But, as the ill-fated U.S. and UN operations in that country showed, there is very little that outside powers can do about such problems. External powers usually lack the means to prevent or end civil wars, such as those in Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia, unless they are willing to make a tremendous effort to do so. Yet those types of internecine conflicts are likely to be one of the primary sources of international disorder for the foreseeable future. Despite the doomsayers who prophesy global chaos in the absence of U.S. leadership, however, Washington's limited ability to dampen such conflicts is not cause for panic. Instability is a normal feature of an international system of sovereign states, which the United States can tolerate and has tolerated for more than two centuries. If vital American interests are not at stake, instability itself becomes a serious problem only if the United States blunders into it, as it did in Somalia and Bosnia. [59]

Ext 1a – Launchers needed

Lack of Launcher capability prevents US Space leadership – overwhelms all other factors

Ken Kremer, ’10, Feb 6, 2010, (Universe Today, Orion can Launch Safely in 2013 says Lockheed, http://www.universetoday.com/54703/orion-can-launch-safely-in-2013-says-lockheed/)

"We can fly Orion in 2013", says John Karas, the VP and General Manager of Human Space Flight for Lockheed Martin. Lockheed is the prime contractor for NASA's Orion capsule. "There is no doubt in my mind we can do this. And Orion is very safe". He strenuously repeated this statement to me several times with absolutely no doubt in his mind during a wide ranging interview. I spoke at length with Karas today (Feb. 6) at the NASA Press Center shortly before the scheduled Feb. 7 launch of shuttle Endeavour on the STS 130 mission to the ISS. 
Lockheed Martin has issued an official statement saying, "We are keenly disappointed in the Administration's budget proposal for NASA that would cancel Project Orion as part of an elimination of NASA's Constellation Program. Orion's maturity is evident in its readiness for a first test flight in a matter of weeks. In fact, Orion can be ready for crewed flights to low Earth orbit and other exploration missions as early as 2013, thus narrowing the gap in U.S. human space flight capability when the shuttle is retired later this year". Karas decried the complete lack of vision and realism by the Obama Administration and NASA in deciding to terminate Project Constellation, which includes the new Orion Capsule, the Ares 1 booster rocket for Orion and the Ares 5 Heavy Lift booster required to reach the Moon, Mars and beyond. "I was very surprised by the cancellation. We expected and felt that a middle ground with some changes to Constellation was reasonable. We did not expect to be left with nothing". "Where is the US Leadership in space if we don't have a heavy lifter soon ? "Russia, China and India will all have Heavy Lift boosters better than the US. Why would anyone have an incentive to work with us if they have already developed their own Heavy Lifter. The nations of the world will look elsewhere, not to the US", Karas told me emphatically. "We will not maintain Space leadership if the US will only be spending money on technology development under the new proposals by the Obama Administration, and not on an actual rocket program that builds, tests and launches flight hardware." 

Launch capability is key

Mark Stout, 2009, a researcher and analyst at Air University’s National Space Studies Center  29 October 2009, (U.S. Space Leadership: Reverting to the Mean?, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:_C0FcFny93AJ:www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nssc/op-ed/american_spacepower_reverting_to_the_mean.pdf+United+States+%22space+leadership%22&hl=en&gl=us)

The phrase „reverting to the mean‟ is often used in the financial industry to address the nearly- inevitable likelihood that a fund or stock‟s spectacular success over the long term (think ponzi- scheme king Bernie Madoff) is simply unsustainable. Reverting to the mean is viewed with such certainty it is sometimes linked two other high-probability events, death and taxes. But just what causes something to revert to the mean? Often it‟s because of changed conditions like market competition, consumer preferences, or government intervention (which itself is capable of pulling a company‟s returns back to earth or conversely, back from Chapter 11). Gaming is another great example of reverting to the mean: think about how many people had to lose money so that guy shilling for the gambling house on the radio could say “I won a hunnert fifty- six thousand dollars and you can be a winner too.” For some time, U.S. space programs have been reverting towards the mean. Ok, while there really isn‟t a real mean for space programs, the general idea is relative to the U.S., others are catching up, and relative to these others, the United States is not nearly as dominant as it has been. This seems to be especially true regarding the United States as a space launching nation. Need proof? Let‟s see--China now has a serious commercial space program and a robust manned space flight effort as well. When they get their heavy lift Long March 5 on line in 2014, they‟ll be capable of launching a wide variety of very heavy payloads including up to 55000 pounds to a low earth orbit, as well as to geosynchronous orbit and beyond. Russia? They possess the know-how behind the amazing RD-180 engines and some exceedingly mature space launch systems. Besides the space shuttle, the Russian Soyuz and Proton systems provide rides to the International Space Station. Arianespace? That French-led endeavor, along with its nine other European partners, are probably pretty happy with the Ariane 5‟s 32 consecutive successful launches. How about some other space launching nations that few seldom think of like India, Japan, and Iran? So far, indigenous South and North Korean space programs have only been suborbital…so far. Reverting to the mean for U.S. human space flight isn‟t too bothersome--unless you‟re NASA-- as the value of manned space flight is basically a spectacular stunt, kind of like a grizzly bear dunking a basketball. First you say “Wow!” Then you say “Weird.” Next, it‟s “Are you going to eat the rest of that hot dog?” Finally you say “Why is that bear dunking a basketball anyway?” From a military perspective however, a loss of U.S. space launch leadership is more problematic: space launch is that necessary first enabler for all other operations in the space domain, such as the traditional unmanned space missions of providing ISR, communications, weather, and GPS that not only enable the U.S. military but are also thoroughly intertwined with our economy. Just as the United States has a national security requirement to be capable of performing military missions in the air, on the ground, and on and under the sea, we similarly have a need to be able to get to space and to operate our space systems. If we lose the ability to get to space, we put our capacity to operate in the space domain at serious risk. Because of the decision made to get military payloads off the space shuttle following the 1986 Challenger disaster and because we were then in the Cold War, a number of already developed space launch systems came quickly into great prominence. 

Ext 2 – Leadership strong

Leadership is strong and not going anywhere – it is self-reinforcing.

Wohlforth ’07 (William, Professor of Government at Dartmouth College, “Unipolar Stability”, Harvard International Review, Spring, http://hir.harvard.edu/articles/1611/3/)

US military forces are stretched thin, its budget and trade deficits are high, and the country continues to finance its profligate ways by borrowing from abroad—notably from the Chinese government. These developments have prompted many analysts to warn that the United States suffers from “imperial overstretch.” And if US power is overstretched now, the argument goes, unipolarity can hardly be sustainable for long. The problem with this argument is that it fails to distinguish between actual and latent power. One must be careful to take into account both the level of resources that can be mobilized and the degree to which a government actually tries to mobilize them. And how much a government asks of its public is partly a function of the severity of the challenges that it faces. Indeed, one can never know for sure what a state is capable of until it has been seriously challenged. Yale historian Paul Kennedy coined the term “imperial overstretch” to describe the situation in which a state’s actual and latent capabilities cannot possibly match its foreign policy commitments. This situation should be contrasted with what might be termed “self-inflicted overstretch”—a situation in which a state lacks the sufficient resources to meet its current foreign policy commitments in the short term, but has untapped latent power and readily available policy choices that it can use to draw on this power. This is arguably the situation that the United States is in today. But the US government has not attempted to extract more resources from its population to meet its foreign policy commitments. Instead, it has moved strongly in the opposite direction by slashing personal and corporate tax rates. Although it is fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and claims to be fighting a global “war” on terrorism, the United States is not acting like a country under intense international pressure. Aside from the volunteer servicemen and women and their families, US citizens have not been asked to make sacrifices for the sake of national prosperity and security. The country could clearly devote a greater proportion of its economy to military spending: today it spends only about 4 percent of its GDP on the military, as compared to 7 to 14 percent during the peak years of the Cold War. It could also spend its military budget more efficiently, shifting resources from expensive weapons systems to boots on the ground. Even more radically, it could reinstitute military conscription, shifting resources from pay and benefits to training and equipping more soldiers. On the economic front, it could raise taxes in a number of ways, notably on fossil fuels, to put its fiscal house back in order. No one knows for sure what would happen if a US president undertook such drastic measures, but there is nothing in economics, political science, or history to suggest that such policies would be any less likely to succeed than China is to continue to grow rapidly for decades. Most of those who study US politics would argue that the likelihood and potential success of such power-generating policies depends on public support, which is a function of the public’s perception of a threat. And as unnerving as terrorism is, there is nothing like the threat of another hostile power rising up in opposition to the United States for mobilizing public support. With latent power in the picture, it becomes clear that unipolarity might have more built-in self-reinforcing mechanisms than many analysts realize. It is often noted that the rise of a peer competitor to the United States might be thwarted by the counterbalancing actions of neighboring powers. For example, China’s rise might push India and Japan closer to the United States—indeed, this has already happened to some extent. There is also the strong possibility that a peer rival that comes to be seen as a threat would create strong incentives for the United States to end its self-inflicted overstretch and tap potentially large wellsprings of latent power. 

Solvency Frontline

1.  It isn’t technologically possible

A.  UV rays will destroy it
Taylor, 7 – Chief of the Space and International Law Division at Headquarters United States Air Force Space Command; B.A, Berry College; J.D. University of Georgia; LL.M. (Air and Space Law), McGill University (Michael W. “Trashing the Solar System One Planet at a Time: Earth’s Orbital Debris Problem,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review, Fall, 2007, Gale) 

<Without Earth's atmosphere to protect them, satellites are exposed to the full force of solar radiation, including ultraviolet rays, X-rays, positively charged protons and negatively charged electrons. n16 Ultraviolet rays and X-rays can damage satellites by degrading solar panels, which many satellites use as a source of energy, thus shortening their useful life. n17 When solar activity increases, the number of damaging rays also increases. The charged particles can cause even  [*5]  more damage than the rays because the particles penetrate the outer layers of the satellite and directly degrade its electronic systems. Unlike the rays, which are generally evenly distributed around Earth, the particles become trapped in Earth's magnetic field and concentrate in two doughnut-shaped (torus) areas around the equator. n18 These regions are called the Van Allen radiation belts. n19 The Van Allen radiation belts significantly limit the operation of satellites.>

B.  It’s all just hype and lies
The Space Review, ’10, Monday, June 7, 2010, (Dwayne A. Day, Blinded by the light, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1641/1)

Fortunately for us, there aren’t too many lasting cultural legacies of the 1970s. The seventies, well, sucked. The music—save for Led Zeppelin and Floyd—was generally lousy. And other cultural artifacts, such as the clothes, made brief reappearances before vanishing into the pit of evil from which they first emerged. However, in the past few years another cultural echo of the 1970s has arisen once again, the concept of space solar power. The idea of building vast solar power satellites and beaming the energy to Earth predates the 1970s, but it developed its following in that decade. There were several factors contributing to this, most of them directly or indirectly linked to each other. They included the environmental movement, the Oil Crisis, and a government study. But at the time, space solar power seemed to answer a cultural, ideological, even spiritual need among a small segment of people. The early 1970s was a period of gloom and doom, with some prominent academics rather stupidly claiming that humanity would soon exhaust most of its energy and mineral resources and virtually destroy itself. Such defeatism annoyed a small group of people who had also been impressed by the Apollo program and who believed that space offered infinite resources and infinite energy. But space solar power also had an appeal to people who saw the exploits of the Apollo astronauts and thought that they would like to do that too. Gerard K. O’Neill provided a justification for ordinary people to live and work in space—they would build and operate solar power satellites. Thousands of people were taken in by this idea. And then over the next decade or so they saw no progress towards making it happen. The Space Shuttle did not provide the cheap access to space that was required, and so the concept of solar power satellites lost what little support it had and became just another unfunded fringe idea. It remains an unfunded fringe idea to this day. But like flare pants and wide ties, it has made a bit of a comeback. The specific reasons are eerily similar to the ones that made it briefly popular in the1970s: a renewed environmental movement thanks in part to Al Gore, high gasoline prices—over $4 a gallon in 2008—and a government-sponsored study. That study, produced by the National Security Space Office in 2007, seems to have been the spark that reignited the fumes of this long-dormant community. But the community failed to recognize that an unfunded study produced by an office that has zero clout within the national security space field in no way represented Pentagon endorsement of the idea of space solar power. (Proof: DoD isn’t building solar powersats.) The more general reason that space solar power has reemerged is that just like in the 1970s, space solar power fills a cultural, ideological, and yes, spiritual need among a certain type of person. It has nothing to do with the concept suddenly becoming technically or economically feasible, or gaining any credibility within the energy sector. Last month two groups held solar energy conferences separated by one week, 1700 miles, and a million light years. The first wasSOLAR 2010, the annual conference of the American Solar Energy Society held in Phoenix, Arizona. The second was the “First National Space Society Space Solar Power Symposium” held at the International Space Development Conference in Chicago, Illinois. The Space Solar Power Symposium featured approximately three dozen presentations on the subject, including individuals from Japan and India. The presentation topics ranged from the mundane (“Prospects for microwave wireless power transmission”) to the polemic (“Why Space Solar Power is the Answer and the ONLY Answer to Our Long Term Energy Needs”). But if you went to SOLAR 2010 a week earlier, you would have noticed something rather striking. Despite the attendance of hundreds of people, numerous companies, and the presentation of hundreds of technical papers; despite the presence of the United States’ best experts on energy policy, energy transmission, energy generation, and solar power technology—there were no presentations on space solar power. Think about that for a moment. What does it say about space solar power? What it says is that space solar power is a fringe idea that is not even taken seriously within the niche field of solar power generation. What it also says is that the space solar power community doesn’t play with the big boys. It’s a community that talks to itself, that seeks the comfort of like-minded individuals, and doesn’t even try to sell its message to the audience most likely to give it a fair hearing. 

Solvency Frontline

2.  Japan is doing the plan already
Peter J. Schubert, ’10, Ph.D., P.E. Packer Engineering, Inc., Winter 2010, (Online Journal of Space Communication, Issue No. 16: Solar Power SatellitesCosts, Organization, and Roadmap for SSP, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/schubert.html)

The European Space Agency (ESA) has several modest research programs in SSP. India's space agency ISRO has interest, but inadequate funding for SSP. The current center of mass for SSP is in Japan, with the recent announcement of long-term corporate investment. Japan has limited indigenous resources, leading to a strong ethic of energy conservation, so its citizenry are aware of the importance of energy. The space agency JAXA, together with the Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI), large corporate conglomerates, and able universities, appear to have the will and the way to achieve viable SSP satellites.

3.  Need an international agreement first
Kaya, et al, 2000, N. KAYA, Kobe University, Rokkodai, Nada, Kobe 657-8501, Japan, J. MANKINS, NASA, B. ERB CSA, c/o NASA, D. VASSAUX and G. PIGNOLET, CNES, D. KASSING, ESA/ESTEC-FSA, and P. COLLINS, NASDA, Received 16 May 2000, (REPORT OF WORKSHOP ON CLEAN AND INEXHAUSTIBLE SPACE SOLAR POWER AT UNISPACE III CONFERENCE, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:SsqLvMWOHfsJ:www.spacecanada.org/docs/report-of-workshop-on-clean-and-inexhaustible-sbsp.pdf+solar+powered+satellites+and+%22United+States%22+and+leadership&hl=en&gl=us)

Many previous studies have indicated that SSP is a promising candidate as a future clean electric power system. SSP is quite different from many other re- newable energy sources, because the SSP systems are launched into Earth’s orbit and can supply elec- tricity anywhere on the Earth, including the polar regions. This means SSP cannot be realized without international cooperation and worldwide public ac- ceptance. Especially, allocation of the microwave frequencies needed for the wireless power trans- mission from the Earth’s orbit to the ground will be determined by international votes. Microwave power transmission cannot be used for SSP with- out acceptance and agreement of all countries. It is important to emphasize that the allocation of ac- ceptable orbits is significant, as is the allocation of radio frequencies. These can only be solved by in- ternational cooperation, but those tools now exist and an appropriate process should be designed and implemented. These are the immediate concern for planning for the future. There will also be a signif- icant land use issue for space solar power imple- mentation — the receiving antenna (Rectenna) are not small and may be numerous, and their location should be determined using sound science and pol- icy. On a relative scale, the research and develop- ment costs for the safety and environmental issues of SSP are quite small and will have the most pos-itive effect if implemented at the earliest stages of engineering and demonstration projects. 

Ext 1b: it fails

GEO orbit fails

Royce Jones, ’10, Space Technology entrepreneur, venture manager, IP developer and investor Winter 2010, (Online Journal of Space Communication, Issue No. 16: Solar Power Satellites, Alternative Orbits A New Space Solar Power Reference Design, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/jones.html)

The Problem Most solar power system placement proposals are intended for geosynchronous orbit. This is one reason the GEO solar power satellite (SPS) systems end up having an initial start up cost of tens of billions of dollars. The largest single cost of GEO solar power satellites is the cost of launching the components into orbit. The second largest cost is moving the components from low Earth orbit (LEO) to geostationary (GEO). The problem with GEO SPS is the 36,000 kilometer distance. This distance from Earth requires large microwave transmitters and large ground receivers. The great distance also results in very high launch costs due to the transmitter size and mass and the very real prospect of interference with the large number of communication satellites located there. As noted in Figure 4, the reason that the solar power satellite must be so large at GEO has to do with the physics of power beaming. The smaller the transmitter array, the larger is the angle of divergence of the transmitted beam. A highly divergent beam will spread out over a wide land area, and may be too weak to activate the rectenna. In order to obtain a sufficiently concentrated beam, more power must be collected and fed into a large transmitter array. Power beaming from geostationary orbit by microwaves has the added difficulty that the required “optical aperture” sizes must be very large. The 1978 NASA SPS study required a 1km diameter transmitting antenna, and a 10 km diameter receiving rectenna, for a microwave beam at 2.45 GHz frequencies. 

Ext 3 – International Support key

International cooperation is key – unilateral action creates backlash from other nations

Glaser, 2008, Spring 2008 (Dr. Peter, member of National Space Society Board of Governors, former Vice President for Advanced Technology at Arthur D. Little, Inc., fellow of the American Association of the Advancement of Science and the American Institute for Aeronautics and Astronautics, inducted into the Space Technology Hall of Fame, and inventor of SSP, “An Energy Pioneer Looks Back,” Ad Astra (magazine of the National Space Society), http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf)

Since it would be such a huge  undertaking, I think it would be best accomplished at an international level, perhaps  even managed by the United Nations. Each country could contribute their best effort,  and then each country would reap the benefit of cheap and plentiful power from the  sun. We could utilize the knowledge of all the  nations that have been researching space-  based solar power. If only one country has  the satellites, the international community will  worry that the technology will be misused.  With every nation taking part in the planning,  building, and operation of the system, there  would be inherent transparency, oversight,  and equality. There would be no secrets, and  no country would be left in the dark.  On the other hand, if one nation decides to  build the system, all hell may break loose.  There would be distrust and a huge shift in  the balance of power. Any nation with such  a system would not only have an advantage  in space, but they would have economic and  military advantages on the ground as well.  And there are many countries taking the idea   of solar power from space much more seri-  ously that we are in the United States. I would  prefer to see a network of power satellites  built by an international effort.  

***COOPERATION DISAD

1nc – Co-op

A.  UNIQUENESS – The US is pursuing international cooperation over space activities now
Kenyon 11 [Henry Kenyon, “DOD wants space assets more secure, resilient to attack,” Defense Systems, Mar 17, 2011, pg. http://www.defensesystems.com/Articles/2011/03/17/Satellite-2011-National-Space-Policy.aspx//edlee]

DOD is following strategic approaches to support the administration's policy by promoting the peaceful use of space and partnering with other nations, Schaffer said. She noted that DOD is working to defend national space assets and that the National Security Space Strategy calls for more resilient systems and capabilities that would function even when they are degraded by an attack or jamming.

The administration’s space policy seeks to meet the challenges of a space environment that is changing politically and physically. The policy stresses international cooperation while setting goals for developing a more robust and capable national infrastructure to support commercial and government space activities.

Outlining the administration’s goals, Chirag Parikh, director of space policy at the National Security Council, said one of the main thrusts of the new National Space Policy was to energize and maintain a competitive domestic space industry that would help reinforce the commercial space and national industrial base.

The policy also stresses international cooperation on the national and commercial levels. Parikh added that unlike most previous national space policies, the Obama administration's approach looks at the ground segment required to support the national satellite industry and its space assets.

Besides emphasizing partnerships at the international and corporate levels, the policy also stresses the responsible use of space. Parikh said more nations and corporate entities are now launching spacecraft, a trend that makes it necessary to press for international guidelines on a range of issues, including safe and responsible launch and space operations and proper disposal of satellites and space debris.

B.  LINK –the plan removes the need to cooperation by fueling a domestic “go-it-alone” program
Fukushima 11 - National Institute for Defense Studies, Ministry of Defense [Yasuhito Fukushima, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 3-6//edlee]

Leveraging the increasing opportunities to work together with other countries is not the only aim of the NSP. The changing environment of space activities has pressured the USA into undertaking a more intensified policy of international cooperation. One reason the USA needs cooperation is closely connected to the fear of weakening US primacy in space. Along with the USSR (Russia), the USA has been the leading space power and, especially after the Soviet breakup, it has enjoyed a huge advantage in this field. In 2009 it is estimated that the US government space budget ($64.42 billion) accounted for a quarter of the global space economy ($261.61 billion) and about three-quarters of aggregate world government space budgets ($86.17 billion).5 

The current US primacy in space is, however, no longer secure and is challenged by budget pressures and growing competition. The push for more budget cuts is especially apparent in the national security space sector. In June 2010 Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates announced his intention to save over $100 billion of the defense budget over a five-year period starting from fiscal year 2012 and this is where the space-related budget is expected to suffer.6 In addition, the proliferation of space activities has intensified heated competition in space. For example, the US Global Positioning System (GPS) has been widely used as the “gold standard” for space-based positioning, navigation and timing (PNT) and generated huge positive economic effects.7 Nevertheless, other countries have recently been preparing their own global navigation satellite systems (GNSS). Russia is rebuilding its Glonass constellation, which aims to be fully operational by the end of 2010.8 European countries are funding the Galileo system, which is scheduled to be partially operational in 2014.9 China is also constructing the Beidou/Compass system, which is intended to achieve global coverage by around 2020.10 These systems are designed to be dual-use and are sure to have great impact on related markets. 

Under these circumstances the USA is attempting to maintain its primacy in space by utilizing increased international cooperation and collaboration. Michael Nacht, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global Affairs, stated in May 2010 that expectations of flat to declining military space budgets in the next couple of years is the motivation for enhancing international cooperation.11 Furthermore, while space is becoming a more competitive domain where other nations are increasing their presence, the USA seems to be aiming to shape the direction of global space activities in its favor and to expand its market opportunities through cooperation with other nations. In the case of space-based PNT, the new NSP stipulates that, for the purpose of maintaining US leadership in this area, the country shall “engage with foreign GNSS providers to encourage compatibility and interoperability, promote transparency in civil service provision, and enable market access for US industry.” Pg. 3 // 
1nc – Co-op
B.  IMPACT - Lack of coop risks multiple earth and space wars. 

Huntley et al 10 – US Naval Postgraduate School [Wade L. Huntley, Joseph G. Bock (Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies, Notre Dame) & Miranda Weingartner (Weingartner Consulting), “Planning the unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” Space Policy, Volume 26, Issue 1, February 2010, Pages 25-38//edlee]

4.3. Scenario A: “Back to the Future” - “Back to the Future” describes a future characterized by a high degree of technological breakthrough wherein power is projected by rule of force.
In 2009 global tensions create an atmosphere where nations increasingly test new defensive technology. In 2010 India explodes a satellite out of Low-Earth orbit (LEO) and the USA tests an orbital interceptor. Gazprom invests $1 billion in the development of a nanotechnology research lab. There is also a steady erosion of Outer Space Treaty norms and limits to protect commerce. By 2013 NATO is dissolved, seen as no longer relevant. The EU alliance shifts towards defending its borders. Human spaceflight continues, in an increasingly competitive atmosphere. The USA launches Aries I, with a crew. Generation Y seems more interested in environmental issues than space. By 2014 many nations begin deploying anti-satellite (ASAT) technology. In 2015 China, the USA, India and Russia field rival ASATs in orbit, as LEO orbits are at risk from debris. Commercial interests give up on LEO and eye the Moon, which fuels the race to establish a presence there. An increasingly protectionist USA leaves the World Trade Organization (WTO). In response, China recalls its debts from the USA. Meanwhile, European and Asian growth continues and, in 2018, a Chinese factory begins production of bulk carbon nanotubes. The USA and China race to produce the first space elevator. The civil lunar programs move forward. By 2020 a joint US–EU team land on and ‘reclaim’ the Moon. Lunar bases and the space elevator are established, as resources continue to dwindle on earth. Rival moon bases compete over mining rights and orbital lasers promote a defensive arms race in space. NATO is replaced by a new European Defence Organization (EDO). A coalition emerges, including the USA, the EU and India, in opposition to Russia and China. By 2025 African nations reject the influence of major powers and, thanks to the proliferation of technology, become space powers in their own right. In 2028 major powers withdraw from the Outer Space Treaty. Saudi oil fields are now officially empty, and the lunar colonies' major export is solar power. Military bases on the Moon defend against rival solar farms. A Russian–Chinese coalition attacks the space elevator, which essentially strands the US–EU lunar colonies and seriously impairs energy availability on Earth. The UN breaks down and is dismantled. Treaties are ignored and tensions increase. The earth is highly militarized, and conflict occurs both on earth and in space. The future is tense, dark and uncertain. By 2030 Californian scientists claim to have discovered an alleged artificial signal from outer space. The signal offers the possibility of a new reason for hope.

4.4. Group observations on Scenario A

In this scenario technological breakthroughs add to the rule of force rather than providing a means for international cooperation. States come together and drift apart based on their perceived interests. The group acknowledged the importance of “giving teeth” to the Outer Space Treaty and other treaties in order to enhance means of overcoming conflict in the future. However, treaties do erode when states or blocs of states perceive these no longer to serve their interests. Further, norms of the Outer Space Treaty may be eroded through the commercialization of space, rather than by conflict and militarization. The group recognized that cooperation is possible on some, but not all, issues.

Following the Chinese recent ASAT test there were efforts to clarify the situation for all parties concerned and prevent repeat occurrences. This suggests in part that the UN breaking down is not realistic, and that there might be greater political will to move in a collaborative direction than the scenario suggests.

The competition for resources breaks down liberal order and traps states into a situation where the rule of force is perceived as the only option. In this scenario democracies are not less likely to militarize. Politicians bear the responsibility for the implications of their actions. NASA remains a remnant of the Cold War, while the EU space plan is geared towards a broader array of concerns. The voice of civil society is then squashed. (There is also an option of a scenario where, instead of the EU, China becomes a regional champion, bringing other regional leaders like Brazil under a new transparent framework.) The rule of force is also justified for the protection of investments. An entity such as the US-Soviet Standing Consultative Commission (SCC), which was convened when one side thought there had been a violation by the other, might be helpful.

Driving factors come not necessarily from the bottom or the top, but rather from mid-level officials who can promote a discussion on the consequences of space weaponization. It is important to reach out to the non-space community, to help a wider constituency relate to the issues and take greater interest. Getting away from focusing on big, one-off, prestige programs is one way to elicit such an interest.
Technological innovation, while important, does not necessarily lead to an advantage for the country of origin. Rapid dissemination of technologies among a certain community can affect the security of the countries of origin. For this reason, if weaponization of space is inevitable, countries should operate as much as possible in a collaborative, transparent fashion. This suggests the utility of a global regime controlling the technology.

Cooperative leadership among youth could be developed to help ensure future cooperation. This group underlines the importance of reaching young people today in order to stimulate awareness in the next generation of leaders of the negative spirals that could develop. All parties must be made aware that it is in no one's interest to attack each other's satellites; both sides need the information and need freedom to access space. A non-interference pact could be developed, which might name the kinds of weapons not to be used.
1nc – Co-op

Those risk accidental nuclear wars
There will be numerous accidental nuclear wars 

Ross 09 - Reporter for the Chicago Daily News [Sherwood Ross, “Space Race Increasing Risk of Nuclear War,” Atlantic Free Press, Saturday, 04 April 2009 08:21, pg. http://www.atlanticfreepress.com/news/1/8948-space-race-increasing-risk-of-nuclear-war.html//edlee]

An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says.

By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review.

Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said.

The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained.

While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.”

Hoey said his research analysis suggests:

“Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.”

“If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.”

Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.”

The five treaties governing space “are highly outdated,” Hoey said, notably the milestone “Outer Space Treaty” of 1967. Theoretically, the U.S. is also bound by The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 that declares our “activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” (Rep. Dennis Kucinich(D-Ohio), in introducing a bill to ban the weaponization of space, charged the Bush administration with breaking with that policy by “putting weapons in outer space to give the U.S. the power to control the world.” Kucinich charged “the Air Force is seeking permission to put both offensive and defensive weapons in space.”)

Hoey said the research community is expecting space warfare systems to come from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency(DARPA) and the Air Force Research Laboratories (AFRL). But instead of doing straight military R&D in-house, the Pentagon is funding civilian research that has dual-purpose use capabilities---civilian applications as well as military.

Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology.

Because their overlap is “overwhelming,” Hoey noted, in that “systems that destroy can also create and facilitate discoveries,” it behooves the international arms control community to act before our military and commercial industries become “inextricably integrated with military space systems and unable to extract themselves.”

Hoey said the defense community is actively scouting students still enrolled in high school who have demonstrated a talent in aerospace, cryptology and computer security for military research, “in an attempt to compete with emerging science and technology rivals such as China and India.” This would place future generations who dream of discoveries on a fast track towards the defense industry, Hoey said, even if they land jobs in the private sector. As dual-usage progresses, far more space technology roads will lead to careers that contribute to the development space warfare-enabling technologies.

Companies engaged in nanotechnology, robotics and Artificial Intelligence are also being wooed by the military with fat checks, Hoey said. “These (space exploration and space warfare) systems are being developed through multi-tiered collaborations that include NASA, the Defense Department, universities, big defense contractors and small space start- ups. “The work force consists of military scientists and engineers, students, scientists, and even foreign nationals” ultimately enabling technology proliferation globally.

For an arms control community that is focusing primarily on banning specific space weapons currently in development, nearing deployment, and in some cases already deployed, efforts should also be focused towards lobbying the international community to begin establishing rules of the road that differentiate between peaceful commercial space technologies and destructive military space applications before the lines between the two are irreversibly blurred, Hoey urged. By doing so, “next generation space warfare systems and space security threats can, as a result, be prevented long before they have a chance to further undermine peace in outer space and increase the probability of nuclear war,” he said.
Uniq – Cooperating Now

Obama is cooperating now – making program decisions that are pro cooperati0n
Samson 10 - Secure World Foundation Washington Office Director [Victoria Samson, “The 2010 Obama Space Policy: Sustainability, International Engagement and Stability in Space,” Secure World Foundation, Sept. 29, 2010, pg. http://swfound.org/media/1759/obama_spacepolicy_analysis_vs.pdf//edlee]

The Obama administration's new NSP clearly identifies the core challenges and priorities of space security and sustainability for the United States and provides the policy framework to allow the United States to deal with those challenges. However, much depends on how the branches of the U.S. government carry out the mandates presented in the new NSP. The Space Posture Review, being worked on at present by the Department of Defense and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, will provide some insight on how the United States intends to implement the NSP’s guidelines when the Space Posture Review is released, potentially later this year.

The Obama administration’s Fiscal Year 2012 budget request, scheduled for release in early February 2011, will give some indication of the programmatic actions that can result from the new NSP. Efforts by the State Department will further illustrate whether or not the United States is truly serious about international cooperation or if Washington is only paying lip service to the concept.
The NSP sets the stage for potentially long‐lasting effects that will allow the world to continue enjoying benefits from space. As the international space community continues to move towards creating and sustaining a stable outer space environment, it has the opportunity to use the NSP as both a guide post and as a starting point for international discussions for how best to do so. This major opportunity should not be bypassed. Pg. 7-8

Obama’s NSP is rooted in international coop.    

Fukushima 11 - National Institute for Defense Studies, Ministry of Defense [Yasuhito Fukushima, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 3-6//edlee]

This paper aims to analyze the new US National Space Policy (NSP) and examine its relevance to Asia. President Barack Obama announced the new NSP in June 2010, after inviting wide speculation on how the new administration wanted to define its NSP. The NSP is a comprehensive document which stipulates principles, goals and inter-sectoral and sectoral guidelines for space activities; it can be analyzed from various perspectives.

Above all, the NSP’s great emphasis on the importance of international cooperation has significant meaning for Asia. The USA has a long history of international space cooperation, especially in the field of civil space, and past administrations also pledged the promotion of international cooperation in their NSPs. Even the former Bush administration’s NSP, which was sometimes regarded as a product of unilateralism, included “cooperation with other nations” as one of the principles of US space programs and activities.1

Obama’s NSP is, however, rooted in cooperation and incorporates the concept throughout, instead of just mentioning it in one section. The introduction states that “the United States hereby renews its pledge of cooperation,” whereas for the principles of space activities, the USA will adhere to its principles “in this spirit of cooperation” and proposes that other nations follow suit. Also, as one of the goals of its national space programs, emphasis is placed on the expansion of international cooperation. In the inter-sectoral guidelines there is a special section on international cooperation, which stipulates the need to strengthen US space leadership, identify areas for potential international cooperation, and develop transparency and confidence-building measures (TCBMs). According to a senior administration official, who played a central role in shaping the document, enhancing international cooperation and collaboration in space is positioned as a “key cornerstone” in Obama’s NSP.2 pg. 3 

Co-op Links

The plan’s unilateralism will be perceived as abandoning cooperation - Talking about coop is not enough.  

Smith 11 - Space and Technology Policy Group, LLC [Marcia S. Smith, “President Obama’s National Space Policy: A change in tone and a focus on space sustainability,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 20-23//edlee]

The paradigm shift became evident long before the policy was released. In October 2009, in a speech to the UN First Committee, the US alternate representative, Garold Larsen, expressed what has become a common refrain in US space policy circles today, namely that space is “congested, competitive, and contested” [3]. Over succeeding months national security officials began speaking about how the USA cannot do everything on its own. For example, General James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in May 2010:

Reality is that we don’t fight alone, we don’t deter alone, we don’t assure alone. Everything is done in partnerships. Everything is in coalitions. We [think we] have to have the only capability; we have to fill every rung on the ladder with the best capability in the world. We can’t afford it, nor can we do it. There are other very capable nations out there very willing to partner up. We’ve got to make sure that our strategy is inclusive. You cannot afford to do everything yourself. We are not an island [4].

Thus, a major thrust of the new US policy is working together with like-minded countries in using space and treating space as a global commons for which all are responsible.

2. Implementing the new policy

A policy, of course, is just words on paper- the real point is how it is implemented. But perception is key and the Obama policy clearly wants to convey that the USA is willing not only to talk, but to listen, and to find mechanisms for ensuring space sustainability. In a real sense implementation will have to happen on an international basis. If other countries do not agree that space sustainability is a critical need, the USA cannot do it alone.

“Sustainability” has become the keyword and while it is not defined in the policy, that means all the stakeholders will have the opportunity to discuss what it is and what is needed to achieve it. Non-US policy makers may have as much influence on the implementation of these aspects of the policy as their American colleagues. Europe already deserves a lot of credit for its draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. A revised version was released at a meeting at the UN in October 2010 [5].  Pg. 20-21

The plan will be incorporated into the ongoing debates about space funding.  Coop will be a necessary opportunity cost 

Newton & Griffin 11 – Center for System Studies, University of Alabama - Huntsville [Elizabeth K. Newton*, Michael D. Griffin, “United States space policy and international partnership,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 7-9//edlee]

We are a year into the throes of a debate sparked by President Obama’s proposal to cancel NASA’s Constellation human spaceflight program, a debate which as of yet shows no sign of abating.

Nevertheless, taking a step back from the details, it is imperative to ask how, in current economic and political conditions, US space policy measures up and how it affects international partnership. What are the current conditions? From a historical point of view, the domestic and global challenges populating the US national agenda are not unique to our day: war, recession, deficits, health care, financial markets, and energy concerns have provided a backdrop to the US space program since inception. Competing concerns and cares, and the very fact that resources are never limitless, will always cast decisions to spend money on space programs in terms of opportunity costs: by spending a dollar in one area, which opportunity to spend it elsewhere do we forgo? In this regard, today’s conditions are analogous to those of earlier eras. Pg. 7 

Co-op Links
Agency implementation will overwhelm Obama’s rhetorical support for cooperation 

Newton & Griffin 11 – Center for System Studies, University of Alabama - Huntsville [Elizabeth K. Newton*, Michael D. Griffin, “United States space policy and international partnership,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 7-9//edlee]

Before delving into details, it is worth noting that US space policy is most accurately viewed as an aggregate of White House issuances and legislative policy making codified in law, as well as of executive branch agencies’ translation of these broad or narrow directions into programs, operating budgets, and processes. Indeed, agencies’ deeds are more telling than any White House-level rhetoric about intent. For this reason, it may be that currently we can only judge the potential for the policy to deliver results, allowing sufficient time to see whether policy’s implementation succeeds or fails. Pg. 7 

US space cooperation is dependent on it not being able to achieve its foreign policy objective by other means.  History is on our side 

Launius 09 - National Air and Space Museum [ROGER D. LAUNIUS, “United States Space Cooperation and Competition: Historical Reflections,” Astropolitics, 7:89–100, 2009//edlee] 

In many respects, the history of United States (U.S.) cooperation and collaboration in space activities mirrors the larger story of how the United States and its allies have interrelated since the conclusion of World War II. If one were to characterize it accurately throughout the last fifty-plus years, the undeniable conclusion is that all parties have enjoyed an uneasy relationship in which they have recognized that they were better off cooperating rather than competing and in which they constantly jockeyed, even while cooperating, for a superior position vis-a`-vis the other nations in partnership. Certainly, that has been the case among senior officials of the U.S.; many over the years viewing the nation’s effort in non-military space activities at a fundamental level as a program aimed at least in part at ensuring foreign policy objectives. If securing those objectives required cooperative relations in space, such was most assuredly acceptable and supportable as a national objective.1 pg. 89 

Impacts – War

The probability of escalation is much higher than the case – Concepts of limited warfare and escalation control do not exist in space  

Krepon & Clary 04 – Professor of politics @ University of Virginia & Research Assistant for the Weaponization of Space Project @ Stimson Center [Michael Krepon (Director of the Space Security Project @ Stimson Center & President/CEO of the Henry L. Stimson Center (89-00) & Christopher Clary, Space Assurance or Space Dominance? The Case Against Weaponizing Space, Henry L. Stimson Center, 2004//edlee]

The inherent escalatory potential of satellite warfare between the United States and a major power such as China is exposed by such anodyne calculations. Any analysis of this scenario for preemptive attacks on space assets—whether initiated by the United States or by China—cannot assume that strikes would be confined to satellites. Moreover, escalation control in this scenario must be considered a highly dubious proposition. After all, the purpose of attacking objects in space, or attacking terrestrial targets from space, is to affect the conduct of military operations on Earth. It is therefore exceedingly hard to envision warfare in space that does not spread elsewhere, whether by asymmetric, conventional, or unconventional means. The resulting combat is likely to be less discriminating and proportional, and far more lethal, either because the stronger party has lost satellites used for targeting and precision guidance, or because the weaker party is unlikely to be concerned about collateral damage.

Concepts of limited warfare and escalation control that were intimately associated with nuclear deterrence during the Cold War have not been propounded by U.S. advocates of space warfare. To engage in tit-for-tat, controlled warfare against satellites would suggest that the first kill of a satellite in the history of armed conflict would reflect a mere quest for balance or a novel form of message sending. The rationales provided by proponents of space control are notably different. The object of acquiring space warfare capabilities is to win, not to tie. In other words, U.S. advocates of space warfare capabilities are less interested in deterrence than in dominance and compellance. Pg. 54

Impacts – Warming

Space coop key to weather monitoring that allows for climate change adaptation 

Friedman 11 - Former 30 year Executive Director of The Planetary Society. [Lou Friedman, “Peace,” The Space Review, Monday, January 3, 2011, pg. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1751/1//edlee]

Space offers much more than symbolism to advance global peace. Many in the national security community and the military have opined that global climate change is the greatest current threat to world peace. Economic and scientific studies have also documented how it is the greatest threat to world prosperity. Drought in East Africa, diminishment of glaciers, loss of the rain forest and of agricultural land, flooding in highly populated coastal deltas, loss of fresh water supplies, and environmental pollution comprise just the tip of a looming iceberg. The space program is crucial to dealing with these threats, by providing observation and information for intelligent decision making and monitoring the relations of causes and effects.

US resources and capability for Earth remote sensing dropped considerably in the past decade, so much so that both the National Research Council and the Department of Defense sounded alarms. This was brought to the attention of the space community by a “Climate Change and National Security” panel at the 2008 National Space Symposium. Last year, Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn said, “We know that climate change will exacerbate food and water shortages, increase the spread of disease, and may contribute to migration both within and across state borders. Increased poverty, environmental degradation, even social unrest and possible weakening of governments are potential consequences.” He added a phrase I particularly liked: “It [climate change] serves, in the vocabulary of conflict analysis, as an instability accelerant.”

Climate change is, of course, an international concern, and data and information about it are critical to US international policies, including treaty negotiations and possible environmental regulations. Without Earth observing satellites and international cooperation in space, we would be flying blind into the maelstrom of climate change.

Fortunately, new support for NASA and NOAA has increased Earth science budgets and allowed them to start replenishing the Earth observation fleet. The decision to re-fly the Orbiting Carbon Observatory spacecraft was very positive in that regard. Still, that was last year’s victory, and, as the November elections in the US showed, victory can be short-lived. Some have already labeled Earth science as a budget-cutting target.

Perhaps we should actually weaken barriers between national security and space exploration, not by subsuming NASA within the military or merging military and space budgets, but by recognizing and utilizing the value of NASA’s program in national security.

The International Space Station and the intricate cooperation among the US, Russia, Europe, Japan, and Canada carries on the tradition of world peace through international cooperation. Cooperation in human space flight is synergistic with cooperation in science, cooperation in Earth observing, and cooperation in solar weather monitoring and planetary defense. In a congressional event held by the Planetary Society two years ago, Charlie Kennel, now head of the National Research Council’s Space Studies Board, connected human space flight and Earth observations by citing how necessary international cooperation in the latter is enhanced by the political cooperation in the former.
Impacts – Hurts US Space Leadership

US space unilateralism kills our space leadership & hegemony 

Friedman 11 – Former Executive Director of The Planetary Society (30 years). [Lou Friedman, “American leadership,” The Space Review, Monday, February 14, 2011, pg. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1778/1//edlee]

American leadership in space is much more desired that resented—except when it gets used unilaterally, as in the past Administration’s call for “dominance in cislunar space.” Asian countries (China, Japan, India) are especially interested in lunar landings; Western countries, including the US, much less so. However, cooperating with Asian countries in lunar science and utilization would be both a sign of American leadership and of practical benefit to US national interests. Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin has been a leader advocating such cooperation. At the same time American leadership can be extended by leading spacefaring nations into the solar system with robotic and human expeditions to other worlds.

The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. That is also true with exploration projects sending robots and human to other worlds. American leadership in these areas is welcomed and used by other countries, even as they develop their own national programs. The US government should make more of this and not treat it as an afterthought—or even worse, prohibit American leadership as the House of Representatives is doing this week by banning any China collaboration or cooperation. (The proposed House continuing resolution for fiscal year 2011 prohibits OSTP or NASA funds to be used for anything to do with China.)

On a bigger stage I was struck by the demands of the Egyptian protesters over the past few weeks for American leadership and engagement in reforming their country, while at the same time strongly resenting any American interference in their country. This demand for American leadership and opposition to American hegemony may seem inconsistent. It is not: it only emphasizes the need to recognize the difference and use leadership for cooperation and engagement. If we Americans do this in the space program, we will accomplish more in our many Earth, space science, and exploration projects, and we will raise higher the importance of the space program on the national and international political agenda.

***SPENDING DISAD
1nc – Spending

A.  UNIQUENESS - The Economy will be fine – but faces risk – Fiscal issues could arise
BLINDER  3 – 31 – 11 a professor of economics and public affairs at Princeton & former vice chair of the Federal Reserve
Alan S. Blinder, Handicapping the Economic Recovery, WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704308904576226570362791958.html?mod=googlenews_wsj
If you're searching for a metaphor for the U.S. economy right now, think of an athlete who is recovering from serious injuries and must navigate a difficult obstacle course. She's getting into better shape but there are hazards along the way that might keep her from reaching the finish line.

Here's my list of the four biggest obstacles to recovery right now—in ascending order of seriousness:

• The Japanese disaster: Many people view the physical and human tragedy now afflicting Japan as a serious threat to global recovery. Based on what's known so far, I don't. The horrors unleashed by the earthquake, tsunami and nuclear disaster are very real—and monumental in scale and scope. The human cost is incalculable. And the disaster is already causing some economic disruptions (e.g., to production in Japan and to global supply chains). There will be more.

But history teaches us that in well-ordered economies, such events generally prove to be no more than short-term setbacks. And this is Japan we're talking about. Its economy will likely bounce back relatively quickly.

• The European sovereign debt crisis: This one is starting to look like a hardy perennial. For about a year, the on-again-off-again fear has been that defaults or restructurings by Greece, Ireland, Portugal and others might impose huge losses on European banks, which are not too healthy anyway, thereby opening a new and scary chapter in the world financial crisis.

No one knows what the future might bring, but my guess is that history will prove to be prologue. The nations of the European Union have bickered, dithered and delayed time again. But each time, when push came to shove, they got their act together. We'll likely see more bickering and dithering. But a financial implosion in Europe seems unlikely. The stakes are too high, and disaster is too preventable. (Did someone say that in the summer of 1914?)

• The U.S. budget deficit: The unedifying and sometimes irrational political wrangling over our own budget deficit is more worrisome. There are three distinct hazards here.

First, the current budget battle might lead to excessively large cuts in federal spending at a time when the economy is still fragile—much like what is happening in the U.K. Frankly, I don't lose any sleep over this one. Gridlock will protect us.

Second, failure to agree on a budget for fiscal year 2011—which is already six months old!—could lead to a shutdown of the federal government, as happened in 1995. Again, I'm not too worried about this because any shutdown would be brief, making it a big political event but a small economic one. Besides, the Republican leadership remembers 1995, even if many of the party's freshmen do not.

The third hazard, though unlikely, is scarier: Suppose we crash headlong into the national debt ceiling. President Barack Obama and Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner have stated that the debt ceiling must be raised, period. They have both arithmetic and logic on their side. After all, as long as the government runs any budget deficit at all, no matter how small, the national debt rises. But some politicians are impervious to reason. And some Republicans see the debt limit as a weapon to force budgetary changes they seek. It's a dangerous game of political chicken.

Games of chicken almost always end with one side or the other (or both) backing off. This one probably will, too. But now and then a game of chicken ends in a crash. What happens if this one does? Some people have raised the specter of default on the national debt. That seems most unlikely, but even talk of default could shake the financial markets. We need to avoid that.

Two other ill effects are more plausible. First, investors around the world might start thinking the U.S. has lost its grip, which would not do the dollar or our stock and bond markets any good. Second, since the federal government is now taking in only 57 cents for every dollar that it spends, hitting the debt limit could force an abrupt 43% cut in government spending. That might delight tea partiers, but it would be a serious blow to the American economy.

• The oil market: This is the most worrying. When we think about the many conflicts now going on in the Middle East, we think of hopes for democracy, concerns about radical Islamists, our military involvement in Libya and more. But economically, we think only about the supply of oil.

So far, the price of oil is up only about $20 a barrel—roughly to $105 from $85 on light crude. But if oil were to shoot up into the $150 range, as it did briefly in the summer of 2008, the world would face a major oil "shock." (It now faces a minor one.) Oil shocks tend to both raise inflation and slow down economic growth.

But there's a ray of sunshine even here. Recent research suggests that oil shocks are now less devastating than they once were. Some of the reasons are obvious (for example, we use much less oil, relative to GDP, than we did in the 1970s). Others are speculative (it seems we now adjust to shocks better.) But whatever the reasons, oil shocks since the mid-1980s have had far smaller effects on the U.S. economy than earlier ones did. Even prices of $150 per barrel would not hurt as much as they did in the 1970s and early 1980s.

So let's handicap the race. Imagine that each of the first three obstacles has only a 5% chance of derailing the recovery, the last one has a 25% chance, and the four events are independent. That adds up to 40%, leaving the betting odds in favor of our limping-but-determined runner. Still, 60-40 bets leave me uneasy. 

1nc – Spending

B.  LINK – any space program will be expensive – will destroy the budget
HSU & COX  09  Ph.D., Senior Fellow – Aerospace Technology Working Group & Ph.D., Founder & Director – Aerospace Technology Working Group

(Feng Hsu and Ken Cox, “Sustainable Space Exploration and Space Development - A Unified Strategic Vision”, 2-20, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=30702) 

There are limited financial resources from the U.S. government, which is now struggling with unprecedented high budget deficit and is confronted with extremely costly ongoing wars. So it is nearly irresponsible to impose on the nation and its people an Apollo-like, huge spending lunar-based space exploration program. There is neither significant (or short-term) science value nor space exploration and operation value in revisiting an earth-orbit destination that was explored by mankind four decades ago. Given today's decimated American economic condition, we must adapt a concurrent and comprehensive space exploration and space development strategy that is not only affordable but can be mutually supported. 

Failure to stop spending will result in economic collapse
ROE  5 – 18 – 11  member of the Education and Workforce Committee.  Representative from Tennessee

[Phil Roe Cut, cap and balance: A fight toward fiscal responsibility http://voices.washingtonpost.com/federal-eye/2010/05/navy_plebes_scale_herndon_monu.html]

On Monday, the United States reached the legal limit of its borrowing authority – further evidence that out-of-control spending is a matter of national security. Serious reforms and government spending cuts need to be made to avoid severe economic disruptions – both in the short and long-term. 

The national debt and deficits are rising at an unconscionable rate. The national debt now exceeds $14 trillion, and the government is still piling up debt at the rate of $200 million an hour, $30 billion a week, $120 billion a month and $1.6 trillion a year. It’s clear we don’t have a revenue problem – we have a spending problem. 

Raising the debt ceiling without these serious reforms will only burden our future generations with outrageous debt.  Worse, the president and Senate Democrats are saying they want a “clean” debt ceiling increase, which means that they want to continue spending and borrowing more money with no strings attached. My view is we must not raise the debt ceiling by $1 without simultaneously making deep cuts in spending and taking real steps towards a balanced budget. 

It is imperative to the future of the country that we fight for an immediate shift toward fiscal responsibility. That is why I, along with my colleagues in the Republican Study Committee (RSC), wrote a letter to House Speaker John Boehner asking him to “Cut, Cap and Balance.” Specifically, we advocated for discretionary and mandatory spending reductions that would cut the deficit in half next year; enacting statutory, enforceable total-spending caps to reduce federal spending to 18 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP); and a Balanced Budget Constitutional Amendment (BBA) with strong protections against federal tax increases and including a Spending Limitation Amendment (SLA). This proposal will put us on a path to prosperity, and I will work to see provisions like this are included in any final agreement.

I believe it is prudent to limit the extension of borrowing authority as much as possible, in order to demand accountability from Senate Democrats and the Obama Administration. Every day, we see more and more evidence of the need to confront the problem now. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) report released in April adds urgency to the need for meaningful actions — both short and long-term — to confront the nation's debt head-on. Additionally, Moody's Analytics released a report several weeks ago forecasting a downgrade in our country’s bond rating. It’s clear that if we fail to stop the spending spree, our nation will face economic collapse in the long-term.  

1nc – Spending

C.  Economic Collapse risk global nuclear wars
Harris and Burrows 09 PhD European History @ Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) & member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit
Mathew, and Jennifer “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf
 
Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so,history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on thesustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks_and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran couldlead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivalscombined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertaintyof Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for thesecountries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes.With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
Uniq - Economy Improving

Decline factors are temporary 

MarketWatch 6/1 [Rex Nutting, MarketWatch, “Will the Economic Slump Last?” Wall Street Journal. June 1, 2011. http://www.marketwatch.com/story/will-the-economic-slump-last-2011-06-01?link=MW_latest_news. ]
Isn’t there anything good to say about the economy? Sure. Many of the factors depressing the economy are temporary: Gasoline prices have been falling for the past month, and businesses are figuring out how to work around the supply disruptions from the tsunami. Household finances are slowly improving, setting the stage for faster domestic growth. Even the optimists are nervous about the next few months. It’s possible that some of the gloomy data reflect excessive caution ahead of several key events: The end of the Federal Reserve’s asset purchases, the resolution of the U.S. debt-ceiling soap opera, the resolution of Europe’s fiscal disaster, and the ability of the developing world to achieve its soft landing. If all of those go well or even just OK, the future might look a little brighter at the end of the summer. And if they don’t? We may look back on this spring with fond memories.
Economy is going up – growth rates increasing, jobs, gas prices

Bloomberg 6/1 [Joshua Zumbrun, “Fed’s  Pianalto Says U.S. Economy Likely to Grow at 3 Percent Annual Pace,” Bloomberg. June 1, 2011. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-01/fed-s-pianalto-says-gradual-economic-recovery-to-continue.html]

Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland President Sandra Pianalto said she expects the U.S. economic expansion to advance further and that the central bank’s current monetary stimulus is appropriate. “I expect the economy to continue on a gradual recovery pace over the next few years, with annual growth just above 3 percent a year,” Pianalto said today in a speech in Columbus, Ohio. “I believe inflation will be temporarily elevated this year due to developments in oil and food prices, but I expect inflation to fall back below 2 percent in the next couple of years.“Given this outlook, I think that the current accommodative stance of monetary policy, with short-term interest rates close to zero, is appropriate and supports the FOMC’s dual mandate of stable prices and maximum employment,” Pianalto said at the Columbus Metropolitan Club. Chairman Ben S. Bernanke and the Federal Open Market Committee plan this month to complete a $600 billion bond purchase program. At their last meeting in April they said they’ll hold interest rates “exceptionally low” for an “extended period.” They’re considering a policy plan that would follow the end of record monetary stimulus. Pianalto said in response to audience questions that she doesn’t anticipate that the economy will fall into “stagflation,” with simultaneous high unemployment and high inflation because “there has not been a growth in the money supply.” Kept Reserves The Fed has funded its asset purchases by creating bank reserves, and “banks have kept those reserves. They have not put them back into the economy,” she said. The softness in recent economic data is different from the slowdown last year, when Europe’s fiscal crisis damaged business confidence in the U.S., Pianalto said. “This time around even though we are again seeing some softness, we’re not seeing the same reaction on the part of businesses,” she said. Businesses are hiring and “not pulling back,” indicating the “economy is on firmer footing.” The Labor Department will report on June 3 that the economy added 175,000 jobs in May, according to the median of a Bloomberg Survey. The unemployment rate will fall to 8.9 percent from 9 percent in April, according to the survey. More Churning Pianalto cited research from the Cleveland Fed showing that “research reveals that historically, the more dynamism or churn in the job market, the faster the unemployment rate returns to its “trend” rate or “natural” rate, which we believe is between 5.5 and 6 percent.” She said it could take about five years for unemployment to return to that level. “Unfortunately, the rate of churn is not returning as quickly as it has after previous recessions,” she said. Low wage growth was likely to restrain inflation in coming years, Pianalto said. “After a recession, wage increases typically remain low for quite some time,” she said. “This should keep the inflation rate lower because lower wage growth directly implies little rise in the cost of producing goods and providing services.” Regular gasoline at the pump fell 0.5 cent yesterday to $3.775 a gallon, the lowest price since April 10, AAA said on its website. The Fed has said pressures from high commodity prices will have only a “transitory” effect on overall inflation. The Labor Department said overall prices rose 3.2 percent in April from a year earlier and prices excluding food and fuel rose 1.3 percent. The Fed aims for inflation of 2 percent or a bit below. Pianalto said in a March speech that she supports an explicit inflation target of 2 percent.

No New Spending

No additional spending coming – afraid it will snowball – Obama & Dems on board
Fox News 5/16 (Chad Pergram, 5/16/11, "An Unenviable Choice: Disaster Relief Versus Spending Cuts", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/17/unenviable-choice-disaster-relief-versus-spending-cuts)

Finally, even the Obama Administration and Democrats are wary of formulating an additional spending bill. If history is any guide, such packages have the potential to become "Christmas Trees." These are bills decorated with an array of spending baubles and ornaments devoted to causes besides the targets of the base legislation. And in order to garner support from lawmakers who don't represent constituents in the tornado or flood zones, a possible bill could require significant garnishment just to conjure up the votes.

Which brings us to the endgame for House Republicans.

If the GOP wants to cut spending, it can't do supplemental spending bills on top of the regular spending bills. That's part of the reason why the national debt exploded. After all, supplemental spending bills to bankroll the war on terror and operations in Iraq helped explode the debt over the past decade. In addition, loading up bills with extras to coax lawmakers to vote for additional spending is a thing of the past in Washington. And it's definitely not what the voters want.

political consequences mean less spending now

WASHINGTON POST  5 – 24 - 10
New spending plans belie Congress's deficit worries, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/24/AR2010052403585.html
Not every item has been "scored" by the Congressional Budget Office, but senior Democratic aides have told The Post that they expect the measure to cost almost $200 billion over the next decade. This is on top of a separate $60 billion measure to fund the war in Afghanistan, now before the Senate, to which the White House is trying to attach $23 billion in additional deficit spending to avoid layoffs of public school teachers.

With deficit anxiety rising in the electorate, there are signs that both the White House and the leadership in Congress are beginning to worry about the political costs of more red ink. House leaders are discussing a one-year budget plan that might cut more than Obama's proposed freeze on non-national security discretionary spending. But first, more dollars out the door. 

No new spending – house GOP leader
Atlantic 5/10/11 (Derek Thompson, 5/10/11, "Boehner Is Beating Democrats in the Debt Ceiling Game", http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2011/05/boehner-is-beating-democrats-in-the-debt-ceiling-game/238669/) 

Like any well-crafted political message, House Speaker John Boehner's speech to the New York Economic Club on Republicans' debt ceiling strategy could be reduced a dozen words: No new debt without a deal, no new spending, no new taxes, no default.

Simplicity is a virtue in messaging, but in the real world, Boehner's debt ceiling game gets complicated. Raising the debt limit requires a deal. A deal requires Democratic votes. Democratic votes require tax increases. No tax increases means no Democrats, which means no deal, which means no debt limit increase and the possibility of a bond market freakout.

Cuts Coming

Massive cuts coming
 Fox News 5/16 (Chad Pergram, 5/16/11, "An Unenviable Choice: Disaster Relief Versus Spending Cuts", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/17/unenviable-choice-disaster-relief-versus-spending-cuts)

But the work on the FY ‘12 appropriations bills marks the first time a Republican-led House, dominated by conservatives and tea party loyalists, will have a complete stab at slicing federal spending. This is where Republicans truly have a chance to make good on their campaign promises to ax the debt.

Late last week, Rogers and the Appropriations Committee released a set of numbers that would glaze over the eyes of any accountant worth his pocket protector. The numbers were something called 302(b) allocations.

Last month, the House adopted the so-called "Ryan Budget," a non-binding spending blueprint drawn up by House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan (R-WI). And last week, Rogers took Ryan's framework and concocted the 302(b) allocations. In short, Ryan baked the pie. Rogers then sliced up the pie into 12 pieces. Each wedge of pie represented an individual Appropriations subcommittee that governs a set of federal government fiefdoms.

But what's important is how big Rogers rationed each pie slab.

To comply with the Ryan budget, Rogers needed to reduce spending by about $30 billion from what President Obama proposed. So Rogers offered up a series of spending chunks that trimmed non-defense federal spending by 11 percent.

"These are big-time cuts. They would take us back to the (FY) ‘06 levels for the cuts," boasted Rogers.

He noted that the agriculture spending bill is on target to absorb a 13 percent reduction. Rogers says transportation and housing programs could lose around 18 percent. Spending for the measure that funds the Departments of Labor and Health & Human Services reverts to FY ‘04 levels.

This is where the rubber hits the road. And Rogers is bracing for the fights.

"Members of Congress argue with each other?" the Kentucky Republican asked rhetorically. "Of course, there will be some disagreements. But I think when the dust settles, we'll be able to pass those bills and make responsible cuts."

Cuts coming – compromise on the debt ceiling debate
Los Angeles Times 5/29/11 (Peter Nicholas, 5/29/11, "Republicans still firmly against raising debt ceiling without big cuts", http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-gop-debt-ceiling-20110530,0,980818.story)

Two top Republicans said Sunday they opposed raising the nation's debt ceiling without major moves to slash the federal deficit, a stance that suggests the GOP may be heading toward a high-stakes showdown with Democrats as the deadline for congressional action nears.

Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said on NBC's "Meet the Press" that he was prepared to keep the ceiling in place "unless we do something really significant about debt and deficit."

Former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty, a Republican candidate for president, also challenged the Obama administration's contention that failure to lift the debt limit would trigger an unprecedented default.

The U.S. has until Aug. 2 to raise the $14.3-trillion debt ceiling, said Treasury Secretary Timothy F. Geithner. Failing to act would invite "catastrophic" consequences, Geithner has said: Military service members would not get paid, retirement investments would drop in value, and people would face higher payments on mortgages and car loans.

President Obama has said he expects Congress to increase the ceiling. In an interview last month with the Associated Press, the president said: "We will raise the debt limit. We always have. We will do it again."

The alternative, Obama said, is to "plunge the world economy back into a recession."

Posturing is always a part of congressional negotiations, but Republicans are under enormous pressure from "tea party" conservatives to curtail spending. The debt ceiling debate presents some congressional Republicans with an unhappy choice: A vote to raise the ceiling might expose them to primary challenges in the 2012 election, while a vote against it risks a default on U.S. debt obligations that could jeopardize the fragile economic recovery.

Pawlenty, in an interview with ABC's "This Week," said the consequences of failing to raise the cap might not be as stark as the White House contends.

Asked whether the result would prove calamitous for the U.S. economy, Pawlenty said: "Well, there are some serious voices challenging that very premise. And the answer is nobody really knows, because we've not been at this point before."

If opponents hold their ground and keep the ceiling intact, the U.S. could still manage by prioritizing payments, using the remaining cash to pay outside creditors first, Pawlenty said.

The Obama administration has dismissed that approach as "unworkable." In a blog post this year, Deputy Treasury Secretary Neal Wolin wrote that giving certain creditors privileged status was "default by another name."

"Such a policy would also be unacceptable to American servicemen and women, retirees and all other Americans who would rightly reject the notion that their payment has been deemed a lower priority by their government," Wolin wrote.

But a compromise might be in the offing. McConnell, in his appearance on "Meet the Press," left open the possibility of a deal.

Obama has said he is amenable to additional spending cuts as a condition of lifting the debt ceiling.

Link - NASA needs Money for Anything

NASA doesn’t even have enough money for current projects – need more funding

RHIAN  1 – 17 – 11  Universe Today Staff Writer

[Jason Rhian,  NASA Says it Cannot Produce Heavy-Lift Rocket on Time, Budget, http://www.universetoday.com/82535/nasa-says-it-cannot-produce-heavy-lift-rocket-on-time-budget/]

 NASA has sent Congress a report stating that it cannot meet the requirements that it produce a heavy-lift rocket by the current 2016 deadline – or under the current allocated budget. In the NASA Authorization Act of 2010, NASA was directed to develop a heavy-lift rocket in preparation to flights to an asteroid and possibly Mars. NASA said it cannot produce this new rocket despite the fact that the agency would be using so-called “legacy” hardware – components that have been employed in the shuttle program for the past 30 years. NASA would also utilize modern versions of engines used on the massive Saturn V rocket.

Now, approximately three months after the act was signed into law, NASA is telling Congress that they can’t build the vehicles that will succeed the shuttle. At least, NASA said, not in the time allotted or for the amount allocated to them. The agency expressed these inadequacies in a 22-page report that was submitted to Congress.

In the report, NASA said it “recognizes it has a responsibility to be clear with the Congress and the American taxpayers about our true estimated costs and schedules for developing the SLS and MPCV, and we intend to do so.”

“Currently, our SLS (Space Launch System) studies have shown that while cost is not a major discriminator among the design options studied, none of the design options studied thus far appeared to be affordable in our present fiscal condition.”

Senators Bill Nelson (D-FL) and Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) who helped to draft and pass the NASA Authorization Act said that none of the rationale posted within the report provided justification for NASA not to meet its requirements.

Congress has been hoping to shore up any potential failings of the emerging commercial space market by having NASA design, in parallel, a heavy-lift rocket. That way, if these firms don’t produce, the nation has a ‘backup’ in place. NASA has essentially admitted that it cannot accomplish the task set in front of it. Congress might decide to take funds from other areas of the space agency’s budget to fill in the projected shortfall. There have been some suggestions that these funds may come from those intended for Kennedy Space Center (KSC).

KSC has already been sent reeling from massive layoffs which are set to continue until the end of the shuttle program. There is no established program set to follow the space shuttle program. Many have tried to compare the gap between shuttle and whatever is to follow to the gap between Apollo and shuttle. But this is a false analogy. At the end of Apollo the next program was established (the space shuttle was approved during the Apollo 16 mission). As the twilight of the shuttle era nears – there no longer is any established program. Under the Vision for Space Exploration, the succeeding program was called Constellation and consisted of a Apollo-like capsule, man-rated rocket the Ares-I (based off a single shuttle solid rocket booster) and a unmanned heavy-lift booster – the Ares-V.

While Congress may have signed the directive to produce the new heavy-lift booster into law – they haven’t done as much to pay for it. NASA was supposed to receive $11 billion over the course of the next three years to build both the rocket as well as the Orion spacecraft. Congress is now working to find ways to cut federal spending and NASA could find itself receiving far less than promised. 

Link – SPS is expensive
Solar Powered Satellites don’t exist because they are too expensive
Peter J. Schubert, ’10, Ph.D., P.E. Packer Engineering, Inc., Winter 2010, (Online Journal of Space Communication, Issue No. 16: Solar Power SatellitesCosts, Organization, and Roadmap for SSP, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/schubert.html)

Space Solar Power will be too expensive until it is too late to afford it. Politicians shy away from projects that last longer than they will remain in office. Governments are reluctant to fund projects where there are no short-term paybacks. Militaries will not sponsor work that cannot be used to fight wars. Corporate investment in long-term projects without a proven return are unlikely. Environmentalists, status quo defenders, and established energy interests alike will resist large-scale projects, driving up costs and costing time. There is presently no consensus on an optimal SSP architecture; nor is there an agreed-upon cost; nor is there an organization charged with achieving either. Therefore, SSP needs a miracle. By definition, miracles cannot be predicted, or counted upon. However, it is possible to prepare for miracles, so that when they do arise, action can begin immediately. This paper describes how to prepare for the miracle.

Link - Space is expensive

Its expensive to put anything into space

KAKU 09  professor of theoretical physics at the City University of New York

 [Michio Kaku, “The Cost of Space Exploration,” July 16, 2009, http://www.forbes.com/2009/07/16/apollo-moon-landing-anniversary-opinions-contributors-cost-money.html]

But after 1969, the Soviets dropped out of the race to the moon and, like a cancer, the land war in Asia began to devour the budget. The wind gradually came out of the sails of the space program; the Nielsen ratings for each moon landing began to fall. The last manned mission to the moon was Apollo 17, in 1972.

As Isaac Asimov once commented, we scored a touchdown, then took our football and went home.

After all is said and done about what went wrong, the bottom line is simple: money. It's about $10,000 to put a pound of anything into a near-earth orbit. (Imagine John Glenn, the first American to orbit the earth, made of solid gold, and you can appreciate the enormous cost of space travel.) It costs $500 to $700 million every time the shuttle flies. Billionaire space tourists have flown to the space station at a reputed price of $20 million per head. 

And to put a pound of anything on the moon costs about 10 times as much. (To reach Mars, imagine your body made of diamonds.) We are 50 years into the space age, and yet space travel is just as expensive as it always was.

We can debate endlessly over what went wrong; there is probably no one correct answer. But a few observations can be made.

The space shuttle, the workhorse of the space program, proved to be somewhat of a disappointment, with large cost overruns and long delays. It was bloated and probably did not need to have seven astronauts on board. (The Soviet copy of the space shuttle, a near-clone called the Buran, actually flew into outer space fully automated, without any astronauts whatsoever.) 

An alternative to the space shuttle was the original space plane of the Eisenhower era. It was to be small and compact, but provide easy access to space on a moment's notice, instead of the long months to prepare each shuttle launch. It was to take off and land like a plane, but soar into outer space like a rocket. President Ronald Reagan called one version of it the "Orient Express." (Ironically, now there will be a hiatus as the space shuttle is mothballed next year. Instead of fast and cheap access to space, for five years we will have no access to space at all. We'll have to beg the Europeans and Russians to piggy-back off their rockets.)

One of the primary missions of NASA should have been to drive down the cost of space travel. Instead of spending half a billion dollars on each shuttle mission, it should have diverted some of the funds to make research and development a primary focus. New materials, new fuels and innovative concepts, which would make space exploration less expensive, should have been prioritized. (Today, some of that entrepreneurial spirit still lives in the commercial sector, as it tries to nourish a fledgling space tourism industry.)

The space station costs upward of $100 billion, yet its critics call it a "station to nowhere." It has no clearly defined scientific purpose. Once, President George H.W. Bush's science adviser was asked about the benefits of doing experiments in weightlessness and microgravity. His response was, "Microgravity is of microimportance." Its supporters have justified the space station as a terminal for the space shuttle. But the space shuttle has been justified as a vehicle to reach the space station, which is a completely circular and illogical argument. 

Link Magnifier

New spending in the middle of the year balloons – and even trade-offs don’t prevent it from going against the deficit
Fox News 5/24 (Chad Pergram, 5/24/11, "Natural Disasters Could Challenge Campaign Spending Promises", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/25/natural-disasters-could-challenge-campaign-spending-promises)
It often starts like this.

There's a series of natural disasters. Or 9-11. Or war. And Congress decides it needs to approve an additional spending bill to fund a critical area of the federal government in mid-year.

Lawmakers fillet the federal budget into 12 sections, each one receiving an annual spending measure.

But over the past 11 years, Congress has approved 16 extra spending bills, known as "supplementals," totaling nearly $1 trillion.

$20 billion just after September 11th. $79 billion in 2003 for the war in Iraq. $10.5 billion in 2005 to respond to Hurricane Katrina.

And in each case, some lawmakers make a compelling case for tacking on additional spending.

It's essential for the troops. The people of New Orleans are desperate.

And on Tuesday afternoon, the process started again.

Rep. Robert Aderholt (R-AL) chairs the House Homeland Security Appropriations Subcommittee. That panel controls the purse strings for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Twisters ravaged parts of Aderholt's district and other sections of Alabama just a few weeks ago.

Then came floods, up and down the Mississippi River. The federal government even blew up a major levee in Missouri to alleviate upstream flooding.

And then a monster tornado sacked Joplin, MO, Sunday night.

"It's going to be close," said Aderholt, when asked if FEMA had enough money to make it through September 30, the end of the government's fiscal year.

On Tuesday, the House Appropriations Committee "marked-up" or wrote the final version of a measure to fund Homeland Security programs and FEMA. No one has tallied the cost of the storms in Alabama. There's no price tag on the flooding. And it's way too early to ring up the damages in Missouri. But Aderholt and others wanted to make sure FEMA had enough money for now. So during the markup session, lawmakers from both sides of the aisle injected $1 billion into FEMA's budget. Aderholt and others believe that on top of the $1 billion, they'll also have to craft an entirely separate supplemental spending bill to pay for the natural disasters. And perhaps those yet to come.

"Hurricane season is just days away," warned Aderholt ominously.

Not a single lawmaker expressed reservation and the Appropriations Committee adopted Aderholt's request by voice vote.

There's a reason why no one objected.

This year, it's flooding and tornadoes in the South and Midwest. But come summertime, it could be hurricanes in Florida and North Carolina. Or earthquakes in California. Wildfires in the west.

Fiscal hawks are loathe to vote against such emergency measures. First, they want to help those in need. And second, they know their district or state could be next.

Now here's where it gets interesting.

In tight budget times, lawmakers are intent to find "pay-fors" to cover the additional costs of the natural disasters. In the case of the $1 billion for FEMA, the Appropriations Committee transferred unused funds from an Energy Department "green vehicle" program. Still, this money is not for NEXT fiscal year. It's for THIS fiscal year. The fiscal year for which Congress and President Obama just finished doing battle. The fiscal year where Republicans successfully pared $61 billion out of the budget.

An alternative interpretation, but inaccurate interpretation of Tuesday's $1 billion FEMA infusion means the budget deal dwindled to just $60 billion.

That's they way it would appear on a balance sheet if you're scoring at home. But if you're scoring in Congress, it doesn't work that way.

Congress considers FEMA's $1 billion as an emergency. By definition, all emergency money is "off-budget." It's real dollars and cents going out the door. But Congress doesn't count it against the bottom line.

It's kind of like a pitcher's Earned Run Average (ERA) in baseball. If a pitcher yields a run, it counts on the scoreboard. However, if someone committed an error that allowed that run to score, it's not marked against the pitcher's ERA. Regardless, the run crossed the plate and shows up on the scoreboard.

Spending is spending. And a budgetary gimmick like this is precisely what so incensed the electorate last fall.

Now there's a question of forging a supplemental spending bill once all of the disasters are paid for. Aderholt has talked about the need for an additional spending bill to cover FEMA. And he's not the only one.

"$1 billion isn't going to do it," conceded Rep. David Price (D-NC), the top Democrat on the House Homeland Security Appropriations Subcommittee. "We are going to need the administration to offer a supplemental request."

House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-VA) knows how sensitive this is.

"If there is support for a supplemental, it would be accompanied by support for having pay-fors to that supplemental," said Cantor on Monday.

Note that Cantor said "if there is support for a supplemental." Locating that support could be a problem.

Rep. Jo Ann Emerson (R-MO) is a senior member of the Appropriations Committee and represents the district right next to where the tornadoes hit Sunday. Emerson conceded it may be hard to court conservatives whose districts aren't experiencing a natural disaster.

"We can try and be responsible, but people need money," Emerson said. "While I think it's important we do everything to offset (the additional FEMA spending), I don't think we can find all that money."

When it's a challenge to cobble together votes for a supplemental spending bill, lawmakers often turn to a time-honored tradition on Capitol Hill. They begin to decorate the supplemental with all sorts of baubles and ornaments to attract the support of reluctant lawmakers. But times have changed in Washington. And most conservatives are unwilling to go that route.

"These bills become Christmas trees," said Rep. Steve Scalise (R-LA). "You end up having a bunch of items that having nothing to do with the bill."

Rep. Jeff Landry (R-LA) is a freshman who represents Cajun country and the mouth of the Mississippi River. Some of the most serious flooding has washed over parts of Landry's southern Louisiana district. Landry knows what's essential to recover from the floods.
Link - New Spending Bad

New Spending destroys discipline
Hurt 2-14-11 [Robert Hurt, Virginia Congressman, “Charting A New Course Of Fiscal Discipline And Restraint,” February 14, 2011, http://virginiafifthwatchdog.com/2011/02/charting-a-new-course-of-fiscal-discipline-and-restraint/]
Unfortunately, the Administration’s initial suggestions to freeze spending at current levels, combined with its continued commitment to more failed stimulus-style spending, eludes the real kind of change that needs to take place in Washington.

With our national debt soaring past $14 trillion and our deficit reaching nearly $1.5 trillion, freezing spending at an artificially high and accelerated level is not enough.

And with unemployment continuing to remain at an unacceptable rate, the last thing we need is more government spending, more taxing, and more borrowing.

To truly turn our economy around, we need a renewed commitment to the kinds of policies that will inject a level of certainty into our economy that will give our job creators the confidence necessary to hire and expand once again.

Reining in government spending and returning to pre-stimulus, pre-bailout levels, reducing unnecessary regulations, and forcing our government to live within its means by passing a balanced budget amendment are all steps in the right direction.

The actions next week in the House will seek to continue to move our economy forward as we chart a new course of fiscal discipline and restraint.

For the first time in years, the House will debate cutting government spending rather than increasing it as we initiate the consideration of a budget proposal for the remaining seven months of this fiscal year.

This historic bill stands in direct contrast to last year’s Congress, which failed to propose or even pass a budget, allowing government spending to go unchecked and putting us on an unsustainable path that threatens the economic outlook of our country.

Econ IL – Responsibility key

Lack of discipline will destroy the US economy – not about deep cuts.  Quotes Princeton Economics Prof

LAURENTI  3 – 31 – 11 
Recovery Risks, http://www.mesirowfinancial.com/blog/economics/2011/03/31/alaurenti/recovery-risks/
Alan Blinder, a former vice chairman of the Federal Reserve and an economics professor at Princeton University, is a highly regarded economist, so it is always worth paying close attention to his ideas. In today’s op-ed in the Wall Street Journal, he suggests that, as far as the U.S. recovery is concerned, we have little to fear from the aftermath of the catastrophe in Japan, the European sovereign debt crisis or the run-up in oil prices. On the other hand, he warns about our budget situation, which carries a variety of risks including  1),  cutting too deeply into spending, too soon, or  2),  allowing global investors to lose confidence in U.S. debt because of the lack of fiscal discipline.
Continued spending insures economic collapse

ATR  5 – 16 – 11   Americans for Tax Reform

http://atr.org/seven-actions-obama-administration-instead-raising-a6149
   7. End the spending spree. If spending continues on its current trajectory, debt is expected to consume the entire economy in the next two decades. Congress must use the debt limit debate to refocus on the government’s overspending problem, and make meaningful institutional reforms to establish fiscal restraint in federal budgeting. These reforms should look at constitutional spending limits, reforming budget rules and federal bookkeeping and statutory spending caps.

Fiscal health key
MAULDIN  5 – 3 – 11 Millennium Wave Investments 

John Mauldin, Restoring Fiscal Sanity in the United States: A Way Forward, http://www.fxstreet.com/fundamental/analysis-reports/outside-the-box2/2011/05/03/
In summary, the truth is that the government has grown too big, promised too much and waited too long to restructure. Our fiscal clock is ticking and time is not working in our favor. The Moment of Truth is rapidly approaching. As it does, let us hope that our elected officials must keep the words of Theodore Roosevelt in mind: “In any moment of decision the best thing you can do is the right thing, the next best thing is the wrong thing, and the worst thing you can do is nothing.” And "We the People" must do our part by insisting on action and by making the price of doing nothing greater than the price of doing something We must insist that our legislators offer specific solutions to defuse our ticking debt bomb in a manner that is economically sensible, socially equitable, culturally acceptable, and politically feasible We need to recognize that improving our fiscal health, just like our physical health, will require some short-term pain for greater long-term gain. The same is true for state and local governments.

We'll soon know whether Washington policymakers are up to the challenge and whether they will start focusing more of doing their job than keeping their job. They need to focus first on their country rather than their party. And yes, the President and Congressional leaders from both political parties need to be at the table and everything must be on the table in order to achieve sustainable success. Let's hope they make the right choice this time!

US economy key to the Global Econ

A U.S. economic collapse will destroy the global economy 

Mead  04 , Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, Foreign Policy, 

April 1, pg. Lexis) 

Similarly, in the last 60 years, as foreigners have acquired a greater value in the United States--government and private bonds, direct and portfolio private investments--more and more of them have acquired an interest in maintaining the strength of the U.S.-led system. A collapse of the U.S. economy and the ruin of the dollar would do more than dent the prosperity of the United States. Without their best customer, countries including China and Japan would fall into depressions. The financial strength of every country would be severely shaken should the United States collapse. Under those circumstances, debt becomes a strength, not a weakness, and other countries fear to break with the United States because they need its market and own its securities. Of course, pressed too far, a large national debt can turn from a source of strength to a crippling liability, and the United States must continue to justify other countries' faith by maintaining its long-term record of meeting its financial obligations. But, like Samson in the temple of the Philistines, a collapsing U.S. economy would inflict enormous, unacceptable damage on the rest of the world. That is sticky power with a vengeance. THE SUM OF ALL POWERS? The United States' global economic might is therefore not simply, to use Nye's formulations, hard power that compels others or soft power that attracts the rest of the world. Certainly, the U.S. economic system provides the United States with the prosperity needed to underwrite its security strategy, but it also encourages other countries to accept U.S. leadership. U.S. economic might is sticky power.

Economy Decline Impact

Economic Decline risks global wars
MEAD  09   Senior Fellow in US Foreign Policy Studies @ Council on Foreign Relations

Walter Russell, Only Makes You Stronger, The New Republic, 2-4-09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1
The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops.

India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud.

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush.

 It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy.

All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength.  Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong.  But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives.

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies.

As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again.

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.

Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

