***Topicality
T – Exploration=Human

1. We meet, there will be humans needed to launch and maintain the satellites
2. Their interp is bad – in the US today robots replace humans as often as possible to reduce danger to humans
3. Exploration includes robots – human only definition is obsolete
Lester and Robinson 9

“ Visions of exploration” Space Policy Volume 25, Issue 4, November 2009, Pages 236-243 

Daniel F. Lester:  Daniel F Lester, Research Fellow, PHD, Department of Astronomy, College of Natural Sciences at The University of Texas at Austin, Austin,  TX 

Michael Robinson is an assistant professor of history. His teaching and research fields include the history of exploration, history of American culture and science, and the history of globalization. He received his Ph.D. in the history of science at the University of Wisconsin-Madison in 2002. His book The Coldest Crucible: Arctic Exploration and American Culture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), winner of the 2008 Book Prize from the Forum of the History of Science in America, examines American fascination with Arctic exploration in the 19th and 20th centuries. Robinson serves as an advisory editor of the journal Isis and sits on the executive steering committee of the Maury Workshop for the History of Oceanography. He currently serves as guest-curator for an exhibition on Arctic exploration at the Portland Museum of Art (Maine) to commemorate the International Polar Year of 2007-2009. He writes a blog about science, history, and exploration called Time to Eat the Dogs. He is currently working on a book about the cultural history of exploration in America.

 What to do? There are few easy answers. However, the history of US exploration offers insight about places we can start.

First, we should accept that “exploration” is a multivalent term, with many meanings, some of which are contradictory, and all of which have historical precedent. For too long we have looked at the history of exploration selectively, seeking to find the antecedents which justify our own vision of exploration: as science, as human adventure, as geopolitical statement. This is a definitional fight which cannot be won. Space policy must acknowledge the multiple visions for space exploration, developing a clear-eyed metric of value which avoids the vagaries of lofty “exploration-speak”. If the merits of human exploration of the Moon and Mars are primarily symbolic and geopolitical, what are these goals worth in terms of federal funding? What are costs and benefits of missions developed to express “soft power” vs. science? Finally, which goals or combination of goals offers the best chance of long-term buy-in by the taxpayer? While historical precedent defines exploration in terms of human explorers who travel to new destinations, that definition is woefully obsolete with regard to discovery in an era in which teleoperation offers virtual presence for explorers who remain on the surface of the Earth. As has been pointed out by many authors, “robots” have come to be less personal assistants who follow us dutifully, and more expendable extensions of our senses. In this respect, science can be viewed as arguably the most important frontier for humankind, and whether it is done by humans in situ or by humans remotely is no longer a particularly relevant distinction. 

4. We meet the counter interp – satellites are extensions of human presence
5. Prefer our interp

A. Limits – their interpretation cuts out topical affs such as all satellite, nearly all deep space mission, telescope and nanotech affs which are is the core aff ground for the resolution
B. Predictability – because robotics are used in most space missions, the most predictable and reasonable definition includes robotics, not humans
6. T is not a voter

A. Lit checks – our aff is one of the most discussed space developments and all the literature is based on US incentivizing

B. Other words in the resolution check – we are topical and give links under any other word

C. Good is good enough – we are reasonably topical, competing interpretations is a race to the bottom because the neg can always limit out the aff and win – reasonability is the only fair way to evaluate T

T – Substantially

1. We meet, our reduction reduces by ____ percent
2. Their interpretation is bad – percents are an arbitrary way to define substantial – the word varies based on context, perception, and the way percents are evaluated
3. Counter interpretation – substantial is defined by US law as “of clear and weighty importance”
USPTO 08 (http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/mpep/documents/appxr_11_1.htm 6/29/11, NBM)
Substantial when used in reference to degree or extent means a material matter of clear and weighty importance.
4. We meet the counter interp – our solvency advocates indicate that SSP is of clear importance

5. Prefer our interp

C. Limits – their interpretation overlimits by putting a hard cap on substantial, it limits out topical affs that cause substantial change that aren’t costly – our interpretation includes all the cases the neg interp does but doesn’t arbitrarily exclude things like satellites, adjustments, or experiment affs
D. Predictability – our interp is the most real world definition, people think of important change not percents when substantial is used

6. T is not a voter

D. Lit checks – our aff is one of the most discussed space developments and all the literature is based on US incentivizing

E. Other words in the resolution check – we are topical and give links under any other word

F. Good is good enough – we are reasonably topical, competing interpretations is a race to the bottom because the neg can always limit out the aff and win – reasonability is the only fair way to evaluate T

T – Its

1. We meet, the United States federal government will be the one owning the satellites and doing the development
2. Their interpretation is bad – it overlimits the topic because it excludes any buying done by the USFG which is key aff ground because that’s what the US always does, when the president needs a desk he doesn’t build it, he buys it and their interp is vague, it can be twisted to exclude any aff and always win destroying fair debate

3. Counter interpretation – its is defined by Merriam-Webster Dictionary as “of or relating to it or itself especially as possessor, agent, or object of an action”

Merriam-Webster Dictionary 11 (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/its, 6/23/11, NBM)

of or relating to it or itself especially as possessor, agent, or object of an action <going to its kennel> <a child proud of its first drawings> <its final enactment into law>

4. We meet the counter interpretation, the development of space is still the object of the United State federal government’s action

5. Our interpretation is best

A. Limits – we provide ample limits without overlimiting, making the word its only include possession, topical affs are excluded, both definitions include asteroid deflection, colonization, funding, and government projects but their def arbitrarily exclude the aff

B. No ground loss – they don’t lose any ground by letting the aff include anchor tenant, make them prove specific ground loss

6. T is not a voter

A. Lit checks – our aff is one of the most discussed space developments and all the literature is based on US incentivizing

B. Other words in the resolution check – we are topical and give links under any other word

C. Good is good enough – we are reasonably topical, competing interpretations is a race to the bottom because the neg can always limit out the aff and win

***DAs

2012 Elections DA

1. POLITICAL CAPITAL THEORY IS FALSE.

Dickinson ‘9 (Matthew, Professor of Political Science – Middlebury College and Former Professor – Harvard University, “Sotomayor, Obama, and Presidential Power”, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, 5-26, http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/
As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below). What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.) Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee
2. No Obama re-election – four key reasons
Amelia Rufer is a writer for U.S. election news. Also, this article quotes Karl Rove, the former senior advisor and deputy chief of staff the George W. Bush; 6-24-11; “Karl Rove On Why Obama Will Likely Lose The 2012 Election”; http://uselectionnews.org/karl-rove-on-why-obama-will-likely-lose-the-2012-election/854158/; June 29, 2011; K.C.

In an opinion article of the Wall Street Journal, Karl Rove, the former senior advisor and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, says the incumbent president isn’t likely to win reelection. Listed below are the main points of the explanation Rove gives, categorized under what he deems “four serious threats.” 1. The Economy Unemployment is at 9.1%, with almost 14 million Americans out of work. Nearly half the jobless have been without work for more than six months. Mr. Obama promised much better, declaring that his February 2009 stimulus would cause unemployment to peak at 8% by the end of summer 2009 and drop to roughly 6.8% today. In Wednesday’s Bloomberg poll, Americans believe they are worse off than when Mr. Obama took office by a 44% to 34% margin. The last president re-elected with unemployment over 7.2% was FDR in 1936. Ronald Reagan overcame 7.2% unemployment because the rate was dropping dramatically (it had been over 10%) as the economy grew very rapidly in 1983 and 1984. Today, in contrast, the Federal Reserve says growth will be less than 3% this year and less than 3.8% next year, with unemployment between 7.8% and 8.2% by Election Day 2. Losses in Key Voter Bases Jewish voters are upset with his policy toward Israel, and left-wing bloggers at last week’s NetRoots conference were angry over Mr. Obama’s failure to deliver a leftist utopia. Weak Jewish support could significantly narrow Mr. Obama’s margin in states like Florida, while a disappointed left could deprive him of the volunteers so critical to his success in 2008. Mr. Obama’s standing has declined among other, larger groups. Gallup reported his job approval rating Tuesday at 45%, down from 67% at his inaugural. Among the groups showing a larger-than-average decline since 2009 are whites (down 25 points); older voters (down 24); independents and college graduates (both down 23), those with a high-school education or less, men, and Southerners (all down 22); women (down 21 points); married couples and those making $2,000-$4,000 a month (down 20). Approval among younger voters has dropped 22 points, and it’s dropped 20 points among Latinos. Even African-American voters are less excited about Mr. Obama than they were—and than he needs them to be. For example, if their share of the turnout drops just one point in North Carolina, Mr. Obama’s 2008 winning margin there is wiped out two and a half times over. 3. Unpopular Policies In the June 13 NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll, 56% disapprove of Mr. Obama’s handling of the economy. Fifty-nine percent in the Economist/YouGov poll of June 14 disapprove of how he’s dealt with the deficit. According to yesterday’s Pollster.com average of recent surveys, 38% approve of ObamaCare, while its survey average when the bill was passed in March 2010 showed that 41% approved. 4. Poor Strategic Decisions While he needs to raise money and organize, he decided to be a candidate this year rather than president. He has thus unnecessarily abandoned one of incumbency’s great strengths, which is the opportunity to govern and distance himself from partisan politics until next spring. Instead, Team Obama has attacked potential GOP opponents and slandered Republican proposals with abandon. This is not what the public is looking for from the former apostle of hope and change.

3. Link turn – SSP is seen as a win for Obama and returns more political support
4. Space policy will not affect the 2012 election, more important issues on the agenda
Simberg, chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, 6/17
(Rand, “The surprise space policy debate”, Washington Examiner, 6/17/11 accessed 6/22/11 http://washingtonexaminer.com/people/rand-simberg aw) 
Despite last night's question, though, it's unlikely that the election will swing on space policy -- the last time space policy was important in a presidential election was over fifty years ago, when the nation was still panicked by Sputnik, and Democrat Senator John F. Kennedy ran against Vice President (under Eisenhower) Richard Nixon on the "missile gap" with the Soviet Union. Next year, most of the states in which space is locally important -- Alabama, Texas, Utah, California -- won't be battlegrounds. The only exception is the swing state of Florida, which the administration will almost certainly have to win again if it is to retain the White House. But it only affects a few thousand jobs on the so-called "Space Coast," in Brevard and Volusia counties, near Cape Canaveral and Kennedy Space Center. Despite the layoffs coming with the end of the Shuttle, the new policy will also create many new jobs, and ones less dependent on NASA budget levels, as new commercial markets start to be serviced by the new generation of space companies. In addition, even with the space jobs factor, Florida voters will remain much more concerned about the state of the economy, the housing crisis, and (for all the seniors there) Medicare.

5. No specific link – make them prove that SSP specifically kills public support
6. Link turn public – 

a. Americans support space missions

Sachs 6/7/11 (Ron, “Poll: Americans Want Space Program to Continue,” http://www.wctv.tv/APNews/headlines/Poll_Americans_Want_Space_Program_to_Continue_123358308.html 6/28/11, NBM)

In a dramatic new Sachs/Mason-Dixon poll, an overwhelming majority of Americans say they don’t want America’s manned space program to end and they believe the United States should continue to be a global leader in space. The results of the poll follow the recent return of the Space Shuttle Endeavour – the penultimate NASA Space shuttle mission. “Human space flight symbolizes American ingenuity, innovation and imagination and any effort to ensure our nation remains at the forefront of manned space flight is strongly supported by the American people,” said Ron Sachs, President of Ron Sachs Communications. “The American people are emotional about maintaining our nation’s leadership in this important scientific endeavor.” 

b. Public opinions affects political capital

Casey, University of Missouri 8 (Kimberley L., “Defining Political Capital: A Reconsideration of Bourdieu’s Interconvertibility Theory,” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/spring%202008/casey.pdf 6/28/11, NBM)

There are three primary governmental markets where political goods are exchanged in democracies.9 The most visible is the electoral market, since all actors are involved somehow within this process consisting of elections on all levels of government, and it is also a necessary step to participating in the other two markets. The second market is the policy market; the third is one that is open only to office holders who exchange various types of political capital amongst themselves for a variety of political purposes. A fourth market also exists—that of public opinion—although its association with capital types is not clear. The public opinion market, as evidenced by polls, involves a much more rapid exchange of political capital, but it also might be less costly to exchange political capital here than in the electoral or policy-making arenas.
China Influence DA
1. Non unique – Chinese human rights violations repeatedly kill soft power and don’t cause the impacts
2. China can’t effectively deploy soft power 

Kalathil 11, Institute for the Study of Diplomacy Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service Georgetown University, (Shanthi, “China’s Soft Power in the Information Age: Think Again,” May, http://isd.georgetown.edu/files/Kalathil_Chinas_Soft_Power.pdf)  

In recent years, many have argued that China has been largely successful at using soft power to bolster its rise to great power status. This essay suggests that the Chinese government—and other authoritarian states—have fundamentally misread the nature of the relationship between soft power and the globally networked, information-rich environment, thus misunderstanding how soft power is accumulated. Because of this, their efforts at deploying soft power over the long term are not likely to be as effective as conventional wisdom would make them out to be. China’s “charm offensive” has been widely documented: China has embarked on numerous soft power initiatives over the last decade, many of them targeting not only the developing world but also the West. The conventional wisdom now takes for granted China’s growing sophistication in the nonmilitary arena, giving China credit for expanding its soft power through strategically deploying cultural, media, and economic resources and amplifying these efforts in the global networked information space. Moreover, China’s success in controlling and manipulating information within its borders is well documented, and some believe that its success in shaping and containing attitudes within its own borders will lead to success in wielding soft power in the international sphere. Yet as recent events demonstrate, this view overlooks key characteristics of international relations in the information age. Soft power is more than the mere sum of a number of short-term tactical gains; its real value as an analytical construct lies perhaps in the interpretation of strategic, long-range outcomes. If we accept that the current information-rich environment can help amplify soft power efforts, we must also accept that it brings, over the long term, added transparency and scrutiny. The very environment that makes soft power effective can also reveal the machinations behind more blatant attempts to “influence and attract,” expose the negative consequences of activities designed to gain favor, highlight the distance between a country’s practices and international norms, and make fully transparent the gap between a country’s ideals and its reality. Democracies such as the United States have been dealing with these issues for a long time. For China, it brings a series of challenges. 

3. No specific link – make them prove that increasing space solar power will decrease Chinese soft power over the brink

4. Financial crisis and Chinese growth outweighs the link

deLisle 10, director of the Asia Program at FPRI, the Stephen A. Cozen Professor of Law and professor of political science, University of Pennsylvania, (Jacques, “Soft Power in a Hard Place: China, Taiwan, Cross-Strait Relations and U.S. Policy,” Fall, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5404/delisle.chinataiwan.pdf) 

Second and much more significantly, China’s economic development success has been the greatest source of contemporary Chinese soft power. The PRC’s achievement of extraordinarily rapid growth and sustained economic development inspires awe and desire to emulate throughout much of the developing world. In the considerable portion of that world ruled by undemocratic regimes, China’s achievement of an astounding economic transformation while maintaining political stability and authoritarian rule comprise another compellingly attractive feature. China’s apparent ability to weather the global economic crisis more smoothly than the advanced market economies has made the China Model all the more impressive and appealing abroad. The slower recovery elsewhere and the U.S. role in the crisis’s origins tarnished previously triumphant American-style capitalism and thus raised the international stature of China’s more state-steered and capital flow-regulating approach. With such phenomena, China gained prestige and respect among policy elites and broader publics abroad.17 This soft power resource contributes (along with China’s underlying economic importance) to Beijing’s ability to get its views taken into account, especially on issues of global economic policy. Absent China’s economic prowess (something that is not soft power according to standard Western accounts but is included in some Chinese ones) and the sense that China’s approach to economic regulation might be right where the U.S.’s had proved wrong (something that is within the realm of soft power), we would not have seen, for example, the relatively serious reception accorded Chinese leaders’ criticisms of American financial regulation, prescriptions for international economic policy reforms at G20 meetings, or suggestions that International Monetary Fund special drawing rights (a basket of currencies that Chinese sources also argued soon should include China’s renminbi) be considered to replace the U.S. dollar as the dominant international reserve currency.18 No less important, admiration and envy of the Chinese economic miracle has supported a more benign global narrative about the PRC than would be the case if China’s accretion of hard power were the only story. Although overly simplistic, the contrast with the Soviet Union’s lack of soft power during the heyday of the Cold War is instructive, particularly in terms of relations with the United States (and, in turn, cross-Strait relations). The point has not been lost on participants in Chinese academic and policy debates, who have pointed to the vast soft power gaps between the United States and the USSR as significant factors in their disparate fates and as a cautionary lesson to China about the need to develop its own soft power.19 
India Relations DA

1. Relations low now due to Bush technicalities – India won’t cooperate due to autonomy
Perkovich, vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 10 [George, 2010, “TOWARD REALISITC U.S.-INDIA RELATIONS,” Carnegie Endowment, last accessed 6/29/11, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/realistic_us_india_relations.pdf] TD
The Bush administration, building on momentum imparted by its predecessor and by successive Indian governments, sought to “transform” the U.S.–India relationship. Both sides recognized that an alliance was too much to imagine, but they were determined to build a durable strategic partnership that would elevate their bilateral relationship to the top tier of each country’s foreign policy priorities. 

However, the rhetoric of “transformation” that attended the pathbreaking nuclear cooperation agreement between the two countries inspired unrealistic expectations. It implied a greater convergence of interests and priorities than is realistic. Bush administration officials, in their eagerness, hubris, and preoccupation with balancing Chinese power, tilted in the nuclear deal and in their rhetoric farther to the Indian side than U.S. interests could sustain. They inspired India and built the trust of its elites, but in the manner of someone of ering a deal too good to be true. Indeed, the courtship of the relationship between the early Bush administration and the Vajpayee government was too romanticized to be sustained as a long-term relationship. 

Inevitably, Bush’s and Vajpayee’s successors would have to settle into a more prosaic relationship that would more realistically rel ect competing priorities and interests. For Washington’s part, expectations, policies, and rhetoric would need to be rebalanced to better rel ect America’s multiple interests and those of the international system it attempts to lead. In searching for a more realistic and sustainable balance, the Obama administration has disappointed India and invited attack from partisans of the Bush approach.

Yet India’s “‘nonaligned spirit’ . . . limits the degree to which it can align itself with U.S. foreign policy interests,” according to Kanwal Sibal. 

“On most strategic issues, Indian and U.S. positions remain apart.” New 

Delhi and Washington share core interests on policies toward China and Pakistan, but they will dif er on how to pursue them. In global negotiations on trade and climate change, U.S. domestic political and economic considerations impede it from accommodating India’s equitable demands, while on the latter issue India’s short-term priorities threaten its own, and the common, interest.

A realistic and balanced strategy would still cherish India. h e United should still act to bolster India’s economic development wherever possible, including by accommodating Indian positions on trade and climate change that are compatible with other major developing countries. The United States should bolster India’s capacity to prevent terrorism, defend its borders, and secure international seaways, reai  rming India’s non-aggressive intentions and interest in peaceful relations with China and Pakistan. If, in these domains, and more broadly in policies to address twenty-i rst century international challenges, the United States can advance the ef ectiveness of global governance, it will create a better environment for Indians to make themselves more prosperous and secure. 

Autonomy is the imperative of Indian political culture and strategy; leaders in Washington should recognize and respect this without distorting India’s expectations or those of the American political class. 

2. No brink – there is no reason that SSP would trigger the link when India was already excluded from participating in the multilateral ISS
3. Normal means is that we will share info with other countries even if the SSP is strictly a US project

Flournoy 10 [Don, professor and editor of the Online Journal of Space Communication (www.spacejournal.org) at Ohio University, September 13, “Why Not Space Solar Power?,” Space News, last accessed 6/28/11, http://spacenews.com/commentaries/100913why-not-space-solar-power.html] TD
The 2010 U.S. National Space Policy, which supports a robust and competitive commercial space sector, is good news for those of us working to design and launch the new types of satellites that will collect solar energy in space and deliver it to Earth as a nonpolluting source of electrical power.
Among the goals of President Barack Obama’s National Space Policy is expansion of international cooperation on mutually beneficial space activities to “broaden and extend the benefits of space” and “further the peaceful use of space.” 
As members of the National Space Society, the Society of Satellite Professionals International and the Space Energy Group, we believe space, as a shared resource, can best be explored and developed by a partnership of nations and businesses working together.
Since acquiring clean and abundant energy is a common requirement for economic growth and an eventual necessity for the health of all societies, harvesting space solar power is a logical human endeavor when the high frontier is precisely where energy is most plentiful. But achieving success doing large-scale commercial innovation in outer space requires long-range planning, pooling of financial resources, sharing of knowledge and expertise, and the careful framing of a way forward that will earn and sustain the public trust.
4. No link – the link evidence literally never mentions Indian relations, make them prove that US-India in particular would collapse 
Japan Relations DA

1. U.S.-Japan relations are declining due to the election of the DPJ.

U.S. Embassy 9 (“U.S.-Japan Relations,” 9/17, From CRS Report for Congress, RL33436, "Japan-U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress,” http://aboutusa.japan.usembassy.gov/e/jusa-usj.html, AA)

It remains to be seen to what extent U.S.-Japan relations will be affected by the Democratic Party of Japan’s (DPJ) landslide victory in August 30, 2009 elections for the Lower House of Japan’s legislature. The victory gave the DPJ, under party president Yukio Hatoyama, control of the government. While most members of the left-of-center DPJ are broadly supportive of the U.S.- Japan alliance and the general thrust of Japanese foreign policy, in the past the party has questioned and/or voted against several features of the alliance, including base realignment, Japan’s financial payments for U.S. forces stationed in Japan, and Japan’s naval deployments to support the war in Afghanistan. The DPJ’s victory appears to mark the end of an era in Japan; it was the first time Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) was voted out of office. The LDP has ruled Japan virtually uninterrupted since 1955.

General Politics DA
2. Link turn public – 
a. Americans support space missions
Sachs 6/7/11 (Ron, “Poll: Americans Want Space Program to Continue,” http://www.wctv.tv/APNews/headlines/Poll_Americans_Want_Space_Program_to_Continue_123358308.html 6/28/11, NBM)
In a dramatic new Sachs/Mason-Dixon poll, an overwhelming majority of Americans say they don’t want America’s manned space program to end and they believe the United States should continue to be a global leader in space. The results of the poll follow the recent return of the Space Shuttle Endeavour – the penultimate NASA Space shuttle mission. “Human space flight symbolizes American ingenuity, innovation and imagination and any effort to ensure our nation remains at the forefront of manned space flight is strongly supported by the American people,” said Ron Sachs, President of Ron Sachs Communications. “The American people are emotional about maintaining our nation’s leadership in this important scientific endeavor.” 

b. Public opinions affects political capital

Casey, University of Missouri 8 (Kimberley L., “Defining Political Capital: A Reconsideration of Bourdieu’s Interconvertibility Theory,” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/spring%202008/casey.pdf 6/28/11, NBM)
There are three primary governmental markets where political goods are exchanged in democracies.9 The most visible is the electoral market, since all actors are involved somehow within this process consisting of elections on all levels of government, and it is also a necessary step to participating in the other two markets. The second market is the policy market; the third is one that is open only to office holders who exchange various types of political capital amongst themselves for a variety of political purposes. A fourth market also exists—that of public opinion—although its association with capital types is not clear. The public opinion market, as evidenced by polls, involves a much more rapid exchange of political capital, but it also might be less costly to exchange political capital here than in the electoral or policy-making arenas. 

3.  Science issues are massively bipartisan – avoid the budget debate

Mervis, 11

[Jeffrey, staff writer for Science, “ How Science Eluded the Budget Ax—For Now,” Science 22 April 2011:  Vol. 332 no. 6028 pp. 407-408]

When details of the 11th-hour budget compromise that kept the U.S. government running emerged last week, it became clear that science programs fared relatively well. True, most research agencies will have less to spend this year than they did in 2010 (see table), and the totals generally fall well short of what President Barack Obama had requested when he submitted his 2011 budget 14 months ago. But the legislators and Administration officials who struck the spending deal managed to slice $38.5 billion from a total discretionary budget of $1.09 trillion without crippling research activities. How did that happen? First and foremost, both Republicans and Democrats were working off a quiet but powerful consensus on the importance of science to economic prosperity. Last fall, Congress authorized steady increases for three key science agencies in a renewal of the America COMPETES Act, and Obama's recent statements on the 2011 negotiations emphasized the need to continue investing in clean energy and medical research as the overall budget is cut. Second, Senate Democratic leaders had crafted a spending plan in March that, although it failed to pass the full Senate, showed how it could be done. Finally, the so-called cardinals, who chair the 12 appropriations panels in the House of Representatives and the Senate that oversee every federal agency, found ways to protect research while trimming other programs to satisfy the deal's bottom line. “There was no magic to it,” explains Representative Frank Wolf (R–VA), whose panel has jurisdiction over the National Science Foundation (NSF), NASA, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the National Institute of Standards and Technology within the Commerce Department. “Science has been a priority for me and the other longtime members of the committee because you're talking about jobs and about helping America maintain its economic leadership,” says the veteran legislator, who entered Congress in 1981. “There has not been any controversy about this.” His appropriations counterpart, Senator Barbara Mikulski (D–MD), says she hopes that consensus will translate into “smart cuts that don't cost us our future. I support science funding that can spur American discovery and ingenuity to create jobs for today and jobs for tomorrow. 
4. POLITICAL CAPITAL THEORY IS FALSE.

Dickinson ‘9 (Matthew, Professor of Political Science – Middlebury College and Former Professor – Harvard University, “Sotomayor, Obama, and Presidential Power”, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, 5-26, http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/
As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below). What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.) Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee
NASA Spending Tradeoff DA

1.  Non-unique – Webb telescope will drain funding

Florida Today, 6/4

[“ Telescope debacle devours NASA funds,”  Jun. 4, 2011, http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110605/NEWS01/110604013/Telescope-debacle-devours-NASA-funds]

NASA’s next great space telescope will cost taxpayers at least four times more than planned and launch at least seven years late. Considered by scientists the most important space mission of the decade, the James Webb Space Telescope project is being overhauled for the second time in five years because of skyrocketing costs and cascading schedule delays. Decision-makers initially were told the observatory would cost $1.6 billion and launch this year on a mission to look deeper into space and further back in time than the Hubble Space Telescope, in a quest for new clues about the formation of our universe and origins of life. NASA now says the telescope can’t launch until at least 2018, though outside analysts suggest the flight could slip past 2020. The latest estimated price tag: up to $6.8 billion. NASA admits the launch delay will push the bill even higher. And, scientists are worried the cost growth and schedule delays are gobbling up more and more of the nation’s astronomy budget and NASA’s attention, threatening funding for other space science programs. Some fear the dilemma will get worse if the replanning work this summer forces NASA to shift billions more science dollars to Webb to get it back on track. So, what went wrong? A FLORIDA TODAY review of five years’ worth of budget records, status reports and independent audits show the Webb observatory is plagued by the same, oft-repeated problems that caused most major NASA projects to bust their budgets and schedules. In short, mistakes included: ‡¤NASA and its contractors underestimated the telescope’s cost and failed to include enough reserve cash to handle the kinds of technical glitches that always crop up in development of a complex spacecraft, including many expensive risks managers knew about. --Leaders at agency headquarters in Washington and Goddard Space Flight Center in Baltimore, which led the project before the problems came to light, failed to act on repeated warnings that cash flow was too tight and technical glitches too many to meet the budget or schedule. 

2.  No trade-offs – empirics prove

Landis, 95

[Geoffrey, NASA John Glenn Research Center, “ Footsteps to Mars: An incremental approach to Mars exploration,” Journal of the British Interplanetary Society, Vol. 48, pp. 367-342 (1995); http://www.geoffreylandis.com/Footsteps.pdf]

Recently there has been an alarming tendency in the scientific and space advocacy communities for advocates to attack one project, in the belief that if that project could be canceled, the money saved would be used for their own, more desirable projects. This is false. Quoting from senate staffer Steve Palmer [17]: “What space station and ASRM [advanced solid rocket motor] add up to is a drop in the bucket. If Congress cuts out both space station and ASRM, will the money be used for other programs of interest to the space industry? The short answer is no”. Arguments to cancel space projects are eagerly picked up in Congress, by people who have agendas and pet projects that have nothing to do with space. Further, attacking space projects has the result of making enemies out of allies. When we attack someone else’s project, we can count on having them attack ours. The result is that the arguments against both projects will be remembered by a money-starved Congress. It is not true that manned missions eclipse funds for unmanned science missions. In fact, there is an excellent case to be made for precisely the opposite correlation: the presence of large manned missions increases the funding and opportunities for unmanned science missions. Historically, the science budget of NASA has been a roughly constant fraction of the total budget; any major new initiative which increases the overall space budget is likely to increase the funding for science. If Mars advocates adopt the approach of pushing our initiatives by tearing down other space programs, the likely result is that nothing, neither Mars nor other programs, will be accomplished. 

3. Effective space programs are the only venue to solve – their ev indicates space based programs not Earth science solves

4.  Link turn – spending on SSP now stimulates the economy and relieves budget concerns

Foust, The Space Review editor and publisher, 2008, [Jeff ,The Space Review 9/15, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1210/1] JS

Such efforts, though, are likely beyond the budgets of the Discovery Channel and other networks (not to mention that doing studies hardly makes for the most scintillating television), requiring funding from other sources, most likely the federal government, which is not currently funding any SSP-related research. A variety of government agencies, Mankins said, could step forward to support this, from the Defense Department to the Energy Department. “The $100 million could come from a variety of places, but the key thing is to have it actually focused on these problems,” he said. “The United States is by far the world’s greatest space power,” said Mark Hopkins, senior vice president of the NSS, “and yet we’re not spending any money in this country on space solar power.” That’s not the case in Europe and Japan, where there is money being spent, if only on a small scale, on SSP. “The situation is ridiculous.” One person working to try and make the case for SSP on Capitol Hill is Paul Rancatore. Earlier this year Rancatore ran for Congress from Florida’s 15th district, in the state’s “Space Coast” region and home to many people who work at the Kennedy Space Center. Rancatore made mention of SSP in his campaign, calling it “an economic generator not seen since the Apollo program” and winning the endorsement of Apollo 11 Buzz Aldrin. However, he lost the Democratic primary last month. Rancatore is now spending time meeting with members of Congress and their staffs, primarily with the House Committee on Energy and Commerce and the Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming, on the issue of SSP. “Energy is probably the biggest issue facing the country as well as the world,” he said, requiring both short- and long-term solutions. SSP, he said, solves three major issues in the US today: employment, particularly in high-technology areas; energy independence; and foreign policy. Right now, Rancatore said he’s working to “educate members about what space-based solar power can do for our country, create that dialogue, and possible create a ‘space-based solar caucus’ within Congress for them to fully understand the ramifications for our country and the world and start get members involved.” In an interview after the press conference, he said he’s met with Congressman Ed Markey (D-MA), who chairs the global warming committee, about this issue. Rancatore said he’s yet to identify a member willing to champion this issue in Congress, but expects to make progress on that front, including establishing the caucus, when a new Congress convenes in January. He added that he’s reached out to the campaigns of John McCain and Barack Obama on this subject as well. Some of that rhetoric being used to win over members of Congress was trotted out at the press conference as well. “The potential of space solar power is so large that, if it works out, it would transform the American economy to a much greater extent than the auto industry did in the early part of the 20th century,” said Hopkins, who added that SSP could allow the US to stop spending hundreds of billions of dollars a year to import energy, some of it from countries unfriendly to the US. That’s the long-term goal, but for now the focus is on near-term incremental progress. “What we think we’ve done is to demonstrate that progress is possible,” Mankins said. “It’s possible in a short time and it’s possible at a reasonable budget.”

Patent Reform Politics DA

1. Link turn – spending on SSP now stimulates the economy and relieves budget concerns

Foust, The Space Review editor and publisher, 2008, [Jeff ,The Space Review 9/15, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1210/1] JS

Such efforts, though, are likely beyond the budgets of the Discovery Channel and other networks (not to mention that doing studies hardly makes for the most scintillating television), requiring funding from other sources, most likely the federal government, which is not currently funding any SSP-related research. A variety of government agencies, Mankins said, could step forward to support this, from the Defense Department to the Energy Department. “The $100 million could come from a variety of places, but the key thing is to have it actually focused on these problems,” he said. “The United States is by far the world’s greatest space power,” said Mark Hopkins, senior vice president of the NSS, “and yet we’re not spending any money in this country on space solar power.” That’s not the case in Europe and Japan, where there is money being spent, if only on a small scale, on SSP. “The situation is ridiculous.” One person working to try and make the case for SSP on Capitol Hill is Paul Rancatore. Earlier this year Rancatore ran for Congress from Florida’s 15th district, in the state’s “Space Coast” region and home to many people who work at the Kennedy Space Center. Rancatore made mention of SSP in his campaign, calling it “an economic generator not seen since the Apollo program” and winning the endorsement of Apollo 11 Buzz Aldrin. However, he lost the Democratic primary last month. Rancatore is now spending time meeting with members of Congress and their staffs, primarily with the House Committee on Energy and Commerce and the Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming, on the issue of SSP. “Energy is probably the biggest issue facing the country as well as the world,” he said, requiring both short- and long-term solutions. SSP, he said, solves three major issues in the US today: employment, particularly in high-technology areas; energy independence; and foreign policy. Right now, Rancatore said he’s working to “educate members about what space-based solar power can do for our country, create that dialogue, and possible create a ‘space-based solar caucus’ within Congress for them to fully understand the ramifications for our country and the world and start get members involved.” In an interview after the press conference, he said he’s met with Congressman Ed Markey (D-MA), who chairs the global warming committee, about this issue. Rancatore said he’s yet to identify a member willing to champion this issue in Congress, but expects to make progress on that front, including establishing the caucus, when a new Congress convenes in January. He added that he’s reached out to the campaigns of John McCain and Barack Obama on this subject as well. Some of that rhetoric being used to win over members of Congress was trotted out at the press conference as well. “The potential of space solar power is so large that, if it works out, it would transform the American economy to a much greater extent than the auto industry did in the early part of the 20th century,” said Hopkins, who added that SSP could allow the US to stop spending hundreds of billions of dollars a year to import energy, some of it from countries unfriendly to the US. That’s the long-term goal, but for now the focus is on near-term incremental progress. “What we think we’ve done is to demonstrate that progress is possible,” Mankins said. “It’s possible in a short time and it’s possible at a reasonable budget.”

2. Now is not key – it’s been debated for 6 years and hasn’t passed

3. Non UQ - WON’T PASS – POST-GRANT REVIEW AND PRIOR RIGHTS DOOM REFORM. 

QUINN 4-26. [Gene, President & Founder of IPWatchdog, patent attorney, “USPTO to revise reexam practice, is patent reform dead?” IPWatchdog] 

The United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) is seeking public comment on a proposal to streamline the procedures governing ex parte and inter partes patent reexamination proceedings. The timing of this announcement, which appeared in the Federal Register on April 25, 2011, seems curious to me. With patent reform circulating in the House of Representatives does this signal a belief that on the part of the Patent Office that patent reform is dead?  The patent reform passed by the Senate and that being considered by the House has revised post-grant review proceedings, so wouldn’t it be wise to wait to revamp reexamination until after patent reform passes, that is if it seems likely to pass?  Truthfully, I think patent reform is in severe jeopardy.  That won’t bother many people, and if we had to live with the changes imposed by the House Judiciary Committee it won’t bother me either. The revised post-grant review in the House bill are a step in the wrong direction compared with the Senate bill, and I am not all that thrilled with the post-grant provisions in the Senate bill anyway.  The inclusion of prior user rights in the House bill make it completely unacceptable in my opinion.  Add these two key “poison pills” together with the austerity measures adopted by the USPTO, necessitated by the Fiscal Year 2011 budget deal, and the Office informing patent examiners that the budget crisis is likely to continue indefinitely, and it seems patent reform is indeed dead or at least being administered last rights.  You see, patent reform would fix the USPTO budgetary woes by letting them keep 100 cents of user fees on the dollar, and allow them to set their fees at an appropriate level to recoup the cost of the services provided.  So if budgetary woes will continue indefinitely and if the USPTO is moving forward with revamping reexamination prior to patent reform being enacted, it would seem to signal that patent reform is unlikely. 

4. Fiat solves the link – congress won’t backlash against itself
Space Debris DA

5. The Khalilzad evidence is outdated and has been empirically disproven – heg has decreased and dipped multiple times since 95 and the impact hasn’t happened
6. The amount of space debris currently is rising, expected to triple by 2030

David, National Space Club Press Award, 11 [Leonard, Space.com, http://www.space.com/11607-space-junk-rising-orbital-debris-levels-2030.html, 5/9] JS

Dealing with the decades of detritus from using outer space -- human-made orbital debris -- is a global concern, but some experts are now questioning the feasibility of the wide range of "solutions" sketched out to grapple with high-speed space litter. What may be shaping up is an "abandon in place" posture for certain orbital altitudes -- an outlook that flags the messy message resulting from countless bits of orbital refuse. In a recent conference here, Gen. William Shelton, commander of the U.S. Air Force Space Command, relayed his worries about rising amounts of human-made space junk. "The traffic is increasing. We've now got over 50 nations that are participants in the space environment," Shelton said last month during the Space Foundation’s 27th National Space Symposium. Given existing space situational awareness capabilities, over 20,000 objects are now tracked. "We catalog those routinely and keep track of them. That number is projected to triple by 2030, and much of that is improved sensors, but some of that is increased traffic," Shelton said. "Then if you think about it, there are probably 10 times more objects in space than we're able to track with our sensor capability today. Those objects are untrackable … yet they are lethal to our space systems -- to military space systems, civil space systems, commercial -- no one’s immune from the threats that are on orbit today, just due to the traffic in space."

7. No brink – there is no reason that the satellites developed by the aff will uniquely trigger the link
8. Impact inevitable due to alt cause – China and Russia

Imburgia 11{Lieutenant Colonel Joseph S. Imburgia, (B.S., United States Air Force Academy (1994); J.D., University of Tennessee College of Law (2002); LL.M., The Judge Advocate General’s Legal Center & School, U.S. Army, Charlottesville, Va. (2009)) is a Judge Advocate in the United States Air Force and is presently assigned as a legal exchange officer to the Directorate of Operations and International Law, Defence Legal, Australian Defence Force, Canberra, Australia. He is a member of the Tennessee and the Supreme Court of the United States bars, and he is a member of the Australian and New Zealand Society of International Law. Prior to becoming a Judge Advocate, Lieutenant Colonel Imburgia was a Targeting Officer, United States Strategic Command, Offutt Air Force Base, Neb., “ Space Debris and Its Threat to National Security: A Proposal for a Binding International Agreement to Clean Up the Junk”, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBYQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Flaw.vanderbilt.edu%2Fpublications%2Fjournal-of-transnational-law%2Fdownload.aspx%3Fid%3D6574&rct=j&q=Joseph%20S.%20Imburgia%20is%20usaf%20University%20of%20Tennessee%20College%20of%20Law&ei=m9wITqmzFsfV0QHt4KnbCw&usg=AFQjCNEglOEqH_3OfmcbgE6HXwiHKrBz8g&sig2=NRXHp8brVZYLKQSpoUqqFA&cad=rja}RC
Although China drastically increased the space debris population through its 2007 ASAT mission, it is certainly not the only originator of space debris. As evidenced by the February 2009 satellite collision, Russia and the United States are also responsible.108 With its January 2007 ASAT mission, China is the number one space polluter per satellite in terms of the ratio of space debris created to satellites launched.109 However, the United States and Russia rank second and third respectively.
9. Don’t buy the second impact – they give no reason that preemption is bad

10. Even if satellites weren’t launched, space debris collisions are inevitable

Bombardelli et. al. 11{Claudio Bombardelli
and Jesus Peláez,Technical University of Madrid, “ Ion Beam Shepherd for Contactless Space Debris Removal”, http://arxiv.org/PS_cache/arxiv/pdf/1102/1102.1289v1.pdf}RC

According to a study by Liou and Johnson even assuming no new satellites were launched, the increase rate of trackable objects generated by accidental collisions would exceed the decrease rate due to atmospheric drag decay starting from about the year 2055. This trend is mostly due to large and massive objects placed in crowded orbits, that is, at altitudes between 800 and 1000 km and near-polar inclination.

***CPs

China CP

1. Chinese aggression DA

A. US-Sino relations are calm now but on the brink
Blair, PhD and President of World Security Institute and Yali 6 (Bruce G. and Chen, “China Security,” http://www.wsichina.org/attach/china_security2.pdf 6/30/11, NBM)
These war games point to latent tensions existing in the real world. Although that world today appears placid on the surface, the appearance is deceiving. Far from a vast expanse of tranquility, space is host to an expanding array of military operations and is becoming an arena of tension that mirrors earthly tensions among key nations. To avert the collision that this growing tension portends, the main interested parties – notably, China and the United States must squarely confront the adverse trends and devise new instruments of dialogue and cooperation. 

B. Increased Chinese space exploration leads to a resource war in which both countries lose
Blair, PhD and President of World Security Institute and Yali 6 (Bruce G. and Chen, “China Security,” http://www.wsichina.org/attach/china_security2.pdf 6/30/11, NBM)
A zero-sum mindset toward space is hardening in China as a result of this apprehension, as amply illustrated in the public media. Space is eyed in China as an area of resources and possibilities to be acquired before it’s too late. Shu Xing, whose book is reviewed later in this journal, likens the grabbing of satellite orbits to the “Enclosure Movement” in late 18th Century England in which the more capability one has, the more resources one can seize. Another reviewed author argued that countries scramble into space to fight for the tremendous resources found there and “once this fight for resources causes irreconcilable conflicts, it may lead to radical space confrontations.” A space war seems to many Chinese to be another form of resource war. Such urgency in seeking control over resources is not unique to space, but also applies to energy and other areas. Given China’s population and rapid economic growth, controlling resources is understandably a paramount concern. Regarding space, however, a zero-sum (‘win-lose’) attitude is narrow-minded and misguided. If feverish competition for resources in space causes Sino-American relations to deteriorate or leads to the outbreak of war between them, then both parties lose. 
2. Perm do both – cooperation is normal means

The Washington Times 10 (“China space program shoots for moon,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jan/08/china-eyes-high-ground/ 6/30/11 NBM)
In November, Chinese air force commander Gen. Xu Qiliang observed that “competition between military forces is now turning toward the realm of space, [and] military modernization is ceaselessly expanding into space.” But during his visit to Beijing a few days later, President Obama talked about “cooperation” rather than competition. In a joint statement with Chinese President Hu Jintao, the two leaders called for “a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration, based on the principles of transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit.” China’s aerospace industry firms - which for decades have supplied dangerous missile technologies and equipment to Iran, North Korea and Pakistan, and which have been sanctioned ceaselessly by four successive U.S. presidents for their transgressions - will find the United States in a new suppliant posture. 

3. Solvency deficit – can’t solve for American space militarization, the advantage is a DA to the CP
EU CP

1. Perm do both – international cooperation is normal means – if the perm bites NB the CP does too because any SSP involves all major world powers
Flournoy, professor and editor of the Online Journal of Space Communication 10 (Don, “Why Not Space Solar Power?” http://spacenews.com/commentaries/100913why-not-space-solar-power.html 6/29/11, NBM)

To this end, we would like to see some greater leadership and support given to space solar power development by NASA and the U.S. departments of Energy and Commerce. A helpful first step would be a U.S.-led space solar power feasibility study to which all interested nations are invited to contribute. In the context of the U.S. National Space Policy, such a feasibility study could lead the way in assessing and promoting “appropriate cost and risk sharing among participating nations in international partnerships.” It would demonstrate U.S. “tangible leadership in space,” leveraging the capabilities of allies while assuring continuing adherence to the U.N. Treaty on Exploration and Use of Outer Space — now signed by 125 states, including China and India — that dictates “nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction” shall not be placed in outer space. At the International Space Development Conference held in Chicago in May, multiple nations participated in a National Space Society-initiated Solar Power Symposium to examine in depth opportunities and challenges for energy generation in near space. Former Indian President A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, scientist, aeronautical engineer and proponent of space solar power, addressing the symposium via videoconference, spoke to the need for international cooperation in space. He proposed a multilateral global initiative that could map out for us what needs to be done to bring space solar power to operational reality. From our perspective, space solar power is a meaningful science, engineering and commercial challenge that deserves our attention and investment. In the wake of the Gulf of Mexico oil disaster, we think it is time for the U.S. to put space solar power on our national energy agenda. At the same time, we must seek opportunities to learn from and participate with Canada, China, India, Japan, the European Union and others taking their first tentative steps to bring space solar energy to Earth.

2. Solvency deficit – can’t solve for American space militarization, the advantage is a DA to the CP

3. Europe is out of money and can’t pursue spaceflight

Pasztor 11

-staff writer for the Wall Street Journal (6/23/11, “Europe ends independent pursuit of manned space travel,” The Wall Street Journal. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304569504576403810498723484.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) 
LE BOURGET, France—Europe appears to have abandoned all hope of independently pursuing human space exploration, even as the region's politicians and aerospace industry leaders complain about shrinking U.S. commitment to various space ventures. After years of sitting on the fence regarding a separate, pan-European manned space program, comments by senior government and industry officials at the Paris Air Show here underscore that budget pressures and other shifting priorities have effectively killed that longtime dream. Jean-Jacques Dordain, head of the European Space Agency, stressed that Europe won't design its own rockets or new spacecraft for manned missions, but may contribute to international efforts. "We don't need any European autonomy in manned flights," Mr. Dordain told a press conference earlier this week. The agency's chief also said that by failing in the past to set up robust international space-transportation partnerships, Europe and the U.S. "made a collective mistake." As a result, Mr. Dordain said, "we now face the not very comfortable situation" of being totally dependent, at least for the next few years, on Russian technology to reach the international space station. Such concerns coincide with next month's planned retirement of the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration's final space shuttle. That will leave Russian Soyuz rockets as essentially the only way to get cargo or astronauts from any nation into low earth orbit—until the U.S develops and deploys shuttle replacements in the second half of the decade. NASA chief Charles Bolden also made an appearance at the show partly to stress trans-Atlantic cooperation, including a possible unmanned voyage to Mars. But European officials generally remain skeptical that NASA will be able to come up with its full share of funding for the project. Under President George W. Bush, NASA explicitly said it didn't want European involvement in critical manned systems. Now, the agency is singing the praises of international cooperation as the only way to cover the huge costs of manned exploration of deep space. But budget constraints and political squabbling may put many of those plans on hold. Jean-Yves Le Gall, chief executive of launch-services provider Arianespace, agreed in an interview that an all-European manned space effort is off the table. "It's a dream," according to Mr. Le Gall, "but it's not realistic." Mr. Le Gall also said that when it comes to U.S. launcher development, "there is a lot of talk, but not a lot of achievements." Both NASA and ESA, its European counterpart, face severe spending constraints and political uncertainty over their future. On both sides of the Atlantic, there are plans to build powerful new rockets with enhanced capabilities, including heavy-lift versions to explore deeper into space. But their problems also are similar. There are debates in Europe and the U.S. about safeguarding the existing industrial base tied to solid rocket motors. At the same time, experts in both cases are advocating new liquid-fueled rocket engines as less costly and easier to operate. 

Free Market CP

1. Perm: do both. Cooperation between the gov and private sector is possible and works best

2. Solvency deficit – Private sector can’t do it alone – federal funding is necessary

Fan et. al 11 (William, Harold Martin, James Wu, Brian Mok, “SPACE BASED SOLAR POWER,” http://www.pickar.caltech.edu/e103/Final%20Exams/Space%20Based%20Solar%20Power.pdf, 6/24/11. NBM)

The development of infrastructure and the deployment costs will require a large amount of funding. Space based solar power is high risk and there is no guarantee that there will be acceptable returns. Because of the long development cycle, investors will not receive any returns until several decades later. Therefore, investment groups/ venture capitalists are unlikely to fund space based solar power. The company will need to be assisted by the government investment. Currently organizations such as NASA, the Japan Space Agency, and the Chinese government all appear to have interest in developing space based solar power. The business will have to continue to run on government grants until it can launch a satellite for niche markets. After this point, the business will start receiving income and there will be greater confidence to invest into space based solar power technology. 

3. Perm: do the counterplan. Being an anchor tenant is one possible solvency mechanism under our plan text
Gajit 8 (Rudolph, “Let the sun shine in,” http://www.proutjournal.com/energy/let-the-sun-shine-in.html 6/25/11, NBM)

These developments were not so much technological as geopolitical. The NSSO’s recent evaluation of SSP, published in 2007, took a more favourable view of the idea than any previous assessment. Colonel Smith admits that he was sceptical about the idea at first. But he concluded that the Department of Defence was “a potential anchor-tenant customer of space-based solar power”, because SSP could provide a much cheaper alternative to existing energy supplies. 

4. Solvency deficit – doesn’t solve space militarization advantage because the US won’t be able to use private satellites for military ops

5.  And, the private sector is projected to be unreliable in coming years

Foust, editor at technologyreview.com, ‘10

[Jeff, “Commercial Spaceflight, We Have a Problem,” 7/27/10. http://www.technologyreview.com/business/25868/, DXG]

A key element of the White House's revised direction for NASA is turning over the transportation of astronauts to and from low-Earth orbit to the private sector. Recent funding moves by Congress could sharply restrict the ability of companies to provide those services. The Obama administration's original budget proposal for NASA, released almost six months ago, included $6 billion over the next five years to help fund the development of such systems. The companies operating such spacecraft could also use them to serve other customers as well. But the high cost of developing such systems--in the hundreds of millions to billions of dollars--means that NASA would have to help fund their development. When an independent panel, the Augustine Committee, reviewed NASA's human spaceflight plans last year, several companies pitched commercial solutions for transporting astronauts. "Consistently, everyone said that without any government support, there was really no viable way for them to get a return on their investment," said Phil McAlister last week at NewSpace 2010, a conference for space entrepreneurs held in Sunnyvale, CA. McAlister was executive director of the Augustine Committee and now works on commercial crew issues at NASA. Both the House and Senate propose the cuts to help pay for the development of government-operated launch vehicles and spacecraft not in the White House's original proposal. The Senate version includes $6.9 billion over three years for a "Space Launch System," a heavy-lift rocket capable of placing at least 70 tons into low-Earth orbit, and $3.9 billion for a crew capsule similar to the Orion spacecraft NASA had been developing. The House version includes $13.2 billion for the combined development of the spacecraft as well as a launch vehicle closely derived from the Ares I, which the administration sought to cancel. 

6. Solvency deficit – the private sector won’t want to invest without an anchor tenant

India CP

1. Perm do both – cooperation between the US and India is normal means
Jha 11 (Sauray, “U.S.-India Space Cooperation Could Power Ties” http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6811/u-s-india-space-cooperation-could-power-ties, studied economics at Presidency College, Calcutta, and Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi.  Writes and researches on global energy issues and clean energy development in Asia. His first book for Harper Collins India, "The Upside Down Book of Nuclear Power," was published in January 2010. He also works as an independent consultant in the energy sector in India)

Space-based solar power (SBSP) may soon emerge as one of the leading sectors of strategic cooperation between India and the U.S., with a recently released report (.pdf) authored by U.S. Air Force Lt. Col. Peter A. Garretson making the case for it being the next focus of the growing partnership. There are a number of reasons why SBSP may emerge as the hub for strategic industrial coordination between the two countries. First, neither country can meet its energy needs through existing clean-energy technologies, including nuclear power, and various technological advances over the past few decades have made space-based solar power a more realistic possibility. Second, the Obama administration wants to build on the foundations of bilateral relations laid by the Bush administration, and space cooperation presents an increasingly attractive option for doing so. Neither SBSP nor the idea of an international partnership as an enabler for it is new. However, the U.S. only began to view India as a major potential partner in such an endeavor in the second half of the last decade. Not surprisingly, given the nature of U.S.-India relations, it was the U.S. private sector that first highlighted India as an important market for future SBSP development, given that a huge chunk of households in India are not yet connected to a conventional electrical grid. In 2007, an interim U.S. assessment of SBSP (.pdf) identified India as a key prospective partner for collaboration. Over the same period, the Indian space program also moved beyond its traditional focus (.pdf) on remote-sensing satellites for developmental needs to more-ambitious programs, such as the Chandrayaan moon mission. India's 2008 moonshot eventually led to the independent discovery of the presence of water on the moon by American and Indian instruments carried on board. This success had a role in convincing U.S. space policymakers about Indian capabilities in integrating systems from varied sources, thereby boosting the prospects of synchronization of U.S. and Indian space architecture for a potential SBSP collaborative effort. The Chandrayaan mission was an early illustration of the space component of the overarching Indo-U.S. strategic dialogue, "Next Steps in Strategic Partnership," announced in January 2004. Unlike the other two pillars -- security and nuclear cooperation, which already have specific agreements in place -- space continues to be characterized by ad hoc arrangements. Indo-U.S. collaboration is currently characterized by a slew of agreements -- some substantial, others rudimentary -- running on parallel tracks. SBSP could be a point of convergence, as it is an area where significant complementarities between the two countries exist. The two most important are India's edge as a low-cost manufacturer for future SBSP components and its cheap satellite-launch capability. Indeed, NASA may soon begin to outsource a significant chunk of low-Earth-orbit launches to the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO). India's attractiveness to U.S. policymakers lies in its promise for reducing costs and increasing returns. Even as NASA has shifted its focus to large, expendable launchers, ISRO continues to back re-usable launch-vehicle technology, which it believes can significantly reduce the cost of satellite launches -- a crucial condition for the sustainability of commercially deployable SBSP. The Chandrayaan mission also demonstrated India's orbit-transfer capability -- a central technical component for geo-stationary and mid-Earth-orbit SBSP concepts. Among the remaining pitfalls to further cooperation, restrictive U.S. controls on high-tech exports -- which target India more than any other major nation besides Pakistan and China -- represent the most significant. Specifically, the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) and the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) represent the greatest areas for concern. Garretson's report touches on these issues with regard to SBSP, asserting that an exception could be made in the case of ITAR along the lines of similar arrangements in the past. According to Garretson, India would still have to sign the MTCR, in order to assuage U.S. concerns over nonproliferation and intellectual-property rights, given that any SBSP partnership will involve the transfer of cutting-edge technologies. However, India already complies with these regulations to a greater extent than some existing MCTR members do, so an India-specific agreement could be possible. Interestingly, a new report from the Center for New American Security argued that meaningful cooperation on SBSP requires the immediate removal of ISRO from the U.S. Entity List, which designates targets of proliferation concerns (.pdf). Policy heavyweights Karl Indefurth and Raja Mohan also recently advocated for making space the focus not only of the impending Obama visit, but of U.S.-India relations. And U.S. Energy Secretary Steven Chu stated (.pdf) that the U.S. will prioritize "the partnership between the two countries to advance clean energy, drawing on India's world class science resources," during Obama's visit. SBSP has already been explicitly identified at the highest levels of the Indian government as a strategic priority. With commentators in both countries identifying the dovetailing of space and energy cooperation as the "next big thing" in Indo-U.S. relations, there are now signs that the push on both sides is lining up with all of these circumstantial "pull" factors. There is an expectation that Obama's visit will see movement on removing controls on the sale of high-tech items as a prelude to an agreement on space cooperation, with an SBSP component as a prominent focus. SBSP allows India to keep its space program focused on developmental priorities, such as energy access, while pushing the technological envelope further than ever before. Studies show that SBSP is feasible, but its ultimate deployment will require an unprecedented bilateral effort. That effort could drive an Indo-U.S. partnership that, in Obama's words, would define the 21st century. 
2. Solvency deficit – can’t solve for American space militarization, the advantage is a DA to the CP
3. United States government can create SSP alone

Morring 2007 (senior editor and aerospace specialist for Aviation Week, 10/11,  Frank,  NSSO Backs Space Solar Power, Aerospace Daily & Defense Report http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=space&id=news/solar101107.xml&headline=NSSO%20Backs%20Space%20Solar%20Power, EA) 
Collecting solar power in space and beaming it back to Earth is a relatively near-term possibility that could solve strategic and tactical security problems for the U.S. and its deployed forces, the Pentagon's National Security Space Office (NSSO) says in a report issued Oct. 10. As a clean source of energy that would be independent of foreign supplies in the strife-torn Middle East and elsewhere, space solar power (SSP) could ease America's longstanding strategic energy vulnerability, according to the "interim assessment" released at a press conference and on the Web site spacesolarpower.wordpress.com. And the U.S. military could meet tactical energy needs for forward-deployed forces with a demonstration system, eliminating the need for a long logistical tail to deliver fuel for terrestrial generators while reducing risk for eventual large-scale commercial development of the technology, the report says. "The business case still doesn't close, but it's closer than ever," said Marine Corps Lt. Col. Paul E. Damphousse of the NSSO, in presenting his office's report. That could change if the Pentagon were to act as an anchor tenant for a demonstration SSP system, paying above-market rates for power generated with a collection plant in geostationary orbit beaming power to U.S. forces abroad or in the continental U.S., according to Charles Miller, CEO of Constellation Services International and director of the Space Frontier Foundation. By buying down the risk with a demonstration at the tactical level, the U.S. government could spark a new industry able to meet not just U.S. energy needs, but those of its allies and the developing world as well. The technology essentially exists, and needs only to be matured. A risk buy-down by government could make that happen, according to the NSSO report. "This is not a 50-year solution," said John Mankins, an expert in the field and president of the Space Power Association. "The kinds of things that are possible today say a truly transformational demonstration at a large scale is achievable within this decade." As an example, Mankins listed the rapid progress in boosting the efficiency of solar cells. While 20-25 percent efficiency was once considered a long-term goal, efficiencies on the order of 40 percent already have been achieved. And the modularity and scalability of the systems needed to build an SSP platform make testing relatively straightforward. Even from its perch in low-Earth orbit, for example, the International Space Station could be used as a test bed for SSP components and even demonstrate low-level power transmission from orbit to Earth. The exposed facility on Japan's Kibo laboratory, due for launch in the first half of next year, could be used to test pointing and transmitting hardware, Mankins said, as well as to conduct space-exposure experiments on materials that might be used in building the large structures needed to collect sunlight in meaningful amounts. The Internet-based group of experts who prepared the report for the NSSO recommended that the U.S. government organize itself to tackle the problem of developing SSP; use its resources to "retire a major portion of the technical risk for business development; establish tax and other policies to encourage private development of SSP, and "become an early demonstrator/adopter/customer" of SSP to spur its development. That, in turn, could spur development of space launch and other industries. Damphousse said a functioning reusable launch vehicle - preferably single-stage-to-orbit - probably would be required to develop a full-scale SSP infrastructure in geostationary orbit. That, in turn, could enable utilization of the moon and exploration of Mars under NASA's vision for space exploration.

4. Perm solves best: COMSAT Consortiums are the best way to implement SSP – Top down management increases cooperation and streamlines costs
Garretson 10 (Peter, Lieutenant Colonel USAF National Space Society Board of Directors “Sky’s No Limit: Space Based Solar Power The Next Step in the Indo-U.S. Strategic Partnership?”, http://spacejournal.ohio.edu/issue16/papers/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf)

A DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION OF VARIOUS RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES AND STAKEHOLDERS; OF VARIOUS MODELS FOR INTERNATIONAL COOPERATON, SPACE, ENERGY AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT This paper incorporates a fairly comprehensive discussion of the important stakeholders, technology providers and relevant models in formulating a policy approach to SBSP. This is a major portion of the contribution of the paper and should be quite useful to someone in the US trying to understand the Indian system, or someone in India trying to understand the complexities of the US energy/space/defence/dual-use/ export control system, as well as to policy entrepreneurs, who are seeking useful models of bilateral/multilateral cooperation, or infrastructure/ energy development. However, to appeal to a broader audience, who may not desire to read through this survey, I have moved those sections to the appendix section. The various stakeholders and models discussed ahead can be further referenced in detail there. Judgements of the Researcher First, a programme like space solar power is strategic in that it crosses many bureaucratic lines of authority and requires broad and different expertise, and many benefits are external to the organisation. However SBSP is currently weak in terms of an organised constituency. The lens through which it is seen matters greatly—is this a space project, an energy project, a climate-change / geo-engineering project, a strategic cooperation technology project? While it is all these things, it is my judgement that it is best framed as an energy security/renewable energy/climate security project. Therefore, those agencies responsible for energy and climate should be in charge, with space and defence as suppliers. Corporations 1 try to maximise their payback in a short time with minimal risk. The low technical readiness, high development costs, accompanying technical and financial risk, long-payback time, and present lack of anchor customers are substantial barriers to entry, and mean it is unlikely for corporations interested in SBSP to be able to enter the market and be successful. Corporations will shrewdly look to the government to reduce the risk. 2 Chapter 474 Peter A. Garretson Government provided incentives, such as solar feed-in tariffs, transferrable tax credits, and anchor customer contracts such as the UltraMega-Power Plant scheme will certainly raise corporate interests, but recent business case analysis suggest that it is unlikely a corporation can absorb the very large non-recurring development costs and be able to close the business case. 3 A multilateral COMSAT-like consortium is a significant investment that will probably not seem justifiable before there has been significant, technological risk reduction, technology demonstration and an assured business plan is in place. The criteria I will establish for moving to a for-profit international consortium is when there is a demonstrated business plan, a clear consensus on international regulatory regime, and a relevant demonstration of the technology in a sub-scale but directly scaleable manner, in its native environment, over the actual distances, at the actual frequencies, with meaningful levels of power and power density. An international demo project is within reach of present engineering and megascience budgets, and can be done with existing launch vehicles, but needs to be preceded by a process to arrive at a design consensus. The US and India have demonstrated via a number of recent steps that they are ready for a deeper partnership inclusive of sensitive and strategic technology in space, energy and R&D. MTCR is not insurmountable in the longer term, but an early concentration on launch is likely to be more difficult than an early concentration on satellite design. Mechanisms do exist for cooperative military R&D and both military R&D establishments have displayed some level of interest and utility for power beamed to forward and remote bases. The military technical base should definitely be leveraged, but an exclusively military focus will detract from other meaningful bilateral goals and not fully capture the potential benefits for the bilateral relationship. A bilateral programme is likely to enjoy the best support if kept at the highest level. A higher level direction will also allow the leveraging of the talents and capabilities of multiple agencies.75 Figure 2 Proposed Model Chapter 577 Sky’s No Limit In the proposed model, there is an enabling government policy followed by three consecutive stages or tiers of value producing activity. Certain specified criterion of success is required for graduation to the larger investment in the subsequent stage. This maximises interim gain and minimises risk and cost. Stage 0: Framework An enabling bilateral framework is created to provide high level s a n c t i o n , 1 resourcing, and organisation. The components of this framework are: Inclusion of the goal of realising the potential of green 24-hour energy from space in a joint statement. An enabling information exchange agreement An enabling project agreement An organisational framework for collaboration If there is a desire to pursue simultaneous development of lowcost access to orbit, then the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) assurance document must also be signed Stage 1: Technology Initiative and Workforce Development. The goal of Stage 1 is to stimulate the technology base, push key enabling technologies and create a supporting work force and technical base. This stage would seek to broadly involve respective government agencies and labs, universities, and domestic and multi -national corporations. Organisation and Functioning of Stage 1: Due to the broad and interdisciplinary nature of the project, it is desirable to make use of the entire tech base of both nations. Therefore, the researcher has selected what is called a project or initiative model in the US and what is called a technology mission in the Indian context. In each, a central agency directs an overall research agenda and distributes funds to a number of different providers to reduce risk and cultivate expertise. In the proposed model, the coordinating offices are kept at a high level, commensurate with the potential impact and equities of the various bilateral dialogues on climate change, energy and space, and above the level of contributing agencies. For the US, international oversight can be managed out of the US Department of State’s Office of Ocean Environment and Science (OES), 278 Peter A. Garretson with the operational mechanism for project management and distribution of funds belonging to the Department of Energy’s Advanced Research Projects Agency for Energy (ARPA-E). 3 ARPA-E in turn provides funding to a number of different providers, both in and out of the government, toward the directed ends specified below. On the Indian side, the high level oversight is provided by the Prime Minister’s Council on Climate Change, with the operational mechanism for project management being through the Solar Energy Centre as a special amendment to the National Solar Mission. To effectively marshal the talents and capabilities of the entire tech base, it is conceived that within the US, a multi-agency initiative, not unlike the National Nano Technology Initiative, will coordinate and leverage existing funding and related projects within government agencies, standard contracts, cooperative research and development agreements (CREDA) and other transaction authority (OTA) with cooperative corporations, and multidisciplinary university research initiatives (MURI) to leverage and connect universities. Such procedures have similar analogues in the Indian system, with the National Solar Mission as one mechanism, and the smart materials programme being an example of multiple participating agencies, with funding distributed from a central source on a merit basis. 4 An estimated total budget of $10-30 million might be required to fully address all desired goals of Phase 1. It is also desirable to construct an independent oversight to evaluate the progress toward the goal. In the US, this responsibility should be organised under the aegis of the National Research Council (NRC), and in India through the Prime Minister’s Delivery Monitoring Unit, perhaps via the Principal Scientific Advisor’s (PSA) office. A number of possible organisational models are possible and the researcher finds no compelling reason why it cannot be a different top agency on either side, or a slight divergence in model for fund distribution. For instance, one alternative will be simply to provide an additional “fenced off ” budget within the new Joint S&T Endowment. This stage will likely follow the ITER model of a consortium, with national signatories, Stage 3: Production and Operations The goal of Stage 3 is to operate an international for-profit business consortium modelled after COMSAT/INTELSAT, with one or more legal consortium entities directly represented to UN governing bodies to deliver clean power for development worldwide within international governing rule sets. Individual nations will be at liberty to choose their signatories, whether they are private or publically held companies, or public service undertakings. An excellent discussion of how to structure such an undertaking is provided by Xin et al in Section 14.2 of the Toulouse Business School’s Financial and Organisational Analysis for a Space Solar Power System: A business plan to make Space Solar Power a reality.
Japan CP
1. Perm do both. There is no reason that the US and Japan cannot both pursue SSP

2. No solvency – Japanese space programs are not for consumption – even if they make SSP it won’t be utilized

Suzuki, Hokkaido University 11 (Kazuto, “In Defense of Japan: From the Market to the Military in Space Policy,” http://ssjj.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2011/06/07/ssjj.jyr018.full 6/27/11, NBM)

The reason technological capability does not improve commercial competitiveness is very simple. Once satellites are launched, they are hard to fix if they malfunction. Therefore, most operators want satellites which are proven to be robust and reliable. As the Japanese space industry keeps investing in technology-oriented programs, which are mostly experimental satellites, it is very hard to prove that these products are robust and reliable because every time they produce satellites, there are always new components which are not yet proven as reliable. This technology-oriented nature of the Japanese space policy became eminent when Japanese and the US governments agreed on opening up public procurement of satellites to international bidding in 1990. This agreement obliged both sides to place commercial satellites for international procurement, so the only way that the Japanese government provides funding to its industry is through research and development programs. This change, which was not mentioned in this book, was the decisive factor shaping Japanese space competitiveness. As a result, the Japanese space industry is far from ‘market oriented’. 

3. Solvency deficit – the CP cannot solve for hardening of American satellites or American emissions which are the most damaging
4. No solvency – Japan’s constitution prevents them from doing the plan.
Space Debate 10 (“Japan not likely to become a military space power anytime soon,” http://spacedebate.org/argument/2262/#)

Any analysis of Japanese ambitions to weaponize space must ultimately consider Japan's constitutional prohibition against offensive military capabilities. Since 1945, Japan has severely constrained its defense expenditures in deference to public support for that prohibition and the military security already provided by US forces. Japan's national sentiment fosters budget woes for the Japanese Defense Agency. Plans for a missile warning satellite were scrapped in favor of the short-term solution of buying US airborne warning and control system (AWACS) aircraft instead. On a related note, Japan recently declined to participate in a joint venture to develop an operational theater missile defense. Taken together, this evidence indicates that Japan is in no way inclined to weaponize space either.

5. Perm do the plan in binding cooperation with Japan – this avoids politics because the public perceives international cooperation as good
Russia CP
1. Perm do both. The US and Russian space program are closely tied and can work together
Whittington 11 (Mark, “Does the Russian Space Program Have a Future 50 Years After Gagarin?” http://old.news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110407/sc_ac/8234823_does_the_russian_space_program_have_a_future_50_years_after_gagarin, 6/28/11, NBM)

Currently Russia's space program is firmly tied with that of the United States. Russia is a partner, along with the United States, the European Union, Canada, and Japan, on the International Space Station, providing cosmonaut crew members and transportation services with its Soyuz manned spacecraft and Progress cargo spacecraft.

2. Solvency deficit – can’t solve for American space militarization, the advantage is a DA to the CP
3. Solvency deficit – The Russian space program is state centric and wouldn’t contribute to the economy – SSP wouldn’t be utilized for alt energy
Whittington 11 (Mark, “Does the Russian Space Program Have a Future 50 Years After Gagarin?” http://old.news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110407/sc_ac/8234823_does_the_russian_space_program_have_a_future_50_years_after_gagarin, 6/28/11, NBM)

A recent article in Novesti suggests that modern Russians, unlike at the time of Gagarin, do not think that their country's space program has any relevance. Unlike the American space program, the Russian effort has not contributed very much to the national economy, particularly in consumer goods. Russians by and large think that their current space program is a drain and not an asset. Does the Russian space program have a future? It does if the Russian leadership has any say in the matter. As Russia struggles to emerge from the doldrums that followed the fall of the Soviet Union, its leaders are looking for ways to reestablish its super power bona fides. One way to do that is reignite its space program. Russian leaders talk airily of new launch vehicles, such as the Angara, and of missions to the Moon and Mars, perhaps in cooperation with other countries. It is clear that many in the Russian leadership look back on the days of Gagarin and Leonov and grand plans that the Soviet Union had for exploring and colonizing space and would like to resume them. Whether anything will come of it remains to be seen. The Russian economy, thanks to increased oil prices, has recovered somewhat. Spending for space has almost matched the level of the height of the Soviet Union. But Russia's approach to space seems to be primarily state-centric. There is no equivalent to an Elon Musk or Richard Branson trying out innovation and building rockets for both a government and commercial market. The American approach to space commercialization may not be perfect, but this may be the Achilles heel of Russian space aspirations. 
4. Perm: have the US develop SSP but have Russia launch it
***Ks

Coercion K
Framework:
The negative team is allowed one critical argument which the judge should weigh against the impacts of the 1AC.

Fairness: Allowing the 1AC to weigh their case against the K keeps the neg from mooting the entire aff case and putting the affirmative a speech behind.  

The role of the ballot should be to evaluate the round through a utilitarian lens; the team which solves for the most harm and avoids the most death should win the round.

Coercion:

1. Case o/w:

<depends on if you’re running SSP or NEO’s>

2. Perm do the plan and then do the alt – they’re in a double bind: either the alternative is strong enough to overcome the instance of the plan or can’t overcome all the other instances of coercion in the status quo.

3. Government coercion is good – it liberates the community and does not lead to totalitarianism.
Amy 7  (Douglas, Professor of Politics at Mount Holyoke College,  http://www.governmentisgood.com/articles.php?aid=17 A.M.V.) 

So there is not an inherent trade-off between government and freedom. Much of what government does is not coercive at all, and expansion of government programs is not going to lead us down a slippery slope to totalitarian rule. But all of this is not to deny that some government activities do curtail our freedom. Conservatives are correct to say that many laws and regulations are inherently coercive – they prevent people and organizations from doing what they want to do. But anti-government conservatives seem to think this coercion is a bad thing. It is not What anti-government zealots fail to appreciate is that when our democratic government restricts people’s behavior, this is usually a very good thing. We want the government to restrict the freedom of many people – people who would otherwise do a great deal of damage to us, our families, and our society. We don’t want burglars free to rob, or rapists free to attack women, or murders free to kill people. Nor do we want shady businessmen free to defraud investors and customers, or factories free to dump poisons in our air and water, or drug companies free to sell dangerous or worthless medicines. To create an ordered, prosperous, and just society – something we all want – we inevitably have to have a government that will not let everyone do what they want. In short, restricting some people’s freedom is in the public interest. Naturally, we don’t always agree on when these coercive measures are justified. Sometimes the harm to individuals may not be worth the gains to the public interest. But while we can disagree on such matters, what is not disputable is that oftentimes it is entirely legitimate to restrict people's freedom in pursuit of the public interest – and that we are all much safer and better off for it. While most conservatives will readily admit that the government is legitimate in restricting criminal behavior, they do not think it is legitimate for it to restrict the freedom of normal, law-abiding citizens. For example, they believe it's wrong for the government to use zoning laws to restrict how people use their private property, and for it to force people to wear motorcycle helmets or to prevent them from smoking in public facilities. They invoke the specter of “Big Brother” intruding into the private lives of citizens – telling us what to do in our everyday lives. But in virtually every case in which government tries to regulate the behavior of ordinary citizens, it does so for the same reason it restricts the freedom of criminals – to prevent harm and to promote the good of society as a whole. When people's actions only affect themselves, we usually could care less what they do. But when individuals’ actions begin to harm others, then we do care and we want to stop it. No one cares if you smoke in your own home; but if you do it in a public place your secondhand smoke can harm others – as has been shown by numerous studies. Perhaps the best example of this kind of issue has been motorcycle helmet laws – which have become a lightning rod for pro-freedom/anti-government activists. For them, this is the archetypal example of government bureaucrats interfering with our right to make our own decisions about our lives. If riders want to increase their chances of dying in a crash, that’s their own business – the government should mind its own business. But the problem here is not so much the preventable deaths of these riders. The problem is that often they don’t die. Motorcycle riders without helmets typically experience more frequent and more severe head injuries in accidents, which can often mean prolonged and expensive stays in hospitals and nursing homes. And this doesn’t just affect them; it affects all us in terms of higher insurance costs, and increased government health care expenditures. For example, before enacting its universal helmet law in 1991, California’s state medical program paid out $40 million for treatment of motorcycle-related head injuries. After passage of the law, that figure dropped to $24 million. Also, a National Highway Traffic Administration study has shown that if all states had mandated 100% helmet usage between 1984 and 1996, the total cost savings over those 13 years would have been $4,638,173,956.8 This is money that came out of all our pockets and could have been put to better use. As Judith Lee Stone, president of Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety, has observed: “Citizens must fight for every penny at the state government level and recognize the trade-offs where they exist. In the case of motorcycle helmet laws, clearly the money spent on head injuries means that less money will be available to pay police officers or teachers.”9 And as one state senator, John Cullerton of Illinois, has concluded: “On behalf of the taxpayers I represent, I must ask: Is it worth spending these millions of dollars to pay for the wind in the hair of motorcyclists? My answer is No.”10 And yet in spite of the large public costs being imposed on taxpayers by the absence of these laws, the Republican Congress repealed federal incentives to the states to adopt these laws in 1995. As a result of this action and the growing power of conservatives in state legislatures, more states have been repealing and weakening their helmet laws, and now only 20 states have laws that cover all riders. We are all worse off for this. Ironically, coercive government policies can sometimes actually have liberating effects on us and society as a whole. For many people this may seem counter-intuitive: How can having more rules increase our freedom? But it is true. This point has been made very effectively by the political commentator Garry Wills. He has argued that government restrictions on our behavior can often work to increase our freedoms. He uses a very common example to make his point – traffic laws. These laws, he points out, are often incredibly intrusive and restrictive: One must stop on the command of an inanimate red light or stop sign, yield to other drivers in a number of circumstances, drive at prescribed speeds (a maximum speed imposed everywhere, though at different levels place by place, and a minimum speed set on some highways). We are told where we cannot drive (the wrong way on one-way streets, the sidewalk, certain bus lanes, certain downtown areas at certain times). …The very vehicle must be licensed, and the license periodically renewed. A car must have a mandated quantity and kind of lights, mirrors, windshield wipers, and unobstructed windows. Its width and turning capacity are determined by the state. It must have functioning brakes, mufflers, horn, and other parts. It must pass pollution tests. The car itself and its action upon others must be insured to prescribed levels. The accumulation of minor impositions is really quite staggering when one stops to add them up. … How can we really be free when we are continually triggered to obey on so many fronts?11 But then Wills concludes, “Actually, these rules are immensely liberating.” He explains that without these elaborate controls on our behavior, the traffic system would break down and we would not be free to drive anywhere. “If we all woke every morning, took out cars of uncertain performance, and tried to drive every which way, not heeding (nonexistent) signs or a right-side requirement, any speed laws or rules of precedence at crossings, we would either be crashing constantly, or would be immobilized by a fear of crashing or being crashed into.”12 In other words, without all those coercive traffic laws, we really wouldn’t be free to drive. And such rules are not an example of “Big Brother” telling us what to do, but of “us” telling us what to do. They are not a form of dictatorial coercion; but a form of mutual coercion, decided on in a democratic manner. Without these kinds of democratically generated rules, we would lack the social order necessary for us to be free to go about our business. We can see a similar liberating function of government rules at work in many other areas. For example, we are free to breathe clean air and drink untainted water only because environmental laws prevent the numerous private activities that could pollute those vital common resources. And our venerated “free” market would not work at all without elaborate government rules governing economic behavior, including complex laws about contracts, property rights, fraud, debt collection, and so forth. (See Capitalism Requires Government.) Without these legal rules, markets would descend into chaos and cease to function effectively. We are free to participate in market activities precisely because acceptable economic actions are so highly circumscribed by government.

4. Perm do the plan and all non competitive parts of the alt
5. A free market is impossible – there has never been one and if there were no one would want to live in it 
Etzioni 9 (Amitai, professor @ George Washington University, former professor @ Columbia University, Harvard University, and Cal-Berkeley, former senior advisor to President Jimmy Carter, "The Free Market Versus a Regulating Government", Challenge, Volume 52, Issue 1, January/February, pg. 40-41 D.C.)
To regulate or not to regulate—that is not a question. There never was a free market, and even if one could be constructed, nobody would want to live with it. Throughout all of modern economic history (a statement so sweeping that one can rarely make it with assurance, but which is proper in this case), government has set limits on the market. Before that, there were no markets in the sense in which we use this term. All that has changed are the degrees and kinds of regulations. Markets have been excessively managed or undermanaged—poorly [end page 40] boxed in or broken out of their containers—but never truly boundless. Thus, the market in human beings (slavery) was, even in its worst days, limited to some races or classes of people, before it was outlawed completely. Private property was protected by law as early as the Roman empire. Markets had to close on Sundays or some other holy day and so on. These days, nobody in his right mind would seek a market that allowed children to work down in the mines, factories to dump toxic waste into rivers from which cities draw their drinking water, or merchants to sell melamine-laced baby food. Even most free market devotees (an assortment of laissez-faire theorists and their political counterparts) surely would vote against a return to the days in which every individual bank in the United States was free to issue its own currency. Regulations are not merely essential for ensuring that basic human needs are not wantonly denied by agents seeking to maximize their profits. They are also often sought out and promoted by businesses themselves, especially large ones. These businesses fear “cutthroat”—i.e., unregulated—competition. They are keen to see that their patent rights will be observed and to ensure that their trade secrets not be leaked to the competition. They favor zoning regulations to ensure that no one marketing the same product or service will open up shop right next door, among many other regulations. In short, regulation often serves to ensure the smooth operation of the market. Ideologues have pretended for more than 200 years that there is a choice between free markets—and all the alleged blessings thereof—and big government, which “interferes” in the markets, curtails efficiency, and kills jobs. Actually, an honest argument would acknowledge that free markets exist only in some rather simplistic mathematical models favored by many economists—and maybe in Brooklyn bridges. An honest argument would be limited to questions of whether specific areas need more or less regulation, what kinds of regulation are most suitable, and how tightly they ought to be drawn.
6. Their impact is empirically denied; the use of taxes has never led to a totalitarian government in the United States.  This one instance of “coercion” is nothing compared to taxes in the 1600’s when America was still a British colony.  

7. They could link this K to literally any government action – it is not specific to space at all.

8. Government is necessary to prevent extinction – without it, all other forms of government would be completely gone
Rothbard 73 [Murray, head of Misis Institute, “For a New Liberty: The Libertarian Manifesto” http://mises.org/rothbard/foranewlb.pdf acc. 6/24/11 DC]
Many libertarians are uncomfortable with foreign policy matters and prefer to spend their energies either on fundamental questions of libertarian theory or on such “domestic” concerns as the free market or privatizing postal service or garbage disposal. Yet an attack on war or a warlike foreign policy is of crucial importance to libertarians. There are two important reasons. One has become a cliché, but is all too true nevertheless: the overriding importance of preventing a nuclear holocaust. To all the long-standing reasons, moral and economic, against an interventionist foreign policy has now been added the imminent, ever-present threat of world destruction. If the world should be destroyed, all the other problems and all the other isms—socialism, capitalism, liberalism, or libertarianism—would be of no importance whatsoever. Hence the prime importance of a peaceful foreign policy and of ending the nuclear threat. 

9. The impact card is awful – nowhere in the card does it say coercive action leads to totalitarianism, it simply says that totalitarian governments are the most pervasive form of coercive power. 

Frontier K

We think that the Neg should defend either the status quo or a competitive policy option

 1.
Interpretation: The aff should defend a topical plan and the negative should defend either the status quo or a competitive policy option

2.
The negative decreases education

a.
Ignores the 1AC, decreasing clash which is the most important aspect of education

b.
Evades real world policymaking so all we learn about is how to avoid making real policy

3.
Fairness

a.
The K moots the entirety of the 1AC. They can just ignore our advantages like deflection which is/are needed to weigh against the implications of the Kritik.

b.
They cause judge intervention because the K is inherently subjective

4)  Discourse doesn’t shape policymaking 
Tuathail 96 (Gearóid, Professor of Government and International Affairs, Virginia Tech, The patterned mess of history and the writing of critical geopolitics: a reply to Dalby, Political Geography 15:6/7, p 661-
While theoretical debates at academic conferences are important to academics, the discourse and concerns of foreign-policy decisionmakers are quite different, so different that they constitute a distinctive problemsolving, theory-averse, policy-making subculture. There is a danger that academics assume that the discourses they engage are more significant in the practice of foreign policy and the exercise of power than they really are. This is not, however, to minimize the obvious importance of academia as a general institutional structure among many that sustain certain epistemic communities in particular states. In general, I do not disagree with Dalby’s fourth point about politics and discourse except to note that his statement-‘Precisely because reality could be represented in particular ways political decisions could be taken, troops and material moved and war fought’-evades the important question of agency that I noted in my review essay. The assumption that it is representations that make action possible is inadequate by itself. Political, military and economic structures, institutions, discursive networks and leadership are all crucial in explaining social action and should be theorized together with representational practices. Both here and earlier, Dalby’s reasoning inclines towards a form of idealism. In response to Dalby’s fifth point (with its three subpoints), it is worth noting, first, that his book is about the CPD, not the Reagan administration. He analyzes certain CPD discourses, root the geographical reasoning practices of the Reagan administration nor its public-policy reasoning on national security. Dalby’s book is narrowly textual; the general contextuality of the Reagan administration is not dealt with. Second, let me simply note that I find that the distinction between critical theorists and poststructuralists is a little too rigidly and heroically drawn by Dalby and others. Third, Dalby’s interpretation of the reconceptualization of national security in Moscow as heavily influenced by dissident peace researchers in Europe is highly idealist, an interpretation that ignores the structural and ideological crises facing the Soviet elite at that time. Gorbachev’s reforms and his new security discourse were also strongly selfinterested, an ultimately futile attempt to save the Communist Party and a discredited regime of power from disintegration. The issues raised by Simon Dalby in his comment are important ones for all those interested in the practice of critical geopolitics. While I agree with Dalby that questions of discourse are extremely important ones for political geographers to engage, there is a danger of fetishizing this concern with discourse so that we neglect the institutional and the sociological, the materialist and the cultural, the political and the geographical contexts within which particular discursive strategies become significant. Critical geopolitics, in other words, should not be a prisoner of the sweeping ahistorical cant that sometimes accompanies ‘poststructuralism nor convenient reading strategies like the identity politics narrative; it needs to always be open to the patterned mess that is human history. 
<If it is a floating PIK>

 1.
GROUND: FLOATING PIKS MOOT THE 1AC’S OFFENSE BECAUSE OF ONE WORD THE AUTHOR USES 
2.
 EDUCATION-FLOATING PICS SHIFT FOCUS AWAY FROM THE PLAN TO WHAT THE CONNOTATION OF A CERTAIN PHRASE IS, KILLS TOPIC EDUCATION 

3.
PLAN TEXT FOCUS IS KEY, OUR JOB IS TO DEFEND THE ARGUMENTS OUR AUTHORS MAKE, NOT THE LANGUAGE THEY USE, PLAN TEXT IS OUR ADVOCACY 

4.
UNPREDICTIBLE: THERE IS ALWAYS GOING TO BE SOME OBJECTION TO TERMS OR PUNCTUATION, IT’S IMPOSSIBLE TO PREDICT FROM THE THOUSANDS OF WORDS IN THE 1AC

5.
VOTER FOR FAIRNESS AND EDUCATION.

On to the K proper-

1) Perm do both

2) Perm do the plan while endorsing astroenvironmentalism 

And, perm solves best

A) Philosophical evaluation happens with concrete action in space
Daly and Frodeman, 08.

Erin Moore and Robert, Indiana University. "Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement: Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration." Ethics & the Environment 13.1 (2008): 135-151. Project MUSE. Web. 21 Jan. 2011. <http://muse.jhu.edu/>.

Revolutions in philosophic understanding and cultural worldviews inevitably accompany revolutions in science. As we expand our exploration of the heavens, we will also reflect on the broader human implications of advances in space. Moreover, our appreciation of human impact on Earth systems will expand as we come to see the Earth within the context of the solar system. Most fundamentally, we need to anticipate and wrestle with the epistemological, metaphysical, and theological dimensions of space exploration, including the possibility of extraterres- trial life and the development of the space environment, as it pertains to our common understanding of the universe and of ourselves. Such reflection should be performed by philosophers, metaphysi- cians, and theologians in regular conversation with the scientists who investigate space and the policy makers that direct the space program. The exploration of the universe is no experimental science, contained and controlled in a laboratory, but takes place in a vast and dynamic network of interconnected, interdependent realities. If (environmental) philosophy is to be a significant source of insight, philosophers will need to have a much broader range of effective strategies for interdisciplinary collaborations, framing their reflections with the goal of achieving policy-relevant results. If it is necessary for science and policy-makers to heed the advice of philosophers, it is equally necessary for philosophers to speak in con- crete terms about real-world problems. A philosophic questioning about the relatedness of humans and the universe, in collaboration with a prag- matic, interdisciplinary approach to environmental problems, is the most responsible means of developing both the science and policy for the exploration of the final frontier.
B) Astro-Environmentalism needs practical application
Reiman 09’

[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

Some writers believe that space ethics should arise from practical issues and consist of solutions to these issues. However, such an approach is in danger of becoming casuistic and contradictory - highly impractical once we move beyond covering the most obvious problems. It might be better to try to form some basic ethical principles first and then attempt to apply them to a range of practical issues. This approach would safeguard the integrity of the ethical system and, second, it could also be adapted to treat completely new questions. Philosophically it may be beneficial to employ the tools of environmental ethics in discussions about space ethics. If we act in space, the ethical questions we encounter often have as much in common with environmental ethics as with the philosophy of science or sociology. There already exist ethical questions that have a distinctly environmental ethical undertone (for example: if we discover life, how should we treat it?). This strongly suggests that we should consider space as an environment for practical reasons. Studying space as an environment allows us to have another perspective besides that of human interests. While it is true that studying the ethical questions of space exploration from the perspective of human interests can answer many ethical questions (for instance, cluttering an important orbit with debris is unwise mainly because doing so is against our own best interests in the long term, and this provides a good reason to avoid it4), other questions benefit from combining different perspectives. Questions such as whether or not it is ethically acceptable to mine the rings of Saturn until they are destroyed or to blow the moons of Mars out of existence as part of a nuclear weapons test programme, are questions where applying only a human perspective seems insufficient. An account of ethics that does not grant these places some inherent value seems to be lacking something important - the perspective of the object of human actions. If we choose to ignore that perspective, we may fail to realize the full consequences of our actions. When making moral decisions humans have a tendency to count only certain features of the objects of their actions as significant. For example, when discussing the ethics of animal testing, laboratory animals are often portrayed as ‘models’ or biological machines with no subjecthood or interests of their own. In the same way, some space explorers might see the objects of their interest – like the rings of Saturn – only as mineral deposits. Adopting the attitude that the rings of Saturn are an environment in the sense that they can be considered things that have inherent value beyond their value to humans is a way to avoid this kind of blindness. According to Rolston, it is very human but also quite short-sighted to value a system only for its production of life. As he puts it, while life is special in many ways, it is a mistake to believe that this means that lifeless places, ‘mere things’, are beyond appropriate and inappropriate consideration [8].

3) Alt fails, the Space and Terrestrial environment are unconnected
Reiman 09’
[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

One good reason to think that environmental ethics is important and that we ought to regulate our actions towards other beings is that, on Earth, all things are connected and the harm we inflict upon our environment may well become harm done to ourselves. Earth is practically a closed system,1 and we do not yet fully understand its complexity [1]. Even if we agree that there are good reasons to limit the exploitation of Earth and preserve it, do we have to agree that we should adopt similar attitudes regarding outer space? Most people think intuitively that it should make no moral difference whether we travel some thousands of kilometres westwards or upwards. But is this intuition correct? Considering space as something that does not enjoy a moral status equal to that of Earth's environments does not imply that it would be wise for us to exploit it short-sightedly. Certainly, it would still be wise to keep our own long-term interests in mind while planning new projects. However, it is a very different thing to recognize that it is in our own best interest, e.g. to reduce the amount of debris in important orbits (see [2]) or to preserve areas that have important historical or aesthetic value, than it is to say that space, for the most part, has inherent value in the same way that Earth environments are thought to have. On Earth, the term ‘environment’ is loaded in so many ways that ‘space’ is not. Our own well-being is closely connected with the well-being of our planet. If there is excessive pollution we will become ill or may even have to move away from areas that have become unsafe. Space, on the other hand, is extremely hostile to humans to begin with. While it can be argued that some phenomena taking place in space are significant from the perspective of human well-being, our actions in general do not have the power to affect those phenomena in nearly the same way that we can affect the flourishing or extinction of life on Earth. Second, on Earth we have an abundance of life forms. In space we have interesting phenomena but it is lifeless, and in environmental ethics life is of special importance; many central environmental ethical concepts and ideas make sense only when we are talking about places where there is life. It is still under dispute how far we should go to protect and cherish life here on Earth. Another complication is that the theory of environmental ethics is often quite different from the practices in place in various levels of society: even when we know that polluting our environment is harmful, we often choose to do it anyway for one reason or another. Keeping this in mind, it may be difficult to argue that we should prohibit all exploitation of space on the grounds that pollution in the process is inevitable. For instance, if we think about the idea of terraforming Mars, the ‘ethics of life’ makes a great deal of sense. If there is indigenous life on Mars, the question is: would it thrive more if the atmosphere were denser, if there were steady supplies of water on the surface, etc. Or would such life suffer and perhaps even become extinct? In the latter case, terraforming would not be ethically acceptable because doing so would diminish the diversity of life in the universe, even if we could later bring Earth life to Mars. Spreading life from Earth to other planets would just increase its quantity (and consequently the chances of survival were a disaster to make Earth hostile to such life). But Martian life would be qualitatively different and, therefore, losing it would be a loss that could not be compensated by introducing Terran life to a terraformed Mars, even if it were possible to introduce more species than originally existed on that planet. The danger, as pointed out by Williamson, is that an attempt to terraform Mars - the most likely candidate - could destroy existing but undiscovered life forms, as well as changing existing landforms and other physical features [1]. Strictly speaking, it is unlikely that, at the time when a decision to terraform another planet was made, we could completely exclude from consideration the possibility of the existence of life not yet discovered. A good question is thus when is the likelihood of discovering hidden life low enough to justify terraforming? On the other hand, if we can assert with great certainty that Mars is a dead planet, then terraforming it would be a good deed, as it would make Mars more diverse, a more special place than it is as a lifeless place, as well as increasing the chances of long-term survival for species that could be introduced to a new planet. Interesting geological features of Mars would still probably exist and possibly even provide a base for forming new kinds of ecosystems capable of supporting the evolution of species that could not evolve on Earth. Our connection with minor planets, comets and stars is very thin, however. How could building polluting mines on Ceres affect human welfare at all (except that it might reduce pollution on Earth)? And since Ceres is – as far as we know - a lifeless place, what good would be gained by investing in expensive systems that reduce pollution? The concept of pollution is a negative one, something that is undesirable and produces adverse effects. It may, however, be misleading to talk about pollution in places where there is nothing that could be affected adversely. Not every effect that is caused by human action, nor every alteration to a natural state, may be adverse. Not every piece of discarded material may be pollution - the presence of that material has to produce bad consequences in some way. In many cases, humans will be the ones to suffer from a build-up of debris. In the case of congested major orbits this is already true [1]. This fact can be acknowledged without talking about ‘harm to the environment’ in cases where the existence of an ‘environment’ is questionable. Besides, most of what we can perceive in outer space is not nearly as complex as any one square metre of Earth, a planet soaked in life.2 Rocks and snowballs, clouds of dust and stars are fascinating, but often lack complexity compared to the smallest eucaryotes found on Earth. While some space environments display phenomena that are not known on Earth, others do not. It is perfectly coherent to think that we ought to protect life on Earth and at the same time believe that, apart from a few special places – such as the Apollo landing site and the geostationary orbit - exploitation of space has few ethical issues unrelated to the protection of mankind's long-term interests. Therefore, we might as well talk about protection of humanity's long-term interests when appropriate, without assigning any special moral status to space. 

4) Concern with the astro-environment makes finding solutions to environmental problems on earth difficult 
Reiman 09’
[Saara, Department of Social and Moral Philosophy, University of Helsinki, “Is space an environment?” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000289#sec3] 

One of the important motivators behind the space exploration effort is the hope that we may find the energy, resources, colonization opportunities and other things that are in short supply here on Earth in space. It would be easy to build mines in space so that their effect on human well-being would be minimal compared with mining operations of similar size on Earth. Hazardous chemical plants could be situated in distant places like Mars and Earth's precious atmosphere and delicate ecosystems could be preserved. If we start worrying about environmental protection of space, are we not seriously out of focus? Do we not squarely miss the important point, namely that our own planet will not tolerate our current way of living in the long run but that exploiting space would at least provide us extra time for solving our problems? It is true that the resources of space will probably not improve things in the long run unless we learn to treat environments with greater respect [4]. But it is probable that the path to a sustainable high technology civilization would be far less rocky if we had access to the resources of near space. Is it not absurd to worry about lifeless environments if the flourishing of Earth is at stake? Our own survival may well depend on being able to take the ecological pressure off Earth and, when survival is at stake, starting to speak seriously about aesthetic values, the rights of micro-organisms and the inherent value of lifeless environments would seem not only foolish but dangerous. A related argument is one I call ‘Earth first’ (not to be confused with the militant eco-group of the same name). According to the Earth first argument, in order to protect the environment as much and as effectively as possible, we should concentrate our efforts in selected key areas and only after these have been taken care of, expand our sphere of concern further. At the moment, we are not protecting the environment on Earth nearly as effectively as we could, because of a lack of motivation and resources. Despite the expansion of our influence to the universe outside Earth, Earth will still remain the centre of human activity for a very long time, if not forever. Therefore it makes sense to concentrate our environmental protection efforts here. This is where our work will have the most impact and this is where our environmental choices affect the lives of the vast majority of people directly. This kind of attitude is moderate in the sense that adopting it does not mean that we deny the value of alien environments altogether. It is beneficial and praiseworthy to protect alien environments too when there are cost-efficient means of doing so.3 It is simply that our resources are limited and therefore it is wise to prioritize. If we scatter our environmental concern randomly, we may end up being less efficient in all our environmental protection efforts than we would be if we acted in a more organized manner.
***Theory

Conditionality

Conditionality is a voting issue:
1. Strat skew – the neg can read any number of blippy CPs then choose one that the 2AC under covers and explode it in the block
2. Not real world – policymakers don’t bring more than one bill to congress at a time, advocating all of them, then just “go for” the one that they can “win”
3. Education – encourages the neg to run as many shallow strategies as possible and hope the aff will drop one instead of strategizing and creating in depth argumentation
4. Not reciprocal – the neg can read as many CPs as they want and go for one but the aff can’t sever out of the plan in the 2AC and read a new one – condo justifies intrinsic and severance perms

International Fiat

International fiat is a voting issue:
1. Predictability – there are infinite countries or combination of countries that the neg could advocate, the aff can never predict what the neg will choose, makes every debate a game of who can come up with the most unpredictable strat and destroys any purpose
2. Uneducational – forces every debate to be about what country should do the plan instead of the actual substance of the resolution
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