Georgetown 2011-12



[File Name]
[Name]

***Document Help***

If you want the document to be nice and organized, right click in your doc map, and click show heading 1. It will show main categories. you can do this with the other heading numbers too.
A/2 Gender K
Opposing Discursive interpretations-- result in a deadlock – only reaching a consensus through the perm allows for successful solutions and effective critical analysis.

Carr, 89 Prof of Philosophy of Edu @ U. of Sheffield UK, 89 (Wilfred, “The Idea of an Educational Science,” Journal of Philosophy of Education, Vd. 23, No. 1, p 34 1989 http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/119440829/abstract)
But such discourse, Habermas notes, can only proceed if participants are satisfied that certain claims about the validity of what is being said are being met. These “validity claims”-that what is being said is comprehensible, that any factual assertions being made are true, that what is being said is in the context appropriate and justified, and that a speaker is being sincere and not trying to deceive the listener-are thus built into the very structure of discursive language. Hence, the very act of engaging in discourse presupposes a “communicative rationality” such that any agreement reached through a discussion in which these four validity claims are met constitutes what Habermas calls a “rational consensus”-an agreement arising precisely because  “the force of the better argument” has been allowed to prevail.  Habermas recognises, of course, that this kind of purely rational discourse does not describe the way in which disagreements are actually resolved. It nevertheless, creates the image of what Habermas calls an “ideal speech situation”-a social context in which constraints on free and open dialogue have been excluded and in which impediments to rational argumentation and deliberation have been removed. Thus, by their very use of language, individuals reveal an unavoidable allegiance to those forms of social life in which human reason has been “emancipated” from the corrupting influence of tradition and ideology-precisely the form of social life which a critical social science seeks to create.

Permutation do both –- their criticism is not a reason to banish our language – the most radical alternative is to use concepts and put them under erasure at the same time 
Butler, Professor of Rhetoric at Berkeley, 2000 (Judith, Contingency, Hegemony, Universality, page 263-264)
In my view, an understanding of radicalism, whether conceived as political or theoretical or both, requires an inquiry into the presuppositions of its own enterprise. In the case of theory, this radical interrogation must take as its object the transcendental form that theory sometimes takes. One might think that to ask, radically, after presuppositions is of necessity to enter into a transcendental activity, asking about the generalized conditions of possibility according to which the field of knowable objects is constituted. But it seems to me that even this presupposition must be questioned, and that the form of this question ought not to be taken for granted. Although it has been said many times by now, it probably bears repeating: to question a form of activity or a conceptual terrain is not to banish or censor it; it is, for the duration, to suspend its ordinary play in order to ask after its constitution. I take it that this was the phenomenological transcription of Kant to be found in Husserl’s notion of the epoche, and that it provided the important backdrop for Derrida’s own procedure of ‘placing a concept under erasure’. I would only add, in the spirit of more recent forms of affirmative deconstruction, that a concept can be put under erasure and played at the same time; that there is no reason, for instance, not to continue to interrogate and to use the concept of universality. There is, however, a hope that the critical interrogation of the term will condition a more effective use of it, especially considering the criticisms of it spurious formulations that have been rehearsed with great justification in recent years postcolonial, feminist, and cultural studies. 

Language isn’t inherently violent – 
violence exists independent of it

Apressyan, 98, Ruben G. Chair – Department of Ethics – Institute of Philosophy in Moscow, Director – Research and Education Center for the Ethics of Nonviolence, and Professor of Moral Philosophy – Moscow Lomonosov State University, Peace Review, v. 10 i. 4, December, 

There is another aspect, however. Language per se is not violent; although, it easily may become an object of violence. This defenselessness against violence, means that violence exists beyond language. Speech is a prerogative of reason: violence is speechless. This means that violence has no need of language. With the help of language, violence may mark itself, give itself a kind of justification, allude to itself, or hide itself in various forms of reserve and awesomeness. Potential violence may resolve into speech or disembodied words. But in turn, words themselves, or words inserted into certain contexts or articulated with a certain intonation may appear as potentially violent. Thus language becomes a means of violence which "keeps silence." 

Preventing the use of representations precludes the possibility of giving them new meaning.

Butler, 97, Professor of Rhetoric and Comparative Literature – University of California-Berkeley, Excitable Speech: A Politics of the Performative p. 38 Judith

This story underscores the limits and risks of resignification as a strategy of opposition. I will not propose that the pedagogical recirculation of examples of hate speech always defeats the project of opposing and defusing such speech, but I want to underscore the fact that such terms carry connotations that exceed the purposes for which they may be intended and can thus work to afflict and defeat discursive efforts to oppose such speech. Keeping such terms unsaid and unsayable can also work to lock them in place, preserving their power to injure, and arresting the possibility of a reworking that might shift their context and purpose. That such language carries trauma is not a reason to forbid its use. There is no purifying language of its traumatic residue, and no way to work through trauma except through the arduous effort it takes to direct the course of its repetition. It may be chat trauma constitutes a strange kind of resource, and repetition, its vexed but promising instrument. After all, to be rained by another is traumatic: it is an act that precedes my will, an act that brings me into a linguistic world in which I might then begin to exercise agency at all. A founding subordination, and yet the scene of agency, is repeated in the ongoing interpellations of social life. This is what I have been called. Because I have been called something, I have been entered into linguistic life, refer to myself through the language given by the Other, but perhaps never quite in the same terms that my language mimes. The terms by which we are hailed arc rarely the ones we choose (and even when we try to impose protocols on how we are to be named, they usually fail); but these terms we never really choose arc the occasion for something we might still call agency, the repetition of an originary subordination for another purpose, one whose future is partially open.

language doesn't Shape Reality It’s impossible for discourse to guide practice 

Sayer 93, Department of Sociology, Lancaster University,  (Andrew, “POSTMODERNIST THOUGHT IN GEOGRAPHY: A REALIST VIEW,” Antipode 25:4, pp. 320-344) 

This weakening of traditional ideas of meaning and reference has prompted another version of our first Pomo-flip. Having realized that words do not establish meanings singly and through reference/denotation (naive objectivism) it is concluded that they neither convey authors’/ speakers’ intentions nor refer to anything outside discourse at all; meanings are endlessly ”deferred” intra-discursively without reference to any extra-discursive reality, and we are free to interpret texts as we wish. Taken to the extreme, this embodies a standard contradiction of relativism, for if we are free to interpret what postmodernists write as we like, then we can interpret them against their intentions, attributing to them views diametrically opposed to those which they (appear to) profess, for of course they have denied themselves grounds for complaining about this! While we can endlessly reinterpret “texts,” it is a precondition of communication and social life that a large proportion of signifiers and sense relations are relatively stable. The very intelligibility of language and its use in material practice depends on it having fairly stable and successful reference (Davidson, 1987); ironically this applies to postmodernists arguing for the instability of relations between word and object as much as anyone else! The arguments commonly put forward to challenge the belief that we can make stable reference to objects tend to take two forms. One concerns the arbitrary nature of the relationship between any individual word and object: why should an object be called "tree" rather than "arbre" or whatever? However, it does not follow that the relationship between lexemes is arbitrary, so that trees or arbres can have not only leaves and roots but heart attacks. Once objects have been "arbitrarily" given names, the conventions governing how terms are combined to make meaningful discourse which can inform successful action are far from arbitrary (Giddens, 1979:ll-16; 198781ff ). Where discursivelyguided actions are successful, this suggests some relationship between the structure of the discourse applying to those actions and the structure of the material actions and objects which are its referents. This relationship is, again, not usefully characterized as one of absolute truth. Failures of discourse to guide practice suggest that the world is not the creature of the play of difference among signifiers - which is precisely why we worry about the status of our beliefs as we do.

A/2 Asteroids K

-Overemphasis on method destroys effective IR scholarship 

Wendt 2, international security studies at Ohio State, Handbook of IR, p. 68

It should be stressed that in advocating a pragmatic view we are not endorsing method-driven social science. Too much research in international relations chooses problems or things to be explained with a view to whether the analysis will provide support for one or another methodological ‘ism’. But the point of IR scholarship should be to answer questions about international politics that are of great normative concern, not to validate methods. Methods are means, not ends in themselves. As a matter of personal scholarly choice it may be reasonable to stick with one method and see how far it takes us. But since we do not know how far that is, if the goal of the discipline is insight into world politics then it makes little sense to rule out one or the other approach on a priori grounds. In that case a method indeed becomes a tacit ontology, which may lead to neglect of whatever problems it is poorly suited to address. Being conscious about these choices is why it is important to distinguish between the ontological, empirical and pragmatic levels of the rationalist-constructivist debate. We favor the pragmatic approach on heuristic grounds, but we certainly believe a conversation should continue on all three levels.

Reps don't matter

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 661-5)

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. 
Asteroids are actually coming

The asteroid threat isn’t a narrative – there is a rock, it is coming, and we can actually stop it
Russell L. Schweickart 9, former Apollo astronaut and chairman of the B612 Foundation, Decision program on asteroid threat mitigation, Acta Astronautica 65 (2009) 1402–1408
Our highly interconnected society is vulnerable to the destructive power of impact events ranging from the 1908 Tunguska event in which the impact of an estimated 45 m diameter object destroyed 2000 km- of Siberian forest to the 12 km diameter object responsible for the Chicxulub impact 65 million years ago which is thought to have caused the extinction of the dinosaurs and 70C< of all species alive at the time. Such cosmic collisions occur infrequently juxtaposed with a human lifetime, and yet when they do happen they dwarf other natural disasters more common in human experience. Yet surprisingly in the instance of this most devastating of natural disasters we are far from helpless. With our telescopic and spaceflight capabilities we can detect and predict potential impacts, and with adequate early warning we can deploy space systems capable of altering the orbit of threatening NEOs sufficient to cause them to pass harmlessly by the Earth thereby avoiding an impact. In the event of a discovery where insufficient time is available to successfully divert a threatening NEO we will nevertheless, if prepared, be able to mitigate the effects of an impact by evacuation and other disaster preparedness measures. What is needed to match the technical capability for responding to the NEO impact challenge is an in-place international system of preparation, planning and timely decision-making. The need for attention to this issue now by the international community is driven by the rapid expansion of the number of NEOs which will be discovered and tracked in the next 10-15 years, and the inherent geographic variability associated with impact prediction and deflection operations. New telescopic resources coming into service within the next decade will dramatically increase the number of NEOs discovered and tracked. The US Congress has charged NASA with discovering and tracking 90C< of all NEOs larger than 140 m in diameter by 2020. While meeting this goal poses a considerable challenge, it is clear that with new telescopes coming online (e.g. PanSTARRS 151 and LSST [6]> this goal will be approached in the 2020-2025 timeframe. In the process of achieving the 140m goal many smaller but still dangerous NEOs (^-45 m and larger) will be discovered with the number of such objects likely to exceed 300.000. Based on current empirical experience the number of potentially damaging NEOs with a non-zero probability of impact within the next 100 years is likely to exceed 10,000 by this time. Of these NEOs with at least a small probability of impact over the next 100 years many are likely to appear threatening enough to necessitate a decision of whether action should be taken to prevent an impact. The need for international coordination in making such a decision is determined by the natural uncertainty regarding which specific populations are at risk in predicting an impact and the inherent shifting of risk in the process of deflection. All measurements have an associated uncertainty and in the instance of NEO observations these measurement uncertainties, projected forward in time, manifest as a risk corridor across the face of the Earth within which, if it impacts, the NEO will hit. While in the end an impact would occur at a specific point, at the time a decision must be made to deflect a threatening object the impact zone will extend for some distance along the risk corridor and. in fact, in many instances may well extend beyond the Earth's limbs for many Earth diameters in both directions. Hence, at the time a deflection decision must be made (to provide adequate time to conduct the operation and for the deflection to take effect) it is likely that the people of many nations will be at risk. Furthermore in the process of deflection per se, there will be a temporary shifting of risk between populations as the NEO impact point is itself shifted from a point on the Earth's surface to a safe distance along the risk corridor either ahead of or behind the Earth. Because NEO impacts can occur anywhere on our planet and affect the entire international community, a collaborative, global response is required. Furthermore it is highly desirable that a decision process, with agreed criteria, policies and procedures be established prior to the development of a specific threat in order to assure that minimization of risk to life and property prevail over competing national self interests.

Militarization good

Militarization good for economy and space strategy

Lieutenant Colonel Don L. Wilkerson, 18 March 2008, Space Power Theory: Controlling the Medium Without Weapons in Space, Colonel Pfefferkorn is a graduate of the Air Force Institute of Technology Education With Industry program, serving at General Dynamics, Fort Worth, 
http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA482300&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Since space operations are inherently joint, the Services have strived to normalize

and operationalize space operations for military utility. Services rely heavily on spacebased force enhancement capabilities as combat multipliers for on-demand

communications, navigation, missile early warning, reconnaissance and surveillance.
The protection of U.S. strategic space assets and the ability to negate enemy space

systems is essential to U.S. space strategy in controlling the geographical environment

of space, predominately in the Lower Earth Orbit (LEO). Modern theorists suggest

today’s military is poised to develop a space power theory, similar to Corbett’s sea

power theory, that is relevant in the exploitation of the space medium. The challenges

associated with space power as a theory begins with the emerging threat to on-orbit

assets by nation states as well as non-state actors. This paper examines whether the

U.S. military should deploy weapons into space, or are emerging offensive groundbased weapon systems and conventional weapons sufficient for a space power theory

today. It answers the question does the U.S. need weapons in orbit to control the space

medium in order to have a recognizable DoD space power theory 

Weaponization Good --- Global Peace

Space weapons secure international peace 

Dolman 06 [Everett, ‘U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space’, SAIS Review: vol. 26, no. 1; http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.pdf]
There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that weaponizing space would in time be less threatening to the international system than the failure to do so. The weaponization of space would decrease the likelihood of an arms race by shifting spending away from conventional weapons systems. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand better ways to spend the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, housing or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. Thus the question should be directed not at particular weapons, but at all weapons. The immediate budget impact of significant funding increases for space weapons would be to decrease funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This may well set the proponents of space weaponization at odds with both proponents and opponents of increased defense spending. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities forgone. This is a mighty task. The tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars needed to develop, test and deploy a minimal space weapons system with the capacity to engage a few targets around the world could displace a half-dozen or more aircraft carrier battle groups, entire aircraft procurement programs such as the F-22, and several heavy armored divisions. This is a tough sell for supporters of a strong military. It is an even more difficult dilemma for those who oppose weapons in general, and space weapons in particular. Ramifications for the most critical current function of the Army, Navy, and Marines—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory—are profound. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the U.S. ability to do all three would wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light of the no-end-in-sight occupations of Iraq and Afghanistan, space weapons proponents must advocate reduction of these capabilities in favor of a system that will have no direct potential to do so. Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is further eroded. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. But they offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of conventional weapons employed in their stead. What would be more threatening to a state in opposition to American hegemony: a dozen lasers in space with pinpoint accuracy, or (for about the same price) 15 infantry divisions massed on the border? A state employing offensive deterrence through space weapons can punish a transgressor state, but it is in a poor position to challenge that state’s sovereignty. A transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives that its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons would inhibit their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states would recognize that the United States could not and would not use space weapons to threaten another country’s internal self-determination. The United States still would challenge any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and it would have severely restricted its own capacity to do the latter. Judicious and non-arbitrary use of a weaponized space eventually could be seen as a net positive, an effective global police force that punishes criminal acts but does not threaten to engage in aggressive behavior.
A/2 Frontier k

Frontierism Good
Expansion into space is inevitable
Alan Marshall 95, Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, Development and imperialism in space
In the fifth chapter of his book, Modes of Imperialism, Charles Reynolds
speaks
of
sociobiological models of imperialism.13 With regard to space development, the expansion of humans into space can be viewed by the sociobiological model, as just another natural progression of an advanced organism extending its ecological range. Or as Grey14 states, ‘expansion into space is the next logical extension of our past movements on land, over seas and into the atmosphere of our home planet. And as with all growing organisms, this expansion is inevitable’.
Exploration and Development in space is good
Lawrence L. Risley 99, The University of Southern California Bachelor of Arts (AB), Political Science, Examination of the Need to Amend Space Law to Protect the Private Explorer in Outer Space, An, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/wsulr26&div=6&g_sent=1&collection=journals
Society will benefit from such exploration and development with the availability of new sources of valuable minerals and other treasures of the asteroid belt and, therefore, should encourage such development. The current space race is not a vain attempt to beat out neighbors for national pride, rather its purpose is to develop the vast resources in space and improve the lives of the people on Earth. The vastness of resources in the asteroid belt makes the Earth’s available resources pale in comparison.

Expansion into space won’t increase US competitiveness
Alan Marshall 95, Institute of Development Studies at Massey University, Palmerston North, New Zealand, Development and imperialism in space
It seems that the only use for extraterrestrial resources is not in their ability to support commercial endeavors, but in supplying a number of colonists or planetary visitors with materials from which to build parts of the physical fabric of their colony. If such colonies are developed, they will not have got there on the basis of supplying the homeland with cheap raw materials. So what economic force would have motivated the colony in the first place? Evidently we cannot use economic models of outer space development based upon the search for raw materials because we soon come up against a circular argument: why should we develop the Solar System? To provide resources for space colonies. Why should we colonize space? To utilize resources in the development of the Solar System? And so we come back to the original question: Why should we develop the Solar System?

In the light of this, we must admit that the idea that space development is bound to occur due to the search for new raw materials in the Solar System capable of supporting profit-making enterprises, economic development into outer space based upon the search for resources is extremely doubtful. We must be aware, however, of the existence of a pervasive concept in resource economics which critics of the above analysis might be quick to point out. The conception of what constitutes a ‘resource’ is somewhat dynamic due to changes in technology, demand and information. 

In space, the search for new markets as a predictive model of imperialism will only find relevance on the very long timescale involving the settling of extraterrestrial bodies and the growth of these as colonial societies. As there are no commercial reasons for colonizing the planets (given the lack of resources and the impossibility of drawing
an economic surplus) a model of expansionist development in the Solar System based upon the search for new markets is not an adequate predictive model.
It is evident that
no government
 administration is likely to advocate the settling of other planets in the hope that they will one day give rise to a lucrative market for the home nations goods.

It is often implicitly accepted within the astronautics community that space ventures beyond Earth orbit are not of a commercially viable nature, but that there are secondary benefits to be realized from a strong expansionist space program that justify its pursuit - benefits that will supposedly spin-off to contribute to a nation’s wealth. For instance, the US Office of Technology Assessment, in identifying rationales for the human exploration of the Moon and Mars, declared that human exploration of the planets would spark interest in science, education and technology within American society and that it could improve US economic competitiveness.”
This is a view espoused
by many Aerospace
companies
through
their advertising.
However, the OTA’s publication
goes on to say: ‘It is not clear that investment in the technologies, which must be supported primarily from public funds, would necessarily contribute to the US’s competitive position in advanced markets’. The
vagaries of such economic spin-offs certainly point to the fact that astronautics companies must continually grasp at economic straws when justifying Solar System space development.

Most space advocates in the USA would claim that a national space policy aimed at setting up permanent lunar settlements or Martian bases would reestablish America’s technological
 and engineering excellence and
that
this
would afford the
nation with considerable
economic advantage in the global market place. However, it is doubtful that many of the world’s consumers are going to select to buy an American good just because it was developed in a nation technologically proficient in putting humans on Mars when they could buy a cheaper alternative from an East Asian nation.

The
commercial
and
economic inviability of extraterrestrial resource use dictates that space programmes have to be justified upon secondary benefits, in the realms of science, technology and education spin-offs. To justify outer space development on purely secondary benefits points to the realization that more than economic interests lie at the heart of development in space. Other motives for space development must be operating and other models of imperialism in space must be employed in explaining them.

Uniqueness args 

Private industry space-flight is already being funded
Alison Hawkes 10, Hot Zone blog, November 25, 2010, Should We Stay Or Should We Go, Accessed through Lexis Nexis

Commerical space travel could threaten the climate

Commercial spaceflight could open up all kinds of new opportunities that would expand the limitations of Earth. Mining asteroids for heavy metals, energy generation through solar power satellites, and space tourism are all ideas that are being explored as companies seek ways to make business out of the Final Frontier. With companies like Spaceport America opening the world's first commercial spaceport in Las Cruces, New Mexico earlier this month and Virgin Galactic now booking $200,000 space tours, it seems the future of space travel could be right around the bend. Congress is investing $1.6 billion in private space-flight investments through NASA to kick-start the fledgling industry, particularly in the outsourcing of astronaut and cargo transport. Not to put a damper on all the hype, but it seems there's been one overlooked aspect of expanding travel into space. As you can imagine knowing the kind of damage that landlubbing and ocean-spewing vehicles wreak on the climate, spacebound vehicles will also contribute to global warming.
***Alternatives*** not sure

Space Law should change for free enterprise expansion
Lawrence L. Risley 99, The University of Southern California Bachelor of Arts (AB), Political Science, Examination of the Need to Amend Space Law to Protect the Private Explorer in Outer Space, An, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/wsulr26&div=6&g_sent=1&collection=journals
If we are to explore these worlds, it is important for all parties to scientific discoveries to be in agreement on the law and policies governing the projects. The legitimate authority of outer space activities must change the space law to encourage the exploration of space, and to protect the interests of the explorers. The day when we either regulate the use of outer space or allow it to develop a “Wild West” character is fast approaching. With the exploration and near certainty that humans can live on the Moon, Mars, and the moons of Saturn and Jupiter, people are going to see the many benefits colonizing these worlds. With vast riches that await us in the Near Earth Asteroid Belt, it is not going to be long before thoughtful entrepreneurs like Jim Benson will build rockets and set probes to gather those riches. If we want to impact that colonization, the time to do so is now.
Property rights needed in space
Lawrence L. Risley 99, The University of Southern California Bachelor of Arts (AB), Political Science, Examination of the Need to Amend Space Law to Protect the Private Explorer in Outer Space, An, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/wsulr26&div=6&g_sent=1&collection=journals
Space is a place and not a government program. A precedent to help establish property rights in space is needed. I believe the best possibility for a credible ownership claim is to accomplish an unsubsidized, profitable commercial resource assessment mission to a small planetary body like and asteroid, put privately financed scientific instruments on the surface of the planetary body and claim ownership. I believe such a claim can only be made to the public in general. I believe no entity currently has standing in space, and the only widely ratified space treaty, the Outer Space Treaty, has no mention of property rights. The widely unpopular and ungratified Moon Agreement has no relevance. Publicly owned companies provide the ability for all shareholders to have a stake in the issue of property rights in space. 

The Space Treaty is wrong. Free Enterprise must rule activities in outer space. The ISS, Moon space port and Mars space port are examples of projects which will focus increased interest on the opportunities presented in space. 
A/2 PERM DO BOTH
1) Perm doesn’t solve- 
noble attempts to explore space mask the true incentives behind it

Gouge, 01 

Catherine, Doctor of Philosophy in English at West Virginia University. “The American Frontier: History, Rhetoric, Concept” Americana: The Journal of American Popular Culture (1900-present), Spring 2007, Volume 6, Issue 1
http://www.americanpopularculture.com/journal/articles/spring_2007/gouge.htm 

In arguing for the role of “frontier conditions” (37) in the creation of a certain kind of democratic frontier subject which he called “American,” Turner chronicles the development of that subject formation and credits this process with the formation of our allegedly democratic political ideals and sense of American exceptionalism. To this end, he writes that “this at least is clear: American democracy is fundamentally the outcome of the experiences of the American people in dealing with the West” (266). In this way, he develops a frontierist theory which posits that the influence of the existence of “free” land extends to a political economy and acknowledges a crucial socio-spatial dialectic. As Harvey writes, The Jeffersonian land system, with its repetitive mathematical grid that still dominates the landscape of the United States, sought the rational partitioning of space so as to promote the formation of an agrarian democracy. In practice this proved admirable for capitalist appropriation of and speculation in space, subverting Jefferson’s aims, but it also demonstrates how a particular definition of objective social space facilitated the rise of a new kind of social order. (Justice 240) Thus, while Turner argued that “so long as free land exists, the opportunity for a competency exists, and economic power secures political power” (32), he might as well have said, "So long as a frontier exists for appropriation and speculations," both literal and figurative. Indeed, the frontierist socio-spatial dialectic which Turner articulates did “facilitate the rise of a new kind of social order.” It assisted the growth of capitalism in the United States. This romantic narrative of a frontierist socio-spatial dialectic is, in fact, advanced by many post-originary American frontier narratives which attempt to naturalize the contradictions of the economic and political imperatives of liberal democracy. 

2) Can't solve our links
they are predicated off of the affirmatives advocated ethics, evaluate each one as a dis-ad to the perm

3) Reevaluation
Reevaluation of our ethic is a pre-requisite to any effective space programs

Billings 06’

[Linda, More than 30 years of experience in the field of communication and 25 years of experience in aerospace Ph.D. in mass communication specializes in research, analysis, and commentary on space policy, and the history of rationales for space exploration. February 3 “To the moon mars and back: Culture, Law and Ethics in Space fairing societies.” http://lindabillings.org/lb_papers/space_law_ethics_culture.pdf
Introduction Today’s U.S. civilian space program, borne of the 20th century Cold War, is focused on planning for a new round of human missions to the Moon and, later, perhaps, to Mars. These plans are intended to realize the “vision” for 21st century human exploration articulated by President George W. Bush in January 2004. Critics argue that the cost of such missions may be prohibitive in the current fiscal environment, and curious observers keep asking: Why are we going back to the Moon? It is important to examine this “vision” in the broader context of 21st century space exploration. Since the turn of the century China has launched people into Earth orbit and announced plans for human missions to the Moon. With NASA’s space shuttle temporarily out of commission, Russia is currently the only other nation besides China with an operating human space flight capability. Russia is also developing a new human-rated space vehicle, called Kliper, which government officials say could begin flying as early as 2013. Canada, India, Japan, and member countries of the European Space Agency are among nations interested in collaborating on human missions to the Moon and Mars. And there are other nations, too, some with their own capabilities to build satellites, robotic spacecraft, and unpiloted space launch vehicles, that want to be a part of the global space enterprise. Some important questions must be addressed in considering future human exploration of space, questions that spacefaring nations have given scant attention. How will extending human presence into the solar system affect society and culture on Earth? What legal, ethical and other value systems should govern human settlements and other activities in space? Do humans have rights to exploit extraterrestrial resources and alter extraterrestrial environments? In keeping with the IASTS 21st annual conference theme, “Where are we going with science and technology, and where are these creations taking us?”, this paper will review the history and status of issues relating space law, ethics and culture and speculate on what the future might 
hold.
PERM DO BOTH
1. Perm: Do both

2. NASA approves of partial privatization of space. Means no crowd out of private industries.

Dinerman 09 (Taylor, Consultant – Department of Defense and Reporter – Space Review, “NASA Approves Partial Privatization of the Space Program”, 5-11, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,519609,00.html)
Last week, acting NASA Administrator Chris Scolese told a congressional subcommittee that the agency plans to give $150 million in stimulus-package money to private companies that design , build and service their own rockets and crew capsules — spacecraft that could put astronauts in orbit while NASA finishes building the space shuttle's replacements . On Thursday, the White House ordered a top-to-bottom review of the entire manned space program, one that will be led by former Lockheed Martin CEO Norman Augustine, long considered a friend of private space ventures . Both developments show that the once-reluctant space agency and the Obama administration are ready to support commercial human spaceflight. It's a dramatic change, one that could reduce America's dependency on Russia for the next half-decade after the space shuttle program ends, and one that could kick-start a space program that some see as having stalled for 40 years. "Our government space program has become over-burdened with too many objectives, and not enough cash," says William Watson, executive director of the Space Frontier Foundation, a Houston-based group promoting commercial space activities . Watson said that allowing private companies to handle routine orbital duties could free up NASA to focus on returning to the moon and going to Mars . Scolese said that $80 million of the stimulus money will be awarded to the company that demonstrates the best "crewed launch demo" — a prototype, based on existing cargo-capsule designs, modified for humans. The agency was careful to note that the competition will be an open one. Two well-positioned spaceflight companies , SpaceX and Orbital Sciences, are seen as the leading contenders. Each already has a full line of rockets and cargo capsules ready to go , and each company's capsules can be converted to transport astronauts . Both firms were tight-lipped about their suddenly increased opportunities. Orbital Sciences didn't respond to queries; SpaceX said only that it was "encouraged by NASA's commercial crewed services initiative. " NASA quickly became much friendlier to commercial ventures . In late 2005, then-agency Administrator Michael Griffin announced that NASA was considering buying crew and cargo transportation services to the ISS from private industry . "We believe," he said, "that when we engage the engine of competition, these services will be provided in a more cost -effective fashion than when the government has to do it," Griffin said. In 2006, the first round of the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) contracts was won by SpaceX corporation of Hawthorne, Calif. , which received a contract worth $278 million, and by Rocketplane Kistler of Oklahoma City, which was supposed to get $207 million.

PERM: DO THE PLAN, THEN THE CP
1. Incentives Now

Jobes 04 (Douglas, President of Space Settlement Institute, "Will government-sponsored space programs fly?”, The Space Review, 15-11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/270/1)

The major news services haven’t picked up the story yet, but Congressman Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA) has already thrown down the gauntlet for the next great space contest: a $100-million government-sponsored space prize. On October 8, Rohrabacher submitted the “Space and Aeronautics Prize Act” (HR 5336) to the U.S. House of Representatives. This legislation calls for the formation of a “Space and Aeronautics Prize” valued at up to $100 million. To claim the prize, a private group must fly a three-person spaceship of their own design to an altitude of 400 kilometers, complete three revolutions around Earth orbit, and return safely. 

2. Can’t solve industrial base – aerospace industry depends on NASA market

3. Privatization empirically fails 

Butler 10 (Katherine, Butler is a leader writer at greenopia.com and at MNN, “The Pros and Cons of Commercializing Space Travel”, http://www.mnn.com/green-tech/research-innovations/stories/the-pros-and-cons-of-commercializing-space-travel, 3-8)   

Further, Dinerman points out that private efforts into space have failed again and again. He refers to dozens of private start-ups that never got off the ground, let alone into space. Dinerman points to Lockheed Martin's X-33 design, which was supposed to replace the space shuttle in 1996. The design never succeeded and ultimately cost the government $912 million and Lockheed Martin $357 million. Amazon.com Chief Executive Jeff Bezos’ company Blue Origin set up the DC-X program in the early 1990s. Its suborbital test vehicle was initially successful but was destroyed in a landing accident. Dinerman claims, “The Clinton administration saw the DC-X as a Reagan/Bush legacy program, and was happy to cancel it after the accident.”
4. Doesn’t solve space leadership – need perception of NASA involvement

*A/2 T NEEDS HELP***
A/2 Development= Colonization

We meet:  astronauts are used to implement solar storm protection 

We meet:  solar shields are space development 

Counter-interpretation:  

 “Space development” is launch vehicles, ISS development, and remote sensing satellites

Collins 2 

(Patrick, Azabu University, “The Cost to Taxpayers of Governments' Anti-Space Tourism Policy and Prospects for Improvement”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/pending/the_cost_to_taxpayers_of_governments _anti_space_tourism_policy_and_prospects_for_improvement.shtml)
As a result, out of space agencies' cumulative funding to date of some $1 trillion, almost nothing has been spent to promote the development of passenger space travel ? although they have acknowledged that this is the only activity that will lead to commercialisation of space activities and hence to economic growth in space. Although space agencies are formally responsible for the commercial development of space, in reality they do no more than try to sell systems they have developed for political reasons. This is entirely different, and economically it is a costly failure. G7 governments' claim thay they are working to commercialise space activities is untrue: they are in fact using taxpayers' money under false pretences.

Since the author's ISTS 2000 paper [15] G7 governments have spent a further $36 billion on a range of non-science 'space development' activities, centring on unprofitable expendable launch vehicles, unprofitable �e international space station' development, and further unprofitable over-investment in remote sensing satellite systems. Over the same period they have once again spent almost nothing on work relevant to passenger travel.

we meet our counter interpretation:  solar shields are remote sensing devices, launched on a rocket, detect solar flares

we create predictable/reasonable limits because we limit it to only a couple of mechanisms

reasons to prefer

1. more reasonable limits:  human exploration constrains affirmative options, broadening the topic to include three categories of development would create sufficient aff ground
2.  predictability:  defining development creates a predictable bright line of what is topical

effects t is inevitable:  every plan needs steps, especially since we need the technology first to colonize space

we result in colonization, this is the  first step, lead to r and d to infrastructure
Reasonability:  The aff is in the heart of the topic, focusing on competing interpretations leads to race to find the most limiting interpretations
****END OF THIS T ***
A/2 Must Include Humans 

We meet:  astronauts are used to implement solar storm protection such as maintenance and trouble shooting

We meet:  solar shields would be space development (card) 

Counter-interpretation:  

 “Space development” is launch vehicles, ISS development, and remote sensing satellites

Collins 2 

(Patrick, Azabu University, Japan, is  an exceptionally well known and respected authority on space economics, space tourism, reusable launch vehicles, and space solar power. He is a professor of economics at Azabu University in Japan, and a Collaborating Researcher with the Institute for Space & Astronautical Science, as well as adviser to a number of companies. The focus of Dr. Collin's research for the past 25 years has been on how to stimulate growth of commercial space activities, the two main opportunities being tourism and energy supply. Dr. Collins performed the first market research on space tourism in Japan in 1993, and in the USA in 1995 and it has been very satisfactory for him to see his results confirmed by Nasa-funded studies performed in last two years. In addition, Dr. Collins is the co-founder of Space Future Consulting, which maintains the Spacefuture.com website among other activities. Space Future Japan recently opened and is making great progress in the country, especially among young people. Dr. Collins will update us on this exciting development. He is closely involved with Japanese work on space tourism and space solar power, subjects which are gradually getting more and more attention, “The Cost to Taxpayers of Governments' Anti-Space Tourism Policy and Prospects for Improvement”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/pending/the_cost_to_taxpayers_of_governments _anti_space_tourism_policy_and_prospects_for_improvement.shtml)
As a result, out of space agencies' cumulative funding to date of some $1 trillion, almost nothing has been spent to promote the development of passenger space travel ? although they have acknowledged that this is the only activity that will lead to commercialisation of space activities and hence to economic growth in space. Although space agencies are formally responsible for the commercial development of space, in reality they do no more than try to sell systems they have developed for political reasons. This is entirely different, and economically it is a costly failure. G7 governments' claim thay they are working to commercialise space activities is untrue: they are in fact using taxpayers' money under false pretences.

Since the author's ISTS 2000 paper [15] G7 governments have spent a further $36 billion on a range of non-science 'space development' activities, centring on unprofitable expendable launch vehicles, unprofitable �e international space station' development, and further unprofitable over-investment in remote sensing satellite systems. Over the same period they have once again spent almost nothing on work relevant to passenger travel.

we meet our counter interpretation:  solar shields are remote sensing devices, launched on a rocket, detect solar flares

we create predictable/reasonable limits because we limit it to only a couple of mechanisms

reasons to prefer

1. more reasonable limits:  human exploration constrains affirmative options, broadening the topic to include three categories of development would create sufficient aff ground
2.  predictability:  defining development creates a predictable bright line of what is topical

effects t is inevitable:  every plan needs steps, especially since we need the technology first to send more people into space- too risky now

****END OF THIS T ***
A/2 Not Physical "Presence/ Exploration

We meet:  astronauts are used to implement solar storm protection such as maintenance and trouble shooting

We meet:  solar shields would be space presence, it’s matter in space (card) 

Counter-interpretation:  

 Includes unmanned

European Commission 10

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/newsroom/cf/_getdocument.cfm?doc_id=6195
 Space Advisory Group of the European Commission, Framework Programme 7 – Space Theme  

 Space Advisory Group Members

Brook, Richard (Consultant, Surrey Satellite Technology Ltd.) Buszke, Bartosz (Managing Director Polspace Sp. z.o.o.) Coradini, Angioletta (Director, IFSI Roma Area Della Ricerca di Tor Vergata) Ghiron, Florence (Managing Director, Capital High Tech) Griffin, Matt (Director of Research, Cardiff School of Physics and Astronomy, Cardiff University) Haerendel, Gerhard (Professor of Space Physics, Max Planck Institute for Extraterrestrial Physics) Horneck, Gerda (former Vice-Director of the Institute of Aerospace Medicine, DLR, retired), SAG Vice-Chair Kallenrode, May-Britt (Vice-President for research, Universität Osnabrück) Kamoun, Paul (Chairman GMES Working Group ASD, Professor, University of Nice Sophia- Antipolis) Lebeau, André (former President CNES, retired) Leon, Gonzalo (Vice-Rector for Research, Universidad Politécnica de Madrid, Dept. Ingeniera de Sistemas Telematicos), SAG Chair Mohr, Tillmann (former Director-General Eumetsat, retired) Pinardi, Nadia (Associate Professor University of Bologna, Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia) Rosa, Pedro (Assessor to the Board, NAV, Portugal E.P.E.) Schmullius, Christiane (Professor, Institute of Geography, University of Jena) Swings, Jean-Pierre (Honorary Professor, Institut d'Astrophysique et de Géophysique, Liège) Tobias, Alberto (Head of Systems, Software and Technology, ESA-ESTEC) Tortora, Jean-Jacques (Secretary-General of Eurospace, ASD Director Space) Van Oranje, Friso (Director Space, TNO)  

 In this document, the term "space exploration" refers to "the combination of robotic and human activities for the discovery of extra-terrestrial environments that will open up new frontiers for the acquisition of knowledge and peaceful expansion of humankind”3. The broad scope of this definition requires that the EU prioritise the proposed activities to be addressed in line with the potential financial envelope and technological capabilities.  

Both humans and robots

S.Y. Chung, Ehrenfreund, Rummel and Peter 10

http://cpsx.uwo.ca/PS%20Seminar/PS%20Seminar/Papers/Synergies_of_Earth_science_and_space_exploration.pdf
“ Synergies of Earth science and space exploration “

doi:10.1016/j.asr.2009.10.025,  Advances in Space Research 45 (2010) 155–168 

Chung: Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, The George Washington University,

Ehrenfreund:  Pascale Ehrenfreund, (Ph.D. Thesis University of Vienna/ University Paris VII) Research Professor of Space Policy and International Affairs. Molecular Biology, Space Science and related policy making, technology management. 

Rummel:  Dr. John D. Rummel is the Director of the Institute for Coastal Science and Policy and a Professor of Biology at East Carolina University (ECU).  In addition to the research aspects of the Institute, his responsibilities include oversight of the ICSP PhD Program in Coastal Resources Management and of ECU’s diving and water safety activities, which support both research and instructional needs in these areas at ECU.   Immediately prior to his arrival at ECU in 2008, Dr. Rummel was the NASA Senior Scientist for Astrobiology, based in Washington, DC, responsible for leading all aspects of NASA’s program to understand the origin, evolution, and fate of life in the Universe.  

Nicolas Peter: Research Fellow, European Space Policy Institute,  M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy - Elliott School of International Affairs -The George Washington University, Washington D.C., USA 

 The term “space exploration” encompasses both robotic and human exploration activities. Using ESA’s definition from the document entitled: European Objectives and Interests in Space Exploration (ESA, 2007), space exploration is defined as to “extend access and a sustainable presence for humans in Earth–Moon–Mars space, including the Lagrangian Points and near-Earth objects.” 

we meet our counter interpretation:  solar shields are robots, they are electronic and can be programmed to human command

we create predictable/reasonable limits because we limit it to items that are sent to space

1. more reasonable limits:  limited missions can be sent to space in the status quo, much more easier to launch it into orbit.  We don’t include telescopes in the definition
2.  predictability:  defining development creates a predictable bright line of what is topical

effects t is inevitable:  every plan needs steps, especially since we need the technology first to send more people into space- too risky now

****END OF THIS T ***
*A/2 ITS***** NOT DONE

****END OF THIS T ***
*A/2 USFG***** NOT DONE

****END OF THIS T ***
A/2 Must Be Deep Space

We meet:  astronauts are used to implement solar storm protection such as maintenance and trouble shooting

We meet:  we look away at the sun, ace is here (insert card)

Space Radiation Lab 6, 

Caltech, www.srl.caltech.edu/ACE/ace_mission.html 
The Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE) is an Explorer mission that was managed by the Office of Space Science Mission and Payload Development Division of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). More on the ACE personnel, including scientific Co-Investigators can be found here. ACE launched on a McDonnell-Douglas Delta II 7920 launch vehicle on August 25, 1997 from the Kennedy Space Center in Florida. The Earth is constantly bombarded with a stream of accelerated particles arriving not only from the Sun, but also from interstellar and galactic sources. Study of these energetic particles contributes to our understanding of the formation and evolution of the solar system as well as the astrophysical processes involved. The Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE) spacecraft carrying six high-resolution sensors and three monitoring instruments samples low-energy particles of solar origin and high-energy galactic particles with a collecting power 10 to 1000 times greater than past experiments. ACE orbits the L1 libration point which is a point of Earth-Sun gravitational equilibrium about 1.5 million km from Earth and 148.5 million km from the Sun. From its location at L1 ACE has a prime view of the solar wind, interplanetary magnetic field and higher energy particles accelerated by the Sun, as well as particles accelerated in the heliosphere and the galactic regions beyond

Counter-interpretation:  

Space is the vacuum beyond the atmosphere and between objects in the universe

NASA 02 (October 25, 2002, “The Outer Space Environment” http://quest.nasa.gov/space/teachers/suited/3outer.html)

The Outer Space Environment Outer space is just what its name implies. It is the void that lies beyond the uppermost reaches of the atmosphere of Earth and between all other objects in the universe. Although it is a void, outer space may be thought of as an environment. Radiation and objects pass through it freely. An unprotected human or other living being placed in the outer space environment would perish in a few brief, agonizing moments. The principal environmental characteristic of outer space is the vacuum, or nearly total absence of gas molecules. The gravitational attraction of large bodies in space, such as planets and stars, pulls gas molecules close to their surfaces leaving the space between virtually empty. Some stray gas molecules are found between these bodies, but their density is so low that they can be thought of as practically nonexistent. 

we meet our counter interpretation:  solar shields are located in the area between planets above the Earth’s atmosphere

we create predictable/reasonable limits because this is the common definition

reasons to prefer

1. more reasonable limits:  this definition encompasses the  affs done in space, increases aff ground.  Breadth o/weighs breadth, increases education 

2:  predictability:  common definition leads to predictability.

3.  cred: This is a USFG definition, more credible and topic specific.  
effects t is inevitable:  every plan needs steps, especially since we need the technology first to send more people into space- too risky now

****END OF THIS T ***
*A/2 Beyond Points Inward****NOT DONE

****END OF THIS T ***
A/2 Physical Transformation

We meet:  astronauts are used to implement solar storm protection 

We meet:  solar shields would be space development (card) 

Counter-interpretation:  

 “Space development” is launch vehicles, ISS development, and remote sensing satellites

Collins 2 

(Patrick, Azabu University, “The Cost to Taxpayers of Governments' Anti-Space Tourism Policy and Prospects for Improvement”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/pending/the_cost_to_taxpayers_of_governments _anti_space_tourism_policy_and_prospects_for_improvement.shtml)
As a result, out of space agencies' cumulative funding to date of some $1 trillion, almost nothing has been spent to promote the development of passenger space travel ? although they have acknowledged that this is the only activity that will lead to commercialisation of space activities and hence to economic growth in space. Although space agencies are formally responsible for the commercial development of space, in reality they do no more than try to sell systems they have developed for political reasons. This is entirely different, and economically it is a costly failure. G7 governments' claim thay they are working to commercialise space activities is untrue: they are in fact using taxpayers' money under false pretences.

Since the author's ISTS 2000 paper [15] G7 governments have spent a further $36 billion on a range of non-science 'space development' activities, centring on unprofitable expendable launch vehicles, unprofitable �e international space station' development, and further unprofitable over-investment in remote sensing satellite systems. Over the same period they have once again spent almost nothing on work relevant to passenger travel.

we meet our counter interpretation:  solar shields are remote sensing devices, launched on a rocket, detect solar flares

we create predictable/reasonable limits because we limit it to only a couple of mechanisms

reasons to prefer

1. more reasonable limits:  terraforming severely constrains affirmative options; broadening topic good because in squo it’s not feasible to terraform.  
2.  predictability:  defining development creates a predictable bright line of what is topical

effects t is inevitable:  every plan needs steps, especially since we need the technology first to colonize space

we result in terraforming , this is the  first step, lead to r and d to infrastructure
****END OF THIS T ***
*A/2 Research is not Development***NOT DONE
We meet:  
solar shields would be space development (card) 
Counter Interpretation:

 “Space development” is launch vehicles, ISS development, and remote sensing satellites

Collins 2 

(Patrick, Azabu University, “The Cost to Taxpayers of Governments' Anti-Space Tourism Policy and Prospects for Improvement”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/pending/the_cost_to_taxpayers_of_governments _anti_space_tourism_policy_and_prospects_for_improvement.shtml)
As a result, out of space agencies' cumulative funding to date of some $1 trillion, almost nothing has been spent to promote the development of passenger space travel ? although they have acknowledged that this is the only activity that will lead to commercialisation of space activities and hence to economic growth in space. Although space agencies are formally responsible for the commercial development of space, in reality they do no more than try to sell systems they have developed for political reasons. This is entirely different, and economically it is a costly failure. G7 governments' claim thay they are working to commercialise space activities is untrue: they are in fact using taxpayers' money under false pretences.

Since the author's ISTS 2000 paper [15] G7 governments have spent a further $36 billion on a range of non-science 'space development' activities, centring on unprofitable expendable launch vehicles, unprofitable �e international space station' development, and further unprofitable over-investment in remote sensing satellite systems. Over the same period they have once again spent almost nothing on work relevant to passenger travel.
We Meet Our Counter Interpretation:

solar shields are remote sensing devices, launched on a rocket, detect solar flares we create predictable/reasonable limits because we limit it to only a couple of mechanisms

reasonable limits:  
land based development severely constrains affirmative options; broadening topic good because in squo it’s not feasible to terraform.  

Predictability:

defining development creates a predictable bright line of what is topical effects t is inevitable: every plan needs steps, especially since we need the technology first to colonize space we result in land development, this is the first step, lead to r and d to infrastructure 
****END OF THIS T ***
A/2 T Substantial

We meet: 
the plan causes a Substantial increase in funding for NASA. 
Their own violation indicates that in order to remain topical we must allocate 2.6 Billion in funds, Moskowitz states that NASA’s current overarching funds matches 18.7 billion with 2.8 billion for earth sciences alone, lit checks abuse
No ground lost:

The Aff allows more then enough ground seeing as this is not a low spending aff, the neg has clear links to Spending DA’s, politics and CPs that are substantial amounts.

Counter interp:
- Allowing a budget of 2.8 Billion is an substantial increase, But in the context of Space Policy budget, a substantial increase cannot be measured by numbers and Percentages. 
We define substantial as: 
“ of considerable importance, size, or worth” : a substantial amount of cash. 
Oxford American Dictionary, 2004
Counter-Standards:

a. Best Limits:

Our interpretation allows for core of the topic cases while still including cases that

increase or decrease nasa’s budget. This predictable limit provides the best in-round education because affirmative teams can go into depth about what kinds of projects they would research and develop while establishing a clear bright line.  

b.  Better, More Predicable Source: 

Our definition comes from a common Oxford Dictionary. These are 

the most predictable definitions because it comes directly from sources that would be used by 

the everyday person.  

Neg interps overlimit the topic

If neg can mandate nasa funding, it would remove core of the topic cases Asteroid mining, mars colonization etc. Nasa’s funding is core, intuitively and contextually. Their interpretation allows for too few cases which destroy aff ground 
Also prefer our qualitative interps

over quantitative interpretations, given that on this topic qualitative interps are completely subjective 

Topicality  is not a voting issue
There is no in-round abuse, our affirmative is predictable, and is at 
the very core of the topic.

****END OF THIS T****

1AR XTS  

"Substantial" means of real worth or considerable value --- this is the usual and customary meaning of the term

Words and Phrases 2 (Volume 40A, p. 458)

D.S.C. 1966.  The word “substantial” within Civil Rights Act providing that a place is a public accommodation if a “substantial” portion of food which is served has moved in commerce must be construed in light of its usual and customary meaning, that is, something of real worth and importance; of considerable value; valuable, something worthwhile as distinguished from something without value or merely nominal  

“Substantial” means considerable or to a large degree --- this common meaning is preferable because the word is not a term of art

Arkush 2 (David, JD Candidate – Harvard University, “Preserving "Catalyst" Attorneys' Fees Under the Freedom of Information Act in the Wake of Buckhannon Board and Care Home v. West Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources”, Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review, Winter, 
37 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 131)

Plaintiffs should argue that the term "substantially prevail" is not a term of art because if considered a term of art, resort to Black's 7th produces a definition of "prevail" that could be interpreted adversely to plaintiffs. 99 It is commonly accepted that words that are not legal terms of art should be accorded their ordinary, not their legal, meaning, 100 and ordinary-usage dictionaries provide FOIA fee claimants with helpful arguments. The Supreme Court has already found favorable, temporally relevant definitions of the word "substantially" in ordinary dictionaries: "Substantially" suggests "considerable" or "specified to a large degree." See Webster's Third New International Dictionary 2280 (1976) (defining "substantially" as "in a substantial manner" and "substantial" as "considerable in amount, value, or worth" and "being that specified to a large degree or in the main"); see also 17 Oxford English Dictionary 66-67 (2d ed. 1989) ("substantial": "relating to or proceeding from the essence of a thing; essential"; "of ample or considerable amount, quantity or dimensions"). 101
Substantial means “of considerable amount” --- not some contrived percentage

Prost 4 (Judge – United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, “Committee For Fairly Traded Venezuelan Cement v. United States”, 6-18, http://www.ll.georgetown.edu/federal/judicial/fed/opinions/04opinions/04-1016.html)

The URAA and the SAA neither amend nor refine the language of § 1677(4)(C).  In fact, they merely suggest, without disqualifying other alternatives, a “clearly higher/substantial proportion” approach.  Indeed, the SAA specifically mentions that no “precise mathematical formula” or “‘benchmark’ proportion” is to be used for a dumping concentration analysis.  SAA at 860 (citations omitted); see also Venez. Cement, 279 F. Supp. 2d at 1329-30.  Furthermore, as the Court of International Trade noted, the SAA emphasizes that the Commission retains the discretion to determine concentration of imports on a “case-by-case basis.”  SAA at 860.  Finally, the definition of the word “substantial” undercuts the CFTVC’s argument.  The word “substantial” generally means “considerable in amount, value or worth.”  Webster’s Third New International Dictionary 2280 (1993).  It does not imply a specific number or cut-off.  What may be substantial in one situation may not be in another situation.  The very breadth of the term “substantial” undercuts the CFTVC’s argument that Congress spoke clearly in establishing a standard for the Commission’s regional antidumping and countervailing duty analyses.  It therefore supports the conclusion that the Commission is owed deference in its interpretation of “substantial proportion.”  The Commission clearly embarked on its analysis having been given considerable leeway to interpret a particularly broad term.

Substantially must be given meaning even if arbitrary – contextual uses are key

Devinsky ‘2 (Paul, IP UPDATE, VOLUME 5, NO. 11, NOVEMBER 2002, “Is Claim "Substantially" Definite?  Ask Person of Skill in the Art”, http://www.mwe.com/index.cfm/fuseaction/publications.nldetail/object_id/c2c73bdb-9b1a-42bf-a2b7-075812dc0e2d.cfm)

In reversing a summary judgment of invalidity, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit found that the district court, by failing to look beyond the intrinsic claim construction evidence to consider what a person of skill in the art would understand in a "technologic context," erroneously concluded the term "substantially" made a claim fatally indefinite.  Verve, LLC v. Crane Cams, Inc., Case No. 01-1417 (Fed. Cir. November 14, 2002). The patent in suit related to an improved push rod for an internal combustion engine.  The patent claims a hollow push rod whose overall diameter is larger at the middle than at the ends and has "substantially constant wall thickness" throughout the rod and rounded seats at the tips.  The district court found that the expression "substantially constant wall thickness" was not supported in the specification and prosecution history by a sufficiently clear definition of "substantially" and was, therefore, indefinite.  The district court recognized that the use of the term "substantially" may be definite in some cases but ruled that in this case it was indefinite because it was not further defined. The Federal Circuit reversed, concluding that the district court erred in requiring that the meaning of the term "substantially" in a particular "technologic context" be found solely in intrinsic evidence:  "While reference to intrinsic evidence is primary in interpreting claims, the criterion is the meaning of words as they would be understood by persons in the field of the invention."  Thus, the Federal Circuit instructed that "resolution of any ambiguity arising from the claims and specification may be aided by extrinsic evidence of usage and meaning of a term in the context of the invention."  The Federal Circuit remanded the case to the district court with instruction that "[t]he question is not whether the word 'substantially' has a fixed meaning as applied to 'constant wall thickness,' but how the phrase would be understood by persons experienced in this field of mechanics, upon reading the patent documents."


***POLITICS ANSWERS***

***AFF***
Government Popular- Generic
Government-funded Constellation has the support of members with financial stakes

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)

NASA has maintained a monopoly on dictating the design and performance characteristics of manned vehicles ever since. The Space Shuttle, ISS, and proposed Constellation vehicles are the post-Apollo examples. The Obama Administration proposes letting the private sector take the lead on developing a post-Shuttle system for getting astronauts to and from LEO, using NASA technology and expertise as needed. Instead of managing a new human vehicle program, NASA will act as a government buyer seeking a service from the private sector. This may seem like a subtle difference, but it marks a profound change to the way NASA has managed its human spaceflight programs over the past fifty years. This aspect of Obama’s new space policy is generating the greatest resistance among entrenched government interests (particularly members of Congress who represent districts with a significant financial stake in Constellation). Thousands of NASA and NASA-contractor jobs will be lost if Constellation is de-funded to make way for private space vehicles.

Privatization is unpopular and destroys industrial base 

Smith 00 (Julie, “Star trek, the next generation” Globe and Mail, 1-1, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/)  

For residents of Brevard County, an hour's drive from Orlando, the demise of the shuttle program leaves a gap the private sector won't fill. SpaceX builds its Falcon 9 rockets in California; Orbital Sciences, which has a $1.9-billion (U.S.) contract with NASA, builds its rockets in Virginia. Besides, unmanned, single-use launch vehicles aren't nearly as hungry for manpower as the shuttle, which had to be partially disassembled and refurbished before each mission.  Once the shuttle Endeavour returns from her final mission this spring, an estimated 7,000 NASA employees and contractors will be out of work. Factor in subcontractors and related industries, and as many as 20,000 jobs will disappear. For now, NASA has no big-ticket program to replace the shuttle, either. Hopes of a partial reprieve were dashed last year when Barack Obama axed the Constellation program, which was supposed to return Americans to the moon on a new generation of mega-rockets. To some, it seems like history repeating itself: When the Apollo program shut down in 1975, the regional population dropped by 10,000.
Government Popular- Bipartisan

Privatization unpopular with Congress

Foust 3/22/10 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “Can commercial space win over Congress?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1)

When the White House unveiled its new plan for NASA last month as part of its 2011 budget proposal, presumably they knew to expect some opposition from Congress, particularly from those representing districts and states that benefitted from Constellation. Perhaps, though, they thought they could win some support from across the aisle for one aspect of the plan: development of commercial systems to ferry astronauts to low Earth orbit. After all, the logic likely went, Republicans have long supported free enterprise and efforts to turn government programs over to the private sector; surely they could support this? That hasn’t been the case. By and large Republicans and Democrats alike have expressed skepticism at best—and dismay and even outrage at worst—about that aspect of the plan, despite its endorsement by, among others, former Republican House speaker Newt Gingrich and former House Science Committee chairman Robert Walker. In Congressional hearings since the plan’s announcement only Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA), long an advocate for space commercialization, wholeheartedly endorsed development of commercial crew capabilities. With a new set of hearings coming up this week by powerful House and Senate appropriators, it is still an open question whether that aspect of the plan can survive a bruising battle in Congress over the next several months.

Private companies unpopular with Congress – Shelby and dependability

Thompson 5/23/11 – Chief Operating Officer of the non-profit Lexington Institute and Chief Executive Officer of the private consultancy Source Associates (Loren, “What NASA Risks By Betting On Elon Musk’s SpaceX”, http://blogs.forbes.com/beltway/2011/05/23/what-nasa-risks-by-betting-on-elon-musks-spacex/)

The new emphasis on non-traditional suppliers at NASA has not been warmly received in Congress, where half a century of doing space the old way has spawned powerful constituencies. Republican Senator Richard Shelby of Alabama, a key player in the space appropriations process, warned last year that NASA had no analytic foundation for its faith in commercial launch solutions, and therefore was in danger of repeating the same over-reliance on market sources in the civil space program that crippled military space plans in the 1990s. Other legislators wondered why an administration that had so little faith in market solutions for meeting other national needs such as energy and healthcare could be so sure that commercial launch providers were a safe bet for keeping the space station in business. Some critics spun conspiracy theories about links between Musk and the administration, citing his sponsorship of one of the Obama inaugural balls. In fact, opposition to the new space strategy has grown so widespread that the jobs of both NASA Administrator Bolden and his key deputy — a vociferous proponent of commercial space companies — are now said to be in jeopardy.

Privatization faces bipartisan opposition

Powell 8/1/10 – Staff writer for the Houston Chronicle (Stewart, “Private sector's role may expand in space travel”, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/7134009.html)

The Texas congressional delegation remains highly skeptical of commercial spacecraft. "We're not saying no to the commercial guys," says Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, whose congressional district includes JSC. "But we are saying we want you to do this sequentially by proving to us that you can deliver cargo to orbit as safely and inexpensively as you claim before we start talking about manned flight operations." Adds Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, a Houston Democrat: "Commercial space is in the future - just not the near future." The spending plans underscore congressional caution. In response to Obama's request for $500 million to cover development of commercial crew capability for the fiscal year that begins Oct. 1, the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation authorized $312 million. It offered Obama only $1.3 billion of the $3.3 billion he requested over the next three years. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Dallas, says she does not want to surrender the entire NASA program to untested companies yet because "it is too big a risk." The House Committee on Science and Technology was even more skeptical, offering up $164 million for next year - $100 million as loan guarantees. Over the next three years, the panel offered Obama $450 million in spending and loan guarantees, compared with the $3.3 billion he wanted.

Government Popular - GOP
Republicans won’t support commercial space

David 12/29/10 – Senior Space Writer for SPACE.com and the former editor of Ad Astra, official magazine of the National Space Society (Leonard, “Private Spaceflight Ready to Take Off In 2011”, http://www.space.com/10548-private-spaceflight-ready-2011.html)

Rand Simberg, a space policy and technology consultant and a former aerospace engineer, isn't optimistic that Republicans will get fully behind commercial space. "Despite the growing confidence in the ability of the commercial sector to do human spaceflight, the incoming Republicans may continue to wage war on the new NASA direction, in opposition to their usual stated principles of free enterprise and competition, for no reason other than it came from a weakened Obama White House," Simberg said. Overall, next year "may be the year that business-as-usual collides with budgetary reality," he predicted. Simberg said that "even the most pork-devoted politicians will have to recognize that the only way for NASA to have a viable human spaceflight program going forward is to rely on fixed-price launch contracts from new, more cost-effective providers for the now-mundane task of simply getting astronauts to orbit and back." On the suborbital front, Simberg said that 2011 may be the year that regular flights of fully reusable vehicles — both horizontal- and vertical-landing — will take off. That being the case, Simberg added, such suborbital flights "will start to develop the experience in high-tempo launch operations that will inform the eventual development of cost-effective space transport all the way to orbit."

Plan popular- Bipartisan 
Constellation has bipartisan support

Dinerman 9/21/09 – Consultant for Department of Defense (Taylor, “NASA’s next step: Augustine (and Obama) versus Congress”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1471/1)
The most unexpected thing to emerge from the September 15th House Science and Technology Committee hearing on the Augustine committee study was the lack of any support for the “Obama Plan” from the Democrats. One could argue that there is no such thing as the Obama Plan; but there is a budget plan and this, as far as we know, is driving the policy. Thus, not a single Democrat spoke out in favor of the NASA budget plan as it is currently constituted. They made it clear that they believe that the civil space program is seriously underfunded. Sheila Jackson Lee (D-TX) even went so far as to evoke a landscape where America’s space centers would rust away in a “Mad Max” world. This should have come as no surprise to the administration and to the new leadership at NASA. The massive bipartisan votes in favor of the Constellation plan in 2005 and again in 2008 were no accident. While it may be natural to focus on what happens in the appropriations committees, where the real money comes from, Congress as a whole has shown its strong support for this program. To ignore this is to invite a fight that will not do anyone, particularly the White House, any good.

Constellation has bipartisan support – cheaper cost 

Dinerman 9/21/09 – Consultant for Department of Defense (Taylor, “NASA’s next step: Augustine (and Obama) versus Congress”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1471/1)

The House committee, on a bipartisan and practically unanimous basis, found that since none of the other proposed programs could achieve the goals of the exploration program any cheaper than Constellation they were at a loss to understand why they were even being proposed. While the technical questions are basically irrelevant to Congress, the budget question is overwhelmingly important. The panel found that in order for Constellation or any other program to work NASA would need an extra $3 billion a year until 2014 and then a commitment to cover any increases in inflation, which they estimate to be 2.4 %. The total needed is a $12-billion increase over the next four years over and above the restrained budget that was contemplated when the committee was formed.
Plan Popular Democrats
Space industry is targeting Democratic votes

Lasker 9/5/08 – freelance writer (John, “Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign”, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=43804)
Also telling is the campaign money the aerospace industry has contributed during the 2008 election cycle. Historically, the industry has given more to Republicans than Democrats - millions more. Yet as of mid-summer, OpenSecrets.org reports the aerospace industry has split its staggering total of 6.9 million dollars down the middle: half to Democrats, and half to Republicans. "We have met with every campaign staff for months now - McCain, Obama and every other campaign," Matt Grimison, AIA's communications director, told IPS. "We are casting a wide net to make sure these issues are being considered by everybody." Experts say this is because the Democratic Party currently controls Congress, as it did back in 1994. In both the Senate and the House, two Democrats chair each branch's Defence Appropriations committees. Meaning, Sen. Daniel Inouye of Hawai'i and Rep. John Murtha of Pennsylvania hold the keys to billions for future projects. "The industry is realising it needs more access to Democrats," said Massie Ritsch, communications director for the Centre of Responsive Politics, which also runs Opensecrets.org. "The Democrats control Congress, and therefore defence policy. This election is the (aerospace industry's) most Democratic since 1994."

AFF Solvency

Constellation key – alternatives are uniquely worse

Bonin, 6/6/11 – aerospace engineer and research assistant at Carleton University in Ottawa, Canada and co-founder of consortium Technologies, LLC, a company that develops terrestrial and space-based technologies (Grant, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1)
While the private sector has quietly (or not so quietly) been working to address the issues of affordable and reliable access, others have struggled to address the issue at all. While NASA for its part has increasingly been embracing and assisting private initiatives in developing cheaper launch systems, there remain contingents in the agency and especially in Congress that continue to dismiss existing and emerging commercial capabilities, and who remain fixated on the belief that a heavy-lift launch vehicle (HLV) is the right and only way for human space exploration to occur. Decades of studies have called for the development of such a rocket—from the first President Bush’s Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) to the second President Bush’s Vision for Space Exploration (at least through the now defunct Constellation implementation of the Vision). But none have come to fruition since Apollo. The latest attempt at reviving heavy-lift is a congressional demand that NASA must develop a heavy-lift launcher by 2016 (which, as the Orlando Sentinel noted two weeks ago, will be “made of recycled parts of the shuttle”). Notwithstanding the fact that Congress has not authorized sufficient funds for the completion of such a vehicle, this latest attempt at forcing a large launcher into NASA’s plans will consume at least $10 billion over the next few years, and—if history is any indication—will likely result in nothing more than another paper rocket. As Lou Friedman put it here two weeks ago, “the situation in the United States with respect to [space access] is no different than if we had a space czar whose motive was to keep the country grounded. Why does it seem like we can never get a rocket policy for civil space exploration right?” (see “The dangers of a rocket to nowhere”, The Space Review, May 23, 2011) The new Space Launch System (also pejoratively termed the “Senate Launch System”) has the political benefit of sending billions of dollars to former shuttle contractors, and preserving some NASA shuttle jobs. But aside from being a jobs program, SLS can be expected to accomplish little. In the best case, it will probably fail entirely, and in so doing will merely be wasteful; but in the worst case, there is the possibility it might succeed, and lock NASA into using 1970s technology for the indefinite future, while also marginalizing the involvement of commercial launch providers. Under such conditions, a “post-shuttle era” would never really come.
No decline of space leadership without Constellation

Handberg 3/1/10 – Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida (Rodger, “Reality bites: the future of the American human spaceflight endeavor”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1576/1)
A revival of American pride and nationalism is one part of the dismay over the Obama administration’s decision to seek a different path than Constellation but it is largely submerged in the public rancor over jobs. What should comfort supporters is that no advanced state has given up their human spaceflight program yet including the Russians who economically were much worse off after the Soviet Union collapsed than the U.S. in the current economic circumstances. What is occurring is a greater awareness that sustaining a human space exploration program in absence of extreme political justification will be a more long term project. As was pointed earlier (see “The future of American human space exploration and the ‘Critical Path’”, The Space Review, January 11, 2010), space exploration efforts going forward are more likely to be vehicles for international cooperation, efforts the United States is likely to participate in fully. The reality is that the Chinese space program is moving slowly and systematically forward with little current evidence of being in a “space race” to the Moon or elsewhere. India lags behind China since their first crewed mission is still a prospect rather than a reality. The Chinese are obviously attempting to maximize their political bang for the buck from their accomplishments but they are proceeding systematically. In a sense, the Chinese benefit from the fact that the space race of sixties did so much; there is no pressure to duplicate that truncated timeline.
***NEG***
Neg- Solvency Takeout
Constellation fails –doesn’t acknowledge changes

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)
Constellation has been described as “Apollo on steroids.” It replicates many of the systems developed over forty years ago for the first manned Moon landings, with the intention of returning astronauts to the Moon sometime in the next decade. On the face of it, this sounds encouraging for those of us who want to see astronauts resume the journeys beyond Earth orbit that ended so abruptly with Apollo 17. But as NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver has noted, various presidents and congressional leaders have tried to “re-do” Apollo for the last forty years. Clearly they have not succeeded. Understandably, the Apollo program is deeply ingrained in the public psyche, the glorious victory of a bygone era that many wish we could aspire to again. But today’s space advocates often forget that Apollo was a unique program designed to achieve a specific political goal in the 1960s: to demonstrate the social and technological superiority of the American political system over its chief rival, the Soviet Union. The convergence of social, political, and technological forces that made Apollo possible no longer exists, and never will again. Those who decry the Obama Administration’s decision to cancel the Constellation program seem to ignore this fundamental fact. Trying to replicate the Apollo program makes about as much sense as trying to rebuild the pyramids. The emerging Obama space policy offers a new approach that acknowledges the substantial changes that have taken place in the world in the decades since Apollo. Those changes are reflected in three critical partnerships:
Constellation kills international cooperation

Bormanis 7/19/10 – holds a B.S. in Physics and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University (Andre, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1667/1)

The US frequently partners with other countries and international organizations on space missions, primarily in the field of robotic exploration. Partnering in the development of manned systems has been resisted because of a belief, held deeply by many in government and among the public, that the US needs to have independent human access to space to maintain its status as a world power. If the Russians and Chinese can send people into orbit, so the reasoning goes, the US must as well, or risk being perceived as a declining power on the world stage. This argument has many adherents, and is not without merit. But a distinction must be made between a capability for launching people into orbit and sending them on missions far beyond Earth. If for no other reason than the enormous expense involved in human deep space missions, international cooperation on many levels will be necessary for expanding human presence into the solar system. The US will maintain its own fleet of vehicles for getting to LEO (built by the private sector, in the Obama plan) but journeys into deep space will be an international effort. In the Obama space policy, foreign nations will be given, for the first time, the opportunity to develop systems on the “critical path” for exploration beyond LEO. This is a potentially profound change in the course of human exploration, much of which has been driven by specific national goals and interests
Earth Science Link

Space exploration trades off with space science – zero sum

Handberg 3/1/10 – Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida (Rodger, “Reality bites: the future of the American human spaceflight endeavor”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1576/1)
With the Obama Administration’s announcement of their future policy regarding the American human spaceflight program, the new reality is that the United States will be on a slower track toward humans exploring the solar system. Since the space program’s inception, human exploration has dominated the agency’s agenda despite the obvious success of robotic or unmanned space science missions. Developing a synergism between the two strands of exploration has often been a zero sum game for the space science side of the house.

4) Either the perm links or it severs out of 1AC discourse, that’s a voting issue, makes it impossible to be neg when the aff can dodge all of the links which decreases clash and education 
*A/2 Solar shield unpopular***NONE
A/2 Spending/Tradeoff DA
Space development is more important, Trades off well

The Gazette, January 15, 2004, We should help U.S. in space, Accessed through LexisNexis

The "space race" of the 1960s and '70s was an extension of the Cold War, and we might be seeing a repetition here. The launch and safe return of China's first manned orbital vehicle, last fall, reminded the U.S. forcefully that space-faring has military potential; U.S. military hegemony down here would be devalued if U.S. intelligence satellites could be knocked out, for example. There are worse scenarios, too, right up to, say, the post-Hiroshima sword of Damocles of Chinese nuclear weapons in orbit.

The moon, as the old song says, belongs to everyone, and the U.S. has an opportunity to provide genuine leadership in a co-operative global effort to move beyond this one globe. The space station proves international space co-operation can work; China and any other countries with a space budget should be enticed into working together with the Americans, rather than in competition with them. Speaking of budgets, we wonder how President Bush proposes to pay for this new initiative. The U.S. government's breath-taking $475 billion budget deficit - for this year alone - has hammered the value of the greenback, and some say bigger deficits could even threaten global economic stability. That's what makes the U.S. deficit an issue for Canadians, and others around the world. The U.S. Congress seems utterly unable to control, let alone reduce, its total spending. To pay for good projects, some not-so-good ones should be scrapped.

In the long run, what will matter will be to get humanity's feet off this one planet, and a moon base Bush proposes is a useful, attainable step in that direction.

In terms of Canada-U.S. relations, the moon base would be far more satisfying, as an arena for co-operation, than the missile defence shield.

The Canadian Space Agency has so far been able to punch well above its weight in co-operation with the vastly larger U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and that's worth building upon. And of the two projects, space should have more appeal to the Canadian public. Our government should energetically pursue ways to get Canada involved in a permanent Lunar Base.

federal budget has enough funding for NASA's Solar Shield

Jennifer Harper 11, THE WASHINGTON TIMES, March 25, 2011, Inside the Beltway, Accessed through LexisNexis

Congress actually has some leftover money hanging around - $1 trillion in "unobligated funds" in the first quarter of fiscal 2011. Rather than use unspent funds to reduce future deficits, lawmakers prefer to spend that money. It's a murky business.

The Office of Management and Budget estimates that $717 billion in unobligated funds will remain when fiscal 2011 ends. But wait. Using such funds for new purposes isn't deemed "new" spending; the Congressional Budget Office calculates funds' budget impact when they're authorized. Congress also can "borrow" funds from one area to shore up a shortfall elsewhere, Mr. Hogberg says.

Who's got the most spare change? The Treasury Department leads, with $337.6 billion. The Toxic Asset Relief Program has $21 billion left. There's also $4.9 billion in "salaries and expenses" at several agencies.

A/2 Space race DA 

NO TAG
William Harwood 09, CNET Blog Network author, http://news.cnet.com/8301-19514_3-10399964-239.html

The United States and China have agreed to discuss expanded cooperation in space science and to start a "dialogue" on human space flight and exploration, according to a joint statement released in Beijing on Tuesday. The U.S.-China Joint Statement said both nations looked forward to reciprocal visits by the NASA administrator and appropriate Chinese space leaders in 2010. "The United States and China look forward to expanding discussions on space science cooperation and starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration, based on the principles of transparency, reciprocity, and mutual benefit," the joint statement said. "Both sides welcome reciprocal visits of the NASA administrator and the appropriate Chinese counterpart in 2010."

A/2 China Influence Tradeoff DA 
CX Questions

1) Does China have a solar shield now? 
if yes go to 2 if no go to 4
2) What is it called? 

Move one to 3
3) What is China doing about solar storm protection? 
Nothing see 5, if answered don't continue

4) Then what is China doing about solar storm protection?

 Nothing see 5 , if answered don't continue
5) But doesn't china want a system to protect its extremely expensive power infrastructure network? 

Yes go to 6 no go to 7

6) So China would be likely to support a program which protects them from devastating scenarios like Solar Storms, even if it is from the US correct?  
If yes end, if no go to 7
7) So China doesn't want to protect itself from what might be the worst natural disaster in history?
Yes or no, move on

Arguments to make

China is concerned about solar storms
China wants to cooperate with the US on solar storms 

SO THEY WOULD BE COOL WITH THE PLAN 

Solar storms are global

PICK ONE OF THE ARGS BELOW

__________________________________
So If china already has satellites checking out sun,

then china wouldn't care about the plan doesn't concern them 

OR
This is because they don't have a monitoring system for the sun , they would want US to do it to save their asses 
____________________________________

Unrelated China DA Answer: US heg checks Asia instability or china power/ aggression... regional wars in china don't happen when US is strong
Say:  
CHINA HAS NO SUN MONITERING SATELLITES RIGHT NOW! China is currently not doing anything about solar storms. China would like US to take initiative and protect the global grid it is in china's best interest.
Cards:
China needs solar protection
Michael Brooks 2009, New Science Magazine author, 23 March 2009,  Space storm alert: 90 seconds from 

catastrophe   
In reality, it would be much worse than that. Hurricane Katrina's societal and economic impact has been measured at $81 billion to $125 billion. According to the NAS report, the impact of what it terms a "severe geomagnetic storm scenario" could be as high as $2 trillion. And that's just the first year after the storm. The NAS puts the recovery time at four to 10 years. It is questionable whether the US would ever bounce back. 4-10 years to recover  "I don't think the NAS report is scaremongering," says Mike Hapgood, who chairs the European Space Agency's space weather team. Green agrees. "Scientists are conservative by nature and this group is really thoughtful," he says. "This is a fair and balanced report." Such nightmare scenarios are not restricted to North America. High latitude nations such as Sweden and Norway have been aware for a while that, while regular views of the aurora are pretty, they are also reminders of an ever-present threat to their electricity grids. However, the trend towards installing extremely high voltage grids means that lower latitude countries are also at risk. For example, China is on the way to implementing a 1000-kilovolt electrical grid, twice the voltage of the US grid. This would be a superb conduit for space weather-induced disaster because the grid's efficiency to act as an antenna rises as the voltage between the grid and the ground increases. "China is going to discover at some point that they have a problem," Kappenman says. 
Solar storms threaten Chinese spacecraft
BBC 07

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific-Political, March 13, BBC Worldwide Monitoring, “Sun storms said to threaten China's defence, communications satellites,” LexisNexis.

\LENGTH: 248 words
Text of report in English by official Chinese news agency Xinhua (New China News Agency) ["Sun Storms Expected To Worsen in Five Years" - Xinhua headline] Beijing, March 13 (Xinhua) - Solar storms, which are expected to get worse over the next five years, could threaten China's national defence and communications satellite systems, said the National Satellite Meteorological Centre (NSMC) on Tuesday. Solar storms on the surface of the sun create solar winds in space that slam in the earth's atmosphere, disrupting its magnetosphere, ionosphere and thermosphere. These atmospheric disruptions can affect the country's aerospace programme, including its satellite systems that provide communications, defencemonitoring, navigation and global positioning, said sources with the NSMC which falls under the China Meteorological Administration. Solar activity will enter a new upward phase this summer. It will be at a low ebb in May and after passing this stage, will increase gradually and reach the cycle's peak in 2012, according to the centre. The sun's cycles last 11 years and the one beginning this summer will be the 24th since the first solar cycle was recorded in 1755, said the sources. Experts suggest the sun's activities and the space weather they create should be constantly monitored and forecasts provided to organizations and firms involved in aerospace so they can put emergency plans in place if disruptions occur. Source: Xinhua news agency, Beijing, in English 1236 gmt 13 Mar 07

A/2 NASA BAD CP

CP is not competitive
NSEA

PERM DO BOTH

The Aff does not oppose the Replacement and or split of NASA with another government agency. The CP doesn't address Solar Shield.

AFSPC

PERM DO BOTH

The Aff does not oppose the Replacement and or split of NASA with another government agency. The CP doesn't address Solar Shield.

A/2 Privitization CP
Space privatization leads to space pollution, waste of taxpayer dollars, and privatization of any profits. 

Gagnon 03 (Bruce, Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space and Senior Fellow at The Nuclear Policy Research Institute, “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict?”, 6-21, http://www.space4peace.org/articles/road_to_conflict.htm)
Three major issues come immediately to mind concerning space privatization . Space as an environment, space law, and profit in space. We've all probably heard about the growing problem of space junk where over 100 ,000 bits of debris are now tracked on the radar screens at NORAD in Colorado as they orbit the earth at 18,000 m. p. h. Several space shuttles have been nicked by bits of debris in the past resulting in cracked windshields. The International Space Station (ISS) recently was moved to a higher orbit because space junk was coming dangerously close . Some space writers have predicted that the ISS will one day be destroyed by debris. As we see a flurry of launches by private space corporations the chances of accidents, and thus more debris, becomes a serious reality to consider. Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space. The time as certainly come for a global discussion about how we treat the sensitive environment called space before it is too late. The taxpayers, especially in the U. S. where NASA has been funded with taxpayer dollars since its inception, have paid billions of dollars in space technology research and development (R & D). As the aerospace industry moves toward forcing privatization of space what they are really saying is that the technological base is now at the point where the government can get out of the way and lets private industry begin to make profit and control space . Thus the idea that space is a "free market frontier. " Of course this means that after the taxpayer paid all the R & D, private industry now intends to gorge itself in profits. One Republican Congressman from Southern California, an ally of the aerospace industry, has introduced legislation in Congress to make all space profits "tax free". In this vision the taxpayers won't see any return on our "collective investment. " Plans are now underway to make space the next "conflict zone " where corporations intend to control resources and maximize profit. The so-called private "space pioneers" are the first step in this new direction. And ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the "shipping lanes" on and off the planet Earth. Privatization does not mean that the taxpayer won't be paying any more . Privatization really means that profits will be privatized . Privatization also means that existing international space legal structures will be destroyed in order to bend the law toward private profit . Serious moral and ethical questions must be raised before another new "frontier" of conflict is created . 

Privatization Fails EXT

Private companies are too far behind- OSC mistakes prove

Berman 11 (Jessica, Associate Professor in English at UBMD and columnist for outlookseries.com, “Elon Musk, Space X: Falcon Heavy Rocket Tracking for 2012 Use”, 4-28, http://www.outlookseries.com/A0997/Science/3913_Elon_Musk_SpaceX_Falcon_Heavy_Rocket_Tracking_2012_Use_Elon_Musk.htm)
Safety is a big concern for the private rocket builders, too. Alan Stern says the companies are not cutting corners to keep costs down or to meet tight deadlines. He says they have a lot to lose if there are accidents. "If the rockets fail or the capsules have problems, that’s going to affect their future business pretty strongly; in fact it could put them out of business. And that’s a very strong motivation for any private concern," Stern said. But there have been problems. Orbital Sciences Corporation, which has a contract with NASA to deliver supplies to the space station, tried but failed in March to launch a climate satellite aboard its Taurus (XL) rocket. The $424 million payload was lost when the clamshell-like structure designed to protect the satellite enroute to orbit failed to open. It was an exact replay of the company’s 2009 mishap, when a nosecone failure doomed a $270 million carbon-observing satellite. Both Orbital Sciences and NASA are investigating the twin accidents. In the meantime, the company is continuing work on its Taurus II, an expendable medium class rocket that’s designed to deliver cargo to the International Space Station from a launch pad at NASA’s Wallops Island. Facility in Virginia.

Government subsidies to private industries fail. 

Kaufman 72 (Richard, Ph. D. Korean War Veteran and Economist, “MIR Ving the Boondoggle: Contracts, Subsidy, and Welfare in the Aerospace Industry”, 5-1, http://www.jstor.org/pss/1821554)
The dynamic of this relationship has had a profound impact on the expectations and performance of both sectors. Government-aerospace interlocks, the virtual elimination of competition, and government dependency on its industrial base have been accompanied by a serious weakening of standards of public accountability and efficiency. In fact, most of the incentives in the topsy-turvy world of military procurement are to increase costs. Studies of individual firms and the industry, and comparisons with its European counter-parts, reveal U. S. aerospace contractors to be highly inefficient. The results have been numerous performance failures, huge cost overruns, and extensive schedule slippages. Congressional proponents of larger military budgets are now wondering whether we may be pricing ourselves out of the business of national security. 

Private sector cannot meet expectations

Dinerman 11 (Taylor, Writer for The Space Review, Wall Street Journal, National Review, and Ad Astra “Space: The Final Frontier of Profit?”, WSJ, 13-2, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059263418508030.html)

President Barack Obama's proposed plan for NASA bets that the private sector—small, entrepreneurial firms as well as traditional aerospace companies—can safely carry the burden of flying U.S. astronauts into space at a fraction of the former price. The main idea: to spend $6 billion over the next five years to help develop new commercial spacecraft capable of carrying humans. The private sector simply is not up for the job. For one, NASA will have to establish a system to certify commercial orbital vehicles as safe for human transport, and with government bureaucracy, that will take years. Never mind the challenges of obtaining insurance. Entrepreneurial companies have consistently overpromised and under-delivered. Over the past 30 years, over a dozen start-ups have tried to break into the launch business. The only one to make the transition into a respectably sized space company is Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va. Building vehicles capable of going into orbit is not for the fainthearted or the undercapitalized.
Privatization Fails EXT

Prizes fail-too risky

Macauley 04 (Molly, Senior Fellow- Recources for the Future, “Advantages and Disadvantages of Prizes in a

Portfolio of Financial Incentives for Space Activities”, 15-7, http://keionline.org/misc-docs/RFF_CTs_04_macauley.pdf

Much of the preceding discussion has emphasized the historical success of prizes but they have some disadvantages. These include: - no provision for up-front cash flow to defray expenses; - duplication of research effort if many individuals or groups compete; - uncertainty about whether the innovation can succeed; and - delays in the pace of innovation if a lot of time elapses before it is determined that there are no winners. In addition, prizes are unlikely to meet other social objectives that government sponsorship in general, or NASA sponsorship in particular, has traditionally pursued. For example, prizes do not necessarily further these goals that NASA has frequently set forth as success measures in its R&D policy: - increase the number of academic researchers; - increase the number of scientists and engineers; - create jobs. 8 - influence political support by way of job creation; - broaden the participation of traditionally underrepresented groups in science and technology; and - prop up a particular supplier or group of suppliers to ensure choice (say, to ensure that a range of capacities is available in space transportation by dividing business among companies that offer different classes of vehicle lift) In addition, there are some disadvantages of government-sponsored prizes compared with privately sponsored prizes: - Government typically cannot commit to funding beyond a fiscal year, thus limiting the timing of the prize competition and cutting short the time that might be required for the technical achievement it awards. - Any uncertainty about whether the prize will actually be awarded due to government budgets or changes in administration will weaken if not eliminate incentives to compete. - Intellectual property rights to the achievement may need to reside with the competitor to induce participation, even though the taxpayer, by financing the prize, could fairly claim rights. 

Privatization can’t solve- government bureaucracy 

Butler 10 (Katherine, Butler is a leader writer at greenopia.com and at MNN, “The Pros and Cons of Commercializing Space Travel”, http://www.mnn.com/green-tech/research-innovations/stories/the-pros-and-cons-of-commercializing-space-travel, 3-8)   

Taylor Dinerman is a member of the board of advisers of Space Energy, a company working on space-solar-power concepts, and a regular columnist for thespacereview.com. As he explained in his “con” article to the WSJ, the private sector is not up for the job. He thinks Obama’s proposal to spend $6 billion over the next five years in conjunction with the private sector will never take off. Primarily, Dinerman believes the government’s bogged-down bureaucracy will hinder any collaboration. Obtaining proper insurance is also an obstacle on the road to space.

Private sector fails – too expensive and experimental

Foust 2/15/10 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “Commercial space takes center stage”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1566/1)

The Obama Administration’s shift in direction for NASA has been criticized primarily on two fronts: that it strips from NASA specific goals and deadlines for human exploration beyond low Earth orbit (LEO), and that it relies too strongly on the private sector. Even some conservatives who might normally be receptive to the privatization of government programs have expressed opposition to NASA’s shift in direction. “It would be swell for private companies to take over launching astronauts,” wrote conservative commentator Charles Krauthammer in his latest column on Friday. “But they cannot do it. It’s too expensive. It’s too experimental.”

Privatization hurts innovation and leadership

Wu 4/15/10 – chairman of the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Technology and Innovation (David, “Debate: Obama's Space Privatization Plan Is a Costly Mistake”, http://www.aolnews.com/2010/04/15/debate-obamas-space-privatization-plan-is-a-costly-mistake/)
The Constellation program is not perfect. But putting all of our eggs in a private-sector basket is simply too risky a gamble. If the president's plan is implemented, we would be jeopardizing our nation's lead in space exploration, and we would be jeopardizing our children's future. The space program encourages us to reach for the stars in both our dreams and our actions. It helps drive innovation, and it challenges us to find creative solutions to technological challenges. Moreover, it inspires America's next generation of scientists and engineers to pursue their passions -- something we must have if our nation is to compete in the 21st century global economy. The president's plan to privatize our spaceflight program will hinder our nation's ability to remain at the forefront of human achievement for generations to come. We must reconsider.
Privatization Fails EXT

Privatization ends with failure – no tech breakthroughs

McGowan 6/8/09 – worked at NASA Ames Research Center as a contractor and is active in the Mars Society (John, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1)

A number of modern business practices, common in high technology business, are incompatible with the general pattern of major breakthroughs. This is not to say that these business practices will always prevent a breakthrough, but in general there is a serious conflict. For this reason, private sector attempts to achieve cheap access to space are likely to continue to fail. To succeed, public, private, and public/private attempts to achieve cheap access to space must consider carefully the cost and duration of trials. Most major breakthroughs have involved hundreds to thousands of trials. The total cost and schedule is thus driven by the cost and duration per trial. Thus, technologies and approaches with high per-trial costs and durations are likely to fail, even if they otherwise seem promising, absent very heavy funding. Thus, efforts to achieve cheap access to space need to look closely at traditional methods such as scale models for affordable research and development of space access. The private sector needs to develop funding and management mechanisms that are consistent with the longer time frame of major breakthroughs. The issue is not necessarily one of money. At least historically, major breakthroughs have sometimes been made on small budgets. It is not clear that this cannot be done with space access. However, these breakthroughs usually take a long time and involve numerous frustrating failures. Sharply lowering the per-trial cost can help make this process more acceptable. As a practical matter, it can be rather difficult to sensibly manage a process that usually involves long periods of repeated failures.

Private sector fails – not experienced in space development

McGowan 6/8/09 – worked at NASA Ames Research Center as a contractor and is active in the Mars Society (John, “Can the private sector make a breakthrough in space access?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1388/1)

One might sensibly ask where the working prototypes come from today? With the sharp increase in government support for research and development during and following World War II, the nominal private sector has frequently been able to rely on the government for the development of working prototypes of new technologies. Indeed, Silicon Valley, often cited as a shining example of free market capitalism, in part grew out of government spy satellite programs at Moffett Field. Similarly, the Internet and the World Wide Web were developed to the advanced prototype stage—really a working system—entirely with government funding by DARPA, NSF, CERN, and several other government agencies. A range of favorable legislation such as the Bayh-Dole Act have made it easy for private businesses to license the fruits of government research and development programs on excellent terms. What this means is that “private” high technology investors and entrepreneurs such as Elon Musk and Jeff Bezos often have negligible experience with the research and development of core technologies comparable to rocket engines. This differs from iconic historical inventors like James Watt and the Wright Brothers. Institutional investors such as venture capital funds also have little experience evaluating, funding or managing the sort of research and development of core technologies that is probably required to achieve cheap access to space.

Privatization-Solvency Deficits

Private Sector Wants Profit- Not Technology 

Effective Papers 11 (“Research Paper on Space Exploration”, Effective Papers, 16-4, http://effectivepapers.blogspot.com/2011/04/research-paper-on-space-exploration.html)

As with every positive viewpoint in a debate, there must be a negative perspective. Some believe that putting scientific research into the hands of business is a step in the wrong direction. There is a fear that private industry's objective for space exploration will focus on the pursuit of profit rather than the pursuit of knowledge and development. Continuing with that theory, privatization could lead to commercialization. Space could become polluted with advertisements. Hasty business ventures might occur without weighing all the possible long-term effects.  Privatization of NASA is not the cure-all solution. Although it may help relieve federal expenditure, new problems will surface. Completely turning over operations from NASA to private businesses will compromise safety and other important engineering concerns for the sake of profit. 

CP doesn’t solve – federal government is uniquely key to save the economy

Foust 3/22/10 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “Can commercial space win over Congress?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1)

Those Congressional concerns about commercial crew were on display Thursday on Capitol Hill, starting with a press conference Thursday morning by eight members of Congress from the Houston area. The eight appeared with Annise Parker, the new Democratic mayor of Houston, who had been in Washington last week to lobby for, among other issues, NASA, given concerns about the effect the cancellation of Constellation will have on the Johnson Space Center there and, in turn, the regional economy. Parker and the members of Congress referenced commercialization several times during the 40-minute press conference, suggesting that while they were not opposed to the concept, they didn’t think it should replace government-led efforts at this time. “This is not an attack on private sector participation in spaceflight,” Parker said. “We believe that the private sector can add innovation and can be a partner, but we believe that the United States needs to be the lead in this effort.”

CP doesn’t solve – commercial sector lack time and money

Foust 3/22/10 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “Can commercial space win over Congress?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1592/1)

John Culberson (R-TX), a fiscal conservative not normally supportive of big government programs, defended Constellation, likening commercialization of crew transportation to privatization of the Marines. “It is as inconceivable to me that the president would privatize the Marine Corps and hand over their job to the private sector as it is to imagine the closing down of America’s manned space program,” he said. He even considered it something of a national security risk: “If the private sector exclusively owns access to space, who owns the technology? They’d have the right to sell it to any nation on the face of the Earth?” (Not easily, thanks to the export control regime that covers space technology in the US today.) “Imagine if America had to hitch a ride on a commercial vehicle,” he continued. “If the private sector and the Chinese and Russians control access to space, they could charge us whatever they want.” That afternoon, a Senate hearing delved into the issues of commercial spaceflight. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX), ranking member of the full Senate Commerce Committee, expressed support for commercial human spaceflight in general, but did not believe NASA should solely rely upon it yet. “I think in the end that we will have commercial capabilities, but I think this gap [in human space access] is too important to rely on just commercial,” she said, referring to her efforts to extend the shuttle program beyond its planned retirement this year (see “Shuttle supporters’ last stand?”s, The Space Review, March 15, 2010). At the hearing, which featured a broad range of current and former government officials as well as aerospace company executives, some witnesses expressed skepticism that commercial providers could provide crew transportation on the timescales proposed, or do so cost effectively. “It may be that the complexity of developing a new government crew space transportation capability, and the difficulty of conducting spaceflight operations safely and reliably, it is not fully appreciated by those who are recommending the cancellation of the present system being developed by NASA, and the early adaptation of the presently non-existent commercial government crew delivery alternatives,” former astronaut Tom Stafford, a veteran of Gemini and Apollo, noted in his prepared testimo

Privatization Bad - Ethics

Privatization of space exploration causes ethical concerns- empirically proven

Livingston 99 (David M., adjunct professor at Golden Gate University, “The Ethical Commercialization of Outer Space”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/the_ethical_commercialization_of_outer_space.shtml 8-14)

Some high profile large industries of today readily serve as examples of why there are ethical concerns about exporting the business models of the late twentieth century from Earth to space. A few of these industries are the medical insurance companies, tobacco companies, the film and motion picture industry, and the automobile companies. It is our past negative experiences with companies in these industries that give rise to our concerns and doubts about our ethical business behavior at the corporate level. For example, it is difficult to accept corporate decisions, though they may be designed to enhance the bottom line of the corporation which is what they are supposed to do, which harm and in some cases kill people because to do otherwise would have cost the corporation more in expenses or reduced its profits from the activity in question. It is even more difficult to accept these decisions when corporate executive pay and benefits are continually increased as a reward for driving the company to a continually improving financial status when the executives know and approve of the decisions that do harm to people, even people that are the loyal customers of the company. The above examples are mentioned because they serve to remind us that without an ethical orientation to the conduct of one's business, people can be made to suffer extreme harm as business decisions often have the power to touch most people's lives. However, not all ethical concerns about businesses in space are derived from type of examples just cited. Ethical issues can also arise as a result of the conduct of the business or the management, or just "worries" about such potential conduct. In this latter category, the founder and CEO ofSpaceDev[image: image1.jpg]


, Inc. of San Diego, Jim Benson[image: image2.jpg]


, an individual who is deservedly at the forefront of launching new commercial space businesses, can serve as an example. Mr. Benson is an important and capable leader in commercializing outer space, but some of his statements describing what the early period of the new commercial space industrialization will look like foster concern for the ethical issues. Perhaps the best example of this comes from an interview with Benson in the Oct. 26-Nov. 2, 1998 issue of The New Yorker magazine regarding space commercialization as discussed at Space98, an international space conference held in Albuquerque, New Mexico in April 1998. Benson, who was both an important speaker and participant at Space98, said in reference to a question about the establishment of space colonies that "these colonies are going to grow like boom towns. There is going to be no planning. It will be an economic workhouse. You're going to wind up with prostitutes in space and blue-collar workers and office workers, and people are going to die, they are going to be killed, and we are going to find places to squeeze people into some tuna cans up there." Benson was also featured in the PBS special, Voyage to the Milky Way. Addressing both his business plans for landing on an asteroid and his important drive for private property rights in space, Benson again was thought provoking when he said: We are going to say that this was a private company and it was privately financed. And we landed on that little planetary body and we are going to claim that we own that body. I think it is extremely important to create a precedent for private property rights in space. If we make that claim, we will have some justification or some standing because we took the risk, we paid the money, we flew our spacecraft, and we analyzed the content and the value of that asteroid. We landed on it. It's ours.[7] Regardless of whether statements such as these turn out to be nothing more than harmless rhetoric once businesses start operating in space, the key issue still to be resolved for these emerging commercial space businesses is whether they will be compatible with an eventually acceptable definition and standard for high ethical and moral business conduct. Answering this question will not be easy as we have already pointed out. Disproving the premise of the 1981 movie, Outland, that "Even in space, the ultimate enemy is man!" may yet be the primary challenge we face as we transition to an extraterrestrial species, starting with our off-world businesses.
Privatization Bad-Un-credibility

Privatization of space violates the Outer Space Treaty, crushing UN credibility. 

Scheffran 05 (Jurgen, Senior Research Scientist in the Program in Arms Control, Disarmament and International Security (ACDIS) of the University of Illinois, “Privatization in Outer Space: Lessons from Landsat and Beyond”, nd, http://books.google.com/books?id=kBMuSdPpLXkC&pg=PA79&lpg=PA79&dq=Privatization+and+outer+space+and+time&source=bl&ots=HQIK4gTWpi&sig=4k6QGsU4uJeOo8qN_amEIWycN_U&hl=en&ei=PhjwTZn8C8TDgQeO0oGVDw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBkQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=Privatization%20and%20outer%20space%20and%20time&f=false)
Contrary to both military and private appropriation of space resources, outer space is cast as a ‘common heritage of mankind' which should not be subject to conflict or private ownership (Wolter, 2003). These principles are enshrined in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty (OST) in which parties agreed to keep space for peaceful purposes and defined the legal framework governing property rights in space. The exploration and use of space ‘shall be carried out for the benefit - in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree in of economic or scientific development, and shall be the province of all mankind.’ Space including the Moon and other celestial bodies, ‘is not subject to national appropriation' (Schrogl, 2001). In addition, the Moon Treaty of 1973, which only nine nations have ratified, requires ‘equitable sharing by all states' parties in the benefits derived from those resources'. Both treaties establish the ‘rights of future generations and they empower states as the principal actors in space, providing serious impediments to space exploration, colonization , and mining.

United Nations credibility is key to prevent nuclear war.

Phoenix Local News 11 (Credibility of Key UN Disarmament Forum at Risk if Deadlock Persists, Ban Warns”, 1-26, http://phoenix-local-news.blogspot.com/2011/01/credibility-of-key-un-disarmament-forum.html)
Indeed, there appears to be a disconnect between the Conference on Disarmament and the recent positive developments in the field of disarmament and non-proliferation," he added, referring to the new nuclear arms reduction treaty between the United States and Russia and the successful review held in 2010 by the parties to the Nuclear Non -Proliferation Treaty (NPT). "This should not be another year of business-as-usual," he told delegates, urging them to overcome their differences and start substantive work in 2011. "The continued deadlock has ominous implications for international security," warned the Secretary-General. "The longer it persists, the graver the nuclear threat – from existing arsenals, from the proliferation of such weapons, and from their possible acquisition by terrorists. " Established in 1979 as the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum of the international community, the CD – as the Conference is known – primarily focuses on cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament , prevention of nuclear war , and prevention of an arms race in outer space , among other things. 
A/2 ITAR CP

U.S. already giving commercial space sectors more freedom.

Jessica Berman 11, Staff Writer, US Space Program Goes Commercial, April 11, http://www.voanews.com/english/news/science-technology/US-Space-Program-Goes-Commercial-120822324.html

This Friday, the U.S. space shuttle Endeavor is scheduled to lift off on its last voyage to the orbiting International Space Station. And on June 28, barring any last minute complications, Alantis will become the last space shuttle ever to lift off from the Kennedy Space Center. Both missions mark the end of NASA’s 30-year space shuttle program. But it is not the end of America’s space ventures. Fifty years after a Redstone rocket carried the first American astronaut, Alan Shephard, into space, NASA is getting out of the business of sending astronauts on missions using its own spacecraft. Instead, the U.S. space agency will rely on privately designed and owned rockets to ferry cargo and crew to the orbiting International Space Station. The commercially built space vehicles are expected to be every bit as powerful and reliable as those operated by NASA, but they’ll cost American taxpayers far less. One company, Space Exploration Technologies Corporation, or SpaceX, has signed a $1.6 billion deal with NASA for 12 unmanned delivery flights to the space station.

U.S. is already helping commercial sectors through renting satellites.
Michelle Jamrisko 11, , Air Force Reviews Private Financing for Satellite Communications, May 2011, http://www.usspacellc.com/news/air-force-reviews-private-financing-for-satellite-communications
Commercial satellite providers have gotten more business from the military since the start of the war in Afghanistan, Don Brown, vice president of Bethesda, Maryland-based Intelsat General Corp., another company on the study contract, said in a phone interview. Intelsat General is a subsidiary of Luxembourg-based Intelsat S.A. Military Reliance The military’s reliance on the private sector for satellite services had grown to over 85 percent of its global communications, according to a 2009 report by the President’s National Security Telecommunications Advisory Committee. “This is one of those tipping points where the government was content to lease services from us based on existing satellites and they leased more and more and more of it,” Brown said. The Air Force “realized we’re pretty good at what we do, and now across the spectrum they’re looking at what if we used these guys more effectively ourselves?” he said. Seven satellite communications businesses, including Intelsat, Chicago-based Boeing Co. and Lockheed Martin Corp. of Bethesda, Maryland, formed the Hosted Payload Alliance in March to promote more sharing of space on satellites by military and commercial systems. ‘Hosted Payload’ The U.S. Space model is “taking a hosted payload to the extreme” by dedicating a satellite, payload and services to the government customer, Weston said. “The payload, satellite, launcher would be built based on private financing, launched commercially, commercially insured, and could be operated on a commercial basis or the government could operate that satellite,” he said. The two-year-old company has two satellites in orbit in a joint venture with closely held Thuraya Satellite Telecommunications Co. of Abu Dhabi. U.S. Space has many opportunities to implement its model even as the government is likely to rely on its own satellites for its most secure communications, Weston said. Weston is a former chief information officer and director of research for the National Reconnaissance Office, which manages U.S. intelligence satellites. “The vast majority of government communications is not that sensitive or does not need to be as assured as that,” he said. Security for its government customers is “not an issue,” Brown, the Intelsat executive, said. The military uses encryption to protect its communications as signals travel from one government terminal to another, and dedicating the satellite to one customer can help streamline the process, Weston said.

Export control is key to preventing WMD proliferation

Science Daily 05, Respected website about science, Export Control Helps Prevent WMD Proliferation, February 2005, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2005/02/050210003119.htm
While inspecting a container ship docked at a major transshipment hub, an alert official, trained weeks before by Argonne National Laboratory export control specialists, noted that 20 of the containers onboard contained tons of sodium sulfide – a controlled chemical that has many legitimate uses such as leather tanning but could also be used to create chemical weapons. Sodium sulfide is not the sort of contraband that customs inspectors are traditionally trained to look for, but the U.S. Department of Energy's (DOE) Commodity Identification Training program is working to stop illicit trafficking of materials and equipment needed for weapons of mass destruction. Trainers provided inspectors with a valuable booklet recently developed by Argonne's Nonproliferation and National Security Program. The booklet is an index and cross reference for customs inspectors that lists in six distinct ways chemicals used in the development of chemical weapons, nuclear weapons or missiles. The booklet greatly simplifies and facilitates the task of determining if a given chemical falls under one of the multilateral export control regimes. “It was a good intercept,” said Pete Heine, Argonne's Section Manager for Export Control and Technical Cooperation. “Whether it was actually going for a chemical weapons program or not is still being determined. Sodium sulfide can be used for leather tanning, but it is a chemical-weapon precursor and required a license to be moved legally.” Argonne led the development of the Commodity Identification Training program for the U.S. Department of Energy's International Nonproliferation Export Control Program (INECP). The program is establishing ongoing training courses in dozens of countries to teach customs inspectors to spot these items. “These are the people on the front line who can and will prevent proliferation,” said Heine. “This seizure is proof that Commodity Identification Training works,” Heine said. “We want inspectors to have a ‘trained eye' to watch for the right things. They can determine when shipments may require an export license. For export control efforts to have an impact on proliferators, illicit shipments must be detected and interdicted.” “People now understand the importance of nonproliferation,” said export control specialist Kirsten Laurin-Kovitz, “but often don't understand how it works. Export control is where nonproliferation becomes real. We try to prevent controlled technology, equipment or materials from getting into the wrong hands.” Argonne's export control group supports the strengthening of export control systems worldwide through the INECP and by supporting U.S. participation in the multilateral export control regimes, such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group. The group also contributes to the implementation of the U.S. export-control system in accordance with the norms set by those regimes. Groundbreaking handbook Training is just one of the Nuclear Engineering Division's export control programs. Another critical element is providing expertise. For example, the chemical index that inspectors used was derived from a book written by Argonne chemist Julie Gruetzmacher. Gruetzmacher is Argonne's Walter H. Zinn Postdoctoral Fellow. Called A Handbook for the Australia Group Chemical Weapons Precursors, it is a one-stop reference manual for chemical-export-control personnel. This book provides a wealth of information related to each of the chemical-weapon ingredients on the Australian Group Chemical Control List. The Australia Group is an arrangement among 38 member countries to minimize the risk of chemical and biological weapon proliferation. “This handbook is a sorely needed resource to inform export control decision-making related to these chemicals,” said Heine. Nuclear expertise Argonne's entrée into the export-control world was through its acknowledged nuclear expertise. The laboratory was founded nearly 60 years ago to develop peaceful applications for nuclear technology and has been involved in myriad nuclear projects. In the 1990s, nuclear engineering experts at Argonne and other national labs assisted countries formerly with the Soviet Union to improve the safety of their nuclear reactors and to secure nuclear materials. This nuclear assistance program served as a model for export control assistance programs and grew into DOE's INECP. INECP no longer focuses on former Soviet countries. Like the proliferation threat, INECP is now global. Technical staff from several Department of Energy laboratories work with almost 30 countries to strengthen export control systems across the globe. INECP activities in a country usually begin with technical exchanges or U.S.-led training courses. “Then,” Heine said, “we generally establish partnerships with technical counterparts in the country who implement projects for us.” This approach supports the INECP objective of establishing indigenous, sustainable capabilities in partner countries. Argonne export control specialists lead INECP technical interactions in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cyprus, Georgia, India, Malta, Pakistan and Ukraine. In addition, Argonne is responsible for expanding the INECP into other countries. Heine scopes out possible partnerships and serves as an advisor on initial trips to assess needs and identify appropriate cooperative activities in these countries, such as Argentina and Brazil. Proliferation risk analysis Recent revelations of ongoing proliferation of nuclear-related equipment, materials and technology, facilitated by elaborate procurement networks like that of Pakistan's A.Q. Khan, demonstrate that proliferation is changing. According to Laurin-Kovitz, proliferation used to be primarily the domain of middle men working as procurement agents. Now proliferators are organizing supplier networks, working as salesmen and brokers marketing nuclear capabilities, and even establishing dedicated manufacturing operations of their own for difficult-to-obtain items. Accordingly, another major component of export controls at Argonne is proliferation risk analysis. American companies wanting to sell certain controlled technology, equipment or materials to other countries have to apply for an export license. Argonne export-control staff analyzes these exports for proliferation risk for DOE. These analyses are particularly complex when they involve “dual-use” items that have legitimate uses but can also be used to create weapons of mass destruction. One example is high-precision machine tools that can be used legally for making hard disk drives or aircraft, but can be used illegally to fabricate nuclear explosive parts. The export control specialist must think like a detective to uncover false statements of the product's end use, mismatches between the product's technical specifications and its stated end use, end uses that don't make technical sense or are not consistent with the end user's activities, and other such clues pointing toward illicit procurement. Finally, the analyst must think like a proliferant to assess how the product might be diverted to support of a WMD program. “The challenge in export control is staying ahead of the bad guys,” said Heine. “People are being arrested for these activities, and as more countries criminalize proliferation, we will see a change.”
Proliferation lead to nuclear war.

Joseph Cirincione 04, Director for Non-Proliferation Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,  A Global Assessment of Nuclear Proliferation Threats, June 2004, http://www.blixassociates.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/No10.pdf
Despite decades of disarmament efforts, global nuclear arsenals remain dangerously high and two new nations are now pursuing nuclear weapons programs. The danger is not just that the nuclear club could grow from the current eight to nine or ten nations, but that a new breach in the nuclear dam could unleash a flood of new entrants, collapsing global restraints and making every regional crisis a potential nuclear crisis. New nuclearweapon states may be less restrained in their nuclear use doctrines. Further, if North Korea, Iran or other nations in volatile regions develop nuclear weapons production capabilities, they might, willingly or unwillingly, share, sell or otherwise transfer weapons, materials or skills to terrorist groups. Thus far, we lack a shared international assessment of what the proliferation threats are and the priority that should be assigned to each threat. This is so, even though major international actors recognize the importance of a shared assessment. The U.S. National Security Strategy of 2002 declares that the United States must “coordinate closely with allies to form a common assessment of the most dangerous threats.” So too, the Council of the European Union noted in June 2003, “An EU strategy against the proliferation of WMD needs to be based on a common assessment of global proliferation threats.”2 Indeed, the need for cooperation extends beyond the transatlantic community and must include other leading states. Russia and China are particularly important as permanent members of the UN Security Council and as sources of proliferation concern. Without shared threat assessments, it is difficult to focus the political, diplomatic and perhaps military power necessary to persuade or compel recalcitrant actors to comply. Nor can an effective division of labor be coordinated to strengthen the global nonproliferation regime if leading actors do not agree on priorities. Thus, the first requirement of a new strategy is to develop greater international consensus on threats and the division of labor needed to diminish them. This will not be easy. Threat perceptions depend heavily on geographic position, alliance relations, economic interests, and historical experiences. Russia, China and other nations may see proliferation as a threat more to the United States than to themselves. This puts a great onus on the United States and other leading nations to develop a threat assessment that is convincing to their allies, even if differences remain. The process should begin immediately. The logical starting points are those government institutions in the United States and Europe already verbally committed to developing a shared assessment. The European Union should accelerate its process, even if this means producing a shared European assessment ahead of the United States. For its part, the U.S. president should require the director of central intelligence to prepare a comprehensive assessment of proliferation threats that the United States could present to its allies. The logical starting point would be NATO, where the United States can share the classified supporting data for the assessment and compare insights with allied intelligence agencies. At the NATO summit in 2005, the allied heads of state should commit NATO to producing a collective proliferation threat assessment for the 2006 meeting. These assessments should also be discussed as a matter of first priority with key allies in Asia and the Middle East. A draft outline of such an assessment, listing the most pressing threats, is provided below. These are either threats to nations and national populations or threats to the stability of the nonproliferation regime, the collapse of which would greatly increase global security threats.

A/2 Prize CP

Nasa Leads Solar Shield
Space.com, November 2010, http://www.space.com/9484-nasa-solar-shield-protect-power-grids-sun-storms.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+spaceheadlines+%28SPACE.com+Headline+Feed%29

NASA has devised a new tool in the battle against massive eruptions from the sun: an early warning system to protect electrical grids on Earth from extremely powerful solar storms. The new project, called Solar Shield, is designed to predict the severity of powerful sun storms at specific locations on Earth to help power companies plan responses and limit the potential damage to their equipment. "It amounts to knowing 'something is coming and it may be big,'" said project leader Antti Pulkkinen, a research associate at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt, Md., told SPACE.com. But Solar Shield should provide "much more specificity

Nasa already building Solar Shield                                                                       
Mac Slavo, the editor of www.SHTFplan.com, November 7th, 2010, NASA Building “Solar Shield” As Flares Threaten Huge Disturbances to Electrical Grid, Computers, Telephones, Transportation, Water Supply and Food Production, http://www.shtfplan.com/headline-news/nasa-building-solar-shield-as-flares-threaten-huge-disturbances-to-electrical-grid-computers-telephones-transportation-water-supply-and-food-production_11072010

To counter the threat, NASA is building what some have dubbed a “solar shield” to protect critical infrastructures. The “shield” is better described as more of a monitoring and response system than a Star Wars style force field protecting the earth:

have to address each argument

Analytics: 
Nasa is already developing Solar Shield. Giving a prize away to see who can od it fastest is pointless because Nasa is dedicated. Giving a prize would just be wasting money and giving money to a random company. 
A/2 Russia CP
No Solvency:
Russian Space Tech Fails
BBC 10

BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union, April 11, “Russia loses Coronas Photon research satellite,” LexisNexis
Text of report in English by corporate-owned Russian military news agency Interfax-AVN website Moscow, 19 April: Russia has failed to locate the Coronas Photon space vehicle assigned to study solar activity and magnetic storms, the Sun X-Ray Astronomy Laboratory of the Russian Academy of Sciences' Physics Institute has said. "The vehicle has been defunct for almost five months since December 2009. Hence, we can state with a high degree of probability that it is gone forever," the laboratory said. The vehicle developed at the Moscow-based Electro-Mechanics Research Institute became inoperative in late November 2009 due to low battery life and contact was lost as a result. The vehicle passed through sunlit areas from 5 April through 18 April and received a sufficient amount of light to recharge its batteries, however, the team failed to regain contact. The Coronas programme was adopted in 1992 to stipulate the launch of three research vehicles, Coronas E in 1993, Coronas F in 1994 and Coronas Photon in 1995. Monitoring was intended to last for an eleven-year cycle of solar activity. Coronas E was launched after a year's delay. Financial problems, which occurred after the disintegration of the former Soviet Union, postponed the launch of the other two vehicles by seven and 14 years. Two vehicles ceased to function by the time Coronas Photon was launched in January 2009. Russia is considering the construction of a new Sun research vehicle, Director of the Astrophysics Institute of the National Nuclear Research Institute Yuriy Kotov said earlier. Source: Interfax-AVN military news agency website, Moscow, in English 1020 gmt 19 Apr 10

No Threat:  

Russia space program weak now
BBC 10, 
January 17, “Koronas-Foton solar science satellite lost, source tells Russian news agency,” LexisNexis

Attempts to "revive" Russia's only scientific satellite Koronas-Foton [also Coronas-Photon] have failed and the satellite can be considered lost, Yuriy Zaytsev, academic adviser at the Russian Academy of Engineering Sciences, has told the corporate-owned Russian military news agency Interfax-AVN, as reported by its website on 15 January. "Since September 2009, individual systems on board the Koronas-Foton satellite, primarily scientific, started periodically to crash, which did not allow continuous observations of the Sun to be mounted. On 1 December, all scientific equipment shut down in its entirety because of problems with power supply. There were hopes that after the satellite reached shadow-free orbit, where solar panels would be continuously illuminated by theSun, the batteries could be recharged and scientific instruments would be re-activated. However, these hopes were dashed," he said. Zaytsev recalled that the designer of the satellite - the All-Russia Research and Development Institute of Electromechanics (VNIIEM) - had given a guarantee that it would remain active for three years. In reality, the satellite functioned for no more than 11 months. "So, Russia has once again been left with no experimental facility with which to carry out pure research in space," Zaytsev summed up. "The official reason for the incident is that the designers underestimated how much power would be consumed by the equipment on board the satellite, so its batteries' capacity was insufficient. However, it is not just down to technology. The loss of another satellite reflects the general state of our space industry, its outdated production capacity, loss of skilled personnel and, of course, the absence of due attention to the needs ofRussia's science," Zaytsev said. According to him, "Russia is rapidly losing ground in space science". "Pure space science is funded residually. For this reason, many research projects have been postponed year after year. For example, the launch of the Fobos-Grunt satellite [also Phobos-Grunt; "grunt" is "ground" or "soil"], which was scheduled for October-November 2009, has been postponed till 2011 because of doubts about the ability reliably to implement the project, which it has not been possible to develop in full at the stage of ground tests," Zaytsev said. He recalled that the Radioastron orbital observatory, which was to be launched under the previous Federal Space Programme (2001-2005), was yet to be launched. It is expected that the observatory will finally be launched in the first half of 2010. "The launch of the Spektr-Rentgen-Gamma [Spectrum-Roentgen-Gamma] has also now been moved from 2011 to 2012," Zaytsev continued. According to him, the result of all this is that the foreign participants of Russian space projects "simply quit them, which causes their quality to suffer". He thought that for Russia to retain its lead in several areas of space activities and for the development of Russia's space science not to slow down, structural changes in the rocket and space industry are necessary. "Otherwise, space transport - provision of low-profit-margin launch services to launch foreign satellites - will be all Russia's space sector will be good for. In 2009, more than half of all launches by Russia were for commercial customers from abroad and as part of the commitments under the ISS programme. Already, in 2010, 17 launches are planned for foreign customers, against just one Russian scientific launch - the long-suffering Radioastron," Zaytsev summed up. As for the Koronas-Foton satellite, Zaytsev recalled that in the very first month in operation following its launch in January 2009, the satellite took some 10,000 images of the Sun, including X-ray and ultraviolet. "And in a rare piece of good luck, the Koronas-Foton was the first to see the bands of a new cycle of activity form on the solar surface. Subsequently, a lot of interesting information about the Sun was obtained from the instruments of this solar observatory, especially from the TESIS telescope-spectrometer. And then problems began," Zaytsev said. Source: Interfax-AVN military news agency website, Moscow, in Russian 

No Capability:

Russia still has Cold War tech

http://www.thespacereview.com/article/648/1 
Asif Siddiqi, a professor at Fordham University, author of the impressive book Challenge to Apollo, and widely regarded as the foremost scholar of the Soviet space program, presented an overview of the entire Soviet space program, attempting to discern patterns and draw conclusions about their overall effort. According to Siddiqi, the current Russian human spaceflight system is still essentially a “second generation” system with its roots in the 1960s. Most current Russian rockets have their roots in the 1950s and 1960s. Many satellite systems reached their full complement only intermittently. Almost all Soviet projects had an American equivalent, but in most cases the Soviets were technologically behind the United States by five to ten years. They also tended to be very innovative in terms of subsystems, but less so when integrated into a single system.

Extensions

Russia Doesn't believe solar storms
http://www.russia-ic.com/education_science/science_overview/1384/
recently British newspapers announced another “end of the world” happening within the next 18 months, when extremely powerful solar flare would destroy the whole industry of power engineering and all electronic devices on our planet, as well as orbital space ships and satellites. Russian physicists advise to keep calm and do not believe these gloomy prophecies. Russian researchers from Lebedev Institute of Physics (Russian academy of sciences) explain that predictions of catastrophic magnetic storms and powerful solar flares cannot be made for the periods of several months, because science is not powerful enough to do it. Those, who claim that such predictions can be done, are motivated by anything but science. The Daily Star newspaper recently wrote that British government was working out a special plan in case of solar misbehavior with reference to Chris Huhne, British Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change. Solar flares are often accompanied by solar plasma ejections – charged particles, which travel towards the Earth, “hit” its magnetosphere and cause disturbances. These disturbances, which are magnetic storms, lead to radio blackouts, damage satellites and even cause breakdown of electric facilities. However, scientists believe that long-term predictions of such events are impossible. “Predictions about catastrophes on the Sun can often be seen in mass media, especially close to year 2012, when the world is expected by some people to come to an end”, says Sergey Bogachev, doctor of sciences, “but they are not based upon scientific data”. People, who make such predictions, often have nothing to do with real science. Motivation of such loud statement is often obscure. Studying and explaining space weather is still a very young science, like meteorology was one hundred years ago, when it only started developing as a field of knowledge. “Relatively accurate predictions of solar activity can be given only for two-three days in advance”, the scientist says, “Telling Sun’s behavior in June for August is hardly possible, and telling it for January is totally impossible”. Current situation with the Sun is as following: first six months of 2011 were notable for 44 intensive solar flares of class M and X (this means that peak energy flux in watts in the highest). Last year researchers detected only 22 solar flares for 12 months, and in 2009 the Sun was almost dormant with no flares throughout the year. However, over 800 solar flares were detected during peak activity of the star between 2000 and 2002. 
Russia needs US involvement on space projects

Smith 4, 
Marcia C. (specialist in aerospace and telecommunications policy, Congressional Research Service), April 27, Potential interantional cooperation in NASA's new exploration initiative, Testimony to the Subcommittee on science, technology, and space, and the Committee on commerce, science, and transportation, US Senate.  www.spacedaily.com/news/smith042704.pdf

The United States and the Soviet Union/Russia have cooperated in space activities since the early 1960s in space science and human space flight activities. The two countries conducted the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project in 1975 where a U.S Apollo spacecraft docked with a Russia Soyuz spacecraft for two days of joint experiments. From 1995-1998, seven U.S. astronauts remained on Russia’s space station Mir for long duration (several month) missions, Russian cosmonauts flew on the U.S. space shuttle seven times, and nine space shuttle missions docked with Mir to exchange crews and deliver supplies. Russia joined the U.S.-led International Space Station program in 1993 and Russians and Americans now routinely fly on each other’s space vehicles and share duties on space station crews. Russia is currently providing the only access to the space station for crews and cargo while the U.S. space shuttle is grounded. 

Current Interest in Space Exploration. Although the Soviets were never able to send cosmonauts to the Moon, and funding for space activities declined dramatically after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russian government and industry space officials continue to express strong interest in human exploration missions. At an international space conference in the fall of 2003, then-director of the Russian space agency, Yuri Koptev, outlined long-term Russian plans, including permanent human bases on the Moon and Mars. He added that “we believe that an organization similar to the one for the ISS should be the basis for implementation of such ambitious projects.” 
8 Following President Bush’s speech, however, Mr. Koptev expressed skepticism, saying that he thought it was “a tool in the current election campaign” 9 and said “It is necessary to drop emotions in order to see what real benefit people can derive from visiting these planets.” 10 Mr. Koptev’s successor, Gen. Perminov, expressed a more favorable view, saying that he supports President Bush’s initiative, and wants more international cooperation in Russian space activities overall.11 On April 12, 2004, in celebration of Cosmonautics Day, Russian President Putin stopped short of embracing such plans, but said that space “was and remains an object of our national pride” and only by developing its space industry can “Russia claim leadership in the world.” He added that the economic situation in Russia constrains the amount of funding available for space activities, but “I want you to know that everyone in the leadership of the country understands that space activities fall into the category of the most important things.” 12
 Potential Role in the Exploration Initiative. The Russians could cooperate in the exploration initiative at many levels. They have a range of launch vehicles that are launched from three sites (Plesetsk, near the Arctic Circle; Svobodny, in eastern Siberia; and the Baikonur Cosmodrome, near the Aral Sea in Kazakhstan, which Russia leases from Kazakhstan). As noted, the heavy-lift Energia launch vehicle was discontinued, but possibly could be resurrected if sufficient funding were provided. If development of a new launch vehicle is required, Russian rocket engines could be used. Russia already builds the engines (RD-180s) for one of the U.S. launch vehicle families (Atlas). 
Russia has extensive experience in long-duration human space flight. Three Russian cosmonauts have stayed in space continuously for one year or more; the longest mission was 14 ½ months. (The longest any American has remained in orbit continuously is 6 ½ months.) The Russians also launched a series of Bion biosatellite missions that carried animals for life sciences experiments. NASA cooperated with Russia on some of these missions, 13 and may be interested in using such free-flying spacecraft to augment research on the International Space Station. 
Russia also has considerable experience with the use of nuclear reactors in space, an area in which NASA is interested. Russia is the only country to have used nuclear reactors operationally in space (the United States has launched only one test reactor into space, in 1965). They were developed to power Radar Ocean Reconnaissance satellites (RORSATs) beginning in 1967, but the Soviets terminated their use after three incidents (in 1978, 1983, and 1988) in which spacecraft malfunctions caused, or nearly caused, radioactive material to return to Earth. Russia has less experience than NASA with radioisotope thermal generators (RTGs), another type of nuclear power source for spacecraft, but today provides the plutonium used in U.S. RTGs. 
Russia has launched many probes to the Moon, Venus, and Mars (see Appendix 1), and two to Halley’s Comet. The most recent Russian Mars probes (Phobos 1 and 2, and Mars ‘96) involved extensive international cooperation.
United States has been reliant on Russia for a while 

Smith 4, 
Marcia C. (specialist in aerospace and telecommunications policy, Congressional Research Service), April 27, Potential interantional cooperation in NASA's new exploration initiative, Testimony to the Subcommittee on science, technology, and space, and the Committee on commerce, science, and transportation, US Senate.  www.spacedaily.com/news/smith042704.pdf

How Dependent Should the U.S. Be on International Partners? Traditionally, NASA has established cooperative programs in a manner such that other countries were not in the “critical path”— that is the program could be accomplished even if the foreign partner did not fulfill its obligations. This policy began to change when Russia joined the space station program in 1993. Although Congress directed that Russian participation should “enhance and not enable” the space station, 16 the revised design was clearly dependent on Russia for life support, emergency crew return, attitude control, reboost, and other functions, especially in the early phases of space station construction. Today, because of the space shuttle Columbia accident, NASA is completely dependent on Russia for taking astronauts to and from the space station, and delivering cargo. 

*A/2 India CP**** NOT FINISHED
India Space Program is bad

Forbes India, April 18, 2011, Growing pains for India’s space program, http://www.spacenews.com/commentaries/110419-fromwires-growing-pains-indian-space.html

Forbes India reports that India's space program has been tarnished by recent launch failures and a minor scandal over allegations that the nation's space agency gave a sweetheart deal to a private company to lease a pair of government-owned satellites for commercial use. The story says the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) needs successes in a pair of upcoming launches to regain its standing among the nation's public.
India will launch a solar monitoring satellite

BBC 8

BBC Monitoring South Asia, February 27, BBC Worldwide Monitoring, “India to launch satellite to study sun,” LexisNexis.  

Excerpt from report by Press Trust of India news agency New Delhi, 27 February (PTI) India is planning to launch a satellite to study the sun, the Lok Sabha [lower house of Parliament] was informed Wednesday [27 February]. Satellite "Aditya" will study the corona, the outermost region of the sun, and other crucial parameters of space weather, Minister of State [junior minister] in the Prime Minister's Office Prithviraj Chavan said in a written reply. The satellite will also study coronal mass ejections or solar flares, evolution and structures of coronal magnetic field. The mission is intended to enhance scientific knowledge of sun's radiation and continuous monitoring of its atmosphere, Chavan said. The data generated will also help to design satellites to withstand adverse effects of solar environment, he said. Sources said the 100-kg satellite is expected to be launched by 2012 and likely to be placed in a near-earth orbit of 600 km. The sun's corona is highly active, releasing energy during solar flares in the form of bursts manifesting as geomagnetic storms on earth. These storms can distort the earth's magnetic field, and have a huge bearing on near-earth space where satellites are located. [Passage omitted] Source: PTI news agency, New Delhi, in English 1450 gmt 27 Feb 08

*A/2 Japan CP**** Not Finished
Japan is monitoring storms now
BBC 06
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific- Political, September 23, BBC Worldwide Monitoring, “Japan launches solar observation satellite,” LexisNexis.  

Excerpt from report in English by Japanese news agency Kyodo Tokyo, 23 September: Japan successfully launched a rocket carrying a solar observation satellite from the Uchinoura Space Centre in Kagoshima Prefecture early Saturday [23 September], the Japanese Aerospace Exploration Agency said. The M-5 solid-fuel rocket lifted off shortly after 6.30 a.m. [local time] and the satellite, Solar B, later separated from the No 7 rocket over the Pacific Ocean and was placed into orbit. The Solar B, Japan's third solar observation satellite, is set to start a full-scale solar survey around November by reaching up to an altitude of 630 kilometres. The satellite was nicknamed "Hinode," meaning sunrise in Japanese, in the hope that the launch will lead the agency to open a new era of solarphysics. Hinode is equipped with three cutting-edge telescopes, developed along with Britain and the United States, each capable of detecting optical wavelengths, X-ray and extreme ultraviolet. The satellite aims to understand the origin and consequences of active phenomena that take place in the corona by surveying visible surface of the sun, the agency said, adding it will be able to observe the sun continuously for eight months in a year. The agency plans to use the satellite for at least three years. [passage omitted] Source: Kyodo News Service, Tokyo, in English 0403 gmt 23 Sep 06
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