BAUDL Summer Institute		Negative
Space Colonies		Summer 2011

BAUDL Summer Institute		Negative
Space Colonies		Summer 2011

BAUDL Summer Institute		Negative
Space Colonies		Summer 2011
[bookmark: _Toc296441025][image: ]
Resolved: that the United States federal government should substantially increase the exploration and/or development of space beyond the Earth’s mesosphere
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[bookmark: _Toc298145568]1NC Inherency – Private Market Will Take Us to Space

Private investors have the motive and the means for space development

(PETER DIAMANDIS; 2/13/10; Space: The Final Frontier of Profit? ; Peter Diamandis is chief executive of the X Prize Foundation, a nonprofit that conducts incentivized competitions; http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703382904575059350409331536.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) 

Government agencies have dominated space exploration for three decades. But in a new plan unveiled in President Barack Obama's 2011 budget earlier this month, a new player has taken center stage: American capitalism and entrepreneurship. The plan lays the foundation for the future Google, Cisco and Apple of space to be born, drive job creation and open the cosmos for the rest of us. The Other Argument The Case Against Private Space Two fundamental realities now exist that will drive space exploration forward. First, private capital is seeing space as a good investment, willing to fund individuals who are passionate about exploring space, for adventure as well as profit. What was once affordable only by nations can now be lucrative, public-private partnerships. Second, companies and investors are realizing that everything we hold of value—metals, minerals, energy and real estate—are in near-infinite quantities in space. As space transportation and operations become more affordable, what was once seen as a wasteland will become the next gold rush. Alaska serves as an excellent analogy. Once thought of as "Seward's Folly" (Secretary of State William Seward was criticized for overpaying the sum of $7.2 million to the Russians for the territory in 1867), Alaska has since become a billion-dollar economy. The same will hold true for space. For example, there are millions of asteroids of different sizes and composition flying throughout space. One category, known as S-type, is composed of iron, magnesium silicates and a variety of other metals, including cobalt and platinum. An average half-kilometer S-type asteroid is worth more than $20 trillion. Technology is reaching a critical point. Moore's Law has given us exponential growth in computing technology, which has led to exponential growth in nearly every other technological industry.

Private space race ensures greater progress than government-run programs 

Caity Lincoln, Staff Writer at the University of Tulsa’s the Collegian, 2/15/11 [The Collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for space race”, February 15, 2011, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965 /Ghosh]

The final frontier does not seem so final these days. Government agencies have long since pushed the limits of space exploration, but the Google Lunar X Prize is now sponsoring a private space race, offering a $32 million prize to the team who can make it to the moon first. This is American capitalism at its best a little friendly competition between private and public enterprise which pushes the bounds of discovery. This new private space race certainly has investors scrambling to take advantage. The incentives may ensure a faster return to the lunar surface than if progress were solely entrusted to government agencies with their budgets and red tape.

Privatization leads to advances in science and tech – cheaper spaceflight and space tourism 

Caity Lincoln, Staff Writer at the University of Tulsa’s the Collegian, 2/15/11 [The Collegian, “Privatization seems best medicine for space race”, February 15, 2011, http://www.utulsa.edu/collegian/article.asp?article=4965 /Ghosh]

It should not be forgotten that while the prospect of cheaper spaceflight in the name of scientific discovery is promising, these innovations also make leaps towards the possibility of space tourism. While the thought of being catapulted into outer space may be enough to induce sheer terror in some, there are others who are willing to pay a hefty sum for this experience. Whatever the intentions of the contest sponsors, advancement in budget spaceflight and scientific discovery cannot be a bad thing. Since all of the capital invested in these projects is coming from the private sector, those who do not support the race are not affected or involved. Although investors stand to benefit personally from placing first in the space race, the human race stands to benefit far more from the advances in science and technology than a governmental push for more lunar landings could bring.

[bookmark: _Toc298145569]1NC No Extinction Frontline

1. Asteroids impacts are exaggerated- they are too unlikely

Ron Cowen, Science News Reporter, 9/13/2010 [“Asteroid Close Calls Happen All the Time”, September 13th, 2010, http://news.discovery.com/space/asteroids-collisions-earth-near-misses.html]

The only thing that was particularly unusual about two asteroids that zipped past Earth September 8, astronomers say, was that anybody noticed them. Such close approaches -- one of the asteroids passed within 79,000 kilometers of Earth -- actually happen several times a week, according to scientists' calculations. Yet some media outlets described the close encounter as if it were a brush with Armageddon. "Quite frankly, I don't know why they're making such a fuss about it," says astronomer Brian Marsden of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics in Cambridge, Mass. "This is essentially nothing." Astronomers first spotted the two asteroids three days before their close encounter with Earth, using the Catalina Sky telescope near Tucson, Ariz., which routinely scans the skies for near-Earth objects. At the time they estimated the larger asteroid to be 10 to 20 meters (33 to 66 feet) in diameter, and the smaller 6 to 14 meters (20 to 46 feet) across. But subsequent observations by Richard Binzel and Francesca DeMeo of MIT using NASA's Infrared Telescope Facility on Hawaii's Mauna Kea showed that the objects were actually only about half that size. The discovery of the two space rocks demonstrates that programs like the Catalina survey, designed to find much larger near-Earth asteroids that do have the potential to cause devastating collisions, can also find smaller bodies, Marsden notes. 

2. Yellowstone won’t erupt in the near future

Xinhua 11 (“No imminent volcano eruption in Yellowstone National Park, says U.S. expert”, February 1, 2011 http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/sci/2011-02/01/c_13715811.htm)[KEZIOS]

Asked to comment on the speculation, Cervelli of the Yellowstone National Park Volcano Science Center, told Xinhua in an interview that the eruption of a big volcano is possible, but it is " extremely unlikely it will erupt in a near term." "You are talking about a volcano that has not been erupted for hundred thousand years or so. We do not really expect any imminent volcanic activity. There is no panic, there is no alarm. Basically things in Yellowstone are doing what they are always doing. It is a very active place geologically, but that does not mean a volcano is going to erupt imminently," Cervelli told Xinhua. 
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3. Innovation can achieve global sustainability

Ried, V. J (scientist, expert on geoscience)   ’10     Vol. 330 no. 6006 pp. 916-917 November 2010 
“Earth System Science for Global Sustainability: Grand Challenges” http://www.sciencemag.org/content/330/6006/916.full#aff-1

Encourage innovation (and mechanisms for evaluation) in technological, policy, and social responses to achieve global sustainability. We need to improve our understanding about how to strengthen incentives for technology, policy, and institutional innovation to respond to global environmental change. For example, there is need for transformative changes in the world's energy system, including efforts at an international level (e.g., establishing a global cap-and-trade system or a global tax on carbon). Insights into how best to attain such international policies can be drawn from innovations at local and regional levels, which are important laboratories for assessing how diverse carbon policies affect economic and social development at multiple scales. Just as countries seek to harmonize public sector research, economic incentives for emerging industries, and public policies to stimulate growth of new competitive industries, a mix of incentives will be needed to generate ideas and technologies to address global change in the context of sustainable development. In particular, we need focused efforts, coupled with careful assessment, on such issues as the potentials and risks of geoengineering strategies (including exploration of local to global institutional arrangements needed to oversee them) and options to meet competing demands for scarce land and water over the next half-century. 


4. Earth can be sustainable if changes in production and consumption occur

Finnochiaro, Peter (staff writer of Salon, interview with Fred Pearce: author of "The Coming Population Crash: And Our Planet's Surprising Future")  5/14 Can the Earth sustain 10 billion people? May 14th, 2011 http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2011/05/04/global_population_projections

Are there any specific policies or changes to the industrial process that could help sustain 10 billion people? 
These figures underline the urgency for doing all the things we know we need to do anyway. The basic fact is we cannot sustain even 3 or 4 or 5 billion people all living the way we do in the West now. If we want the poor world to have a better life, we have to change the way we do an awful lot of things -- certainly the way we generate our energy. We've simply got to move away from high-carbon-emission energy sources. We've got to change the way we produce our foods to use soil and water and much else much more sustainably. That is going to perhaps involve moderation of our diet. But also changes in the way we produce what we want.
There are three elements in our impact on the planet. The first is our numbers. The second is what those people consume. The third, and one we need to think about as well, is how we produce what we consume. I don't believe in simple technical fixes, but we do know how to do things very much better than we are. And, however many billion people there are -- whether it's 7 or 10 or even 12 billion people -- we are going to have to adopt, as fast as we sensibly can, those different ways of doing things. My own gut feeling is that if we can do those things -- and it's a hell of an if -- is that we can sustain 10 billion people on this planet. But saying we can do it is a long way from being sure that we will do it. 

[bookmark: _Toc296441047]
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5. Population growth is stagnating – lower birth rates

Pearce, Fred  ’10 (Fred Pearce is currently the environment consultant of New Scientist magazine and a regular contributor to the British newspapers Daily Telegraph, The Guardian, The Independent, and Times Higher Education. He has also written for several US publications including Audubon, Foreign Policy, Popular Science, Seed, and Time.)  “The Coming Population Crash: And Our Planet's Surprising Future" beacon Press Books: Boston, Massachusetts 

But don't despair. There is something you may not have guessed something that may save us all. The population "bomb" is being defused. Only gradually, because the children of the greatest population explosion in history are still mostly of childbearing age, but it is happening. They may be having seven children in Mali, and six in Afghanistan, but half of the world's women are now having two children or fewer-not just in rich countries, but in Iran and parts of lndia, Burma and Brazil, Vietnam and South Africa. Mothers today have fewer than half as many offspring as their own mothers. This is happening mostly out of choice and not compulsion. Women have always wanted freedom, not domestic drudgery and the childbirth treadmill. And now that most of their babies survive to adulthood, they are grabbing it.

6.  Nuclear war is not inevitable.  History proves it.

[bookmark: _Toc297796310]Alex Roland, April 2010, Prof of History, Duke University, “Was the Nuclear Arms Race Deterministic?” Technology and Culture, Volume 51, Number 2, April 2010E-ISSN: 1097-3729 Print ISSN: 0040-165X DOI: 10.1353/tech.0.0457, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/technology_and_culture/v051/51.2.roland.html

[bookmark: f55-text][bookmark: f56-text]On the other hand, an equally compelling argument can be made for social construction. After all, humanity did manage to keep its nuclear weapons sheathed throughout the cold war and beyond. It did manage to impose on them safeguards that averted the nightmarish accidents often predicted by their critics. It did manage to put in place a surprisingly successful nonproliferation regime that retarded the spread of these weapons and their associated technologies. The superpowers did conduct a series of arms-reduction agreements that have shrunken the world's stockpile of nuclear warheads from more than 70,000 in 1986 to less than 29,000 in 2006.55 One may wish that human agency had asserted itself sooner and more forcefully, and that it would move in the future toward elimination of these weapons, but it can hardly be said in retrospect that the nuclear arms race was deterministic. People designed, built, deployed, safeguarded, and partially dismantled these weapons without the catastrophe that many technological determinists had predicted.56
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7. Humans may be extinct proof, even from climate change

[bookmark: _Toc297796311]Darren Curnoe, 6-7-11, “Climate Change, doomsday and the Inevitable Extinction of Humankind”
[bookmark: _Toc297796312]Senior Lecturer at University of New South Wales, http://theconversation.edu.au/climate-change-doomsday-and-the-inevitable-extinction-of-humankind-1656

Seen in its broadest context, the history of life on Earth soberly demonstrates that the vast majority of organisms that ever lived, perhaps 99% of them, no longer do. It also shows that mammal species normally last 1-2 million years before extinction inevitably bumps them off.
Yet, unlike most mammals, including our dozens of extinct hominin cousins, we have escaped the vulnerabilities of a small and massively fluctuating population.
The simple, but profound act, of growing our own food delivered us the food security that ensured most of our children survived and our population grew.
In effect, farming gave our species level assurance that the biological isn’t always inevitable. The odds have shifted to such a degree that we may now be, with or without climate change, extinction-proof.

8.  The overall probability of human extinction is very low.

Bruce E. Tonn, September 2009, Department of Political Science, U of Tennessee, “Obligations to Future Generations and Acceptable Risks of Human Extinction,” Futures, 41:7, p. 427-435
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0016328709000020

[bookmark: bbib13]These estimates need to be tempered by the fact that none were based upon rigorous analytic methods, only subjective judgment. In reality, it can be argued that at this point in time there are no quantitative methods available to estimate the probability of human extinction. It can also be argued that humans are a very hardy species. Any one catastrophic event or even a series of events would need to doom every human being on the planet, including the last isolated enclaves of a thousand humans here and a thousand humans there. Thus, it can be strongly argued that while the probabilities for large losses of life may be high, the probability of true and final human extinction is probably much lower despite all the risks listed above [13] B. Tonn, D. MacGregor, A singular chain of events, Futures, 41 (10) (2009), forthcoming.[13].
[bookmark: _Toc298145570]
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1. Colonization no practical locations: No good way to get water; terra-forming impossible

Williams, Lynda Williams, Physics Instructor, Santa Rosa Junior College ‘10
Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice; “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”; Spring 2011; http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf

What do the prospects of colonies or bases on the Moon and Mars offer? Both the Moon and Mars host extreme environments that are uninhabitable to humans without very sophisticated technological life supporting systems beyond any that are feasible now or will be available in the near future. Both bodies are subjected to deadly levels of solar radiation and are void of atmospheres that could sustain oxygen-based life forms such as humans. Terra-forming either body is not feasible with current technologies or within any reasonable time frames so any colony or base would be restricted to living in space capsules or trailer park like structures which could not support a sufficient number of humans to perpetuate and sustain the species in any long term manner. Although evidence of water has been discovered on both bodies, it exists in a form that is trapped in minerals, which would require huge amounts of energy to access. Water can be converted into fuel either as hydrogen or oxygen, which would eliminate the need to transport vast amounts of fuel from Earth. However, according to Britain's leading spaceflight expert, Professor Colin Pillinger, "You would need to heat up a lot of lunar soil to 200C to get yourself a glass of water." 

2.  It would take at least half a century to colonize space. This means short-term impacts outweigh the case.  

NASA 05 [“Space Settlement Basics,” http://www.nas.nasa.gov/About/Education/SpaceSettlement/Basics/wwwwh.html]

How long did it take to build New York? California? France? Even given ample funds the first settlement will take decades to construct. No one is building a space settlement today, and there are no immediate prospects for large amounts of money, so the first settlement will be awhile. If Burt Rutan's prediction of affordable orbital tourism in 25 years is correct, however, it's reasonable to expect the first orbital colony to be built within about 50 years.
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3.  Launch costs are too high

Laubscher 07, Bryan: Los Alamos National Laboratory project leader “Where Can We Afford to Go with Rockets?” http://blog.spaceelevator.com/archives/2007/07/

[bookmark: _Toc297796314]Using the value of $10,000/kg, the cost of moving one kilogram of payload from the surface of Earth to the vicinity of Mars is $34,000. The cost to the lunar surface is greater. I claim that this is good to at least a factor of two barring a glacial bureaucracy that would drive the cost higher than $68,000/kg. I do not foresee the lower limit of $17,000 per kilogram being realized but most people would agree it is a lower limit.  NASA’s Space Exploration Initiative called for a Mars rocket with a mass of 1000 metric tons which corresponds to $340 billion launch cost to Mars! The innovative Mars Direct plans called for a Mars spacecraft of 87 tons implying $2.9 billion launch cost to Mars! These costs do not include research, development, fabrication, construction or test flights. Also, these costs are not rigorous since these ships were to be constructed and launched from LEO so the mass may include their fuel to Mars – my source did not break down the mass. If the fuel to Mars is included, then the launch costs change to $100 billion and $853 million, respectively. In either case, the magnitude of these numbers is useful to realize what we are looking at in terms of launch costs.  A manned outpost or colony would require many, many tons of shelter, equipment, food, water etc. to be sent to Mars over a long period of time. If the plan is to “live off the land”, initial missions will still require tremendous amounts of logistical support. The moon requires even more in-situ support since it lacks the inherent resources and advantages of Mars. Of course many fewer resources are required for the 3-day trip to the moon versus the many months travel time to Mars.  Conclusion  My question is: How much exploration, especially manned exploration, of the moon and Mars will we be doing at $34,000 per kilogram? My guess is that we’ll do pretty much what we’ve done over the last 35 years since the last Apollo mission.

4.  Health hazards.

Stross 07, Charles: technical author, freelance journalist, and author of The Web Architect’s Handbook “The High Frontier, Redux,” http://www.antipope.org/charlie/blogstatic/2007/06/the_high_frontier_redux.html

[bookmark: _Toc297796315]We're human beings. We evolved to flourish in a very specific environment that covers perhaps 10% of our home planet's surface area. (Earth is 70% ocean, and while we can survive, with assistance, in extremely inhospitable terrain, be it arctic or desert or mountain, we aren't well-adapted to thriving there.) Space itself is a very poor environment for humans to live in. A simple pressure failure can kill a spaceship crew in minutes. And that's not the only threat. Cosmic radiation poses a serious risk to long duration interplanetary missions, and unlike solar radiation and radiation from coronal mass ejections the energies of the particles responsible make shielding astronauts extremely difficult. 
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5. Infertility stops humans from colonizing space- exposure to radiation

Jerome Taylor, reporter for “The Independent”, 2/14/2011 [“Why infertility will stop humans colonising space”, February 14th, 2011, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/science/why-infertility-will-stop-humans-colonising-space-2213861.html

The early indications from Nasa are not encouraging. Space, it seems, is simply not a good place to have sex.  According to a review by three scientists looking into the feasibility of colonising Mars, astronauts would be well advised to avoid getting pregnant along the way because of the high levels of radiation that would bombard their bodies as they travelled through space. Without effective shielding on spaceships, high-energy proton particles would probably sterilise any female foetus conceived in deep space and could have a profound effect on male fertility. "The present shielding capabilities would probably preclude having a pregnancy transited to Mars," said radiation biophysicist Tore Straume of Nasa's Ames Research Center in an essay for the Journal of Cosmology. The DNA which guides the development of all the cells in the body is easily damaged by the kind of radiation that would assail astronauts as they journeyed through space. Studies on non-human primates have shown that exposure to ionising radiation kills egg cells in a female foetus during the second half of pregnancy. "One would have to be very protective of those cells during gestation, during pregnancy, to make sure that the female didn't become sterile so they could continue the colony," Dr Straume said. Radiation in space comes from numerous sources but the two types that have Nasa scientists most concerned are solar flares and galactic cosmic rays. Flares are the result of huge explosions in the Sun's atmosphere that catapult highly charged protons across space. The Earth's atmosphere and magnetic field absorbs much of this harmful radiation – but in space astronauts are much more vulnerable. Galactic cosmic rays pose an even greater threat. They are made up of even heavier charged particles. Although Nasa's shields can protect astronauts against most flare radiation, it is unlikely they could do the same against cosmic rays. Until recently, sex had been a taboo subject for Nasa, which has a strict code of conduct stating that "relationships of trust" among astronauts are to be maintained at all times. Only once has a husband and wife been on the same mission – Jan Davis and Mark Lee – and they have remained tight-lipped over whether they joined the 62-mile high club. 


[bookmark: _Toc298145571]1NC No Solvency - Space Colonization Cannot Solve Earth Problems

The affirmative’s expansion into outer space creates space as the new frontier—this expansion extension of intense militarism causing the conflicts they claim to stop.

Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)
From the outset, many may ask why is there, looming over our head, literally and figuratively, a possibility of seeing war and violence spreading to the cosmos? Outer Space, the “endless frontier”, the “last frontier”, John F. Kennedy’s “New Frontier”, is still largely seen as the “pristine frontier”. Who writes and produces Outer Space? The social construction and production of Outer Space means that it is people with agential power that enact and produce Outer Space, that invest it with meanings and produce it with power relations. If we wish to understand US strategy regarding Space and especially how its strategic analysts produce Outer Space as a (soon-to-be)-“weaponized space”, we must go back to Lacoste’s understanding of geography and that of state and military decisionmakers: Geography is first and foremost a strategic knowledge which is closely linked to a set of political and military practices; these practices demand that extremely different, at first sight heterogeneous pieces of information should be brought together. You cannot understand the grounds for existence nor the importance of such information if you confine yourself to the validity of knowledge for knowledge’s sake. These strategic practices make geography necessary, primarily for those who control the machinery of the state. Is this really a science? It does not really matter; the question is not fundamental insofar as one is aware that geography, being the structuring of knowledge relating to space, is a strategic knowledge, a power (Lacoste 1982 [1976]: 7; quoted in Ó Tuathail 1996: 162). We therein need to reflect critically on spatialities of US space power and the discourse of US space power as space weaponization. US astropolitics deals with the “outer frontiers of national security policy”. However, one major feature of the post-9/11 era is that these new frontiers of homeland security are not the territorial borders of the homeland anymore, but rather the new frontiers for securing the homeland. The profound implications of the Global War on Terror and its desire for global security are that no space, place, site or body will be left unscripted, undisciplined and unsecured. In many regards, US astropolitical thinkers see Space as a territory, as a place to be “conquered” and “mastered”. In much of the US astropolitical discourse, Space is seen the “last frontier” experience: it is a hostile and wild environment which could indeed be seen as the quintessential Hobbesian “state of nature”. This brings me to discuss the (re)territorialization of Outer Space as an American space. These deterritorializaton and reterritorialization are linked to the War on Terror, especially because of the protection of information, the detection, and the surveillance activities of the US, which are central in “hunting down” terrorists. This illustrates another manifestation of the US acting more and more as a “global security state” when acting for its national security. 
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The concern with expansion into outer space extends the imperial conflicts on earth into outer space.

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)

My basic claim, then, is that a geographical concern with outer space is an old project not a new one. A closely related argument is that a geography of outer space is a logical extension of earlier geographies of imperial exploration (for instance Driver, 2001; Smith and Godlewska, 1994). Space exploration has used exactly the same discourses, the same rationales, and even the same institutional frameworks (such as the International Geophysical Year, 1957-1958) as terrestrial exploration. And like its terrestrial counterpart, the move into space has its origins in older imperial enterprises. Marina Benjamin, for instance, argues that for the United States outer space was ‘always a metaphorical extension of the American West’ (Benjamin, 2003: 46). Looking at the imbricated narratives of colonialism and the Arianne space programme in French Guiana, the anthropologist Peter Redfield makes the case that ‘outer space reflects a practical shadow of empire’ (Redfield, 2002: 795; 2000). And the historian of science Richard Sorrenson, writing about the ship as geography’s scientific instrument in the age of high empire, draws on the work of David DeVorkin to argue that the V- 2 missile was its natural successor (Sorrenson, 1996: 228; DeVorkin, 1992). A version of the V-2 – the two-stage ‘Bumper WAC Corporal’ – became the first earthly object to penetrate outer space reaching an altitude of 244 miles on the 24 th February 1949 (Army Ballistic Missile Agency, 1961). Moreover, out of this postwar allied V-2 programme came the means by which Britain attempted to re- assert its geopolitical might in the context of its own ailing empire. In 1954, when America sold Britain its first nuclear missile — a refined version of the WAC Corporal — its possession was seen as a shortcut back to the international stage at a time when Britain’s colonial power was waning fast (Clark, 1994; MacDonald, 2006). Even if the political geography literature has scarcely engaged with outer space, the advent of rocketry was basically Cold War (imperial) geopolitics under another name. Space exploration then, from its earliest origins to the present day, has been about familiar terrestrial and ideological struggles here on Earth. 

[bookmark: _Toc296441026]

[bookmark: _Toc298145572]1NC/2NC - Impact Assessment

1.  Time Frame.
	a.  The impact of the disadvantage is in the near term and we must focus on solving these problems before we worry about going to space
b.  Should focus on solving earth’s problems now-only hope to ensure human survival.  Since the affirmative harms are in the distant future, we can go to space after we have solved earth problems.

Seth D. Baum, 2010, Dept of Geography and Rock Ethics Institute, Penn State U, “Is Humanity Doomed? Insights from Astrobiology,” Sustainability, 2:591-603, doi:10.3390/su2020591, http://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/2/2/591/pdf

The fact that the universe will remain habitable for much longer than Earth will means that, if we care about long-term sustainability, then it is extremely important for us to colonize space [38].
Colonizing space will permit us to take advantage of all that the rest of the universe has to offer [39]. But this does not mean that we should focus our current efforts on space colonization. The reason for this is simple: Earth will remain habitable for another billion years or so. While a billion years is quite small compared to the universe’s lifetime, it is quite large compared to the amount of time it probably takes to colonize space, especially given our current rapid rates of technological change. If we are to colonize space before the world ends, then we have plenty of time to do it—as long as nothing really bad happens first.
These “really bad” things can be any global catastrophe so large that it would permanently eliminate our capacity to colonize space before the world ends. Several phenomena may be so catastrophic, including nuclear warfare, pandemic outbreaks, ecological collapse, disruptive technology, and of course impact from a large asteroid. Risks of these events have been called global catastrophic risks or existential risks [40]. I will use the term existential risk here because it is our existence that is ultimately at stake. These risks are far more imminent than the end of the world. Therefore, if we care about long-term sustainability, then we should focus our efforts on avoiding these catastrophes, i.e., on reducing existential risk, so that future generations can colonize space.


1NC/2NC - Impact Assessment

2. Risk.  
a. We are certain that humans can live on earth. Earth is the ONLY outpost we know we can survive in.  If there is any risk that the plan will not solve. We should stay on earth in the short term.
b.  We can solve challenges through population control, international cooperation, and pollution reduction.  

Trevors, J. (Trevors: University of Guelph and Adjunct Professor, a 28 year record of microbiology research, graduate and undergraduate teaching, consulting and editing/editorships has been achieved) ’09 # Springer Science + Business Media B.V. 2009 “The Earth Is the Best Place to Live” – http://www.springerlink.com/content/p68867688844p083/fulltext.pdf

The already overpopulated Earth with several billion too many people, consuming and polluting and entangled in complex conflicts for limited resources has no rationale present and future within the current paradigm. There is no future in conflicts, wars, violations of basic human rights and needs, competition, discrimination, lack of public infrastructure, hunger and poverty all entangled within pollution and global climate change. The challenges/ problems that we currently face can quickly turn into global crises (e.g. global warming, pandemics, overpopulation, food shortages) if the correct international actions are not implemented. The Earth is our only outpost. We can not travel quickly to other planetary locations and sustain life as we know it. Our correct choices are conservation, environmental protection, planned and managed human population control, international cooperation, evolve modern democracies and stable governments, education, basic human rights and needs and too all strive for the sanctity of life and humanity. The best way to halt total global pollution and climate change is to reduce total global pollution and the factors that cause climate change and overpopulation. What a wonderful world it will be.

3. Magnitude.  The disadvantages result in certain extinction of all life on earth.  Creating space colonies only saves a few people.  The plan benefits are not worth the risk of the disadvantages.

The Daily Galaxy  The Daily Galaxy -Great Discoveries Channel is an eclectic text and video presentation of news and original insights on science, space, and the environment. The Daily Galaxy was founded by Val Landi. Val's background includes executive vice president of global technology-publisher IDG prior to joining Microsoft co-founder.) ’09 “Space Colonization: Future or Fantasy?” October 1st, 2009 http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2010/08/space-colonization-the-human-future-or-scifi-fantasy.html

In an earlier Galaxy post we wrote that Stephen Hawking, world-celebrated expert on the cosmological theories of gravity and black holes who held Issac Newton's Lucasian Chair at Cambridge University until his recent retirement, believes that traveling into space is the only way humans will be able to survive in the long-term, while warning about the potential threat of actual alien contact with Earth.
"Life on Earth," Hawking has said, "is at the ever-increasing risk of being wiped out by a disaster such as sudden global warming, nuclear war, a genetically engineered virus or other dangers ... I think the human race has no future if it doesn't go into space."
Another of his famous quotes reiterates his position that we need to get off the planet relatively soon. "I don't think the human race will survive the next 1,000 years unless we spread into space."
The problems with Hawking’s solution is that while it may save a “seed” of human life- a few lucky specimens- it won’t save Earth’s inhabitants. The majority of Earthlings would surely be left behind on a planet increasingly unfit for life.
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No Extinction – Asteroid Extensions

1.  Asteroids aren’t a threat - not probable 

Thomas Hart, journalist, copywriter and content specialist, 2/8/2011 [“NASA: Russian claims of Apophis collision with Earth exaggerated”, February 8th, 2011, http://personalmoneystore.com/moneyblog/2011/02/08/apophis-collision-with-earth/]

Apophis is the “doomsday asteroid” that Russian astronomers predict will collide with Earth in 2036. The Russians said when Apophis makes a routine pass close to Earth in 2029, it could fly through a “gravitational keyhole” that will put it on a collision course in a later orbit. NASA dismissed the probability of an Apophis/Earth collision, but it is working on methods to deflect doomsday asteroids. Odds of Apophis collision course slim The chance of an Apophis collision with Earth was first announced by NASA scientists in 2004. Initial observations hinted that Apophis, about the size of a cruise ship, could collide with Earth in 2029. A deeper mathematical investigation of the probabilities virtually ruled out any chance of an Apophis/Earth collision. Last month Russian astronomers said that during its 2029 fly-by, Apophis could pass through a pinpoint in space known as a gravitational keyhole that would alter its course enough to hit the bullseye in 2036. A NASA official didn’t deny the Russian claims but noted that the odds of Apophis passing through the gravitational keyhole are one in 250,000.

2. Asteroids aren’t a threat- NASA is working on solutions 

Thomas Hart, journalist, copywriter and content specialist, 2/8/2011 [“NASA: Russian claims of Apophis collision with Earth exaggerated”, February 8th, 2011, http://personalmoneystore.com/moneyblog/2011/02/08/apophis-collision-with-earth/]

 Soon after Apophis caused such a stir, Congress sent NASA a mandate in 2005 that it must discover 90 percent of near earth objects 140 meters in diameter or greater by 2020. The money NASA needs to do that is far greater than the $4 million a year currently spent. Perhaps just as important as spotting potential Earth/asteroid collisions is planning a means to prevent them. Former astronaut Rusty Schweickart, an outspoken advocate of asteroid deflection research, has said the technology currently exists. The hard part is fostering the international cooperation required to save Earth when the time comes. 
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[bookmark: _Toc298145574]No Extinction – Supervolcano Extensions

1. Most experts say that no eruption likely

Xinhua 11 (“No imminent volcano eruption in Yellowstone National Park, says U.S. expert”, February 1, 2011 http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/sci/2011-02/01/c_13715811.htm)[KEZIOS]

The measurements from the GPS are not alarming. They are very interesting from a scientific view and they help us understand what's going on beneath the volcano. But they are not alarming." He said over his career, he has participated in over 10 to 11 responses to volcanoes that actually did erupt. "So I do have some experience in distinguishing signals or data we measured that pointing to the eruption and signals that are just part of the normal background behavior of the volcano. The signals received at Yellowstone are just part of the normal background," said Cervelli. He said some people got to the television to give their opinions on whether the volcano will erupt, but if you have somebody who is educated and experienced and actually has worked at Yellowstone, " none of those people is alarmed," he affirmed.
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Solvency Colonization Impossible – No practical location 

1. Meteors are a huge threat to moon colonies

Benaroya, Haym (Ph.D., Structures, Mechanics, Probabilistic Methods, University of Pennsylvania) ’10 Taylor and Francis Group publications  “Lunar Settlements” 

Meteoroid bombardment since the formation of the Moon has resulted in the present lunar topography. Meteors are a threat to structures on the Moon because there is almost no atmosphere on the Moon to burn them up or even slow them clown. As a result, meteoroids impact the Moon with their full velocity, which can range from 10 to 72 km/s (Coronado et al. 198Z p.12).

2. And Mars is too far from Earth

Williams 10 (Lynda, M.S. in Physics and a physics faculty member at Santa Rose Junior College, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review: A Journal of Social Justice, 22.1, Spring, pg 6)

A moon base is envisioned as serving as a launch pad for Martian expeditions, so the infeasibility of a lunar base may prohibit trips to Mars, unless they are launched directly from Earth or via an orbiting space station. Mars is, in its closest approach, 36 million miles from Earth and would require a nine-month journey with astronauts exposed to deadly solar cosmic rays. Providing sufficient shielding would require a spacecraft that weighs so much that it becomes prohibitive to carry enough fuel for a roundtrip. Either the astronauts get exposed to lethal doses on a roundtrip, or they make a safe one-way journey and never return. Regardless, it is unlikely that anyone would survive a trip to Mars. Whether or not people are willing to make that sacrifice for the sake of scientific exploration, human missions to Mars do not guarantee the survival of the species, but rather, only the death of any member who attempts the journey.

3. Asteroid Mining won’t be profitable- It’s very unlikely that time will solve the cost

Tony Ortega, editor in chief of the Village Voice, 6/17/2011 [" Robert Burnham Jr.'s 1983 Testament: An Astronomer-Recluse Inscribes His Universe (Part II)", June 17th, 2011, http://blogs.villagevoice.com/runninscared/2011/06/robert_burnham_j_1.php]

Well, there is a huge gap between what is technically feasible and what is humanly workable. Asteroid mining is technically feasible. But at what cost? My friends at JPL tell me that it could not be done profitably with present techniques even if the asteroid was made of solid gold. Technological advances will bring the cost down in time. Yes, I know. That's what the space-boosters tell me. Massive technological breakthroughs will eventually solve all the problems, and the cost will go way, way down. I am skeptical. This happens in a few rare cases, such as hand calculators, where the market is glutted with some product that can be mass produced cheaply in enormous quantities. But I don't see the price of ocean liners going down. Or jet planes. Or even the family car. If the price of anything so simple as a postage stamp keeps going up, up, up, then I doubt very much that the price of ultra-sophisticated technology is going to go down, down, down. 
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[bookmark: _Toc298145576]Solvency Extensions Colonization Impossible – Health 

1. Bacteria mutations in Space can stop journeys to Mars and beyond

National Geographic 11/4/2009 [“ Mutant Diseases May Cripple Missions to Mars, Beyond”, November 4th, 2009, http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2009/11/091104-space-diseases-mutants-mars.html]

Mutant hitchhikers may become a major hurdle in the quest to send humans deeper into the galaxy, scientists say. That's because no matter how fit astronauts feel at liftoff, they're likely to be carrying disease-causing microbes such as toxic E. coli and Staphylococcus strains. At the same time, exposure to cosmic rays and the stresses of long-term weightlessness can dampen the human immune system, encouraging diseases to take hold. Aboard spaceships without advanced medical care, illness could cripple human missions to Mars and beyond, according to a new report published this month in the Journal of Leukocyte Biology. "What is the interest of having people on Mars if they cannot efficiently perform the analyses and studies scheduled during their mission?" said study co-author Jean-Pol Frippiat, an immunologist at Nancy University in France. Cells Change in Zero G For the new report, Frippiat and colleagues analyzed more than 150 studies of the effects of space flight on humans, animals, and pathogens. On Earth humans are protected from the effects of cosmic rays, because most of the particles are deflected by the planet's magnetic field. Out in space, however, such protections vanish, and cosmic radiation can cause mutations when it strikes the DNA inside cells. The absence of gravity can also be detrimental to human health, because weightlessness allows structures to shift around within cells. 

2. Colonies are susceptible to cosmic rays - cause severe radiation. Shielding makes it worse.
Heppenheimer   (a major space advocate and researcher in planetary science, aerospace engineering, and celestial mechanics. His books are on the recommended reading list of the National Space Society.)’07 “Colonies in Space – National Space society”  http://www.nss.org/settlement/ColoniesInSpace/colonies_chap12.htm

Included in the cosmic rays are substantial numbers of iron nuclei totally stripped of electrons. When a fully ionized iron nucleus is traveling at less than half the speed of light, its ionizing power is several thousand times that of an ordinary proton. Passage through the body of a single iron nucleus destroys an entire column of cells along its path. The total amount of energy which the particle dumps into the body is small, but it is highly concentrated. This radiation can not only increase the risks of cancer, it can provide pathways of damaged or dead cells along which the cancer can spread and grow.
The iron nuclei do even more. They destroy nerve cells in the brain and spinal column which cannot reproduce themselves. Once the cells are dead, they can never be replaced. Studies of Apollo astronauts indicate that on their two-week lunar voyages, they may have lost as much as one ten-thousandth of their nonreplaceable neurons. Under such conditions after several years in space, the loss could reach several percent. For children, especially, the effects could be devastating.
It is also important to be aware of the phenomenon of secondary particle production. When high-energy particles collide with matter, as in a radiation shield, they give off a spray of particles. These in turn may produce more particles. In the presence of very energetic particles, therefore, a little shielding may cause an even larger radiation dose than if there were no shielding. There also is the possibility that a little shielding will slow down fast iron nuclei, making them more damaging to tissue.
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Solvency Colonization Impossible – Infertility 

1. Healthy pregnancy is not possible in space, too much radiation

Joseph ’10 Rhawn Joseph, Ph.D. Journal of Cosmology, 2010, Vol 12, 4034-4050.; “Sex On Mars: Pregnancy, Fetal Development, and Sex In Outer Space” October-November 2010;  http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars144.html

The guidelines of The National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements guidelines limit radiation exposure to 500 mrem for an entire pregnancy and to only 50 mrem per month. On the International Space Station, radiation exposure may approach 35,000 mrem or more (Harm et al., 2001), and these levels would significantly impact the viability of the fetus, producing a range of severe to profound abnormalities (Dekaban 1968; Diamond et al., 1973; Otake et al., 1996; Reyners et al., 1992) and would likely kill a developing human fetus.

2. Conception in space has detrimental risks from Microgravity

Charles Q. Choi, Astrobiology Magazine Contributor, 10/14/2010 “Embryonic Idea: Human Procreation in Space Would Be Perilous”, October 14th, 2010, http://www.space.com/9327-embryonic-idea-human-procreation-space-perilous.html

These findings in embryonic stem cells may not bode well for attempts at procreation in microgravity. "The simulated microgravity experiments we are investigating don’t seem to suggest a very positive outcome," Marcal said. Some of the detrimental risks that microgravity may have on an embryo include inhibited bone maturation, heart and blood vessel alterations, delayed neural growth, and altered muscle tissue maturation, Marcal speculated. "The effect that microgravity may have on a growing embryo or fetus would be similar to an adult body, however, much more detrimental," Marcal said. "The adult body can adapt to some microgravity space environments, however, what remains totally unknown is if an embryo can adapt to such an environment too." The researchers now aim to decipher why exactly microgravity is having these molecular effects. "What we are almost certain of is that the human body depends and relies on gravity for some mechanical or circulatory feedback," Marcal said. Mechanical feedback is needed by bone, while circulatory feedback is needed by blood vessels. "Vessel walls become weak and our circulation and immune system becomes compromised," Marcal explained. 
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Colonization Bad – AT: Solves Environment

Other worlds may be ecologically pillaged by previous alien contact

David Brin Ph.D. in applied physics @ UC San Diego, NASA consultant, 9-2002 
"A Contrarian Perspective on Altruism: The Dangers of First Contact,” http://www.setileague.org/iaaseti/brin.pdf September 2002

There are also unnatural ways the universe could turn unfriendly. For example, suppose some
earlier species unleashed a wave of irresponsible colonization across the galaxy, sweeping like a
prairie fire, leaving over-exploited worlds and ravaged ecospheres in its wake. Malevolence is not
required, only shortsightedness and unsustainable appetites across many millennia, (a trait that is
completely consistent with the behavior of the one sapient species currently known.) If such an
unfortunate interstellar ecological disaster happened, our Earth might be among the few life-worlds
to have escaped. That, too, could explain why we don't hear anybody.
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[bookmark: _Toc298145579]Colonization Bad – Terraforming Unethical

We have not resolved the ethics of terraforming other planets

Discovery News  ’10 “The Ethics of Planetary Exploration and Colonization” February 17th, 2010 http://news.discovery.com/space/the-ethics-of-planetary-exploration-and-colonization.html

Most of our planetary colonization dreams revolve around changing the environments of other worlds to cater to our own astronomically particular needs. Seriously, imagine if the Smoking Gun posted humanity's tour rider for visiting other worlds. What utter divas we are! As the alternative of changing ourselves to inhabit other worlds is largely unexplored, we have to ponder the far-future ethics of terraforming another planet.
Specifically, Brother Consolmango mentioned the idea of taking material from a c-class asteroid or a Martian moon and spreading it over Mars' pole caps. In theory, this feat would create the sort of drastic global warming we're hoping to avoid on Earth. Coated with dust, the poles would then absorb even more solar radiation than before, causing them to heat up and release carbon dioxide. Atmospheric pressure would increase. The resulting greenhouse effect could possibly raise temperatures to facilitate stabilized liquid water. This could lead to lakes, oxygen and a successful seeding of plant life. Eventually, Arnold Schwarzenegger would be able to take his space helmet off without his eyeballs exploding. 
But what are the ethics of this (the terraforming, not the eyeball thing)? What if Mars already contains hidden life? Might the origins of life on Earth trail back to the red planet as well? Thoroughly contaminate everything and we might erase all trace of what was. And the past isn't the only thing potentially at stake.
"Here's a deeper question," Brother Consolmango said. "What if there is no life on Mars or Titan or some other place we're going to go to, but all the ingredients are there, such that at some future time life could exist. The potentiality of life is there and, by terraforming it, we're aborting that possibility. Under what circumstances is that an ethical thing to do?"


[bookmark: _Toc294868819][bookmark: _Toc294881391][bookmark: _Toc296441011][bookmark: _Toc294868829][bookmark: _Toc294881400][bookmark: _Toc298145580][bookmark: _Toc294868821][bookmark: _Toc294881393]
1NC – Spending Disadvantage

A.  UNIQUENESS - The Economy is improving but failure to control federal spending could destroy it.

BLINDER  3 – 31 – 11 a professor of economics and public affairs at Princeton & former vice chair of the Federal Reserve
Alan S. Blinder, Handicapping the Economic Recovery, WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704308904576226570362791958.html?mod=googlenews_wsj

If you're searching for a metaphor for the U.S. economy right now, think of an athlete who is recovering from serious injuries and must navigate a difficult obstacle course. She's getting into better shape but there are hazards along the way that might keep her from reaching the finish line.
Here's my list of the four biggest obstacles to recovery right now—in ascending order of seriousness:
• The Japanese disaster: Many people view the physical and human tragedy now afflicting Japan as a serious threat to global recovery. Based on what's known so far, I don't. The horrors unleashed by the earthquake, tsunami and nuclear disaster are very real—and monumental in scale and scope. The human cost is incalculable. And the disaster is already causing some economic disruptions (e.g., to production in Japan and to global supply chains). There will be more.
But history teaches us that in well-ordered economies, such events generally prove to be no more than short-term setbacks. And this is Japan we're talking about. Its economy will likely bounce back relatively quickly.
• The European sovereign debt crisis: This one is starting to look like a hardy perennial. For about a year, the on-again-off-again fear has been that defaults or restructurings by Greece, Ireland, Portugal and others might impose huge losses on European banks, which are not too healthy anyway, thereby opening a new and scary chapter in the world financial crisis.
No one knows what the future might bring, but my guess is that history will prove to be prologue. The nations of the European Union have bickered, dithered and delayed time again. But each time, when push came to shove, they got their act together. We'll likely see more bickering and dithering. But a financial implosion in Europe seems unlikely. The stakes are too high, and disaster is too preventable. (Did someone say that in the summer of 1914?)
• The U.S. budget deficit: The unedifying and sometimes irrational political wrangling over our own budget deficit is more worrisome. There are three distinct hazards here.
First, the current budget battle might lead to excessively large cuts in federal spending at a time when the economy is still fragile—much like what is happening in the U.K. Frankly, I don't lose any sleep over this one. Gridlock will protect us.
Second, failure to agree on a budget for fiscal year 2011—which is already six months old!—could lead to a shutdown of the federal government, as happened in 1995. Again, I'm not too worried about this because any shutdown would be brief, making it a big political event but a small economic one. Besides, the Republican leadership remembers 1995, even if many of the party's freshmen do not.
The third hazard, though unlikely, is scarier: Suppose we crash headlong into the national debt ceiling. President Barack Obama and Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner have stated that the debt ceiling must be raised, period. They have both arithmetic and logic on their side. After all, as long as the government runs any budget deficit at all, no matter how small, the national debt rises. But some politicians are impervious to reason. And some Republicans see the debt limit as a weapon to force budgetary changes they seek. It's a dangerous game of political chicken.
Games of chicken almost always end with one side or the other (or both) backing off. This one probably will, too. But now and then a game of chicken ends in a crash. What happens if this one does? Some people have raised the specter of default on the national debt. That seems most unlikely, but even talk of default could shake the financial markets. We need to avoid that.
Two other ill effects are more plausible. First, investors around the world might start thinking the U.S. has lost its grip, which would not do the dollar or our stock and bond markets any good. Second, since the federal government is now taking in only 57 cents for every dollar that it spends, hitting the debt limit could force an abrupt 43% cut in government spending. That might delight tea partiers, but it would be a serious blow to the American economy.
• The oil market: This is the most worrying. When we think about the many conflicts now going on in the Middle East, we think of hopes for democracy, concerns about radical Islamists, our military involvement in Libya and more. But economically, we think only about the supply of oil.
So far, the price of oil is up only about $20 a barrel—roughly to $105 from $85 on light crude. But if oil were to shoot up into the $150 range, as it did briefly in the summer of 2008, the world would face a major oil "shock." (It now faces a minor one.) Oil shocks tend to both raise inflation and slow down economic growth.
But there's a ray of sunshine even here. Recent research suggests that oil shocks are now less devastating than they once were. Some of the reasons are obvious (for example, we use much less oil, relative to GDP, than we did in the 1970s). Others are speculative (it seems we now adjust to shocks better.) But whatever the reasons, oil shocks since the mid-1980s have had far smaller effects on the U.S. economy than earlier ones did. Even prices of $150 per barrel would not hurt as much as they did in the 1970s and early 1980s.
So let's handicap the race. Imagine that each of the first three obstacles has only a 5% chance of derailing the recovery, the last one has a 25% chance, and the four events are independent. That adds up to 40%, leaving the betting odds in favor of our limping-but-determined runner. Still, 60-40 bets leave me uneasy. 
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1NC – Disadvantage Spending

B.  LINK – any space program will be expensive and destroy the budget

HSU & COX  09  Ph.D., Senior Fellow – Aerospace Technology Working Group & Ph.D., Founder & Director – Aerospace Technology Working Group
(Feng Hsu and Ken Cox, “Sustainable Space Exploration and Space Development - A Unified Strategic Vision”, 2-20, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=30702) 

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


Failure to stop spending will result in economic collapse

ROE  5 – 18 – 11  member of the Education and Workforce Committee.  Representative from Tennessee
[Phil Roe Cut, cap and balance: A fight toward fiscal responsibility http://voices.washingtonpost.com/federal-eye/2010/05/navy_plebes_scale_herndon_monu.html]

On Monday, the United States reached the legal limit of its borrowing authority – further evidence that out-of-control spending is a matter of national security. Serious reforms and government spending cuts need to be made to avoid severe economic disruptions – both in the short and long-term. 
The national debt and deficits are rising at an unconscionable rate. The national debt now exceeds $14 trillion, and the government is still piling up debt at the rate of $200 million an hour, $30 billion a week, $120 billion a month and $1.6 trillion a year. It’s clear we don’t have a revenue problem – we have a spending problem. 
Raising the debt ceiling without these serious reforms will only burden our future generations with outrageous debt.  Worse, the president and Senate Democrats are saying they want a “clean” debt ceiling increase, which means that they want to continue spending and borrowing more money with no strings attached. My view is we must not raise the debt ceiling by $1 without simultaneously making deep cuts in spending and taking real steps towards a balanced budget. 
It is imperative to the future of the country that we fight for an immediate shift toward fiscal responsibility. That is why I, along with my colleagues in the Republican Study Committee (RSC), wrote a letter to House Speaker John Boehner asking him to “Cut, Cap and Balance.” Specifically, we advocated for discretionary and mandatory spending reductions that would cut the deficit in half next year; enacting statutory, enforceable total-spending caps to reduce federal spending to 18 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP); and a Balanced Budget Constitutional Amendment (BBA) with strong protections against federal tax increases and including a Spending Limitation Amendment (SLA). This proposal will put us on a path to prosperity, and I will work to see provisions like this are included in any final agreement.
I believe it is prudent to limit the extension of borrowing authority as much as possible, in order to demand accountability from Senate Democrats and the Obama Administration. Every day, we see more and more evidence of the need to confront the problem now. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) report released in April adds urgency to the need for meaningful actions — both short and long-term — to confront the nation's debt head-on. Additionally, Moody's Analytics released a report several weeks ago forecasting a downgrade in our country’s bond rating. It’s clear that if we fail to stop the spending spree, our nation will face economic collapse in the long-term.  
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1NC – Disadvantage Spending

C.  Economic Collapse risk global nuclear wars

Harris and Burrows 09 PhD European History @ Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) & member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit
Mathew, and Jennifer “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf
 
Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
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[bookmark: _Toc298145581]Uniqueness Extensions - Economy Improving

Decline is temporary 

MarketWatch 6/1/11 [Rex Nutting, MarketWatch, “Will the Economic Slump Last?” Wall Street Journal. June 1, 2011. http://www.marketwatch.com/story/will-the-economic-slump-last-2011-06-01?link=MW_latest_news. ]

Isn’t there anything good to say about the economy? Sure. Many of the factors depressing the economy are temporary: Gasoline prices have been falling for the past month, and businesses are figuring out how to work around the supply disruptions from the tsunami. Household finances are slowly improving, setting the stage for faster domestic growth. Even the optimists are nervous about the next few months. It’s possible that some of the gloomy data reflect excessive caution ahead of several key events: The end of the Federal Reserve’s asset purchases, the resolution of the U.S. debt-ceiling soap opera, the resolution of Europe’s fiscal disaster, and the ability of the developing world to achieve its soft landing. If all of those go well or even just OK, the future might look a little brighter at the end of the summer. And if they don’t? We may look back on this spring with fond memories.

Economy is going up – growth rates increasing, jobs, gas prices

Bloomberg 6/1/11 [Joshua Zumbrun, “Fed’s  Pianalto Says U.S. Economy Likely to Grow at 3 Percent Annual Pace,” Bloomberg. June 1, 2011. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-01/fed-s-pianalto-says-gradual-economic-recovery-to-continue.html]

Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland President Sandra Pianalto said she expects the U.S. economic expansion to advance further and that the central bank’s current monetary stimulus is appropriate. “I expect the economy to continue on a gradual recovery pace over the next few years, with annual growth just above 3 percent a year,” Pianalto said today in a speech in Columbus, Ohio. “I believe inflation will be temporarily elevated this year due to developments in oil and food prices, but I expect inflation to fall back below 2 percent in the next couple of years.“Given this outlook, I think that the current accommodative stance of monetary policy, with short-term interest rates close to zero, is appropriate and supports the FOMC’s dual mandate of stable prices and maximum employment,” Pianalto said at the Columbus Metropolitan Club. Chairman Ben S. Bernanke and the Federal Open Market Committee plan this month to complete a $600 billion bond purchase program. At their last meeting in April they said they’ll hold interest rates “exceptionally low” for an “extended period.” They’re considering a policy plan that would follow the end of record monetary stimulus. Pianalto said in response to audience questions that she doesn’t anticipate that the economy will fall into “stagflation,” with simultaneous high unemployment and high inflation because “there has not been a growth in the money supply.” Kept Reserves The Fed has funded its asset purchases by creating bank reserves, and “banks have kept those reserves. They have not put them back into the economy,” she said. The softness in recent economic data is different from the slowdown last year, when Europe’s fiscal crisis damaged business confidence in the U.S., Pianalto said. “This time around even though we are again seeing some softness, we’re not seeing the same reaction on the part of businesses,” she said. Businesses are hiring and “not pulling back,” indicating the “economy is on firmer footing.” The Labor Department will report on June 3 that the economy added 175,000 jobs in May, according to the median of a Bloomberg Survey. The unemployment rate will fall to 8.9 percent from 9 percent in April, according to the survey. More Churning Pianalto cited research from the Cleveland Fed showing that “research reveals that historically, the more dynamism or churn in the job market, the faster the unemployment rate returns to its “trend” rate or “natural” rate, which we believe is between 5.5 and 6 percent.” 


[bookmark: _Toc294868833][bookmark: _Toc294881404]

[bookmark: _Toc298145582]Uniqueness Extensions No New Spending

Additional spending will not happen both parties will not allow it

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

Finally, even the Obama Administration and Democrats are wary of formulating an additional spending bill. If history is any guide, such packages have the potential to become "Christmas Trees." These are bills decorated with an array of spending baubles and ornaments devoted to causes besides the targets of the base legislation. And in order to garner support from lawmakers who don't represent constituents in the tornado or flood zones, a possible bill could require significant garnishment just to conjure up the votes.
Which brings us to the endgame for House Republicans.
If the GOP wants to cut spending, it can't do supplemental spending bills on top of the regular spending bills. That's part of the reason why the national debt exploded. After all, supplemental spending bills to bankroll the war on terror and operations in Iraq helped explode the debt over the past decade. In addition, loading up bills with extras to coax lawmakers to vote for additional spending is a thing of the past in Washington. And it's definitely not what the voters want.

Less spending now:  Politicians too scared to increase spending

WASHINGTON POST,  5–24–10 New spending plans belie Congress's deficit worries, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/24/AR2010052403585.html

Not every item has been "scored" by the Congressional Budget Office, but senior Democratic aides have told The Post that they expect the measure to cost almost $200 billion over the next decade. This is on top of a separate $60 billion measure to fund the war in Afghanistan, now before the Senate, to which the White House is trying to attach $23 billion in additional deficit spending to avoid layoffs of public school teachers.
With deficit anxiety rising in the electorate, there are signs that both the White House and the leadership in Congress are beginning to worry about the political costs of more red ink. House leaders are discussing a one-year budget plan that might cut more than Obama's proposed freeze on non-national security discretionary spending. But first, more dollars out the door. 

Republican House will not allow new spending

Atlantic 5/10/11 (Derek Thompson, 5/10/11, "Boehner Is Beating Democrats in the Debt Ceiling Game", http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2011/05/boehner-is-beating-democrats-in-the-debt-ceiling-game/238669/) 

Like any well-crafted political message, House Speaker John Boehner's speech to the New York Economic Club on Republicans' debt ceiling strategy could be reduced a dozen words: No new debt without a deal, no new spending, no new taxes, no default.
Simplicity is a virtue in messaging, but in the real world, Boehner's debt ceiling game gets complicated. Raising the debt limit requires a deal. A deal requires Democratic votes. Democratic votes require tax increases. No tax increases means no Democrats, which means no deal, which means no debt limit increase and the possibility of a bond market freakout.
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Massive cuts coming
 
Fox News 5/16 (Chad Pergram, 5/16/11, "An Unenviable Choice: Disaster Relief Versus Spending Cuts", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/17/unenviable-choice-disaster-relief-versus-spending-cuts)

But the work on the FY ‘12 appropriations bills marks the first time a Republican-led House, dominated by conservatives and tea party loyalists, will have a complete stab at slicing federal spending. This is where Republicans truly have a chance to make good on their campaign promises to ax the debt.
Late last week, Rogers and the Appropriations Committee released a set of numbers that would glaze over the eyes of any accountant worth his pocket protector. The numbers were something called 302(b) allocations.
Last month, the House adopted the so-called "Ryan Budget," a non-binding spending blueprint drawn up by House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan (R-WI). And last week, Rogers took Ryan's framework and concocted the 302(b) allocations. In short, Ryan baked the pie. Rogers then sliced up the pie into 12 pieces. Each wedge of pie represented an individual Appropriations subcommittee that governs a set of federal government fiefdoms.
But what's important is how big Rogers rationed each pie slab.
To comply with the Ryan budget, Rogers needed to reduce spending by about $30 billion from what President Obama proposed. So Rogers offered up a series of spending chunks that trimmed non-defense federal spending by 11 percent.
"These are big-time cuts. They would take us back to the (FY) ‘06 levels for the cuts," boasted Rogers.
He noted that the agriculture spending bill is on target to absorb a 13 percent reduction. Rogers says transportation and housing programs could lose around 18 percent. Spending for the measure that funds the Departments of Labor and Health & Human Services reverts to FY ‘04 levels.
This is where the rubber hits the road. And Rogers is bracing for the fights.
"Members of Congress argue with each other?" the Kentucky Republican asked rhetorically. "Of course, there will be some disagreements. But I think when the dust settles, we'll be able to pass those bills and make responsible cuts."

Cuts coming – compromise on the debt ceiling debate

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

President Obama has said he expects Congress to increase the ceiling. In an interview last month with the Associated Press, the president said: "We will raise the debt limit. We always have. We will do it again."
The alternative, Obama said, is to "plunge the world economy back into a recession."
Posturing is always a part of congressional negotiations, but Republicans are under enormous pressure from "tea party" conservatives to curtail spending. The debt ceiling debate presents some congressional Republicans with an unhappy choice: A vote to raise the ceiling might expose them to primary challenges in the 2012 election, while a vote against it risks a default on U.S. debt obligations that could jeopardize the fragile economic recovery.
Pawlenty, in an interview with ABC's "This Week," said the consequences of failing to raise the cap might not be as stark as the White House contends.
Asked whether the result would prove calamitous for the U.S. economy, Pawlenty said: "Well, there are some serious voices challenging that very premise. And the answer is nobody really knows, because we've not been at this point before."
If opponents hold their ground and keep the ceiling intact, the U.S. could still manage by prioritizing payments, using the remaining cash to pay outside creditors first, Pawlenty said.
The Obama administration has dismissed that approach as "unworkable." In a blog post this year, Deputy Treasury Secretary Neal Wolin wrote that giving certain creditors privileged status was "default by another name."
"Such a policy would also be unacceptable to American servicemen and women, retirees and all other Americans who would rightly reject the notion that their payment has been deemed a lower priority by their government," Wolin wrote.
But a compromise might be in the offing. McConnell, in his appearance on "Meet the Press," left open the possibility of a deal.
Obama has said he is amenable to additional spending cuts as a condition of lifting the debt ceiling.
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NASA Budget is low now and likely to be cut more

RHIAN  1 – 17 – 11  Universe Today Staff Writer [Jason Rhian,  NASA Says it Cannot Produce Heavy-Lift Rocket on Time, Budget, http://www.universetoday.com/82535/nasa-says-it-cannot-produce-heavy-lift-rocket-on-time-budget/]

 NASA has sent Congress a report stating that it cannot meet the requirements that it produce a heavy-lift rocket by the current 2016 deadline – or under the current allocated budget. In the NASA Authorization Act of 2010, NASA was directed to develop a heavy-lift rocket in preparation to flights to an asteroid and possibly Mars. NASA said it cannot produce this new rocket despite the fact that the agency would be using so-called “legacy” hardware – components that have been employed in the shuttle program for the past 30 years. NASA would also utilize modern versions of engines used on the massive Saturn V rocket.
Now, approximately three months after the act was signed into law, NASA is telling Congress that they can’t build the vehicles that will succeed the shuttle. At least, NASA said, not in the time allotted or for the amount allocated to them. The agency expressed these inadequacies in a 22-page report that was submitted to Congress.
In the report, NASA said it “recognizes it has a responsibility to be clear with the Congress and the American taxpayers about our true estimated costs and schedules for developing the SLS and MPCV, and we intend to do so.”
“Currently, our SLS (Space Launch System) studies have shown that while cost is not a major discriminator among the design options studied, none of the design options studied thus far appeared to be affordable in our present fiscal condition.”
Senators Bill Nelson (D-FL) and Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-Texas) who helped to draft and pass the NASA Authorization Act said that none of the rationale posted within the report provided justification for NASA not to meet its requirements.
Congress has been hoping to shore up any potential failings of the emerging commercial space market by having NASA design, in parallel, a heavy-lift rocket. That way, if these firms don’t produce, the nation has a ‘backup’ in place. NASA has essentially admitted that it cannot accomplish the task set in front of it. Congress might decide to take funds from other areas of the space agency’s budget to fill in the projected shortfall. There have been some suggestions that these funds may come from those intended for Kennedy Space Center (KSC).
KSC has already been sent reeling from massive layoffs which are set to continue until the end of the shuttle program. There is no established program set to follow the space shuttle program. Many have tried to compare the gap between shuttle and whatever is to follow to the gap between Apollo and shuttle. But this is a false analogy. At the end of Apollo the next program was established (the space shuttle was approved during the Apollo 16 mission). As the twilight of the shuttle era nears – there no longer is any established program. Under the Vision for Space Exploration, the succeeding program was called Constellation and consisted of a Apollo-like capsule, man-rated rocket the Ares-I (based off a single shuttle solid rocket booster) and a unmanned heavy-lift booster – the Ares-V.
While Congress may have signed the directive to produce the new heavy-lift booster into law – they haven’t done as much to pay for it. NASA was supposed to receive $11 billion over the course of the next three years to build both the rocket as well as the Orion spacecraft. Congress is now working to find ways to cut federal spending and NASA could find itself receiving far less than promised. 
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Space costs too much

KAKU 09  professor of theoretical physics at the City University of New York [Michio Kaku, “The Cost of Space Exploration,” July 16, 2009, http://www.forbes.com/2009/07/16/apollo-moon-landing-anniversary-opinions-contributors-cost-money.html]

But after 1969, the Soviets dropped out of the race to the moon and, like a cancer, the land war in Asia began to devour the budget. The wind gradually came out of the sails of the space program; the Nielsen ratings for each moon landing began to fall. The last manned mission to the moon was Apollo 17, in 1972.
As Isaac Asimov once commented, we scored a touchdown, then took our football and went home.
After all is said and done about what went wrong, the bottom line is simple: money. It's about $10,000 to put a pound of anything into a near-earth orbit. (Imagine John Glenn, the first American to orbit the earth, made of solid gold, and you can appreciate the enormous cost of space travel.) It costs $500 to $700 million every time the shuttle flies. Billionaire space tourists have flown to the space station at a reputed price of $20 million per head. 
And to put a pound of anything on the moon costs about 10 times as much. (To reach Mars, imagine your body made of diamonds.) We are 50 years into the space age, and yet space travel is just as expensive as it always was.
We can debate endlessly over what went wrong; there is probably no one correct answer. But a few observations can be made.
The space shuttle, the workhorse of the space program, proved to be somewhat of a disappointment, with large cost overruns and long delays. It was bloated and probably did not need to have seven astronauts on board. (The Soviet copy of the space shuttle, a near-clone called the Buran, actually flew into outer space fully automated, without any astronauts whatsoever.) 
An alternative to the space shuttle was the original space plane of the Eisenhower era. It was to be small and compact, but provide easy access to space on a moment's notice, instead of the long months to prepare each shuttle launch. It was to take off and land like a plane, but soar into outer space like a rocket. President Ronald Reagan called one version of it the "Orient Express." (Ironically, now there will be a hiatus as the space shuttle is mothballed next year. Instead of fast and cheap access to space, for five years we will have no access to space at all. We'll have to beg the Europeans and Russians to piggy-back off their rockets.)
One of the primary missions of NASA should have been to drive down the cost of space travel. Instead of spending half a billion dollars on each shuttle mission, it should have diverted some of the funds to make research and development a primary focus. New materials, new fuels and innovative concepts, which would make space exploration less expensive, should have been prioritized. (Today, some of that entrepreneurial spirit still lives in the commercial sector, as it tries to nourish a fledgling space tourism industry.)
The space station costs upward of $100 billion, yet its critics call it a "station to nowhere." It has no clearly defined scientific purpose. Once, President George H.W. Bush's science adviser was asked about the benefits of doing experiments in weightlessness and microgravity. His response was, "Microgravity is of microimportance." Its supporters have justified the space station as a terminal for the space shuttle. But the space shuttle has been justified as a vehicle to reach the space station, which is a completely circular and illogical argument. 

And, cross-apply the Laubscher evidence from solvency.  He says that the cost is high and understated.
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The plan is new spending which Congress approves as a supplemental spending bill

Fox News 5/24 (Chad Pergram, 5/24/11, "Natural Disasters Could Challenge Campaign Spending Promises", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/25/natural-disasters-could-challenge-campaign-spending-promises)

It often starts like this.
There's a series of natural disasters. Or 9-11. Or war. And Congress decides it needs to approve an additional spending bill to fund a critical area of the federal government in mid-year.
Lawmakers fillet the federal budget into 12 sections, each one receiving an annual spending measure.
But over the past 11 years, Congress has approved 16 extra spending bills, known as "supplementals," totaling nearly $1 trillion.

Supplemental spending bills always have more spending added to the bill.  This is sure to happen with the plan.

Fox News 5/24 (Chad Pergram, 5/24/11, "Natural Disasters Could Challenge Campaign Spending Promises", http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/05/25/natural-disasters-could-challenge-campaign-spending-promises)


When it's a challenge to cobble together votes for a supplemental spending bill, lawmakers often turn to a time-honored tradition on Capitol Hill. They begin to decorate the supplemental with all sorts of baubles and ornaments to attract the support of reluctant lawmakers. But times have changed in Washington. And most conservatives are unwilling to go that route.
"These bills become Christmas trees," said Rep. Steve Scalise (R-LA). "You end up having a bunch of items that having nothing to do with the bill."



[bookmark: _Toc294868839][bookmark: _Toc294881410]

[bookmark: _Toc298145587]Link Extensions- New Spending Destroys Budget Restraints

New Spending destroys fiscal discipline

Hurt 2-14-11 [Robert Hurt, Virginia Congressman, “Charting A New Course Of Fiscal Discipline And Restraint,” February 14, 2011, http://virginiafifthwatchdog.com/2011/02/charting-a-new-course-of-fiscal-discipline-and-restraint/]

Unfortunately, the Administration’s initial suggestions to freeze spending at current levels, combined with its continued commitment to more failed stimulus-style spending, eludes the real kind of change that needs to take place in Washington.
With our national debt soaring past $14 trillion and our deficit reaching nearly $1.5 trillion, freezing spending at an artificially high and accelerated level is not enough.
And with unemployment continuing to remain at an unacceptable rate, the last thing we need is more government spending, more taxing, and more borrowing.
To truly turn our economy around, we need a renewed commitment to the kinds of policies that will inject a level of certainty into our economy that will give our job creators the confidence necessary to hire and expand once again.
Reining in government spending and returning to pre-stimulus, pre-bailout levels, reducing unnecessary regulations, and forcing our government to live within its means by passing a balanced budget amendment are all steps in the right direction.
The actions next week in the House will seek to continue to move our economy forward as we chart a new course of fiscal discipline and restraint.
For the first time in years, the House will debate cutting government spending rather than increasing it as we initiate the consideration of a budget proposal for the remaining seven months of this fiscal year.
This historic bill stands in direct contrast to last year’s Congress, which failed to propose or even pass a budget, allowing government spending to go unchecked and putting us on an unsustainable path that threatens the economic outlook of our country.
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Lack of discipline against new spending could destroy confidence in the US economy scaring investors 

LAURENTI  3 – 31 – 11, Recovery Risks, http://www.mesirowfinancial.com/blog/economics/2011/03/31/alaurenti/recovery-risks/

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


Continued spending insures economic collapse

ATR  5 – 16 – 11 Americans for Tax Reform http://atr.org/seven-actions-obama-administration-instead-raising-a6149

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


Controlling spending is important right now

MAULDIN  5 – 3 – 11 Millennium Wave Investments 
John Mauldin, Restoring Fiscal Sanity in the United States: A Way Forward, http://www.fxstreet.com/fundamental/analysis-reports/outside-the-box2/2011/05/03/

In summary, the truth is that the government has grown too big, promised too much and waited too long to restructure. Our fiscal clock is ticking and time is not working in our favor. The Moment of Truth is rapidly approaching. As it does, let us hope that our elected officials must keep the words of Theodore Roosevelt in mind: “In any moment of decision the best thing you can do is the right thing, the next best thing is the wrong thing, and the worst thing you can do is nothing.” And "We the People" must do our part by insisting on action and by making the price of doing nothing greater than the price of doing something We must insist that our legislators offer specific solutions to defuse our ticking debt bomb in a manner that is economically sensible, socially equitable, culturally acceptable, and politically feasible We need to recognize that improving our fiscal health, just like our physical health, will require some short-term pain for greater long-term gain. The same is true for state and local governments.
We'll soon know whether Washington policymakers are up to the challenge and whether they will start focusing more of doing their job than keeping their job. They need to focus first on their country rather than their party. And yes, the President and Congressional leaders from both political parties need to be at the table and everything must be on the table in order to achieve sustainable success. Let's hope they make the right choice this time!
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A U.S. economic collapse will destroy the global economy 

Mead  04 , Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, Foreign Policy, 
April 1, pg. Lexis) 

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

Economic Decline risks global wars

MEAD  09   Senior Fellow in US Foreign Policy Studies @ Council on Foreign Relations
Walter Russell, Only Makes You Stronger, The New Republic, 2-4-09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1

As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again.
None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.
Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

[bookmark: _Toc298145590]
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A.  UNIQUENESS – The US is pursuing international cooperation over space activities now

Kenyon 11 [Henry Kenyon, “DOD wants space assets more secure, resilient to attack,” Defense Systems, Mar 17, 2011, pg. http://www.defensesystems.com/Articles/2011/03/17/Satellite-2011-National-Space-Policy.aspx//edlee]

DOD is following strategic approaches to support the administration's policy by promoting the peaceful use of space and partnering with other nations, Schaffer said. She noted that DOD is working to defend national space assets and that the National Security Space Strategy calls for more resilient systems and capabilities that would function even when they are degraded by an attack or jamming.
The administration’s space policy seeks to meet the challenges of a space environment that is changing politically and physically. The policy stresses international cooperation while setting goals for developing a more robust and capable national infrastructure to support commercial and government space activities.
Outlining the administration’s goals, Chirag Parikh, director of space policy at the National Security Council, said one of the main thrusts of the new National Space Policy was to energize and maintain a competitive domestic space industry that would help reinforce the commercial space and national industrial base.
The policy also stresses international cooperation on the national and commercial levels. Parikh added that unlike most previous national space policies, the Obama administration's approach looks at the ground segment required to support the national satellite industry and its space assets.
Besides emphasizing partnerships at the international and corporate levels, the policy also stresses the responsible use of space. Parikh said more nations and corporate entities are now launching spacecraft, a trend that makes it necessary to press for international guidelines on a range of issues, including safe and responsible launch and space operations and proper disposal of satellites and space debris.

B.  LINK –the plan ends international cooperation by fueling a domestic “go-it-alone” program

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

Leveraging the increasing opportunities to work together with other countries is not the only aim of the NSP. The changing environment of space activities has pressured the USA into undertaking a more intensified policy of international cooperation. One reason the USA needs cooperation is closely connected to the fear of weakening US primacy in space. Along with the USSR (Russia), the USA has been the leading space power and, especially after the Soviet breakup, it has enjoyed a huge advantage in this field. In 2009 it is estimated that the US government space budget ($64.42 billion) accounted for a quarter of the global space economy ($261.61 billion) and about three-quarters of aggregate world government space budgets ($86.17 billion).5 
The current US primacy in space is, however, no longer secure and is challenged by budget pressures and growing competition. The push for more budget cuts is especially apparent in the national security space sector. In June 2010 Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates announced his intention to save over $100 billion of the defense budget over a five-year period starting from fiscal year 2012 and this is where the space-related budget is expected to suffer.6 In addition, the proliferation of space activities has intensified heated competition in space. For example, the US Global Positioning System (GPS) has been widely used as the “gold standard” for space-based positioning, navigation and timing (PNT) and generated huge positive economic effects.7 Nevertheless, other countries have recently been preparing their own global navigation satellite systems (GNSS). Russia is rebuilding its Glonass constellation, which aims to be fully operational by the end of 2010.8 European countries are funding the Galileo system, which is scheduled to be partially operational in 2014.9 China is also constructing the Beidou/Compass system, which is intended to achieve global coverage by around 2020.10 These systems are designed to be dual-use and are sure to have great impact on related markets. 
[bookmark: _Toc294868820][bookmark: _Toc294881392]Under these circumstances the USA is attempting to maintain its primacy in space by utilizing increased international cooperation and collaboration. Michael Nacht, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global Affairs, stated in May 2010 that expectations of flat to declining military space budgets in the next couple of years is the motivation for enhancing international cooperation.11 Furthermore, while space is becoming a more competitive domain where other nations are increasing their presence, the USA seems to be aiming to shape the direction of global space activities in its favor and to expand its market opportunities through cooperation with other nations. 

1NC – International Cooperation Disadvantage

[bookmark: OLE_LINK36][bookmark: OLE_LINK37]C.  IMPACT - Lack of cooperation risks multiple earth and space wars. 

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

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

[bookmark: _Toc298145591]
1NC – International Cooperation Disadvantage

Those risk numerous accidental nuclear wars 

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

An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says.
By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review.
Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said.
The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained.
While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.”
Hoey said his research analysis suggests:
“Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.”
“If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.”
Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.”




[bookmark: _Toc294868822][bookmark: _Toc294881394][bookmark: _Toc298145592]
Uniqueness Extensions – Cooperating Now

Obama is cooperating now 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK88][bookmark: OLE_LINK89]
Samson 10 - Secure World Foundation Washington Office Director [Victoria Samson, “The 2010 Obama Space Policy: Sustainability, International Engagement and Stability in Space,” Secure World Foundation, Sept. 29, 2010, pg. http://swfound.org/media/1759/obama_spacepolicy_analysis_vs.pdf//edlee]

The Obama administration's new NSP clearly identifies the core challenges and priorities of space security and sustainability for the United States and provides the policy framework to allow the United States to deal with those challenges. However, much depends on how the branches of the U.S. government carry out the mandates presented in the new NSP. The Space Posture Review, being worked on at present by the Department of Defense and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, will provide some insight on how the United States intends to implement the NSP’s guidelines when the Space Posture Review is released, potentially later this year.
The Obama administration’s Fiscal Year 2012 budget request, scheduled for release in early February 2011, will give some indication of the programmatic actions that can result from the new NSP. Efforts by the State Department will further illustrate whether or not the United States is truly serious about international cooperation or if Washington is only paying lip service to the concept.
The NSP sets the stage for potentially long‐lasting effects that will allow the world to continue enjoying benefits from space. As the international space community continues to move towards creating and sustaining a stable outer space environment, it has the opportunity to use the NSP as both a guide post and as a starting point for international discussions for how best to do so. This major opportunity should not be bypassed. Pg. 7-8

Obama’s NSP is rooted in international coop.    
[bookmark: OLE_LINK67][bookmark: OLE_LINK68][bookmark: OLE_LINK69][bookmark: OLE_LINK70]
Fukushima 11 - National Institute for Defense Studies, Ministry of Defense [Yasuhito Fukushima, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 3-6//edlee]

This paper aims to analyze the new US National Space Policy (NSP) and examine its relevance to Asia. President Barack Obama announced the new NSP in June 2010, after inviting wide speculation on how the new administration wanted to define its NSP. The NSP is a comprehensive document which stipulates principles, goals and inter-sectoral and sectoral guidelines for space activities; it can be analyzed from various perspectives.
Above all, the NSP’s great emphasis on the importance of international cooperation has significant meaning for Asia. The USA has a long history of international space cooperation, especially in the field of civil space, and past administrations also pledged the promotion of international cooperation in their NSPs. Even the former Bush administration’s NSP, which was sometimes regarded as a product of unilateralism, included “cooperation with other nations” as one of the principles of US space programs and activities.1
Obama’s NSP is, however, rooted in cooperation and incorporates the concept throughout, instead of just mentioning it in one section. The introduction states that “the United States hereby renews its pledge of cooperation,” whereas for the principles of space activities, the USA will adhere to its principles “in this spirit of cooperation” and proposes that other nations follow suit. Also, as one of the goals of its national space programs, emphasis is placed on the expansion of international cooperation. In the inter-sectoral guidelines there is a special section on international cooperation, which stipulates the need to strengthen US space leadership, identify areas for potential international cooperation, and develop transparency and confidence-building measures (TCBMs). According to a senior administration official, who played a central role in shaping the document, enhancing international cooperation and collaboration in space is positioned as a “key cornerstone” in Obama’s NSP.2 pg. 3 

[bookmark: _Toc294868823][bookmark: _Toc294881395][bookmark: _Toc298145593]Link Extensions – Plan Is Non-cooperative

The plan’s unilateralism will be perceived as abandoning cooperation - Talking about coop is not enough.  
[bookmark: OLE_LINK63][bookmark: OLE_LINK64][bookmark: OLE_LINK65][bookmark: OLE_LINK66]Smith 11 - Space and Technology Policy Group, LLC [Marcia S. Smith, “President Obama’s National Space Policy: A change in tone and a focus on space sustainability,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 20-23//edlee]

The paradigm shift became evident long before the policy was released. In October 2009, in a speech to the UN First Committee, the US alternate representative, Garold Larsen, expressed what has become a common refrain in US space policy circles today, namely that space is “congested, competitive, and contested” [3]. Over succeeding months national security officials began speaking about how the USA cannot do everything on its own. For example, General James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in May 2010:
Reality is that we don’t fight alone, we don’t deter alone, we don’t assure alone. Everything is done in partnerships. Everything is in coalitions. We [think we] have to have the only capability; we have to fill every rung on the ladder with the best capability in the world. We can’t afford it, nor can we do it. There are other very capable nations out there very willing to partner up. We’ve got to make sure that our strategy is inclusive. You cannot afford to do everything yourself. We are not an island [4].
Thus, a major thrust of the new US policy is working together with like-minded countries in using space and treating space as a global commons for which all are responsible.
2. Implementing the new policy
A policy, of course, is just words on paper- the real point is how it is implemented. But perception is key and the Obama policy clearly wants to convey that the USA is willing not only to talk, but to listen, and to find mechanisms for ensuring space sustainability. In a real sense implementation will have to happen on an international basis. If other countries do not agree that space sustainability is a critical need, the USA cannot do it alone.
“Sustainability” has become the keyword and while it is not defined in the policy, that means all the stakeholders will have the opportunity to discuss what it is and what is needed to achieve it. Non-US policy makers may have as much influence on the implementation of these aspects of the policy as their American colleagues. Europe already deserves a lot of credit for its draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. A revised version was released at a meeting at the UN in October 2010 [5].  Pg. 20-21

The plan will be included into the ongoing debates about space funding. Single programs will trade-off with cooperative programs.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK73][bookmark: OLE_LINK74]
Newton & Griffin 11 – Center for System Studies, University of Alabama - Huntsville [Elizabeth K. Newton*, Michael D. Griffin, “United States space policy and international partnership,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 7-9//edlee]

We are a year into the throes of a debate sparked by President Obama’s proposal to cancel NASA’s Constellation human spaceflight program, a debate which as of yet shows no sign of abating.
Nevertheless, taking a step back from the details, it is imperative to ask how, in current economic and political conditions, US space policy measures up and how it affects international partnership. What are the current conditions? From a historical point of view, the domestic and global challenges populating the US national agenda are not unique to our day: war, recession, deficits, health care, financial markets, and energy concerns have provided a backdrop to the US space program since inception. Competing concerns and cares, and the very fact that resources are never limitless, will always cast decisions to spend money on space programs in terms of opportunity costs: by spending a dollar in one area, which opportunity to spend it elsewhere do we forgo? In this regard, today’s conditions are analogous to those of earlier eras. Pg. 7 


[bookmark: _Toc298145594]Link Extensions – Plan Will Overwhelm Cooperative Programs

Agency implementation will overwhelm Obama’s rhetorical support for cooperation 

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

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


US space cooperation is dependent on it not being able to achieve its foreign policy objective by other means.  History is on our side 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK83][bookmark: OLE_LINK84][bookmark: OLE_LINK85]
Launius 09 - National Air and Space Museum [ROGER D. LAUNIUS, “United States Space Cooperation and Competition: Historical Reflections,” Astropolitics, 7:89–100, 2009//edlee] 

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


[bookmark: _Toc294868825][bookmark: _Toc294881397][bookmark: _Toc298145595]
Impact Extensions – War

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

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

Any analysis of this scenario for preemptive attacks on space assets—whether initiated by the United States or by China—cannot assume that strikes would be confined to satellites. Moreover, escalation control in this scenario must be considered a highly dubious proposition. After all, the purpose of attacking objects in space, or attacking terrestrial targets from space, is to affect the conduct of military operations on Earth. It is therefore exceedingly hard to envision warfare in space that does not spread elsewhere, whether by asymmetric, conventional, or unconventional means. The resulting combat is likely to be less discriminating and proportional, and far more lethal, either because the stronger party has lost satellites used for targeting and precision guidance, or because the weaker party is unlikely to be concerned about collateral damage.
Concepts of limited warfare and escalation control that were intimately associated with nuclear deterrence during the Cold War have not been propounded by U.S. advocates of space warfare. To engage in tit-for-tat, controlled warfare against satellites would suggest that the first kill of a satellite in the history of armed conflict would reflect a mere quest for balance or a novel form of message sending. The rationales provided by proponents of space control are notably different. The object of acquiring space warfare capabilities is to win, not to tie. In other words, U.S. advocates of space warfare capabilities are less interested in deterrence than in dominance and compellance. Pg. 54

Dual use technologies increase the risk of nuclear war in the race for space

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


Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology.Because their overlap is “overwhelming,” Hoey noted, in that “systems that destroy can also create and facilitate discoveries,” it behooves the international arms control community to act before our military and commercial industries become “inextricably integrated with military space systems and unable to extract themselves.”Hoey said the defense community is actively scouting students still enrolled in high school who have demonstrated a talent in aerospace, cryptology and computer security for military research, “in an attempt to compete with emerging science and technology rivals such as China and India.” This would place future generations who dream of discoveries on a fast track towards the defense industry, Hoey said, even if they land jobs in the private sector. As dual-usage progresses, far more space technology roads will lead to careers that contribute to the development space warfare-enabling technologies.Companies engaged in nanotechnology, robotics and Artificial Intelligence are also being wooed by the military with fat checks, Hoey said. “These (space exploration and space warfare) systems are being developed through multi-tiered collaborations that include NASA, the Defense Department, universities, big defense contractors and small space start- ups. “The work force consists of military scientists and engineers, students, scientists, and even foreign nationals” ultimately enabling technology proliferation globally.
For an arms control community that is focusing primarily on banning specific space weapons currently in development, nearing deployment, and in some cases already deployed, efforts should also be focused towards lobbying the international community to begin establishing rules of the road that differentiate between peaceful commercial space technologies and destructive military space applications before the lines between the two are irreversibly blurred, Hoey urged. By doing so, “next generation space warfare systems and space security threats can, as a result, be prevented long before they have a chance to further undermine peace in outer space and increase the probability of nuclear war,” he said.
[bookmark: _Toc294868826][bookmark: _Toc294881398][bookmark: _Toc298145596]Impact Extensions – Warming

Space cooperation is the key to weather monitoring that allows for climate change adaptation 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK86][bookmark: OLE_LINK87]
Friedman 11 - Former 30 year Executive Director of The Planetary Society. [Lou Friedman, “Peace,” The Space Review, Monday, January 3, 2011, pg. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1751/1//edlee]

Space offers much more than symbolism to advance global peace. Many in the national security community and the military have opined that global climate change is the greatest current threat to world peace. Economic and scientific studies have also documented how it is the greatest threat to world prosperity. Drought in East Africa, diminishment of glaciers, loss of the rain forest and of agricultural land, flooding in highly populated coastal deltas, loss of fresh water supplies, and environmental pollution comprise just the tip of a looming iceberg. The space program is crucial to dealing with these threats, by providing observation and information for intelligent decision making and monitoring the relations of causes and effects.
US resources and capability for Earth remote sensing dropped considerably in the past decade, so much so that both the National Research Council and the Department of Defense sounded alarms. This was brought to the attention of the space community by a “Climate Change and National Security” panel at the 2008 National Space Symposium. Last year, Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn said, “We know that climate change will exacerbate food and water shortages, increase the spread of disease, and may contribute to migration both within and across state borders. Increased poverty, environmental degradation, even social unrest and possible weakening of governments are potential consequences.” He added a phrase I particularly liked: “It [climate change] serves, in the vocabulary of conflict analysis, as an instability accelerant.”
Climate change is, of course, an international concern, and data and information about it are critical to US international policies, including treaty negotiations and possible environmental regulations. Without Earth observing satellites and international cooperation in space, we would be flying blind into the maelstrom of climate change.
Fortunately, new support for NASA and NOAA has increased Earth science budgets and allowed them to start replenishing the Earth observation fleet. The decision to re-fly the Orbiting Carbon Observatory spacecraft was very positive in that regard. Still, that was last year’s victory, and, as the November elections in the US showed, victory can be short-lived. Some have already labeled Earth science as a budget-cutting target.
Perhaps we should actually weaken barriers between national security and space exploration, not by subsuming NASA within the military or merging military and space budgets, but by recognizing and utilizing the value of NASA’s program in national security.
The International Space Station and the intricate cooperation among the US, Russia, Europe, Japan, and Canada carries on the tradition of world peace through international cooperation. Cooperation in human space flight is synergistic with cooperation in science, cooperation in Earth observing, and cooperation in solar weather monitoring and planetary defense. In a congressional event held by the Planetary Society two years ago, Charlie Kennel, now head of the National Research Council’s Space Studies Board, connected human space flight and Earth observations by citing how necessary international cooperation in the latter is enhanced by the political cooperation in the former.


[bookmark: _Toc298145597]1NC Space Aliens Disadvantage 

A. UNIQUENESS AND LINK: ET is hiding from us - Asteroid mining leads to contact 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]
There are several scenarios in which ETI could be invisible to us in the sense that we do not detect the presence of any ETI. All of these scenarios assume that ETI do in fact exist, but we do not detect their presence, perhaps because we are physically unable to do so. As far as humanity is concerned, invisible extraterrestrials could be no different than non-existent extraterrestrials if they both have no impact on us. This scenario would be completely neutral to us. However, it is not necessarily the case that an invisible ETI would have no impact on us.
One invisibility scenario involves ETI that intentionally hide from us. This corresponds to the Zoo Hypothesis of the Fermi paradox. 
ETI could have the capability of hiding from us given the likelihood of their superior technology, and there are many ways that ETI could remain undetected by us if it chooses to do so. The simplest approach would be to hide among the asteroids and observe us at a distance [51-54]. In this case, such ETI will cease to be invisible to us when we have searched enough of the asteroid belt to detect signs of their presence, such as mining on asteroids [55-57], excess infrared radiation from spacecraft [7,58], or intelligent conversational space probes [59]. A more sophisticated approach would eliminate all outgoing electromagnetic signals by to hide any signatures of its presence, and ETI with even greater technological prowess could engineer a virtual planetarium surrounding Earth, so that we are forced to observe an empty universe [60]. Pg. 2120-2121

B.  IMPACT: Our expansion into space risks ET preemptive strike and human extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]
[bookmark: OLE_LINK164][bookmark: OLE_LINK165]Such may not be the case for ETI. Just because an ETI civilization holds universalist ethics does not mean that it would never seek our harm. This is because ETI may be quite different from us and could conclude that harming us would help maximize whatever they value intrinsically [34]. For example, if ETI place intrinsic value on lives, then perhaps they could bring about more lives by destroying us and using our resources more efficiently for other lives.
Other forms of intrinsic value may cause universalist ETI to seek our harm or destruction as long as more value is produced without us than with us. Novelist Douglas Adams captures this scenario vividly in The Hitchhiker's Guide to the Galaxy, where ETI place intrinsic value on civic infrastructure (or, more likely, on some consequence of its use) and destroy Earth to make way for a hyperspace bypass. At the heart of these scenarios is the possibility that intrinsic value may be more efficiently produced in our absence. An interesting and important case of universalist ethics in this context is when civilization itself holds intrinsic value. ETI that support this ethical framework would seek to maximize the total number of civilizations, the diversity of civilizations, or some other property of civilizations. All else equal, such ETI would specifically wish for our civilization to remain intact. But all else may not be equal.
It is plausible that such ETI might try to harm or even destroy us in order to maximize the number/diversity/etc. of civilizations. This could occur if our resources could be used to more efficiently to generate or retain other civilizations, though this possibility seems highly remote given how efficiently tuned humanity is to its environment. Alternatively, such ETI could seek our harm if they believe that we are a threat to other civilizations.
The thought of humanity being a threat to other civilizations may seem implausible given the likelihood of our technological inferiority relative to other civilizations. However, this inferiority may be a temporary phenomenon. Perhaps ETI observe our rapid and destructive expansion on Earth and become concerned of our civilizational trajectory. In light of the Sustainability Solution to the Fermi paradox, perhaps ETI believe that rapid expansion is threatening on a galactic scale. Rapidly (maximally) expansive civilizations may have a tendency to destroy other civilizations in the process, just as humanity has already destroyed many species on Earth. ETI that place intrinsic value on civilizations may ideally wish that our civilization changes its ways, so we can survive along with all the other civilizations. But if ETI doubt that our course can be changed, then they may seek to preemptively destroy our civilization in order to protect other civilizations from us. A preemptive strike would be particularly likely in the early phases of our expansion because a civilization may become increasingly difficult to destroy as it continues to expand. Humanity may just now be entering the period in which its rapid civilizational expansion could be detected by an ETI because our expansion is changing the composition of Earth's atmosphere (e.g. via greenhouse gas emissions), which therefore changes the spectral signature of Earth. While it is difficult to estimate the likelihood of this scenario, it should at a minimum give us pause as we evaluate our expansive tendencies.  Pg. 2123-2124


1NC Space Aliens Disadvantage

C. IMPACT: Contamination risk space diseases and extinction

ASTRA Report 10 [ASTRA: Asteroid Mining, Technologies Roadmap and Application, Final Report, International Space University Space Studies Program 2010 //edlee]

Another vital question raised in the context of asteroid mining is that of planetary protection. One scientific hypothesis for the origin of life on Earth is that it began when microbes hitchhiking on a meteorite collided with the planet (O‟Leary, 2008). It is conceivable that backward contamination – that is, bringing microbes from asteroids back to Earth – could occur when bringing ore back from an asteroid mining mission (Crosby, 2009). These microorganisms, to which we have had no evolutionary exposure, might pose a threat to our immunities or to those of other organisms on Earth, thereby threatening populations, ecosystems and the integrity of the biosphere. Caution must be exercised, for example, through irradiation and chemical sterilization, to ensure that no extraterrestrial organisms are imported back to Earth (Recommendation IX).  Pg .15 



[bookmark: _Toc298145598]Uniqueness Extensions

No ETI detections yet

[bookmark: OLE_LINK166][bookmark: OLE_LINK167]Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Humanity has not yet encountered or even detected any form of extraterrestrial intelligence (ETI), but our efforts to search for ETI (SETI) and to send messages to ETI (METI) remain in early stages. At this time we cannot rule out the possibility that one or more ETI exist in the Milky Way, nor can we dismiss the possibility that we may detect, communicate, or in other ways have contact with them in the future.1 Contact with ETI would be one of the most important events in the history of humanity, so the possibility of contact merits our ongoing attention, even if we believe the probability of contact to below.  Pg. 2114 

No ETI civilization has been observed 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

So far, no extraterrestrial civilization has been unequivocally observed by humans. Nearly 50 years of listening for ETI transmissions has found no artificial signals in space [3,4], and the search for ETI artifacts in the Solar System has also produced null results [5-7]. However, a simple back of the-envelope calculation initially performed by physicist Enrico Fermi suggests that ETI should be widespread throughout the galaxy [8]. Indeed, an advanced ETI civilization could easily colonize the galaxy to form a Galactic Club among intelligent societies, a concept popular in science fiction (such as the ''United Federation of Planets'' of Star Trek fame) that in the nonfiction literature dates back at least to Ronald Bracewell [9]. This conspicuous absence of extraterrestrials is often referred to as the Fermi paradox [8] or the Great Silence [10] and raises the question: if ETI should be widespread, then where are they ? A number of resolutions to the Fermi paradox have been proposed and explored [11,12], and three paradox resolutions are worthy of consideration in our discussion. Pg. 2115 
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ETIs are widespread throughout the galaxy – They will engage us once we have reached a tech milestone 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

A third response to the Fermi paradox suggests that ETI are actually already widespread throughout the galaxy but are somehow invisible to us. The ETI could be unintentionally invisible, if it just happens to take some form that is undetectable to or otherwise undetected by humans. Alternatively, the ETI could be intentionally invisible. The intentional form of this solution is sometimes known as the Zoo Hypothesis [22] because it implies that ETI are treating Earth like a wildlife preserve to be observed but not fully incorporated into the Galactic Club. This idea has been popularized through the Star Trek series as the ''prime directive'' for non-interference with a primitive culture. The Zoo Hypothesis thus implies that ETI could make contact with humans at any time. Perhaps such stealthy ETI will reveal themselves once Earth civilization has reached certain milestones. They may be waiting until we have reached a sufficient level of sophistication as a society such as the start of a METI program or the discovery of light speed travel [22,23], or they could be applying a societal benchmark such as sustainable development or international unity. The possibility that the Zoo Hypothesis explains the Fermi paradox has several important implications for contact scenarios. Pg. 2116 

Asteroid mining risk contact with ETI  

Barret 11 [John Barrat, “Evidence of asteroid mining in our galaxy may lead to the discovery of extraterrestrial civilizations,” Smithsonian Science, Posted on 05 April 2011, pg.  http://smithsonianscience.org/2011/04/evidence-of-asteroid-mining-in-our-galaxy-may-lead-to-the-discovery-of-extraterrestrial-civilizations/]

With Earth’s population moving toward 7 billion, humankind may someday need to look to space to help feed its need for precious metals, iron ore and other raw materials. Asteroids are a logical place to look for such resources as they contain enough gold, platinum, iron and nickel to perhaps one day make the technological challenges of mining them economically feasible.
In fact, say astrophysicists Duncan Forgan of the Institute for Astronomy at the University of Edinburgh and Martin Elvis of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, if intelligent and more advanced civilizations exist on other planets then its a good bet that some of these civilizations turned to asteroid mining long ago. If so, the hallmarks of their mining activities, such as unusual dirty halos of cast-off dust and debris around large asteroids, might be detectable from earth.
In a recent paper  Forgan and Elvis detail what type of signs astronomers might look for with optical, thermal and spectral telescopes to detect such mining activities. For example, a deficit of certain elements in the debris cloud around and near an asteroid may indicate elements which have been removed through mining. An unnatural ratio between large and small asteroids in a region may indicate where larger asteroids have been targeted and broken up through mining activity. Asteroid mining also should leave distinct thermal signatures as drilling on a large scale would require great energy, and also create glassy silicas such as obsidian.
As telescopes on Earth become more and more refined such tell-tale signatures of targeted mining of asteroids should become easier to detect than they are today, the scientists say.
“Asteroid mining may be a common milestone in the development of space-faring civilizations, and therefore if intelligent civilizations are common, then these observational signatures would also be common,” Forgan and Elvis write in their paper. To be detectable from Earth, asteroid mining “must be prolific and industrial-scale, producing large amounts of debris and disrupting the system significantly,” the astronomers write. In humankind’s continuing search for extra terrestrial intelligence signatures of targeted asteroid mining may be among the first clues to alert us to the presence of other intelligent, technological life forms in our galaxy. –John Barrat



[bookmark: _Toc298145600]Impact Extensions – Earth Wars

Mere detection will trigger terrestrial wars 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

More troubling is the possibility that detection could initiate or exacerbate conflicts in our society. The conflict could be over how to interpret or reply to such a discovery. There are already disagreements over how to message to ETI, whether or not we should, and who should speak for humanity; such disagreements would become much fiercer if ETI were detected. Meanwhile, the groups whose worldviews would be challenged could respond in harmful ways if they feel threatened, nullified, or otherwise worsened by the discovery or the intent to reply. While we hope that detection would unify humanity towards positive outcomes, the opposite result remains entirely possible.
While mere detection of ETI would be beneficial for the insight it offers, these benefits could be limited. That is, mere detection would leave much of humanity's situation intact. Perhaps mere detection would be on par with the Copernican revolution in that it would change human thought but not radically alter our geopolitics [44]. So while mere detection may offer net benefits, these benefits are likely not very large, especially relative to the benefits and harms found in many other contact scenarios. Pg. 2119

Asteroid mining risks slavery and war  

ASTRA Report 10 [ASTRA: Asteroid Mining, Technologies Roadmap and Application, Final Report, International Space University Space Studies Program 2010 //edlee]

Asteroid mining, once it becomes a reality, will have a profound impact on society at large. Historically, the discovery of new sources of wealth has brought severe social changes, affecting society in multiple ways. With recognition that priorities and values have shifted over time, we know it is important to understand how this new source of wealth will change society. History is rife with examples of the introduction of new wealth and the effect to society has not always been positive. For example, the discovery of the New World led to slavery and war. Also, beginning in the Middle Ages and continuing until the last century, the discovery of oil as a new energy source revolutionized the world (Karl, 2007). What were the side effects that this brought to the face of history? One piece of the picture is the abuse of human rights, oppression, monopolies, lobbying, and dangerously increased power concentrated on a few people (Trujillo, 1996). On the other hand, progress also brings prosperity, new opportunity, and chance for positive change. The question to address, particularly when exploration has monetary incentive as one of its primary objectives, is if this darker face of humanity must be present to achieve our aspirations for asteroid mining. P. 20 
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Contact with alien artifacts risk space diseases 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

If humanity comes into direct physical contact with either ETI themselves or some ETI artifact, then it may be possible for humanity to be unintentionally harmed. One of the most prominent scenarios of this kind is the transmission of disease to humanity. This scenario is inspired by the many instances in which humans and other species on Earth have suffered severely from diseases introduced from other regions of the planet. Such diseases are spread via the global travels of humans and our cargo and also through certain other disease vectors. Introduced diseases have been extremely potent because the population receiving the disease has no prior exposure to it and thus no build-up of immunity. Indeed, disease introductions are blamed for loss of human life so widespread as to have altered the broadest contours of human history [83]. Pg. 2124 

Space diseases would be devastating 
Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

If ETI could introduce disease to humanity, then the impacts could be - but would not necessarily be - devastating. The disease could quite easily be significantly different from anything our immune systems have ever encountered before. The disease could also be entirely unfamiliar to our medical knowledge, and it could potentially be highly contagious and highly lethal. This combination of contagiousness (i.e. high R0 [84]) and lethality (i.e. high mortality rate) is unlikely in existing pathogens because such pathogens would quickly kill their host population and then die out themselves. Furthermore, if we had already encountered such a disease on Earth, then we likely would not be here anymore. However, a disease from ETI would be new to us. It presumably would not be highly contagious and lethal to the ETI themselves or to the other organisms in their biosphere, but it could be devastating to humans and the Earth system. Then again, ETI biology may be so vastly different from Earth biology that no significant interactions between organisms occur. ETI may have their own contagious diseases that are unable to infect humans or Earth-life because we are not useful hosts for ETI pathogens. After all, the ETI diseases would have evolved separately from Earth biota and thus be incompatible. So while there are reasons to believe that an ETI disease which affected humanity would be devastating, there are also reasons to believe that an ETI disease would not affect humanity. Pg. 2124 
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Even if there is a low risk – It must be evaluated 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

An additional caveat to our scenario analysis derives from the limits of our knowledge about contact with ETI. Because we have no empirical data about ETI, we must extrapolate from the information that we do have available, including knowledge about the observable universe and knowledge about ourselves. We must bear in mind that our observations are inevitably confined to human experience, and so our extrapolations, no matter how generalized, may still contain implicit anthropocentric biases. It is entirely possible that ETI will resemble nothing we have previously experienced or imagined, in which case the contact may not resemble any scenario we could develop. This possibility does not mean that we should completely dismiss any analysis of extraterrestrials, since there is also a strong possibility that the contact would have some resemblance to our scenarios. Nevertheless, the possibility that our experience and imagination could come up severely short reminds us to use caution in interpreting our analysis. Until we actually detect ETI, we will remain highly uncertain as to their nature and to the outcomes that would follow from our contact with them. Pg. 2127 

Even if low risk – You should evaluate our impacts because they frame the we think and prevent other events from causing extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

Even if contact with extraterrestrials never occurs, our scenario analysis still acts as a set of future trajectories for human civilization. Our thinking about the nature of extraterrestrials and intelligent life in general is really an exercise in imagining the ways that future humans could exist under different circumstances or in different environments. This scenario analysis therefore helps to illuminate the consequences of particular decisions, such as the mode of expansion or the ethical framework of an intelligent civilization, and may help us distinguish between desirable and undesirable trajectories for humanity. As we continue the search for extraterrestrials into the future, perhaps our thinking about the different modes of contact will help human civilization to avoid collapse and achieve long-term survival. Pg. 2127
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Space diseases would collapse the food supply and risk widespread species extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

It is worth noting that a disease brought by an ETI could harm us without infecting us. This would occur if the disease infects other organisms of interest to us. For example, ETI could infect organisms important to our food supply, such as crop plants or livestock animals. A non-human infection would be less likely to destroy humanity and more likely to only harm us by wiping out some potentially significant portion of our food supply. In a more extreme case, ETI disease could cause widespread extinction of multiple species on Earth, even if humans remain uninfected. Pg. 2124

Precedent for this universalist ethic already exists 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

It is worth noting that there is some precedent for harmful universalism within humanity. This precedent is most apparent within universalist ethics that place intrinsic value on ecosystems. Human civilization affects ecosystems so strongly that some ecologists now often refer to this epoch of Earth's history as the anthropocene [79]. If one's goal is to maximize ecosystem flourishing, then perhaps it would be better if humanity did not exist, or at least if it existed in significantly reduced form. Indeed, there are some humans who have advanced precisely this argument [80-82]. If it is possible for at least some humans to advocate harm to their own civilization by drawing upon universalist ethical principles, then it is at a minimum plausible that ETI could advocate harm to humanity following similar principles. Pg. 2123-2124
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Impact Extension – War of the Worlds

Contact risks war of the worlds – Humans will be conquered and enslaved 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]
We see two types of scenarios in which ETI might intentionally harm us. The first scenario involves hostile, selfish ETI that attack us so as to maximize their own success. This scenario suggests a standard fight-to-win conflict: a war of the worlds. The second scenario involves ETI that are in no way selfish but instead follow some sort of universalist ethical framework. ETI might attack us not out of selfishness but instead out of a universalist desire to make the galaxy a better place.
5.1. Selfish extraterrestrials
A selfish ETI is one that places intrinsic value only on properties of itself: its lives, its welfare, etc. The idea of a selfish ETI is quite prominent in discussions of ETI. For example, geographer Jared Diamond [73], drawing from his expertise in encounters between different intelligent populations on Earth, argues that astronomers are often overly optimistic about ETI encounters:
The astronomers and others hope that the extraterrestrials, delighted to discover fellow intelligent beings, will sit down for a friendly chat. Perhaps the astronomers are right; that is the best-case scenario. A less pleasant prospect is that the extraterrestrials might behave the way we intelligent beings have behaved whenever we have discovered other previously unknown intelligent beings on earth, like unfamiliar humans or chimpanzees and gorillas. Just as we did to those beings, the extraterrestrials might proceed to kill, infect, dissect, conquer, displace or enslave us, stuff us as specimens for their museums or pickle our skulls and use us for medical research. My own view is that those astronomers now preparing again to beam radio signals out to hoped-for extraterrestrials are naive, even dangerous.
While Diamond is correct in noting that many astronomers neglect the potential perils of an ETI encounter, it would be a mistake to assume that astronomers are uniformly naive in this regard. For example, Nobel Laureate astronomer Sir Martin Ryle opposes active efforts to communicate with ETI due to concern that humans would be attacked [36,74,75]. Similar concerns have been raised by several others [26,43,76,77]. Even Carl Sagan, who is usually quite optimistic about ETI encounters, has expressed concern regarding ETI risks [14]. A common theme underlying the pessimism of these various commentators is the likelihood that ETI would be more advanced than humanity. Pg. 2122

Contact will cause human extinction 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]
If contact between humans and ETI is possible, then it is important to consider the capability of ETI to cause us benefit or harm. This information is important across nearly the full breadth of contact scenarios. Although we cannot know the level of technological sophistication achieved by ETI, we do have a compelling reason to believe that ETI would be significantly stronger than us and therefore highly capable of causing our total destruction. This point has been raised repeatedly throughout the literature [1,4,14-16,31-33].
The reason to believe that ETI would be more advanced is because humans and human technology are relatively recent phenomena in the history of Earth. We have only had radio communication for about a century, or just a few generations, which suggests that advanced technology can develop quickly compared to evolutionary timescales. Following this reasoning, it is likely that any extant ETI has been around much longer than us and would have developed far greater technological abilities than we could imagine for ourselves. Even if an ETI is younger than us, the very ability to contact us would likely imply progress beyond that which our society has obtained. We have not yet figured out how to achieve interstellar communication or travel; a society that has these capabilities is almost certainly more technologically advanced than we are. If their communications are directed toward a general audience and not only intended for humans or Earth, then they may also be more advanced in their ability to communicate across cultural barriers. This is reminiscent of Arthur C. Clarke's insight that ''any sufficiently advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic''. If ETI are indeed more advanced, then any form of contact will likely proceed according to the ETI's desires, whatever those might be [34]. For example, we are almost guaranteed to lose in a fight between us and them, and there is a strong likelihood that such a loss would be so severe that we would cease to survive as a civilization. On the other hand, if ETI decide to use their superior abilities to help us, then they may be able to help solve many of our problems. Pg. 2117
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Humans will be enslaved to entertain them 

Baum et al.  11 – Professor of Geography @ Pennsylvania State University [Seth D. Baum, Jacob D. Haqq-Misrab (Professor of Meteorology @ Pennsylvania State University), Shawn D. Domagal-Goldman (Research Associate @ NASA Planetary Science Division), “Would contact with extraterrestrials benefit or harm humanity? A scenario analysis,” Acta Astronautica 68 (2011) 2114-2129//edlee]

A core concern is that ETI will learn of our presence and quickly travel to Earth to eat or enslave us. Predation is common among life forms on Earth because it can be more efficient to prey upon other biota than it is to independently utilize autotrophy for energy, carbon fixation, and other nutrients for cellular material [78]. This may be less of a concern if the chirality of organics on Earth is poorly suited as a universal food source [78]. Additionally, an advanced society capable of interstellar travel may be less likely to turn to humans as a source of food or labor because they should have already solved these problems through some combination of machine labor, artificial synthesis, and conservation [14]. Nevertheless, other selfish motives may cause ETI to harm us, such as their drive to spread their beliefs through evangelism (akin to the spread of Christianity or Islam) or their desire to use humans for entertainment purposes. As Shklovskii and Sagan [14] discuss:
Or perhaps human beings have some relatively uncommon talent, of which they are themselves entirely unaware. J.B.S. Haldane once pointed out to me that sea lions and seals have a remarkable ability to balance a rubber ball on their noses, which is part of the reason we maintain them in captivity. Thus in one ETI contact scenario, the ETI use humanity for entertainment purposes just as we use sea lions and seals for this. Shklovskii and Sagan [14] continue to point out that ETI may desire to be the sole galactic power and will eliminate other life forms when they start to get in the way. Similarly, an ETI may simply be interested in using us as a means for growth of their economy. On an individual level they may not be interested in killing us, but may be interested in incorporating us into their civilization so they can sell us their products, keep us as pets, or have us mine raw materials for them. Such a scenario could be harmful or beneficial to us, depending on the methods they use to bring us into their society. Pg. 2122


Thousands of likely ET – computer model proves

CNN 9 (A. Powlowski “Galaxy May be full of ‘Earths,’ Alien Life”, http://www.cnn.com/2009/TECH/space/02/25/galaxy.planets.kepler/index.html)[KEZIOS]

Other scientists are taking another approach: an analysis that suggests there could be hundreds, even thousands, of intelligent civilizations in the Milky Way. Researchers at the University of Edinburgh in Scotland constructed a computer model to create a synthetic galaxy with billions of stars and planets. They then studied how life evolved under various conditions in this virtual world, using a supercomputer to crunch the results. Source: Space.com In a paper published recently in the International Journal of Astrobiology, the researchers concluded that based on what they saw, at least 361 intelligent civilizations have emerged in the Milky Way since its creation, and as many as 38,000 may have formed. Duncan Forgan, a doctoral candidate at the university who led the study, said he was surprised by the hardiness of life on these other worlds. "The computer model takes into account what we refer to as resetting or extinction events. The classic example is the asteroid impact that may have wiped out the dinosaurs," Forgan said. "I half-expected these events to disallow the rise of intelligence, and yet civilizations seemed to flourish." 
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