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The United States Federal Government should substantially reform domestic transportation infrastructure.
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24No Space Exploration Possible Now
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26U: Extinction by 2050


27U: We don’t see it coming


28I/L: Space Observation detect Comets


29I/L: Survival depends on Space exploration


30I/L: Got 2 Get off the Rock
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32Space changes mindsets


33**********Funding**********


34$7 billion for Constellation
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36Cuts are the SQO
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38Immediacy is Necessary
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42UQ - Unemployment is High
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78Transportation Infrastructure is Win-Win for Dems & GOP


79Obama won’t be distracted from Health Care
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97Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win
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101Uniqueness Answer– Olive Branch Inevitable


102Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link – Obama Political Capital Very High
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104**********AT: Russia**********


105AT: Russian Aggression
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This aff is to improve the transportation infrastructure for space.  I have no idea what that means yet but it is in the framer’s intent so I am going to Rick Roll f00ls with it, lol.  
GG KK Thnx 4 playin!
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Observation 1 – Plan

The USFG will increase domestic transportation infrastructure through NASA by guaranteeing an increase of $4 billion per year for crew exploration vehicle (CEV) delivery systems!

Funding and Enforcement through normal means, I reserve the right to clarify, any questions, just ask.

Observation 2 – Get off the Rock

Uniqueness – We’re going bye-bye
WHE HAVE 46 YEARS TO GET OFF THE ROCK OR FACE EXTINCTION!

John Tierney, New York Times Staff Writer, in A Survival Imperative for Space Colonization July 17 2007 (John, New York Times Staff Writer, “A Survival Imperative for Space Colonization”, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/17/science/17tier.html, July 17)

In 1993, J. Richard Gott III computed with scientific certainty that humanity would survive at least 5,100 more years. At the time, I took that as reason to relax, but Dr. Gott has now convinced me I was wrong. He has issued a wake-up call: To ensure our long-term survival, we need to get a colony up and running on Mars within 46 years. If you’re not awakened yet, I understand. It’s only prudent to be skeptical of people who make scientific forecasts about the end of humanity. Dr. Gott, a professor of astrophysics at Princeton, got plenty of grief after he made his original prediction in 1993. But in the ensuing 14 years, his prophetic credentials have strengthened, and not merely because humanity is still around.  Dr. Gott has used his technique to successfully forecast the longevity of Broadway plays, newspapers, dogs and, most recently, the tenure in office of hundreds of political leaders around the world. He bases predictions on just one bit of data, how long something has lasted already; and on one assumption, that there is nothing special about the particular moment that you’re observing this phenomenon. This assumption is called the Copernican Principle, after the astronomer who assumed he wasn’t seeing the universe from a special spot in the center. Suppose you want to forecast the political longevity of the leader of a foreign country, and you know nothing about her country except that she has just finished her 39th week in power. What are the odds that she’ll leave office in her 40th week? According to the Copernican Principle, there’s nothing special about this week, so there’s only a 1-in-40 chance, or 2.5 percent, that she’s now in the final week of her tenure.  It’s equally unlikely that she’s still at the very beginning of her tenure. If she were just completing the first 2.5 percent of her time in power, that would mean her remaining time would be 39 times as long as the period she’s already served — 1,521 more weeks (a little more than 29 years).  So you can now confidently forecast that she will stay in power at least one more week but not as long as 1,521 weeks. The odds of your being wrong are 2.5 percent on the short end and 2.5 percent on the long end — a total of just 5 percent, which means that your forecast has an expected accuracy of 95 percent, the scientific standard for statistical significance.  And you can apply this Copernican formula to lots of other phenomena by assuming they’re neither in the first 2.5 percent nor the final 2.5 percent of their life spans. Now, that range is so broad it may not seem terribly useful to you, and Dr. Gott readily concedes that his Copernican formula often is not the ideal method. The best the formula could do regarding Bill Clinton, who had been president for 127 days when the 1993 paper in Nature was published, was predict he would serve at least three more days but not more than 13.6 more years. You could have gotten a narrower range by using other information, like actuarial data from previous presidencies, or factoring in the unlikelihood that the Constitution would be changed so he could serve more than two terms. But the beauty of the Copernican formula is that it allows you to make predictions when you don’t have any other information, which is how Dr. Gott managed to predict the tenure of virtually every other nation’s leader that day in 1993 — a total of 313 leaders. If none of those still in power stays in office beyond age 100, Dr. Gott’s accuracy rate will turn out to be almost exactly 95 percent.  Some philosophers and experts in probability theory have argued that Dr. Gott is making unwarranted deductions from past life spans, and that it is wrong to assume there is nothing special about the moment we’ve chosen to make a forecast. (See www.tierneylab.com for details of the debate.) But last year two philosophers, Bradley Monton and Brian Kierland, analyzed the criticisms and concluded in an article in the Philosophical Quarterly that Dr. Gott had indeed come up with a useful tool for difficult situations — like trying to forecast doomsday without data from other planets. The Copernican formula predicts, based solely on our 200,000-year track record, that the human race is likely to survive at least 5,100 more years but not longer than 7.8 million — roughly the same prediction you’d make based on the longevity of past mammals on Earth, Dr. Gott says. That upper limit is a disappointment to those of us who imagine humans multiplying across the universe for billions of years. Dr. Gott doesn’t rule out that possibility, but the Copernican Principle makes him conclude it is unlikely.  
Link – New Shuttles are key 2 Space Exploration 

CEVs are key to space exploration – without them we will never get off the rock!

Department of State Press release, May 17 2005 [Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. NASA To Retire Space Shuttle by 2010, Build New Vehicle  New spacecraft's development accelerated, says agency administrator 17 May 2005 http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2005/May/20050517163237lcnirellep5.797976e-02.html. MJS]

 Washington -- NASA will retire the space shuttle by 2010, replacing it with a new crew exploration vehicle (CEV) whose main mission will be to support exploration of the Earth’s moon and other destinations, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin said May 12. Speaking before the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice and Science about NASA’s 2006 budget request and its future plans, Griffin said some research and technology efforts will be “curtailed” to focus on making the CEV available as soon as possible.  “Every journey begins with a single step,” Griffin told the subcommittee. “The first step in that journey is to return – not rush – the space shuttle to flight.” The second step is to finish building the International Space Station (ISS) and retire the space shuttle by 2010, he said. NASA is seeking a budget of $16.4 billion in 2006 – a 2.4 percent increase over the amount allocated in 2005. On January 14, 2004, President Bush announced a new vision for space exploration that committed the United States to a long-term human and robotic program to explore the solar system, starting with a return to the moon and future exploration of Mars and other destinations. As part of that vision, Bush said the United States would begin developing a new CEV to explore other worlds and transport astronauts and scientists to the International Space Station after the shuttle is retired. The CEV would conduct its first manned mission in 2014. To narrow the gap between the shuttle retirement in 2010 and the first CEV mission in 2014, Griffin said NASA is seeking alternatives to allow CEV development to be completed as soon as possible. “I hope to share with you by mid-July NASA’s plan for how we can accelerate development of the CEV,” Griffin told the subcommittee, “as well as that of the rocket needed to launch it.” Before its retirement, the shuttle will be used mainly to finish assembling the space station. The CEV will conduct missions in Earth orbit, including trips to the ISS, but its primary mission will be to support exploration of the moon and other destinations. NASA has adopted a "go-as-you-can-pay" approach to space exploration, Griffin said, and several NASA missions and activities must be deferred or accomplished in other ways to stay within the agency’s fiscal year 2005 budget. To either service the Hubble Space Telescope or provide for a safe de-orbit, for example, NASA will defer work on advanced space telescopes like the 2010 Space Interferometry Mission, which will make observations to determine positions and distances of stars several hundred times more accurately than any previous program. 
Impact – We live!

Colonization prevents Extinction

Paul Spudis,  Senior Professional Staff, Johns Hopkins, The Space Program and the Meaning of Life August 4 2004 [Paul, Principal Investigator in the Planetary Geology Program of the NASA Office of Space Science, Solar System Exploration Division and Senior Professional Staff, Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, August 4, 2004, http://www.spudislunarresources.com/Opinion_Editorial/The%20Space%20Program%20and%20the%20Meaning%20of%20Life.htm 

The race to the Moon did more than prove American technical skill and the power of a free society.  The real lesson and gift from Apollo was a wholly unexpected glimpse into our future.  From both the chemical and physical evidence of impact (which we learned from the record of the lunar rocks) and the fossil record, we discovered that large body collisions had occurred in our past and will occur again in our future.  Such catastrophes resulted in the widespread destruction of life, in some cases instantaneously eliminating more than 90% of all living species.  In short, we discovered that ultimately, life on Earth is doomed.  Our new understanding of impact as a fundamental geological force, leaves us only with the question of when, not if, the next large collision will occur.  And ‘when’ is something we cannot predict.     Human civilization is cumulative.  Our culture provides positive and beautiful things through music, art and knowledge – it embodies the wisdom of all who have gone before us.   With that wisdom, we have rejected the evil doctrines of slavery, Nazism and communism.   People live longer, happier and more productive lives as time goes on.  So one must ask, are we here for a reason and if so, to what purpose?     Before passing the torch to their children, humans feel the need to create something of long-term value –  something that will exist long after their time here on Earth.  Be it a garden or a cure for cancer, we want to leave this world a little bit better than we found it.  Will the prospect of our extinction harden our resolve to survive, or will it hasten the decay of our culture?  Without an escape hatch, our children will lose focus - lose sight of goals and grand visions.     The President’s Vision for Space directs us to extend human reach by developing new capabilities in space travel.  Returning to the Moon will facilitate that goal.  There we will gain technical ability and learn how to use the abundant energy and material resources waiting on other worlds.  With the knowledge of how to “live off the land” in space, we can move out into the universe – populating one world after another.     We must not die out here on Earth.  Our values, culture and ability to leave this planet set us apart as a species.  We have looked into the past and have seen the future of our world.  Life here on Earth is destined for extinction.  By venturing forth beyond Earth, we can ensure our survival.     To extend and preserve humanity and human achievement, we must advance new capabilities in space travel.  The President has asked for $1 Billion (about 0.0004 of the Federal budget) spread over the next four years, to begin this journey.  As we acquire capability with resources derived from the Moon and elsewhere, we will create a spacefaring infrastructure.
Observation 3 – Anthro

The Earth is not subservient

To solve our Social problems we have to go to space. The way that we view nature is so entrenched in our society that it will be almost impossible to change without a revolutionary experience.  We view nature not as an equal, but as a tool for humanity which causes the mindset to spread to the rest of humanity. Other humans become similarly subservient, and thus non-human.  All this does is continually re-entrench the difference between dominant and non-dominant, the ideology that is responsible for all of our problems.

Eric Katz, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Director of the Science, Technology, and Society Program at the New Jersey Institute of Technology. Nature's Healing Power, the Holocaust, and the environmental crisis Winter 97 ["Nature's Healing Power, the Holocaust, and the environmental crisis." Judaism, Wintr. 1997. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0411/is_n1_v46/ai_19353459/pg_1?tag=artBody;col1]
As I have argued elsewhere, the primary goal of the Enlightenment project of the scientific understanding of the natural world is to control, manipulate, and modify natural processes for the increased satisfaction of human interests.(12) Humans want to live in a world that is comfortable - or at least, a world that is not hostile to human happiness and survival. This purpose is easy to understand when we view technological and industrial projects that use nature as a resource for economic development - but the irony is that the same purpose, human control, motivates much of environmentalist policy and practice. Consider briefly those popular examples of an enlightened environmental policy: pollution control and abatement, the clean-up of hazardous waste sites, habitat and species preservation, saving the rainforest, and the reduction of greenhouse gases. All of these policies are based on the beneficial consequences that will result for human beings and human society. Although natural entities, such as endangered species and individual animals and plants, will also be helped by environmentalist practices, we, the human community, are the chief beneficiary of our policies. Indeed, we generally only preserve those natural habitats and species that provide us with some direct good - whether it be economic, aesthetic, or spiritual. What ties together environmental policies such as these is their thoroughgoing anthropocentrism - human interests, satisfaction, goods, and happiness are the central goals of public policy and human action. This anthropocentrism is, of course, not surprising. Humanity is in the business of creating and maximizing human good. Anthropocentrism as a world view quite easily leads to the practices of domination, even when such domination is not articulated. In the formation of environmental policy, nature is seen as a nonhuman "other" to be controlled, manipulated, modified, or destroyed in the pursuit of human good. As a nonhuman other, nature can be understood as merely a resource for the development of human interests; as a nonhuman other, nature has no valid interests or good of its own. Even the practice of ecological restoration, in which degraded ecosystems are restored to a semblance of their original states, is permeated with this anthropocentric ideology. Natural ecosystems that have been harmed by human activity are restored to a state that is more pleasing to the current human population. A marsh that had been landfilled is reflooded to restore wetland acreage; strip-mined hills are replanted to create flowering meadows; acres of farmland are subjected to a controlled burn and a replanting with wildflowers and shrubs to recreate the oak savanna of pre-European America. We humans thus achieve two simultaneous goals: we relieve our guilt for the earlier destruction of natural systems, and we demonstrate our power - the power of science and technology - over the natural world.(13) But the domination of nonhuman nature is not the only result of an anthropocentric worldview - the ideology of anthropocentric domination also extends to the oppression of other human beings, conceived as a philosophical "other," as nonhuman or as subhuman. As C. S. Lewis wrote fifty years ago in The Abolition of Man, "what we call man's power over nature turns out to be a power exercised by some men over other men with nature as its instrument." <CONTINUED>

<CONTINUED>

The reason that this exercise of power is justifiable is that the subordinate people are not considered human beings: "they are not men at all; they are artefacts."(14) Anthropocentrism does not convert into a thoroughgoing humanism, wherein all humans are treated as equally worthwhile. Historically, the idea of human slavery has been justified from the time of the ancient Greeks onward by designating the slave class as less than human. In this century, the evaluation of other people as subhuman finds its clearest expression in the Nazi propaganda concerning the Jews, but we also find its echoes in the ethnic civil war in the former Yugoslavia. From the starting point of anthropocentrism, domination and oppression are easily justified. The oppressed class - be it a specific race or religious group, or even animals or natural entities - is simply denied admittance to the elite center of value-laden beings.(15) From within anthropocentrism, only humans have value and only human interests and goods need to be pursued. But who or what counts as a human is a question that cannot be answered from within anthropocentrism - and the answer to this question will determine the extent of the practice of domination. Thus the ideas of anthropocentrism and domination tie together a study of the Holocaust, the current environmental crisis, and the Jewish conception of the proper relationship to Nature. Schwartz reminds us that the danger in Judaism's desacralization of Nature is that it may lead to the destruction of Nature.(16) Genocide and ecocide are similar in that we conceive of our victims as less than human, as outside the primary circle of value.
Impact Space ( internal connection to the universe

The only way that we can change this entrenched set of values is by space travel. Space travel triggers the overview effect and reconstructs our connection to the universe. It allows us to feel the connection to universe and the desire to protect it, rather than a tool. Space colonization causes humanity to view the Universe not as something subservient, but an equal figure to humans. We will identify ourselves as part of one consciousness with the universe, the planets and all of its life forms and want to protect it for itself, not for us and our gains. This challenges our current view of nature as subservient and puts us on an equal playing field. We are all connected.

Ian O’Neill, PhD in solar physics, May 22, ’08. The Human Brain in Space: Euphoria and the "Overview Effect" Experienced by Astronauts (Ian, May 22, ’08. The Human Brain in Space: Euphoria and the "Overview Effect" Experienced by Astronauts, page @ http://www.universetoday.com/2008/05/22/....-by-astronauts)
Could be the best example yet of being "spaced out"? When in space, astronauts have repeatedly reported inexplicable euphoria, a "cosmic connection" or an increased sensitivity to their place in the Universe. The experience sounds like the ultimate high, or the ultimate enlightening; it would appear that without trying, astronauts are able to attain a similar mental state as meditating Buddhist monks. So what is happening when the human body is in space? Does zero-gravity create new connections in the brain? Or is it a natural human response to the vastness of space and realizing just how small we are in comparison? What ever the reason, it looks like even when astronauts are back on solid ground, they have changed profoundly…On March 6th, 1969, Rusty Schweikart experienced a feeling that the whole universe was profoundly connected. At the time, he was on a postponed space walk outside his Apollo 9 Lunar Module, carrying out tests for the forthcoming Moon landings. Already having suffered from space sickness (hence delaying the EVA) he felt a euphoric sensation: "When you go around the Earth in an hour and a half, you begin to recognize that your identity is with that whole thing. That makes a change… it comes through to you so powerfully that you're the sensing element for Man." - Russell "Rusty" Schweikart. Two years later, Apollo 14 astronaut, Edgar Mitchell (joint record holder with Alan Shepard for longest ever Moon walk of 9 hours and 17 minutes) reported experiencing an "Overview Effect". He described the sensation gave him a profound sense of connectedness, with a feeling of bliss and timelessness. He was overwhelmed by the experience. He became profoundly aware that each and every atom in the Universe was connected in some way, and on seeing Earth from space he had an understanding that all the humans, animals and systems were a part of the same thing, a synergistic whole. It was an interconnected euphoria. Schweikart and Mitchell's experiences are not isolated anomalies, many other astronauts since the 1970's have reported this Overview Effect. Andy Newberg, a neuroscientist/physician with experience in space medicine, hopes to find out whether this is an actual psychological phenomenon. Perhaps there is a medical reason for an actual change in an astronaut's brain function when in space. What's more, he's noticed a psychological change in the men and women that have come back from space: "You can often tell when you’re with someone who has flown in space, its palpable." - Andy Newberg Newberg has scanned many brains to try to understand how humans reach this euphoric state on Earth. The religious communities, transcendental mediators and others around the world are able to experience similar states and have been the focus of interest to neuroscientists. In some cases, the meditation leads some people to view the whole cosmos as an interconnected quantum web, where consciousness is not separate, but a part of the Universe. Now Newberg hopes to monitor the brain of one of the first space tourists so a better grasp of the brain function of a human in zero-G can be understood. Edgar Mitchell has said that his personal event has changed his life, revealing a Universe that had remained hidden until he experienced the Overview Effect on that Apollo 14 mission in 1971. Whether this effect is a physical change in the brain, or a deeper, yet to be discovered event, Newberg hopes to find some answers.
 **********1AC (Fast)**********
Observation 1 – Background

Tech and Funding are to low to go to Space past 2020!
Greenfieldboyce ’09 [Nell, In addition to receiving her B.A. in social sciences and a M.A. in science writing from Johns Hopkins, Greenfieldboyce also taught science writing for four years at the university. Greenfieldboyce was honored for her talents with the Evert Clark/Seth Payne Award for Young Science Journalists. Expert Panel To Advise Obama On Spaceflight http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=111831703 August 13, 2009. MJS] 

STEVE INSKEEP, host:  Try to look into the future of American spaceflight and you can only see seven launches ahead. That's how many times NASA plans to use its aging space shuttles before retiring them. What comes next is not certain. It's almost time for some experts assembled by President Obama to finish their deliberations on what to do now. And we have a report this morning from NPR's Nell Greenfieldboyce.  NELL GREENFIELDBOYCE: President Obama's independent blue ribbon panel on the future of human space flight held what was billed as its final public meeting in a big auditorium in Washington, D.C. The experts sat on a stage, and looming over them on a big screen was an image of a suited up astronaut.  Mr. NORMAN AUGUSTINE (Former CEO, Lockheed Martin): Today, our principle purpose is going to be to finalize the options that we presented when we last met.  GREENFIELDBOYCE: Norman Augustine chairs the panel. He's a retired CEO of Lockheed Martin.  Mr. AUGUSTINE: At the end of today, it's our hope that we'll have a generally good agreement on the options that we would label for the decision makers.  GREENFIELDBOYCE: Some decisions definitely need to be made. NASA's current plan would retire the space shuttle next year. Astronauts could then ride Russian rockets to the space station. But right now, there's no money in the budget to support the space station past 2015. What's more, NASA is supposed to be building new space vehicles to return to the moon by 2020. But the expected money for this program has been cut over the years, and now this panel says that moon goal just isn't feasible if NASA's budget continues at its current level of about $18 billion a year. Former astronaut Sally Ride put up a bunch of charts showing the numbers.  Ms. SALLY RIDE (Former Astronaut): The current budget guidance is very, very, very limiting.  GREENFIELDBOYCE: Even if NASA wanted to take space exploration in a different direction, this budget would limit what it could do.  Ms. RIDE: So far, we haven't found a scenario that includes exploration that's viable.  GREENFIELDBOYCE: She and the rest of the panel did discuss options that NASA could pursue if it got more money, things like extending the life of the space station, or sending astronauts not to the moon, but out into deep space to fly by things like asteroids. Some options were eliminated. For example, the committee generally agreed that Mars was the ultimate goal, but trying to go there directly would be too technically challenging and expensive.  Mr. AUGUSTINE: I really want to emphasize we're not giving up on Mars at all. We're just saying that we think to go direct to Mars with today's technology and money is riskier than we would want to be associated with.  GREENFIELDBOYCE: After the meeting, Augustine said he felt they'd made progress in evaluating possible ways forward and the financial reality.  Mr. AUGUSTINE: I think it would be fair to say that our view is that it will be difficult with the current budget to do anything that's terribly inspiring in the human's space flight area.  GREENFIELDBOYCE: On the other hand, he says, even with a limited budget, NASA could prepare for future spaceflight achievements.  Mr. AUGUSTINE: It's just that they won't come as soon.  GREENFIELDBOYCE: He says they're working to finish up their report by the end of the month. But on Friday, they'll brief White House officials on their findings so far.  Nell Greenfieldboyce, NPR News.  
Observation 2 – Plan

The USFG will increase domestic transportation infrastructure through NASA by guaranteeing an increase of $4 billion per year for crew exploration vehicle (CEV) delivery systems!

Funding and Enforcement through normal means, I reserve the right to clarify, any questions, just ask.

Observation 3 – Solvency

$3 billion more a year is all it will take 

Horton ‘09 [Michael, editor of tech fragments, Category: Science, NASA Needs More Funding To Reach Moon or Mars
August 16, 2009 http://techfragments.com/news/1001/Science/NASA_Needs_More_Funding_To_Reach_Moon_or_Mars.html. MJS]

What was once planned as a mission to return to the Moon by 2020, maybe not happen at all now if NASA doesn't get a huge boost in their budget. NASA provided information to the White House on Friday that concluded a Mars mission would be way to risky on the limited budget that they have to work within.   The 2020 mission to the moon would take ten years of planning and developing new spacecrafts as well as $138 billion which NASA says was cut by $30 billion, making the mission too risky.   NASA also says that the moon may not be the best place for exploration anyway, even if they were able to obtain more funding. Many think, some NASA officials included, that Mars should be the ultimate goal for human exploration but again the budget is no where near the funding levels to even think about going to Mars.   To make things worst, the $100 billion International Space Station will run out of U.S. funding in 2015.   NASA will also be retiring its space shuttle fleet in the next few years and will then be forced to pay Russia for transporting cargo and astronauts to the space station.   The NASA panel that presented its findings to the White House said that they would need at least $3 billion more per year to have a "reasonable chance" of getting to the Moon or Mars. However, getting such funding could be proven very hard in times like these.  
Observation 4 – Get off the Rock
Uniqueness – We’re going bye-bye
WHE HAVE 46 YEARS TO GET OFF THE ROCK OR FACE EXTINCTION!
Tierney, 2007 (John, New York Times Staff Writer, “A Survival Imperative for Space Colonization”, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/17/science/17tier.html, July 17)

In 1993, J. Richard Gott III computed with scientific certainty that humanity would survive at least 5,100 more years. At the time, I took that as reason to relax, but Dr. Gott has now convinced me I was wrong. He has issued a wake-up call: To ensure our long-term survival, we need to get a colony up and running on Mars within 46 years. If you’re not awakened yet, I understand. It’s only prudent to be skeptical of people who make scientific forecasts about the end of humanity. Dr. Gott, a professor of astrophysics at Princeton, got plenty of grief after he made his original prediction in 1993. But in the ensuing 14 years, his prophetic credentials have strengthened, and not merely because humanity is still around.  Dr. Gott has used his technique to successfully forecast the longevity of Broadway plays, newspapers, dogs and, most recently, the tenure in office of hundreds of political leaders around the world. He bases predictions on just one bit of data, how long something has lasted already; and on one assumption, that there is nothing special about the particular moment that you’re observing this phenomenon. This assumption is called the Copernican Principle, after the astronomer who assumed he wasn’t seeing the universe from a special spot in the center. Suppose you want to forecast the political longevity of the leader of a foreign country, and you know nothing about her country except that she has just finished her 39th week in power. What are the odds that she’ll leave office in her 40th week? According to the Copernican Principle, there’s nothing special about this week, so there’s only a 1-in-40 chance, or 2.5 percent, that she’s now in the final week of her tenure.  It’s equally unlikely that she’s still at the very beginning of her tenure. If she were just completing the first 2.5 percent of her time in power, that would mean her remaining time would be 39 times as long as the period she’s already served — 1,521 more weeks (a little more than 29 years).  So you can now confidently forecast that she will stay in power at least one more week but not as long as 1,521 weeks. The odds of your being wrong are 2.5 percent on the short end and 2.5 percent on the long end — a total of just 5 percent, which means that your forecast has an expected accuracy of 95 percent, the scientific standard for statistical significance.  And you can apply this Copernican formula to lots of other phenomena by assuming they’re neither in the first 2.5 percent nor the final 2.5 percent of their life spans. Now, that range is so broad it may not seem terribly useful to you, and Dr. Gott readily concedes that his Copernican formula often is not the ideal method. The best the formula could do regarding Bill Clinton, who had been president for 127 days when the 1993 paper in Nature was published, was predict he would serve at least three more days but not more than 13.6 more years. You could have gotten a narrower range by using other information, like actuarial data from previous presidencies, or factoring in the unlikelihood that the Constitution would be changed so he could serve more than two terms. But the beauty of the Copernican formula is that it allows you to make predictions when you don’t have any other information, which is how Dr. Gott managed to predict the tenure of virtually every other nation’s leader that day in 1993 — a total of 313 leaders. If none of those still in power stays in office beyond age 100, Dr. Gott’s accuracy rate will turn out to be almost exactly 95 percent.  Some philosophers and experts in probability theory have argued that Dr. Gott is making unwarranted deductions from past life spans, and that it is wrong to assume there is nothing special about the moment we’ve chosen to make a forecast. (See www.tierneylab.com for details of the debate.) But last year two philosophers, Bradley Monton and Brian Kierland, analyzed the criticisms and concluded in an article in the Philosophical Quarterly that Dr. Gott had indeed come up with a useful tool for difficult situations — like trying to forecast doomsday without data from other planets. The Copernican formula predicts, based solely on our 200,000-year track record, that the human race is likely to survive at least 5,100 more years but not longer than 7.8 million — roughly the same prediction you’d make based on the longevity of past mammals on Earth, Dr. Gott says. That upper limit is a disappointment to those of us who imagine humans multiplying across the universe for billions of years. Dr. Gott doesn’t rule out that possibility, but the Copernican Principle makes him conclude it is unlikely.  
Link – New Shuttles are key 2 Space Exploration 
CEVs are key to space exploration – without them we will never get off the rock!

Department of State Press release ‘05 [Distributed by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. NASA To Retire Space Shuttle by 2010, Build New Vehicle  New spacecraft's development accelerated, says agency administrator 17 May 2005 http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2005/May/20050517163237lcnirellep5.797976e-02.html. MJS]

 Washington -- NASA will retire the space shuttle by 2010, replacing it with a new crew exploration vehicle (CEV) whose main mission will be to support exploration of the Earth’s moon and other destinations, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin said May 12. Speaking before the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice and Science about NASA’s 2006 budget request and its future plans, Griffin said some research and technology efforts will be “curtailed” to focus on making the CEV available as soon as possible.  “Every journey begins with a single step,” Griffin told the subcommittee. “The first step in that journey is to return – not rush – the space shuttle to flight.” The second step is to finish building the International Space Station (ISS) and retire the space shuttle by 2010, he said. NASA is seeking a budget of $16.4 billion in 2006 – a 2.4 percent increase over the amount allocated in 2005. On January 14, 2004, President Bush announced a new vision for space exploration that committed the United States to a long-term human and robotic program to explore the solar system, starting with a return to the moon and future exploration of Mars and other destinations. As part of that vision, Bush said the United States would begin developing a new CEV to explore other worlds and transport astronauts and scientists to the International Space Station after the shuttle is retired. The CEV would conduct its first manned mission in 2014. To narrow the gap between the shuttle retirement in 2010 and the first CEV mission in 2014, Griffin said NASA is seeking alternatives to allow CEV development to be completed as soon as possible. “I hope to share with you by mid-July NASA’s plan for how we can accelerate development of the CEV,” Griffin told the subcommittee, “as well as that of the rocket needed to launch it.” Before its retirement, the shuttle will be used mainly to finish assembling the space station. The CEV will conduct missions in Earth orbit, including trips to the ISS, but its primary mission will be to support exploration of the moon and other destinations. NASA has adopted a "go-as-you-can-pay" approach to space exploration, Griffin said, and several NASA missions and activities must be deferred or accomplished in other ways to stay within the agency’s fiscal year 2005 budget. To either service the Hubble Space Telescope or provide for a safe de-orbit, for example, NASA will defer work on advanced space telescopes like the 2010 Space Interferometry Mission, which will make observations to determine positions and distances of stars several hundred times more accurately than any previous program. 
Impact – We live!
Colonization prevents Extinction

Spudis ’04 [Paul, Principal Investigator in the Planetary Geology Program of the NASA Office of Space Science, Solar System Exploration Division and Senior Professional Staff, Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, August 4, 2004, http://www.spudislunarresources.com/Opinion_Editorial/The%20Space%20Program%20and%20the%20Meaning%20of%20Life.htm 

The race to the Moon did more than prove American technical skill and the power of a free society.  The real lesson and gift from Apollo was a wholly unexpected glimpse into our future.  From both the chemical and physical evidence of impact (which we learned from the record of the lunar rocks) and the fossil record, we discovered that large body collisions had occurred in our past and will occur again in our future.  Such catastrophes resulted in the widespread destruction of life, in some cases instantaneously eliminating more than 90% of all living species.  In short, we discovered that ultimately, life on Earth is doomed.  Our new understanding of impact as a fundamental geological force, leaves us only with the question of when, not if, the next large collision will occur.  And ‘when’ is something we cannot predict.     Human civilization is cumulative.  Our culture provides positive and beautiful things through music, art and knowledge – it embodies the wisdom of all who have gone before us.   With that wisdom, we have rejected the evil doctrines of slavery, Nazism and communism.   People live longer, happier and more productive lives as time goes on.  So one must ask, are we here for a reason and if so, to what purpose?     Before passing the torch to their children, humans feel the need to create something of long-term value –  something that will exist long after their time here on Earth.  Be it a garden or a cure for cancer, we want to leave this world a little bit better than we found it.  Will the prospect of our extinction harden our resolve to survive, or will it hasten the decay of our culture?  Without an escape hatch, our children will lose focus - lose sight of goals and grand visions.     The President’s Vision for Space directs us to extend human reach by developing new capabilities in space travel.  Returning to the Moon will facilitate that goal.  There we will gain technical ability and learn how to use the abundant energy and material resources waiting on other worlds.  With the knowledge of how to “live off the land” in space, we can move out into the universe – populating one world after another.     We must not die out here on Earth.  Our values, culture and ability to leave this planet set us apart as a species.  We have looked into the past and have seen the future of our world.  Life here on Earth is destined for extinction.  By venturing forth beyond Earth, we can ensure our survival.     To extend and preserve humanity and human achievement, we must advance new capabilities in space travel.  The President has asked for $1 Billion (about 0.0004 of the Federal budget) spread over the next four years, to begin this journey.  As we acquire capability with resources derived from the Moon and elsewhere, we will create a spacefaring infrastructure.
Observation 5 – Anthro

The Earth is not subservient

To solve our Social problems we have to go to space. The way that we view nature is so entrenched in our society that it will be almost impossible to change without a revolutionary experience.  We view nature not as an equal, but as a tool for humanity which causes the mindset to spread to the rest of humanity. Other humans become similarly subservient, and thus non-human.  All this does is continually re-entrench the difference between dominant and non-dominant, the ideology that is responsible for all of our problems.

Eric Katz, Associate Professor of Philosophy and Director of the Science, Technology, and Society Program at the New Jersey Institute of Technology. ‘97 ["Nature's Healing Power, the Holocaust, and the environmental crisis." Judaism, Wintr. 1997. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0411/is_n1_v46/ai_19353459/pg_1?tag=artBody;col1]
As I have argued elsewhere, the primary goal of the Enlightenment project of the scientific understanding of the natural world is to control, manipulate, and modify natural processes for the increased satisfaction of human interests.(12) Humans want to live in a world that is comfortable - or at least, a world that is not hostile to human happiness and survival. This purpose is easy to understand when we view technological and industrial projects that use nature as a resource for economic development - but the irony is that the same purpose, human control, motivates much of environmentalist policy and practice. Consider briefly those popular examples of an enlightened environmental policy: pollution control and abatement, the clean-up of hazardous waste sites, habitat and species preservation, saving the rainforest, and the reduction of greenhouse gases. All of these policies are based on the beneficial consequences that will result for human beings and human society. Although natural entities, such as endangered species and individual animals and plants, will also be helped by environmentalist practices, we, the human community, are the chief beneficiary of our policies. Indeed, we generally only preserve those natural habitats and species that provide us with some direct good - whether it be economic, aesthetic, or spiritual. What ties together environmental policies such as these is their thoroughgoing anthropocentrism - human interests, satisfaction, goods, and happiness are the central goals of public policy and human action. This anthropocentrism is, of course, not surprising. Humanity is in the business of creating and maximizing human good. Anthropocentrism as a world view quite easily leads to the practices of domination, even when such domination is not articulated. In the formation of environmental policy, nature is seen as a nonhuman "other" to be controlled, manipulated, modified, or destroyed in the pursuit of human good. As a nonhuman other, nature can be understood as merely a resource for the development of human interests; as a nonhuman other, nature has no valid interests or good of its own. Even the practice of ecological restoration, in which degraded ecosystems are restored to a semblance of their original states, is permeated with this anthropocentric ideology. Natural ecosystems that have been harmed by human activity are restored to a state that is more pleasing to the current human population. A marsh that had been landfilled is reflooded to restore wetland acreage; strip-mined hills are replanted to create flowering meadows; acres of farmland are subjected to a controlled burn and a replanting with wildflowers and shrubs to recreate the oak savanna of pre-European America. We humans thus achieve two simultaneous goals: we relieve our guilt for the earlier destruction of natural systems, and we demonstrate our power - the power of science and technology - over the natural world.(13) But the domination of nonhuman nature is not the only result of an anthropocentric worldview - the ideology of anthropocentric domination also extends to the oppression of other human beings, conceived as a philosophical "other," as nonhuman or as subhuman. As C. S. Lewis wrote fifty years ago in The Abolition of Man, "what we call man's power over nature turns out to be a power exercised by some men over other men with nature as its instrument." <CONTINUED>

<CONTINUED>

The reason that this exercise of power is justifiable is that the subordinate people are not considered human beings: "they are not men at all; they are artefacts."(14) Anthropocentrism does not convert into a thoroughgoing humanism, wherein all humans are treated as equally worthwhile. Historically, the idea of human slavery has been justified from the time of the ancient Greeks onward by designating the slave class as less than human. In this century, the evaluation of other people as subhuman finds its clearest expression in the Nazi propaganda concerning the Jews, but we also find its echoes in the ethnic civil war in the former Yugoslavia. From the starting point of anthropocentrism, domination and oppression are easily justified. The oppressed class - be it a specific race or religious group, or even animals or natural entities - is simply denied admittance to the elite center of value-laden beings.(15) From within anthropocentrism, only humans have value and only human interests and goods need to be pursued. But who or what counts as a human is a question that cannot be answered from within anthropocentrism - and the answer to this question will determine the extent of the practice of domination. Thus the ideas of anthropocentrism and domination tie together a study of the Holocaust, the current environmental crisis, and the Jewish conception of the proper relationship to Nature. Schwartz reminds us that the danger in Judaism's desacralization of Nature is that it may lead to the destruction of Nature.(16) Genocide and ecocide are similar in that we conceive of our victims as less than human, as outside the primary circle of value.
Impact Space ( internal connection to the universe

The only way that we can change this entrenched set of values is by space travel. Space travel triggers the overview effect and reconstructs our connection to the universe. It allows us to feel the connection to universe and the desire to protect it, rather than a tool. Space colonization causes humanity to view the Universe not as something subservient, but an equal figure to humans. We will identify ourselves as part of one consciousness with the universe, the planets and all of its life forms and want to protect it for itself, not for us and our gains. This challenges our current view of nature as subservient and puts us on an equal playing field. We are all connected.

O’Neill, PhD in solar physics, 2K8 (Ian, May 22, ’08. The Human Brain in Space: Euphoria and the "Overview Effect" Experienced by Astronauts, page @ http://www.universetoday.com/2008/05/22/....-by-astronauts)
Could be the best example yet of being "spaced out"? When in space, astronauts have repeatedly reported inexplicable euphoria, a "cosmic connection" or an increased sensitivity to their place in the Universe. The experience sounds like the ultimate high, or the ultimate enlightening; it would appear that without trying, astronauts are able to attain a similar mental state as meditating Buddhist monks. So what is happening when the human body is in space? Does zero-gravity create new connections in the brain? Or is it a natural human response to the vastness of space and realizing just how small we are in comparison? What ever the reason, it looks like even when astronauts are back on solid ground, they have changed profoundly…On March 6th, 1969, Rusty Schweikart experienced a feeling that the whole universe was profoundly connected. At the time, he was on a postponed space walk outside his Apollo 9 Lunar Module, carrying out tests for the forthcoming Moon landings. Already having suffered from space sickness (hence delaying the EVA) he felt a euphoric sensation: "When you go around the Earth in an hour and a half, you begin to recognize that your identity is with that whole thing. That makes a change… it comes through to you so powerfully that you're the sensing element for Man." - Russell "Rusty" Schweikart. Two years later, Apollo 14 astronaut, Edgar Mitchell (joint record holder with Alan Shepard for longest ever Moon walk of 9 hours and 17 minutes) reported experiencing an "Overview Effect". He described the sensation gave him a profound sense of connectedness, with a feeling of bliss and timelessness. He was overwhelmed by the experience. He became profoundly aware that each and every atom in the Universe was connected in some way, and on seeing Earth from space he had an understanding that all the humans, animals and systems were a part of the same thing, a synergistic whole. It was an interconnected euphoria. Schweikart and Mitchell's experiences are not isolated anomalies, many other astronauts since the 1970's have reported this Overview Effect. Andy Newberg, a neuroscientist/physician with experience in space medicine, hopes to find out whether this is an actual psychological phenomenon. Perhaps there is a medical reason for an actual change in an astronaut's brain function when in space. What's more, he's noticed a psychological change in the men and women that have come back from space: "You can often tell when you’re with someone who has flown in space, its palpable." - Andy Newberg Newberg has scanned many brains to try to understand how humans reach this euphoric state on Earth. The religious communities, transcendental mediators and others around the world are able to experience similar states and have been the focus of interest to neuroscientists. In some cases, the meditation leads some people to view the whole cosmos as an interconnected quantum web, where consciousness is not separate, but a part of the Universe. Now Newberg hopes to monitor the brain of one of the first space tourists so a better grasp of the brain function of a human in zero-G can be understood. Edgar Mitchell has said that his personal event has changed his life, revealing a Universe that had remained hidden until he experienced the Overview Effect on that Apollo 14 mission in 1971. Whether this effect is a physical change in the brain, or a deeper, yet to be discovered event, Newberg hopes to find some answers.
**********Background A2:**********
No Space Exploration Possible Now

Current funding requires reform before space exploration is possible

Malik ’09 [Tariq Managing Editor, NASA Budget Too Slim to Reach Moon by 2020, Panel Says  posted: 13 August 2009, http://www.space.com/news/090812-nasa-spaceflight-options-refined.html. MJS]
A White House panel charged with reviewing NASA's exploration plans has dropped any hope of sending astronauts directly to Mars and found the space agency's budget too slim to accomplish its goal of returning humans to the moon by 2020. After more than six hours of public deliberation on Wednesday, the 10-member committee overseeing the Review for U.S. Human Space Flight Plans decided not to include a plan to send astronauts straight to Mars - called Mars Direct - on its list of options to be considered by President Barack Obama because of its daunting challenges and cost.  "We think Mars Direct is a mission that we're really not prepared to take on technically or financially, and it would likely not succeed," said the committee's chairman Norman Augustine, a former Lockheed Martin CEO, late Wednesday after the televised meeting in Washington, D.C. "I really want to emphasize that we're not giving up on Mars at all." A manned Mars mission is the ultimate goal, but shifting all of NASA's focus on getting there as soon as possible is not feasible, he added.  The committee is expected to present its initial report to NASA Administrator Charlie Bolden and White House science adviser John Holdren on Friday and file a final version for President Obama's review by the end of the month. Funding woes Augustine's committee is reviewing NASA's plan to retire its aging space shuttle fleet and replace it with a capsule-based Orion spacecraft as part of a larger effort to return astronauts to the moon by 2020. But NASA's current budget for human spaceflight through 2020 is not enough to cover the costs of achieving its baseline lunar goal, let alone other alternative options, the committee found.   "This budget is just simply not friendly to exploration," said committee member Sally Ride, a former astronaut and the first American woman in space. "It's very difficult to find an exploration scenario that actually fits within this very restrictive budget guidance that we've been given." NASA has a budget of about $80 billion for human spaceflight through 2020, about $28 billion less than projected when it first chose the Orion spacecraft and its Ares rockets to succeed the space shuttle fleet. Orion spacecraft are not expected to begin operational flights until 2015, the committee said.   Augustine said that NASA's exploration budget has been cut repeatedly since announcing the new space exploration plan in 2005, hindering its progress. Technical and other delays have also led to the current shortfall, he added. Still he and his committee were surprised none of their options fit in NASA's current budget. "I did think that one of the current options would fit under the present funding budget," he said. "I thought it might be quite a while before you really got into space and do those exciting things that we were talking about ... I guess I should have realized that it wasn't possible."
 **********Get off the Rock**********
U: Extinction by 2050

Extinction is inevitable by 2050 without space colonization

Daily Record ’02 `[Graham Brough, “WOULD THE LAST PERSON TO LEAVE EARTH PLEASE TURN OUT THE LIGHTS; EXPERTS WARN WE NEED TO MOVE PLANET AS MODERN LIFE KILLS OURS,” Jul 8, LN]

The Earth will be so gutted, wrecked, over-exploited and the barren seas so fished out that we will have to find a new planet – or even two - by 2050. Environmentalists at the World Wildlife Fund say we have just another half century of luxury living left before the Earth becomes a spent husk. By that time, we will either have to colonise space or risk human extinction as population and consumption expand. The worst culprits are Americans, who each consume more food and fuel per year than 25 Africans. With the chances of discovering another habitable planet still in the realms of science fiction, WWF says the only realistic chance for survival is to curb consumption. A new WWF report tomorrow will shame the Americans with a damning league table that shows how much land is needed to support a single American, European or African. It takes just over an acre of land to support a person from Burundi, one of Africa's poorest nations. A European needs 15 acres of land as his "footprint" on the globe. But a US citizen needs a staggering 30 acres, the highest consumer intake of any civilisation in the Earth's history . Critics say America is so devoted to conspicuous consumption, that space colonisation is more realistic than a lifestyle change.
U: We don’t see it coming
Current technology won’t see the comet coming at us!
Mason ’09 [Betsy, NASA Falling Short of Asteroid Detection Goals August 12, 2009 http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2009/08/neoreport/. MJS.]

 Without more funding, NASA will not meet its goal of tracking 90 percent of all deadly asteroids by 2020, according to a report released today by the National Academy of Sciences. The agency is on track to soon be able to spot 90 percent of the potentially dangerous objects that are at least a kilometer (.6 miles) wide, a goal previously mandated by Congress. Asteroids of this size are estimated to strike Earth once every 500,000 years on average and could be capable of causing a global catastrophe if they hit Earth. In 2008, NASA’s Near Earth Object Program spotted a total of 11,323 objects of all sizes. But without more money in the budget, NASA won’t be able to keep up with a 2005 directive to track 90 percent of objects bigger than 460 feet across. An impact from an asteroid of this size could cause significant damage and be very deadly, particularly if it were to strike near a populated area. Meeting that goal “may require the building of one or more additional observatories, possibly including a space-based observatory,” according to the report. The committee that investigated the issue noted that the United States is getting little help from the rest of the world on this front, and isn’t likely to any time soon. Another report is planned for release by the end of the year that will review what NASA plans to do if we spot a life-threatening asteroid headed our direction. A summary of the report’s findings: Congress has mandated that NASA discover 90 percent of all near-Earth objects 140 meters in diameter or greater by 2020. The administration has not requested and Congress has not appropriated new funds to meet this objective. Only limited facilities are currently involved in this survey/discovery effort, funded by NASA’s existing budget. The current near-Earth object surveys cannot meet the goals of the 2005 NASA Authorization Act directing NASA to discover 90 percent of all near-Earth objects 140 meters in diameter or greater by 2020. The orbit-fitting capabilities of the Minor Planet Center are more than capable of handling the observations of the congressionally mandated survey as long as staffing needs are met. The Arecibo Observatory telescope continues to play a unique role in characterization of NEOs, providing unmatched precision and accuracy in orbit determination and insight into size, shape, surface structure, multiplicity, and other physical properties for objects within its declination coverage and detection range. The United States is the only country that currently has an operating survey/detection program for discovering near-Earth objects; Canada and Germany are both building spacecraft that may contribute to the discovery of near-Earth objects. However, neither mission will detect fainter or smaller objects than ground-based telescopes. 
I/L: Space Observation detect Comets

Space observatories will detect asteroids on collision with Earth!

Mason ’09 [Betsy, NASA Falling Short of Asteroid Detection Goals August 12, 2009 http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2009/08/neoreport/. MJS.]

 Without more funding, NASA will not meet its goal of tracking 90 percent of all deadly asteroids by 2020, according to a report released today by the National Academy of Sciences. The agency is on track to soon be able to spot 90 percent of the potentially dangerous objects that are at least a kilometer (.6 miles) wide, a goal previously mandated by Congress. Asteroids of this size are estimated to strike Earth once every 500,000 years on average and could be capable of causing a global catastrophe if they hit Earth. In 2008, NASA’s Near Earth Object Program spotted a total of 11,323 objects of all sizes. But without more money in the budget, NASA won’t be able to keep up with a 2005 directive to track 90 percent of objects bigger than 460 feet across. An impact from an asteroid of this size could cause significant damage and be very deadly, particularly if it were to strike near a populated area. Meeting that goal “may require the building of one or more additional observatories, possibly including a space-based observatory,” according to the report. The committee that investigated the issue noted that the United States is getting little help from the rest of the world on this front, and isn’t likely to any time soon. Another report is planned for release by the end of the year that will review what NASA plans to do if we spot a life-threatening asteroid headed our direction. A summary of the report’s findings: Congress has mandated that NASA discover 90 percent of all near-Earth objects 140 meters in diameter or greater by 2020. The administration has not requested and Congress has not appropriated new funds to meet this objective. Only limited facilities are currently involved in this survey/discovery effort, funded by NASA’s existing budget. The current near-Earth object surveys cannot meet the goals of the 2005 NASA Authorization Act directing NASA to discover 90 percent of all near-Earth objects 140 meters in diameter or greater by 2020. The orbit-fitting capabilities of the Minor Planet Center are more than capable of handling the observations of the congressionally mandated survey as long as staffing needs are met. The Arecibo Observatory telescope continues to play a unique role in characterization of NEOs, providing unmatched precision and accuracy in orbit determination and insight into size, shape, surface structure, multiplicity, and other physical properties for objects within its declination coverage and detection range. The United States is the only country that currently has an operating survey/detection program for discovering near-Earth objects; Canada and Germany are both building spacecraft that may contribute to the discovery of near-Earth objects. However, neither mission will detect fainter or smaller objects than ground-based telescopes.
I/L: Survival depends on Space exploration

Mankind’s survival depends on the future of exploration – we cannot waste a single minute


AFP ’08 [Space key to mankind's survival: NASA chief  by Staff Writers Washington (AFP) Sept 25, 2008 http://www.space-travel.com/reports/Space_exploration_key_to_mankinds_survival_NASA_chief_999.html. MJS]

Mankind's very survival depends on the future exploration of space, said NASA chief Michael Griffin in an interview with AFP marking the 50th anniversary of the US space agency. This journey, said the veteran physicist and aerospace engineer, is full of unknowns and has only just begun. "Does the survival of human kind depend upon it? I think so," he said. Griffin compared the first walk on the Moon with Christopher Columbus's first voyage to the Americas. "He travelled for months and spent a few weeks in the Americas and returned home. He could hardly have said to have explored the New World. "So we have just begun to touch other worlds," said Griffin. "I think we must return to the Moon because it's the next step. It's a few days from home," he said, adding Mars was also "only a few months" from Earth. But Griffin acknowledged that like the 15th century explorers who embarked on their adventures without knowing what they would find, a leap of faith is required for space travel. "As we move out in our solar system, expanding human presence, we can't prove what we will find will be useful. "It was understood in Columbus's time that if voyagers discovered new lands they would find valuable things. We can't prove today that we can exploit what we find to the benefit of humankind." However, in the long run, Griffin believes "human populations must diversify if it wishes to survive." In explaining his goals for NASA in testimony to Congress in 2004, Griffin said: "The single overarching goal of human space flight is the human settlement of the solar system, and eventually beyond. "I can think of no lesser purpose sufficient to justify the difficulty of the enterprise, and no greater purpose is possible." In this effort, Griffin told AFP that cooperation between nations is key if mankind's calling to the final frontier is to be realized. "The space station is much bigger and better and more impressive and more productive as a result of the partnership with Canada, Russia, Europe, and Japan, than it would have been if we had done it ourselves," he said. However, the NASA head lamented the end of the space shuttle program in 2010, concerned that in the interim period at least the United States will be reliant on other nations to reach the heavens. "There will be a gap. I don't like it but there it is. For the US to lose even for a period of time independent access to space, I don't think it's a good thing." In the time between the shuttle retires and the new generation of US spacecraft -- Orion -- gets off the ground, US astronauts will have to rely on the Russian Soyuz spacecraft to reach the International Space Station. "I think that is a dangerous position to be in," said Griffin. "If anything at all in that five-year period goes wrong with the Russian Soyuz ... that is a great concern. 

I/L: Got 2 Get off the Rock

CEVs are key to getting to the moon to stop human extinction!

Kazan and Sato ’09 [Casey with Rebecca, adapted from NASA materials. Stephen Hawking: Manned Space Missions Key to Future September 04, 2009 http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2009/09/stephen-hawking-manned-space-missions-key-to-future.html. MJS] 

Stephen Hawking, world-celebrated expert on the cosmological theories of gravity and black holes who holds Issac Newton's Lucasian Chair at Cambridge University, has strong views on the future of the human species and space travel. At last year's 50th anniversary for NASA. Hawking proposed that the world should devote about 10 times as much as NASA's current budget – or 0.25% of the world's financial resources – to space exploration. Hawking backed the space agency's goals of returning astronauts to the Moon by 2020 and sending humans to Mars shortly after that. The Moon is a good place to start because it is "close by and relatively easy to reach", Hawking said. "The Moon could be a base for travel to the rest of the solar system," he added. would be "the obvious next target", with its abundant supplies of frozen water, and the intriguing possibility that life may have been present there in the past. "A goal of a base on the Moon by 2020 and of a manned landing on Mars by 2025 would reignite the space program and give it a sense of purpose in the same way that President Kennedy's Moon target did in the 1960s," he said. Hawking said that any long-term site for a human base should have a significant gravity field, because long missions in microgravity lead to health issues such as bone loss. Hawking favors human space exploration, rather than just sending robots to explore space, a position taken by Nobel laureate Steven Weinberg, among others. Eventually, Hawking said, humanity should try to expand to Earth-like planets around other stars. If only 1% of the 1000 or so stars within 30 light years of Earth has an Earth-size planet at the right distance from its star for liquid water to exist, that would make for 10 such planets in our solar system's neighbourhood, he said. "We cannot envision visiting them with current technology, but we should make interstellar travel a long-term aim," he said. "By long term, I mean over the next 200 to 500 years." Humanity can afford to battle earthly problems like climate change and still have plenty of resources left over for colonizing space, he said. "Even if we were to increase the international [space exploration] budget 20 times to make a serious effort to go into space, it would only be a small fraction of world GDP," he said. GDP, or Gross Domestic Product, is a measure of a country's economic activity. Hawking  believes that traveling into space is the only way humans will be able to survive in the long-term. "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.  Hawking argued that the world can afford 0.25% of its collective GDP to devote to space colonization. "Isn't our future worth a quarter of a percent?" he asked. The physicist also speculated on the reasons that SETI (Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence) projects have not yet detected any alien civilizations, offering three possibilities: that life of any kind is very rare in the universe; that simple life forms are common, but intelligent life rare; or that intelligent life tends to quickly destroy itself. "Personally, I favour the second possibility – that primitive life is relatively common, but that intelligent life is very rare," he said. "Some would say it has yet to occur on Earth." 
**********Anthro**********

Space changes mindsets


Once we get enough people into space and enough mindsets changed, the effect will spread to all humans due to a phenomenon called the “hundredth monkey phenomenon.” This effect has been proven--only the mechanism by which it happens remains to be investigated. You can read the whole quoted card, but only the last underlined part is necessary to get the argument.

Ken Keyes, personal growth leader and longtime peace advocate, 81’ (Ken Jr., The Hundredth Monkey, page @ http://www.wowzone.com/100th.htm, )

The Japanese monkey, Macaca Fuscata, had been observed in the wild for a period of over 30 years. In 1952, on the island of Koshima, scientists were providing monkeys with sweet potatoes dropped in the sand. The monkey liked the taste of the raw sweet potatoes, but they found the dirt unpleasant. An 18-month-old female named Imo found she could solve the problem by washing the potatoes in a nearby stream. She taught this trick to her mother. Her playmates also learned this new way and they taught their mothers too. This cultural innovation was gradually picked up by various monkeys before the eyes of the scientists. Between 1952 and 1958 all the young monkeys learned to wash the sandy sweet potatoes to make them more palatable. Only the adults who imitated their children learned this social improvement. Other adults kept eating the dirty sweet potatoes. Then something startling took place. In the autumn of 1958, a certain number of Koshima monkeys were washing sweet potatoes -- the exact number is not known. Let us suppose that when the sun rose one morning there were 99 monkeys on Koshima Island who had learned to wash their sweet potatoes. Let's further suppose that later that morning, the hundredth monkey learned to wash potatoes. THEN IT HAPPENED! By that evening almost everyone in the tribe was washing sweet potatoes before eating them. The added energy of this hundredth monkey somehow created an ideological breakthrough! But notice: A most surprising thing observed by these scientists was that the habit of washing sweet potatoes then jumped over the sea...Colonies of monkeys on other islands and the mainland troop of monkeys at Takasakiyama began washing their sweet potatoes. Thus, when a certain critical number achieves an awareness, this new awareness may be communicated from mind to mind. Although the exact number may vary, this Hundredth Monkey Phenomenon means that when only a limited number of people know of a new way, it may remain the conscious property of these people. But there is a point at which if only one more person tunes-in to a new awareness, a field is strengthened so that this awareness is picked up by almost everyone!
**********Funding**********

 $7 billion for Constellation
It will take $7 billion to keep Ares on track for it’s flight in 2015
Courtland ‘08 [Rachel , a space and astronomy reporter for New Scientist Space shuttle is key issue for Obama, agency says  22:48 06 November 2008 http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn15145. MJS]

The agency has estimated that $2.5 billion to $4 billion a year will be needed to keep the shuttle flying past 2010. But some argue that the shuttle will need a thorough review if it is to fly much longer than that. Technical issues with the shuttle replacement programme could also affect the decision about when to retire the shuttles. Some say the Ares I rocket may be prone to vibrations that could jolt astronauts. Resolving Ares design issues could require as much as $7 billion more in order to keep the rocket on target for its first flight in March 2015, the Congressional Budget Office said on Monday.

**********Inherency**********

Cuts are the SQO
Cuts are the current policy towards NASA

NASA WATCH ’09 [White House (OMB) Responds to House Cuts to NASA's Budget June 22, 2009  Statement of Administration Policy H.R. 2847 -- Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010 (NASA Excerpt). http://www.nasawatch.com/archives/2009/06/white_house_omb.html. MJS.]
"Administration Priorities: National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). The Administration is concerned with the reduction of $670 million from the President's FY 2010 request for Exploration Systems. This large reduction would likely cause major negative impacts to any options that may emerge from the ongoing blue ribbon review of U.S. human space flight plans. The Administration appreciates the Committee's strong support for the NASA Earth science program, which advances the President's goal of deploying a global climate change research and monitoring system. The Administration is concerned with the elimination of $21 million from the request for NASA innovation, which uses public-private partnerships to advance important technologies and enable access to new sources of innovation through incentive prizes and partnerships. In addition, the Administration is concerned about funding NASA's R&D activities with primarily one-year rather than two-year appropriations. Such an action would increase the cost and complexity of budget execution and would diminish flexibility without improving management."
**********Time**********

Immediacy is Necessary
We have to address the issues of the space program now or we will never get there!
Courtland ‘08 [Rachel , a space and astronomy reporter for New Scientist Space shuttle is key issue for Obama, agency says  22:48 06 November 2008 http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn15145. MJS]

US president-elect Barack Obama will need to decide soon whether to retire the space shuttle in 2010 or extend its life, a government oversight office said on Thursday. The space shuttle is one of 13 'urgent' issues that face the next US president, according to a US Government Accountability Office (GAO) list. "These are issues that will require the attention of the President and Congress early on in the next administration," says GAO spokesperson Chuck Young. Deciding the fate of the shuttle is particularly time-sensitive, Young says. If the government decides to fly more shuttle missions, it could impact how quickly NASA can move forward with a shuttle replacement, set to be ready to fly by March 2015. The replacement, the centrepiece of a NASA programme called Constellation, would end a five-year gap in the US's ability to transport astronauts to space. During the interim, astronauts will have to hitch rides to the International Space Station on Russian Soyuz capsules. Interdependent programmes Extending the shuttle's lifetime means that if "NASA's budget doesn't change, it will put Constellation off", says Cristina Chaplain of the GAO.
********** AT: Counter Plans**********
Perm: USFG & State/Private/Local

Perm Solvency: A combination of the Federal government and other actors is not only doable but is also better then the CP alone.

Brooking Institute ’08 [BLUEPRINT FOR AMERICAN PROSPERITY: A BRIDGE TO SOMEWHERE. http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2008/06_transportation_puentes/06_transportation_puentes_report.pdf. MJS]

2. THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD EMPOWER STATES AND METROPOLITAN AREAS TO GROW IN SUSTAINABLE WAYS The range of challenges as well as the profound demographic, economic, and spatial changes underway in the United States calls for a new federal partnership with state and metropolitan leaders, along with local governments and the private sector, to promote environmental sustainability and strengthen metropolitan economies. The late 20th century model in transportation retained the standard federalism pyramid structure: with the federal government providing resources that rain down from the state, to metropolitan, and ultimately the local level. But while this structure may have been appropriate for 1956, the problem is that today it is without the meaningful national purpose that the Interstates provided. The result is that this devolution of responsibility produced results that are so far uneven and generally disappointing. What we need now is a new 21st century compact that flips the pyramid and challenges our nation’s state and metropolitan leaders to develop deep and innovative visions to solve the most pressing transportation problems. The federal government should become a permissive partner in such an effort but should hold these places accountable for advancing this tailor-made, bottom-up vision. Metropolitan areas should have the predictability of funding necessary to make long-term planning possible, and the ability to make innovative strategic decisions. 
********** AT: Employment**********
UQ - Unemployment is High

JOBS ARE LOST AND GONE FOREVER WITH THE ECONOMY LOOKING TO GET WORSE!

Lee, July ’09 [Don, Los Angeles Times. Hiring might not rebound in a recovery; After upheaval in the auto and financial sectors, many workers may find the jobs they lost are gone forever. July 2, 2009. Business Desk; Part A; Pg. 1. Lexis. MJS]
Even as the nation's economy begins clawing its way out of the worst recession in 60 years, there are growing signs that this recovery could come with an unsettling twist: The wheels of commerce may begin to turn again without any substantial boost in jobs. Not only is the national unemployment rate, now 9.4%, likely to climb into double digits later this year, but it is also expected to remain there well into 2010, economists say. That would prolong the misery of the unemployed, squeeze retailers and other businesses, and add millions of dollars in government costs and lost productivity. It could even threaten the recovery itself. Though it's common for the jobless rate to keep climbing for a time after economic output turns positive, the aftermath of the last two downturns, in 1990-91 and 2001, introduced the idea of a "jobless recovery." Even though the economy improved, many unemployed workers discovered that jobs as good as the ones they'd lost were almost impossible to find. This time, many economists say, there are new factors that could make the problem worse. Many more layoffs in this recession have been permanent, not temporary. And mass layoffs are continuing at a record pace; in May they cost nearly 313,000 workers their jobs. Since the recession began in December 2007, the U.S. economy has shed 6 million payroll jobs. That tally is expected to grow today when the Labor Department releases the June employment figures. 
UQ – Uniqueness

UNEMPLOYMENT IS HIGH!

Bowman ’09. [Michael Bowman US Unemployment Rate Gallops Ahead of Expectations 07 June 2009. http://www.voanews.com/english/archive/2009-06/2009-06-07-voa22.cfm?CFID=260960149&CFTOKEN=28301615&jsessionid=6630f2142846fe4e56ea47312f2a75785779. MJS]
The White House says America's employment picture is worse than the Obama administration had anticipated just a few months ago.  The somber admission follows the latest jobless report showing the highest unemployment rate the United States has seen in more than 25 years.  U.S. unemployment jumped a half percent in May, to 9.4 percent prompting this comment by Austan Goolsbee, a member of President Barack Obama's Council of Economic Advisors:  "The economy clearly has gotten substantially worse from the initial predictions that were being made, not just by the White House, but by all of the private sector," said Austan Goolsbee.  Economists point out that the current jobless rate is already higher than the hypothetical rate that was used to calculate the health of banks and other financial institutions in so-called "stress tests" earlier this year.  And, the upward unemployment trajectory is expected to continue in coming months, even if the overall economy begins to recover.    
IMP – Jobs Save Econ

JOBS ARE REQUIRED FOR AN ECONOMIC RECOVERY OR WE FACE COLLAPSE!

Shell ’09 [Adam, USA TODAY Job cuts gnaw at stocks' recovery; Layoffs undermine consumers' ability to ignite economy, July 6, 2009 Monday. MONEY; Pg. 1B. Lexis. MJS]

The stock market's next move -- either up or down -- is dependent on economic data. And no data point is as important as jobs. Readings on retail sales, home prices, factory orders, consumer confidence and purchases of big-ticket items such as cars and ovens simply must get better. But there's a catch: For those key measures of business health to exhibit signs of a real recovery, companies have to stop laying off a half-million people every month and start hiring. In an economy in which consumers account for roughly 70% of the demand for goods and services, their ability to earn a paycheck is key to a lasting recovery. Increasingly, the fate of stocks may be tied to jobs. "The job market will be driving the stock market in the near future," says Sung Won Sohn, a professor at California State University. "We can look at a slew of stats, but at the end of the day none is more important than jobs. Without jobs you cannot have a meaningful economic recovery." And the latest snapshot of the employment picture does little to suggest a hiring boom is on the horizon. The Labor Department last week reported that employers axed 467,000 jobs in June -- 100,000 more than expected and nearly 150,000 more than in May. The unemployment rate hit 9.5%, its highest level in 26 years. The weak job numbers mean renewed angst for investors who have pushed stocks up sharply since March 9 amid hopes the economy would rebound in the second half of 2009. There is a fear that a jobless recovery will ensue, pinching the pocketbooks of millions of Americans and snuffing out any chances of a quick economic rebound or profit recovery for U.S. businesses. Fear of such a scenario pushed the Dow Jones industrials down 223 points Thursday to 8281 (the market was closed Friday). "For any economy, the most important thing is income in the form of wages, and having a job or not having a job is the biggest impact on spending," says Charles Biderman, CEO of TrimTabs. "You can't get more basic than that." Since the recession began in December 2007, 6.5 million jobs have been lost. It's difficult for consumers to lead a recovery if they are jobless or fear losing their jobs, Biderman says. 
<CONTINUED>

<CONTINUED>

ECONOMIC COLLAPSE DESTROYS HUMANS RIGHTS, WHICH WILL ONLY WORSEN POVERTY AND SPARK CONFLICT. 

Khan ‘09 Amnesty International Secretary General May 29, 2009 (The Independent (London), “The economic crisis has only exacerbated human rights abuses”, May 29, 2009, LexisNexis Academic)   

UNDERLYING the economic crisis is an explosive human rights crisis. The economic downturn has aggravated abuses, distracted attention from them and created new problems. In the name of security, human rights were trampled on. Now, in the name of economic recovery, they are being relegated to the back seat. The world needs a new global deal on human rights - not paper promises but commitment and concrete action from governments. This crisis is about shortages of food, jobs, clean water, land and housing, and also about deprivation and discrimination, growing inequality, xenophobia and racism, violence and repression across the world. Billions of people are suffering from insecurity, injustice and indignity. China and Russia are proof that open markets have not led to open societies. Human rights activists, journalists, lawyers, trade union representatives and other civil society leaders were harassed, attacked, or killed with impunity in every world region last year. From Gaza to Darfur and from eastern DRC to northern Sri Lanka, the human toll of conflict has been horrendous, and the lukewarm response of the international community shocking. Huge resources are being dedicated to fight piracy off the coast of Somalia but not to stop the flow of arms that kill civilians in that country. Military action is being stepped up in Afghanistan and Pakistan but the human rights and humanitarian implications of the conflicts are being underplayed. Ignoring one crisis to focus on another is a recipe for aggravating both. Economic recovery will be neither sustainable nor equitable if governments fail to tackle abuses that drive and deepen poverty, or armed conflicts that generate new violations. Our first demand in our new campaign is to the USA and China. The US does not accept the notion of economic, cultural and social rights while China does not respect civil and political rights. Both governments must sign up to all human rights for all. Solutions to global problems must be underpinned by global values of human rights - and those at the top table of world leadership must begin by setting an example.
IMP – More then Economy

THE IMPACT OF JOBS GOES BEYOND THE ECONOMY TO REDUCING THE GENDER BIAS TO REDUCING MENTAL AND PHYSICAL ILLNESS!
Minkler - May 2009 [Lanse Economic Rights and Political Decision Making/ Human Rights Quarterly, Volume 31, Number 2, May 2009, pp. 368-393 (Article). DOI: 10.1353/hrq.0.0070. MJS]

A policymaker who entertains policies to elevate the standard of living can be fairly certain that various outcomes will be affected, some quite desirably. Such policies would reduce the need for other social programs and would lead to better health outcomes, but by how much? What other effects might occur? If that uncertainty is great or some relationships are not recognized, then the policymaker might erroneously discount those policies and make mistakes. The evidence, though limited, suggests that those kinds of errors have indeed been made. For instance, when policymakers and economists try to assess the desirability of job training programs, like Job Corps, they focus on the increased earnings potential of program participants but ignore other important outcomes. In the case of Job Corps, a comprehensive cost-benefit study revealed that in-program output and increased earnings for 4 years after the program accounted for only 80 percent of the program’s costs. But when including such factors as reduced dependence on transfer programs and alternative services, reduced criminal activity, and reduced drug and alcohol abuse, total benefits accounted for 146 percent of the program’s cost.15 When the sole focus is on standard direct benefits, full benefits are underestimated, thus biasing the ultimate decisions. The same kind of mistake can be made when assessing policies aimed at boosting employment. Typically, policymakers and economists compare the policy cost with the increased value of output generated by the newly employed. Again, such narrow analyses miss other important outcomes. For instance, Amartya Sen argues that increased employment of women yields other important benefits like increased household equity, reduced fertility rates, and reduced gender bias in children’s benefits.16 More generally, Sen argues that unemployment is associated with social exclusion, loss of selfreliance and self-confidence, and increased mental and physical illness.17 Because much of this cost can be categorized as “psychological,” it can be difficult to measure. However, researchers in the “economics of happiness” literature now know that unemployment is a key contributor to unhappiness. A recent study using sophisticated econometric techniques estimates the dollar value of unhappiness for an unemployed US male at $60,000 per year.18 While that number could be debated, clearly any analysis that ignores equity or psychological benefits undervalues the true benefits of unemployment programs.
**********Focus**********

A2:  Focus Link

Delayed Focus Key to Effective Use of Capital

Newstex, 6/23/09  (lexis)
For now, the White House should have as little to do as possible with the various legislative products. Let the committees absorb the blows of the bad weeks. Let the early coalitions present themselves. Let the Republicans show their strategy in the mark-up sessions. Let the CBO score all the different options. Let the legislature familiarize itself with different revenue options. Wait. Wait and wait and wait. Wait until Congress has pushed this as far upfield as it's able. Then open up the White House. Then have Obama on TV. Then have Rahm on the phone with legislators. Then take Olympia Snowe for a ride on Marine One. The White House can exert explosive force on a piece of legislation, but it can only do so effectively for a short period of time. That was the mistake Clinton White House made in 1994. By the time their legislation was near reality, administration officials were so deeply involved that they couldn't add external momentum. It is not a mistake that Rahm Emmanuel, who watched it all happen firsthand, means to repeat.

Focus Link Not True For Obama

Herald Times, 4/29/09 (Lexis)
I don't think any of us were quite prepared for the sheer energy this new president demonstrated in his first 100 days. The number of press conferences, policy speeches, cross-country and international travels on top of new initiatives to bolster financial markets has been mind-boggling. Obama said he would close down Guantanamo Bay, and the process is under way. He said he would extend health care to children, and he has signed into law a program that will provide more than 11 million children with health care. He said he would assess the situation in Iraq and provide a plan to bring our troops home safely. He said he would reverse many of George W. Bush's executive orders on stem-cell research and did that, too. One astute political observer recently told me that Obama reminds her of an octopus with eight arms, all doing different things, but each done with agile efficiency.

**********Heg Good**********

UQ – Space Heg Decreasing

China is running over US heg in space!

YARDLEY ’07 [JIM,  Snubbed by U.S., China Finds New Space Partners. Nyt. May 24, 2007.

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/24/world/asia/24satellite.html?_r=2&hp=&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print. MJS]

For years, China has chafed at efforts by the United States to exclude it from full membership in the world’s elite space club. So lately China seems to have hit on a solution: create a new club. Beijing is trying to position itself as a space benefactor to the developing world — the same countries, in some cases, whose natural resources China covets here on earth. The latest and most prominent example came last week when China launched a communications satellite for Nigeria, a major oil producer, in a project that serves as a tidy case study of how space has become another arena where China is trying to exert its soft power. Not only did China design, build and launch the satellite for Nigeria, but it also provided a huge loan to help pay the bill. China has also signed a satellite contract with another big oil supplier, Venezuela. It is developing an earth observation satellite system with Bangladesh, Indonesia, Iran, Mongolia, Pakistan, Peru and Thailand. And it has organized a satellite association in Asia. “China is starting to market and sell this technology to developing countries that need it,” said Shen Dingli, a professor in international relations at Fudan University in Shanghai. Of the Nigeria deal, Mr. Shen added: “It gives substance to Sino-African relations. Not only does China buy raw materials, but also we sell some things.” For China, the strategy is a blend of self-interest, broader diplomacy and, from a business standpoint, an effective way to break into the satellite market. Satellites have become status symbols and technological necessities for many countries that want an ownership stake in the digital world dominated by the West, analysts say.  “There’s clearly a sense that countries like Nigeria want to have a stronger presence in space,” said Peter J. Brown, a journalist who specializes in satellite technology and writes frequently about the satellite market in Asia. “As you look around the map, more and more countries are moving to get satellites up.” China’s more grandiose space goals, which include building a Mars probe and, eventually, putting an astronaut on the moon, are based on an American blueprint in which space exploration enhances national prestige and advances technological development. But Beijing also is focused on competing in the $100 billion commercial satellite industry.
UQ – China is Space Militarizing
China is developing high tech capable military systems for war time!

YARDLEY ’07 [JIM,  Snubbed by U.S., China Finds New Space Partners. Nyt. May 24, 2007.

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/24/world/asia/24satellite.html?_r=2&hp=&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print. MJS]

Joan Johnson-Freese, chairwoman of the Department of National Security Studies at the Naval War College, said China still trailed major aerospace companies in the quality and sophistication of its satellites, which is one reason it is marketing to developing countries. But, she added, the strategy was working on multiple levels. “They want to play a leadership role for developing countries that want to get into space,” Dr. Johnson-Freese said in an interview earlier this year. “It’s just such a win-win for them. They are making political connections, it helps them with oil deals and they bring in hard currency to feed back into their own program to make them even more commercially competitive.” Satellites also are becoming vital to Beijing’s domestic development plans. In the next several years, China could launch as many as 100 satellites to help deliver television to rural areas, create a digital navigational network, facilitate scientific research and improve mapping and weather monitoring. Research centers on microsatellites have opened in Beijing, Shanghai and Harbin, and a new launching center is under construction in Hainan Province. But China’s focus on satellites has also brought suspicions, particularly from the United States, since most satellites are “dual use” technologies, capable of civilian and military applications. Currently, China is overhauling its military in a modernization drive focused, in part, on developing the capacity to fight a “high tech” war.  Analysts say China’s determination to develop its own equivalent to the Global Positioning System, or G.P.S., is partly because such a system would be critical for military operations if a war were to erupt over Taiwan.  Most alarmingly to Western countries, China conducted an antisatellite test in January by firing a missile into space, destroying one of its own orbiting satellites and scattering a trail of dangerous debris despite its oft-stated opposition to the use of weapons in space. Four months later, Washington is still trying to parse China’s motivations, while China has offered little explanation. 
UQ – US/China Space Relations Frosty

Space relations between the US and China are already poor!

YARDLEY ’07 [JIM,  Snubbed by U.S., China Finds New Space Partners. Nyt. May 24, 2007.

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/24/world/asia/24satellite.html?_r=2&hp=&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print. MJS]

Space relations between the powers were already frosty. Washington, responding to scandals over stolen technology, has tried for nearly a decade to isolate the Chinese space program through export restrictions that prohibit the use of American space technology on satellites launched in China. Washington also has prevented China from participating in the International Space Station and, in some cases, stopped Chinese scientists from attending space conferences in America. Michael D. Griffin, NASA’s administrator, did signal a thaw in relations when he visited China last fall. But critics say the American strategy has backfired. A recent critique of the Bush administration’s space policy blamed Washington for alienating space allies with a “go it alone” philosophy. It also blamed the export restrictions for damaging American competitiveness and helping foreign competitors like China gain an advantage in the commercial market. China, meanwhile, eyes the United States warily. Earlier this year, Eric Hagt, director of the China program for the World Security Institute, testified in Washington that China’s increasing investment in space has made it feel more vulnerable at a time when the United States is advocating missile defense programs in the name of protecting against terrorist states.  China believes the United States is determined to dominate space, even as China’s own national interests are increasingly tied to space, Mr. Hagt said. “The United States needs to come to grips with the reality that China will demand more ‘strategic room’ in space,” he told the federal U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission.  The United States is also realizing that many parts of the world are happy to give China that space. When the Nigerian satellite was launched, the blastoff was televised live to Nigeria, the Chinese news media reported. Nigerian newspapers proclaimed the satellite as a seminal moment in the country’s efforts to modernize its economy. Mr. Rufai, the Nigerian project manager, said he was certain that other developing countries had noticed how China had designed, built, launched and financed the satellite.  “It’s a model that people will try to replicate,” he said. 
Link – Exploration = heg

Exploration promotes hegemony!


The Arizona Republic 99 [Sylvia Dahlby, December 18, 1999, HEADLINE: Lander's failure no reason to take eyes off stars"]
At a time when we face serious domestic and economic problems, the cost of space exploration may seem too high. But planetary exploration delivers many immediate returns and long-term benefits, from geological meteorological and environmental sciences to aviations, computers, and telecommunications. Spacetechnology has given unprecedented advances in agriculture, manufacturing, automotives, consumer electronics, medicine and other fields of business and industry. Space science promotes advanced education, a skilled workforce, and high-paying jobs. As a nation, we also benefit from international prestige and leadership. Space science promotes visionary thinking, lofty ideas, principles and values, such as cooperation, commitment, and faith. Space exploration promises the next generation of American scientists, engineers and soldiers' peaceful missions, and a challenge to learn and create a more hopeful future. Space science also promotes opportunities for the United States to do what we do best: invent, innovate and lead. The history of the United States has a rich tradition of space exploration. Who could ever forget the elation and national pride of Apollo's moon landing? The photo of Earth from the surface of the moon served as a unifying force for Americans and the people of all nations. U.S.-led space missions continue to promote world peace through international cooperation in science and technology. Human history is replete with great civilizations with traditions of science and space exploration. Whether Chinese, East Indian, native American, Islamic, Judaic or Christian, all the world's religions reflect the same story of man's quest for enlightenment and knowledge. The Egyptians built might pyramids to challenge time itself. The Mayans mapped the drift of the constellations and charted the eclipse with astonishing precision. In ancient Sumeria, Greece and the Roman Empire, the starts and planets inspired art, architecture and culture, and that spirit persists in modern times. It is the nature of life itself to push outward and grow. Anthropologist Loren Eisley suggested that perhaps it is human nature to spread the seeds of Earthly life to other worlds, just as the dandelions scatter their seeds to the wind. With evidence that the dinosaur's demise is the result of a meteor collision, other scientists have suggested that the colonization of other worlds is the only hedge against inevitable human extinction.
Link – Space Exploration key 2 US Heg

Space Exploration is key to US hegemony

King  ’08 [David is director of NASA's Marshall Space Flight Center. Exploration of space is a key to our role as a global leader Huntsville Times (Alabama) EDITORIAL; Pg. 19A. February 24, 2008 Sunday  2 EDITION. LEXIS. MJS]
Nation's efforts have brought many benefits to all Americans I was surprised to see a Feb. 5 Huntsville Times editorial state that it may be time to rethink America's policy of space exploration and to relinquish our world leadership in space to address more pressing needs at home. That would be exactly the wrong thing to do. Continuing an aggressive space exploration policy is essential to maintaining and advancing the technological superiority that is critical to our nation's prosperity and security in an increasingly competitive and dangerous world. NASA is developing the Orion crew exploration vehicle and the Ares launch vehicles, already four years and many milestones along the road to a first flight test in April 2009. This next-generation space fleet will give our nation access to space unparalleled in the world, and will transport human explorers to the moon and beyond. Some critics question how we, as a nation, can spend billions on space exploration at a time when so many other needs exist, from health care for our citizens to national defense initiatives. These are the same voices and the same concerns raised 50 years ago after the successful flight of America's first satellite, Explorer I, and the formation of NASA. In 1958, Americans were dealing with the post-World War II population boom and with life in a strange, new nuclear age. The civil-rights movement was gaining momentum. Automation had transformed industry, and nearly 5.5 million workers were jobless. A massive construction program was under way, funded two years earlier by the $32 billion Interstate Highway Act - an unimaginable price tag at a time when houses typically cost less than $13,000. Overseas, a regime change in Iraq had our nation pondering its Middle East policies. Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev was stoking the Cold War. And America was just a year away from war in Vietnam. With all that uncertainty and strife, no wonder there was widespread concern over the creation of a tax-funded program to loft satellites and science experiments to space. And no wonder that concern grew a few years later, when President Kennedy declared, "We choose to go to the moon in this decade." That line is familiar to many, but fewer may recall that he opened that 1962 speech with remarks about a world struggling to keep pace with economic change and social upheaval: "Such a pace cannot help but create new ills as it dispels old - new ignorance, new problems, new dangers," he said. "Surely the opening vistas of space promise high costs and hardships, as well as high reward. So it is not surprising that some would have us stay where we are a little longer, to rest, to wait." Kennedy knew what astute leaders know today: Doubters can always find reasons not to commit to the complex challenges of exploration and technological advancement. Human progress requires will, determination, foresight and perseverance. In December 2007, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin re-emphasized the true nature of this endeavor. "(Our) goal is not solely to explore our solar system," he said, "but to use accessible space for the benefit of mankind ... to incorporate our solar system into our way of life." I might add that it is the final frontier. For 50 years, we have successfully incorporated the benefits of space exploration into American life. The U.S. space exploration policy will continue that model stewardship of taxpayer dollars, delivering new technologies and capabilities that will bring new benefits to our country and our world. In the midst of challenges global and domestic, the risk lies not in exploring to expand our knowledge and capabilities, but rather in failing to do so. China is investing heavily in building their space capabilities because they understand the value of these activities as a driver for innovation and a source of national pride. This environment in China is breeding thousands of high-tech start-ups. We can afford to do no less. And it is important to remember that our investment in space exploration is spent right here on Earth. None should know that better than the people of Huntsville, the first stop on the road to the moon and beyond.  
Imp – Hege prevents War, Econ Collapse, Disease

A world without United States unipolairty would create a power vacuum; causing nuclear war, economic collapse, disease!

Ferguson ’04 [Niall Ferguson, July/August 2004. professor of history at Harvard University, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University. “A World Without Power” Foreign Policy http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/afp/vac.htm]

So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous—roughly 20 times more—so friction between the world's disparate “tribes” is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization—the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital—has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization—which a new Dark Age would produce—would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony—its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.
IMP – Decline ( Re-intervention

American intervention is inevitable – it’s a question of whether it’s effective
Continetti 08 Associate Editor of the Weekly Standard [Matthew “If we don't maintain world order, who will?” LA Times, March 4th (http://www.latimes.com/news/printedition/opinion/la-op-antle-continetti4mar04,1,2482677.story?ctrack=4&cset=true)]

Today's prompt asks us, "Is interventionism an organic plank of conservatism, or is it the cancer that's destroying it?" I am going to take issue with the way the question is framed. Not only is "interventionism" not "destroying" conservatism, there is also nothing particularly "conservative" about interventionism. For the United States, whether it likes it or not, periodically intervening in a world order that it has done so much to establish is the only game in town. The job of conservatives is to ensure that those interventions are aligned with American interests and ideals. The ongoing wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, a belligerent Iran seeking nuclear weapons, an unresolved Korean peninsular crisis, a rising China and an autocratic, aggressive Russia have made many Americans anxious about the world and our place in it. But there is no escaping U.S. global involvement. Foreign policy writers Robert Kagan and Ivo Daalder calculate that the United States intervened in other countries' affairs "with significant military force" every 18 months on average between 1989 and 2001. Since 2001, the United States has invaded Afghanistan and Iraq; sent troops to the Philippines and Liberia; and conducted missile strikes in Yemen, Pakistan and Somalia. American military commitments extend from Colombia to Kosovo to Japan. Including proposed supplemental appropriations for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Bush administration has budgeted more than $600 billion in defense spending for fiscal year 2009. As is often pointed out, that amount is about the same as the combined defense budgets of the next 12 to 15 nations. These circumstances did not spring up overnight, and they are not solely the product of President Bush and the neocons. Since the end of World War II, the United States has adopted an increasingly assertive foreign policy to first contain Soviet communism and then, once Soviet communism had been destroyed, expand the sphere of liberal democratic nations. The net result of this foreign policy has been a richer, freer, more peaceful world. These are the fruits of American "interventionism." As the United States has adopted this new international role, however, the American people have also maintained their traditional ambivalence toward the rest of the world. We think most people are like ourselves and then become disappointed when they do not live up to U.S. standards. We are reluctant to deploy military force and eager to withdraw once those forces are deployed. We grow frustrated with allies for not doing their "fair share" of maintaining global order. We often wish our problems would go away. They won't. Truth is, if the United States were to renege on its commitments and allow the international order that it has maintained for 60 years to fall apart, another order would take its place. The transition from one to another would be characterized by conflict. And the new order, once it was born, would not be pleasant. It would be less free, less prosperous and less peaceful than the world we know today. You can see what happens when Americans turn inward by reading the history of the 1970s. It is not a pretty sight. U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam marked the beginning of a period of global catastrophe, as the Soviet Union expanded its influence in Central Asia, Africa and Central America and the Iranian revolution provided the first state vehicle for jihadism's war on the West. These crises engendered others in the U.S. government and the global economy. Going back even earlier in our history, when you look at America's failure to maintain the post-Versailles Treaty order that it had helped build following the World War I, you see the same pattern. Illiberalism was allowed to expand, the world economy tanked and more war followed. We know what happens when the United States decides to reject "interventionism." Let's not make the same mistakes again.
IMP - Heg solves Econ

Heg keeps the economy strong 

Thayer in 07, Bradley A., Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, “American Empire: A Debate,” Routledge publishing 2007, pg.  43

Economic prosperity is also a product of the American Empire. It has created a Liberal International Economic Order (LIEO)-a network of worldwide free trade and commerce, respect for intellectual property rights, mobility of capital and labor markets-to promote economic growth. The stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly states in the Third World. The American Empire has created this network not out of altruism but because it benefits the economic well-being of the United States. In 1998, the Secretary of Defense William Cohen put this well when he acknowledged that "economists and soldiers share the same interest in stability"; soldiers create the conditions in which the American economy may thrive, and "we are able to shape the environment [of international politics] in ways that are advantageous to us and that are stabilizing to the areas where we are forward deployed, thereby helping to promote investment and prosperity ... business follows the flag."60 
IMP - Econ Collapse ( Global Conflict

economic collapse leads to global conflict
Lopez in 98 (Bernardo V., Business World, September 10, pg. 12, LN)

What would it be like if global recession becomes full bloom? The results will be catastrophic. Certainly, global recession will spawn wars of all kinds. Ethnic wars can easily escalate in the grapple for dwindling food stocks as in India-Pakistan-Afghanistan, Yugoslavia, Ethiopia-Eritrea, Indonesia. Regional conflicts in key flashpoints can easily erupt such as in the Middle East, Korea, and Taiwan. In the Philippines, as in some Latin American countries, splintered insurgency forces may take advantage of the economic drought to regroup and reemerge in the countryside. Unemployment worldwide will be in the billions. Famine can be triggered in key Third World nations with India, North Korea, Ethiopia and other African countries as first candidates. Food riots and the breakdown of law and order are possibilities. Global recession will see the deferment of globalization, the shrinking of international trade - especially of high-technology commodities such as in the computer, telecommunications, electronic and automotive industries. There will be a return to basics with food security being a prime concern of all governments, over industrialization and trade expansions. Protectionism will reemerge and trade liberalization will suffer a big setback. The WTO-GATT may have to redefine its provisions to adjust to the changing times. Even the World Bank-IMF consortium will experience continued crisis in dealing with financial hemorrhages. There will not be enough funds to rescue ailing economies. A few will get a windfall from the disaster with the erratic movement in world prices of basic goods. But the majority, especially the small and medium enterprises (SMEs), will suffer serious shrinkage. Mega-mergers and acquisitions will rock the corporate landscape. Capital markets will shrink and credit crisis and spiralling interest rates will spread internationally. And environmental advocacy will be shelved in the name of survival. Domestic markets will flourish but only on basic commodities. The focus of enterprise will shift into basic goods in the medium term. Agrarian economies are at an advantage since they are the food producers. Highly industrialized nations will be more affected by the recession. Technologies will concentrate on servicing domestic markets and the agrarian economy will be the first to regrow. The setback on research and development and high-end technologies will be compensated in its eventual focus on agrarian activity. A return to the rural areas will decongest the big cities and the ensuing real estate glut will send prices tumbling down. Tourism and travel will regress by a decade and airlines worldwide will need rescue. Among the indigenous communities and agrarian peasantry, many will shift back to prehistoric subsistence economy. But there will be a more crowded upland situation as lowlanders seek more lands for production. The current crisis for land of indigenous communities will worsen. Land conflicts will increase with the indigenous communities who have nowhere else to go either being massacred in armed conflicts or dying of starvation. Backyard gardens will be precious and home-based food production will flourish. As unemployment expands, labor will shift to self-reliant microenterprises if the little capital available can be sourced. In the past, the US could afford amnesty for millions of illegal migrants because of its resilient economy. But with unemployment increasing, the US will be forced to clamp down on a reemerging illegal migration which will increase rapidly. Unemployment in the US will be the hardest to cope with since it may have very little capability for subsistence economy and its agrarian base is automated and controlled by a few. The riots and looting of stores in New York City in the late '70s because of a state-wide brownout hint of the type of anarchy in the cities. Such looting in this most affluent nation is not impossible. The weapons industry may also grow rapidly because of the ensuing wars. Arms escalation will have primacy over food production if wars escalate. The US will depend increasingly on weapons exports to nurse its economy back to health. This will further induce wars and conflicts which will aggravate US recession rather than solve it. The US may depend more and more on the use of force and its superiority to get its ways internationally. The public will rebel against local monopolies. Anarchy and boycotts will be their primary weapons against cartels especially on agricultural products such as rice and vegetables, which are presently in the hands of a few in most Third World nations.
IMP - Heg solves power struggles

Hegemony solves major power wars 

Thayer in 07, Bradley A., Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, “American Empire: A Debate,” Routledge publishing 2007, pg.  42

Peace, like good health, is not often noticed, but certainly is missed when absent. Throughout history, peace and stability have been a major benefit of empires. In fact, pax Romana in Latin means the Roman peace, or the stability brought about by the Roman Empire. Rome's power was so overwhelming that no one could challenge it successfully for hundreds of years. The result was stability within the Roman Empire. Where Rome conquered, peace, law, order, education, a common language, and much else followed. That was true of the British Empire (pax Britannica) too.  So it is with the United States today. Peace and stability are major benefits of the American Empire. The fact that America is so powerful actually reduces the likelihood of major war. Scholars of international politics have found that the presence of a dominant state in international politics actually reduces the likelihood of War because weaker states, including even great powers, know that it is unlikely that they could challenge the dominant state and win. They may resort to other mechanisms or tactics to challenge the dominant country, but are unlikely to do so directly. This means that there will be no wars between great powers. At least, not until a challenger (certainly China) thinks it can overthrow the dominant state (the United States). But there will be intense security competition both China and the United States will watch each other closely, with their intelligence communities increasingly focused  on each other, their diplomats striving to ensure that countries around the  world do not align with the other, and their militaries seeing the other as their principal threats. This is not unusual in international politics but, in fact, is its  normal condition. Americans may not pay much attention to it until a crisis occurs. But right now states are competing with one another. This is because international politics does not sleep; it never takes a rest.
IMP - Heg prevents wars

Heg prevents war, solving all the impact turns 

Thayer in 07, Bradley A., Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, “American Empire: A Debate,” Routledge publishing 2007, pg.  105

In contrast to Layne's argument, maximizing the power of the United States aids its ability to defend itself from attacks and to advance its interests. This argument is based on its prodigious economic, ideological, and military power. Due to this power, the United States is able to defeat its enemies the world over, to reassure its allies, and to dissuade states from challenging it. From this power also comes respect and admiration, no matter how grudging it may be at times. These advantages keep the United States, its interests, and its allies secure, and it must strive to maintain its advantages in international politics as long as possible. Knowing that American hegemony will end someday does not mean that we should welcome or facilitate its demise; rather the reverse. The United  States should labor to maintain hegemony as long as possible-just as knowing that you will die someday does not keep you from planning your future and living today. You strive to live as long as possible although you realize that it is inevitable that you will die. Like good health, Americans and most of the world should welcome American primacy and work to preserve it as long as possible.
IMP - Regional Conflicts Go Global

Regional conflicts spark global nuclear annihilation

Bosco 6 [David, senior editor at Foreign Policy magazine, “Could This Be the Start of World War III? As the Middle East erupts, there are plenty of scenarios for global conflagration”, Los Angeles Times, July 23]

IT WAS LATE JUNE in Sarajevo when Gavrilo Princip shot Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife. After emptying his revolver, the young Serb nationalist jumped into the shallow river that runs through the city and was quickly seized. But the events he set in motion could not be so easily restrained. Two months later, Europe was at war. The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war. This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus. Some see the start of a global conflict.  
Ans. Backlash 

Anti-American impacts are overstated – globalization actually works in favor of the United States

Liever ’08 [Robert J. Lieber, Summer 2008, professor of government and international affairs at Georgetown University “Falling Upwards: Declinism, The Box Set” World Affairs Journal http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/2008%20-%20Summer/full-Lieber.html]
Not only is there no superpower challenge visible on the horizon, but some regions, particularly much of Africa and Asia, have been either largely untouched by post-Iraq reactions against the United States or, as with Vietnam, Singapore, and Australia, have even adopted a more pro-American stance. Anti-Americanism exists, but it always has, waxing and waning since the end of World War II and becoming especially virulent during the Vietnam, Reagan, and Bush eras. Viewing the malady as acute rather than a chronic staple of the international arena hugely overstates its impact. In fact, the truly new element in the mix is globalization, which, far from being a source of decline, tends to work in favor of the United States. As authors such as Francis Fukuyama and Walter Russell Mead have demonstrated, the more globally integrated developing countries tend to be the least anti-American, placing a premium on liberalism, the rule of law, and other traditions that have come to be seen as U.S. exports.

Countries are bandwagoning, not backlashing 

Thayer in 07, Bradley A., Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, “American Empire: A Debate,” Routledge publishing 2007, pg.  106

Third, countries want to align themselves with the United States. Far from there being a backlash against the United States, there is worldwide bandwagoning with it. The vast majority of countries in international politics have alliances with the United States. There are approximately 192 countries in the world, ranging from the size of giants like Russia to Lilliputians like Vanuatu. Of that number, you can count with one hand the countries opposed to the United States-China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea, and Venezuela. Once the leaders of Cuba and Venezuela change, there is every reason to believe that those countries will be allied with the United States, as they were before their present rulers-Fidel Castro and Hugo Chavez-came to power. North Korea will collapse someday, removing that threat, although not without significant danger to the countries in the region, Of these states, only China has the potential power to confront the United States. The potential power of China should not be underestimated, but neither should the formidable power of the United States and its allies, There is an old saying that you can learn a lot about someone by looking at his friends (or enemies). It may be true about people, but it is certainly true of the United States. Of the 192 countries in existence, a great number, 84, are allied With the United States, and they include almost all of the major economic and military states.
Ans. Terrorism

Heg solves terrorism 

Thayer in 07, Bradley A., Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, “American Empire: A Debate,” Routledge publishing 2007, pg.  40

To combat al Qaeda, the United States must take the following actions. First, it has to stress that the war on terrorism is not conducted by the West against Muslims, but is a struggle between al Qaeda, which wants to take the Muslim world into the twelfth century, and those who want to bring it into the twenty-first. Americans must realize that we have many allies in the Muslim world. Like the Cold War, the war against terrorism is not a war we fight alone. The United States has many allies not only in Europe and north¬east Asia, like Japan but, more importantly for this struggle, it has numerous allies in the Muslim world. In fact, when one examines the U.S. allies in the region, what is remarkable is the amount of support that Washington has among the governments in the Middle East. The major allies of the United States at the end of the Cold War remain-Egypt, Israel, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey are strong allies. Moreover, from Morocco to the Gulf, most of the smaller states in the Arab world are allied with the United States. Jordan is a reliable ally, as is Morocco. This provides the United States with a powerful foundation from which to exert influence within and outside of the Middle East. Even Libya has made a dramatic about-face. In 2003, it renounced its weapons of mass destruction program and now is changing from being one of the most anti-American countries to one that is beginning to support the United States and the West as it seeks to integrate into the global economy, Indeed, of all the states in the Middle East, only Iran and Syria remain outside the orb of U,S. influence. From Morocco to Indonesia, the vast majority of the countries of the Arab and, more broadly, Muslim world are allied with the United States.  Second, the United States must have the will to conduct this war. It will be a long conflict with setbacks, including other terrorist attacks against American targets.at home and abroad. The American people need to be steeled for a long campaign-one that George W, Bush will pass on to his successor, and the one after that., There were nine U,S. presidents during the Cold War, and we should expect a like number in this Campaign. 
Ans. China

Heg is needed to contain China and prevent conflict w/ the U.S. 

Thayer in 07, Bradley A., Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, “American Empire: A Debate,” Routledge publishing 2007, pg.  117

General Douglas MacArthur said that there was no substitute for victory. Just as there is no substitute for victory, there is no alternative for leadership. For if the United States does not provide that leadership to its allies by pledging to use all of its power in their defense, then they will provide their own security. If the United States does not lead the world, another hegemon will rise to replace it. That hegemon will be China. China will then be in a position to dictate to the rest of world, including the United States. The United States would be far less secure in such a world. This is because, first, the physical security of the United States would be jeopardized. Due to its military superiority, China would have the ability to triumph over the United States in the event of war or an international crisis, like the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. The United States would be forced to back down, thus placing China's interests before its own. China would be able to, blackmail the United States, to coerce it to do Beijing's bidding. The United States would be relegated to the role of pawn on the international chessboard. Second, the United States would lose its allies and global influence. As China's power grew, countries would look to Beijing to be their ally in order to gain security and assistance. It will be the case that countries long allied with the United States, such as Australia, will no longer be allies as their interests require them to look to Beijing and away from Washington. Third, the Chinese economy will dominate the global economy. Worldwide, both countries and businesses will look to China not simply as a market, as they do now, but the economic locomotive of the world's economy, as the lender of last resort, and as the stabilizer of economic exchange and the international trade and monetary regimes. Countries will have to appease China economically or face the consequences of its wrath.
Heg needed to keep Asia stable 
Schmidtt ’06 [Gary Schmidtt, 2/26/06, Ph.D., University of Chicago. Resident schoal ar AEI Executive Director, President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, White House 84-88, “Pax Americana: Is There Any Alternative to U.S. Primacy?” http://www.eng.gees.org/articulo/6/]
In the case of Europe, after examining both the sources of tension and cooperation in current transatlantic relations, Lieber argues that Europe has no choice but to depend on American leadership and power. Europe's lack of unanimity over foreign policies, and its own lack of hard power, leave it with little choice but to rely on the United States when it comes to maintaining the world's security blanket. As for the Middle East, after making the case for going to war with Saddam's Iraq--a case that ultimately hinges on the risks of not acting--Lieber notes that it still remains the case that "only the U.S." can deter regional thugs, contain weapons proliferation to any degree, keep the Arab-Israeli peace process afloat, and keep the oil supplies flowing to us and our allies. And in Asia, it is the United States that "plays a unique stabilizing role . . . that no other country or organization can play." Absent America's presence, the region's key actors would face a dramatically different set of security concerns, in which more overt, "great power" competition would likely become the norm. 
**********Kritiks**********

 AT: Cap Good

Capitalism is key to funding NASA space colonization missions.
Tulminson, 2003 (Rick, founder of the Space Frontier Foundation, “NASA and Capitalism – A Tool Discarded”, http://www.space-frontier.org/OpEds/20030512nasacapitalism.html, May 12)

AAS is nearly dead. NASA has a few more bucks for its row boat, innovation has been squashed, the private sector has again had the airlock shut in its face and all is back to normal at the agency. A few months later, as NASA and its partners discussed cutting back on ISS operations due to the high cost of operations and resupply, Columbia burns up in the sky, and the shuttle the fleet is grounded. Meanwhile the 60 billion dollar plus space station is reduced to 2 crew members who are so busy just running the thing they can do about 9 hours of low end science a week.  I would ask Mr. O'Keefe and his bosses in Congress and the White House to please pay attention here. The free enterprise commercial system that raised the money to fund your jobs actually works. Competition works. Business works. It lowers costs, increases efficiency and yes, even enhances safety, for those transportation firms who kill their customers are in the end usually killed themselves. You must begin to grasp this concept, to understand that the tool that built this great nation is one you must take in hand, along with the shiny bright new technologies your engineers and contractors keep churning out to no end.  Interestingly, even as you read these words, NASA managers across the country, and in fact in your own offices and labs are accepting commercially delivered payloads from commercially owned and operated transportation services. In fact, I am sure that some of the readers of this piece have recently shipped or received supplies and or elements of the space station using these same safe, reliable and low cost providers, with names like UPS, Fed Ex, DHL and others.  It works on Earth, it will work in space. You want to innovate? For NASA that means putting down the calculator and looking out the window at how this nation operates. You want to enable our ability to send people back to the Moon and onto Mars? Let the people help. This nation works. Our system works. Try it and see. Re-ignite AAS now. 

AT – Control K

The Trust doctrine is distinct from plenary power—it’s not based in control, but an affirmative obligation to protect Native American sovereignty.

Wood, 1994 (Mary Christina, University of Oregon Assistant Law Professor,  “Indian Land and the Promise of Native Sovereignty: The Trust Doctrine Revisited”, 1994 Utah L. Rev. 1471)

The Kagama and Worcester cases, then, suggest very distinct paradigms resting at opposite ends of the spectrum of federal-Indian relations. At one end is the sovereign trust model which presumes [*1504] native sovereignty and very limited federal power, and obligates the federal government to protect the separatism of the native nations. At the other end of the spectrum is the Kagama "guardian-ward" model which draws on tribal dependency and the federal duty of protection to support nearly unchecked federal power over tribes, including power over their internal governments. The Kagama model is directed less at assuring viable separatism and more toward promoting assimilation. Different though they are, the two models are often treated synonymously in the courts and in commentary. Understandably, this has led to confusion in the courts and tremendous uncertainty regarding the potential role of the trust doctrine in Indian law today. In evaluating contemporary use of the trust doctrine, it is important to note that, while many modern cases refer to the "guardian-ward" relationship in describing federal-Indian relations, the Kagama case did not wholly displace Worcester's sovereign trust model. Rather, the Worcester and Kagama cases have left coexisting, if confused, legacies. Worcester remains precedent today n145 and the treaties which embody a sovereign trust model endure as well. Those treaties still control federal-Indian relations and are secured by legal consider ation consisting of vast amounts of ceded native land. n146 Further, the promise of native separatism which underlies the land cessions remains a central feature of contemporary Indian policy. Despite Kagama's language, which associated plenary power with a trust-like responsibility inhering in a "guardian-ward rela tionship," it is critical to delink the trust doctrine and the plenary power doctrine. n147 Notions of federal responsibility existed long be- [*1505] fore Kagama, and a sovereign trust paradigm such as the one suggested in Worcester would support federal responsibility apart from unfettered federal dominion. And certainly the association between the trust doctrine and plenary power should have no place in the context of challenges to agency action because it is well settled that agencies do not have plenary power over tribes. Courts have allowed only Congress that authority. n148
The trust doctrine is essential to protect tribal natural resources— it should be delinked from its past associations with plenary power.

Wood, 1994 (Mary Christina, University of Oregon Assistant Law Professor,  “Indian Land and the Promise of Native Sovereignty: The Trust Doctrine Revisited”, 1994 Utah L. Rev. 1471)

The trust responsibility remains a focal point for tribes in their efforts to gain federal protection of native lands and resources. For example, over the past few years the Columbia River Basin tribes that have treaty rights to harvest salmon have urged federal agencies to fulfill their trust responsibility by restoring salmon populations, controlling water pollution, and conserving water in streams. n153 The trust responsibility is gaining renewed attention in the Clinton administration as well. In an historic meeting on April 29, 1994, with over 300 tribal leaders, the President made a pledge to fulfill his trust responsibility. n154 Several agencies within the executive branch are now developing trust policies to guide their actions affecting tribes. n155 But despite the growing need for enforcing the federal responsibility owed to native nations, and a corresponding tribal reliance upon the trust doctrine to support demands for protection of natural resources, the trust doctrine remains encumbered by its past association with plenary power in the Kagama case. n156 Because it is of- [*1507] ten still characterized as emanating from a "guardian-ward" relationship, the trust responsibility is blemished by policies from past eras which supported federal dominion over tribes and assimilation of native people. Accordingly, it is sometimes rejected as a tool to protect native rights. n157
AT: Federalism

Federalism is key to economic growth which is key to the space program

Calebresi ’95 [Stephen, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law. B.A. 1980, J.D. 1983, Yale, “Reflections on United States v. Lopez: "A GOVERNMENT OF LIMITED AND ENUMERATED POWERS": IN DEFENSE OF UNITED STATES v. LOPEZ,” 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752, Michigan Law Review, December, 1995]
A third related advantage is that international federations can undertake a host of governmental activities in which there are significant economies of scale. This is one reason why federations can provide better for the common defense than can their constituent parts. Intercontinental ballistic missiles, nuclear-powered aircraft  [*772]  carriers and submarines, and B-2 stealth bombers tend to be expensive. Economies of scale make it cheaper for fifty states to produce one set of these items than it would be for fifty states to try to produce fifty sets. This is true even without factoring in the North American regional tensions that would be created if this continent had to endure the presence of fifty nuclear minipowers, assuming that each small state could afford to own at least one Hiroshima-sized nuclear bomb. Important governmental economies of scale obtain in other areas, as well, however, going well beyond national defense. For example, there are important economies of scale to the governmental provision of space programs, scientific and biomedical research programs, the creation of transportation infrastructure, and even the running of some kinds of income and wealth redistribution programs.
at: biopower k- perm card

THE PERM SOLVES- ONLY COMBINING ACTION WITH THOUGHT PREVENTS TYRANNIES

papastephanou 5 (marianna, philosophy professor at the university of cyprus, “can subjectivity be salvaged?”, common knowledge 11.1 (2005) 136-159, project muse)

Among the most decisive factors, in my view, for conclusions of this sort is how, after the full establishment of the sciences and technology as premier products of civilization, reason is now conceived. In the context of positivism, reason supposedly becomes value-neutral, since value is ousted to a sphere of experience that is drastically separated from that of knowledge. This value-neutrality may lead in either of two directions. The self-referential subject, as a concept, may reach its apogee, or else the empirical subject may be seen as more or less determined by the logic of stimulus and response. In the latter case, political or emancipatory interests will be reduced to matters of decision and volition, which in positivistic terms means that politics is relegated to the sphere of nonrational personal choice.54 Arbitrariness and a lack of serious criteria lurk behind reductions of this sort and carry along many negative implications for ethics and politics, one of them being the imposition of new tyrannies or the uncritical perpetuation of old ones. Jacques Derrida has warned against such moves: "one step further toward a sort of original an-archy risks producing or reproducing the hierarchy." "'Thought'," Derrida continues, "requires both the principle of reason and what is beyond the principle of reason, both the arkhe and an-archy. Between the two, the difference of a breath or an accent, only the enactment of this 'thought' can decide."55
at: biopower K

Unconditional Hospitality Solves All Of The Bad Aspects Of Biopower- The Sovereign Isn’t A Power To Take Control Of Us, But We Embrace The Idea That The Other Is The Sovereign Over Us- This Fosters An Ethic Of Compassion

damai 5 (Puspa, english professor at tribhuvan university, nepal, “messianic-city: ruins, refuge and hospitality in derrida”, discourse 27.2&3 (2005) 68-94, project muse)
All of these constraints that condition Derrida's unconditional hospitality eventually bear on the question of sovereignty, and I claim that Derrida's project of the city of refuge fails to theorize the other of sovereignty, for it is already conditioned by the sovereignty of the other. By the other of sovereignty I do not mean, as if following a path paved by Foucault in Society Must Be Defended, that "we have to bypass or get around the problem of sovereignty" (27). Bypassing sovereignty would be impossible, as Derrida cautions in Rouges, because evading it would threaten "the classical principles of freedom and self-determination" (158). Derrida indeed handles the question of sovereignty with more subtlety than does Foucault with the latter's impatient bypassing. Against the classical conceptualization of sovereignty as expressed so volubly and indivisibly, for instance, in the Leviathan, where Hobbes argues that whether sovereignty resides in one as in monarchy, or in many as in autocracy, or in all as in democracy, sovereignty requires that they must have it entirely (123), or in Bodin's On Sovereignty where sovereignty is defined as an absolute and perpetual power of the prince that cannot be transferred in any other ways than as an unconditional gift (8), Derrida maintains that sovereignty should remain at once indivisible yet to be shared. Nevertheless, the question persists as to the nature of this sharing (partage), for it is also the unconditional gift of sovereignty that constitutes the law of the unconditional in Derrida; and the whole deconstruction of the classical notion of sovereignty seems merely to reverse the order of the sovereign. Instead of claiming the sovereignty of the self, or ipseity, Derrida seems to revert it to the sovereignty of the other. The circular wheel of sovereignty that receives a measured pounding in the first chapter of Rouges—where Derrida adroitly exposes the circularity of sovereignty as "a rounding off" by the self, or as a turn (tours) around the self (12)—only comes full circle in order to reaffirm the unicity of the heart of the city. Derrida's project of the city in general and, in particular, that of the city of refuge, which he sketches out in his address to the International Parliament of Writers in Strasbourg in 1996 (later [End Page 71] published in On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness), is a pertinent site for pursuing this reversal because these projects seem—against his express wish not to put forward any plan or proposition, and to strictly maintain "the essential poverty of [his] work" ("Hospitality" 74)—to chart out an ambitious plan for a network of cities of asylum for victims of state persecution. The Cities of Asylum network, established under the auspices of the International Parliament of Writers, of which Derrida was a founding member and vice president, is not a utopic vision. As we are informed by Christian Salmon in the first issue of the Parliament's Journal, Autodafe, the Parliament convened in haste after the assassination of Tahar Djaout in Algeria in 1993, and Salman Rushdie and Wole Soyinka were its first two presidents. And from the moment of its creation, it has been involved in setting up a network of Asylum Cities that offer refuge to writers and artists threatened by fundamentalist and totalitarian regimes. "Five years after its creation," Salmon continues, "there are thirty cities in this network" including Barcelona, Frankfurt, Salzburg, and Venice (13). In his address to the Parliament, Derrida characterizes the cities of refuge as "free and autonomous cities," but their autonomy does not correspond to the classical notion of autonomy as indivisible sovereignty; instead it invokes "an original [inédit] concept of hospitality" (5) which proposes the "Law of an unconditional hospitality, offered a priori to every other" (On Cosmopolitanism 22). In other words, the autonomy of a city of refuge would initiate an implosion of classical sovereignty and an emergence of a new concept of shared sovereignty. Derrida proposes the implosion and emergence at a number of levels, of which perhaps the most consequential is the destabilization of the topological and political unity of the polis, which he splits into two: the City and the State. While the traditional theory of sovereignty, that of Carl Schmitt, for instance, seeks to keep the unity of the polis intact by safeguarding what Schmitt's Political Theology calls the State's "monopoly to decide" (13),
<CONTINUED>

<CONTINUED>

 Derrida, on the contrary, seeks to dissociate the City from the State in order to bring the former out of the shadow of the monopolistic sovereignty of the latter, and to endow the city with more autonomy and sovereignty. Another event of this shared sovereignty occurs in Derrida's interrogation of the classical notion of the sovereign being who decides on the exception, as formulated by Carl Schmitt in Political Theology (5). Against the secularized theological and ontological legacy of sovereignty of which Schmitt is only one of the heirs, Derrida maintains that a decision, if such a thing is possible, cannot and should not be made by me; rather it is always the other [End Page 72] who decides, leaving me, the subject, in the wake to bear responsibility for his decision ("Hospitality" 67). In other words, the event of decision embodies a shared—or, to use Derrida's favorite term, spectral—sovereignty which is divided between the other and myself, and in which the other, who overwhelms me, is not a presence but an apparition. Thus, by conceptualizing the city as a threshold between two forms of the polis, or between the norm and the decision, Derrida conjures a site in which sovereignty implies a decision that exceeds the economy of one's ipseity or an experience of the haunting of the other beyond the exchanges of intersubjectivity. On the basis of his concept of the shared sovereignty of the city, Derrida succeeds in envisioning a new cosmopolitics beyond the sovereignty of nation-states and even beyond the discourse of world-government or its analogies in the form of world-cities or globalicities, to which even the most serious discussions on cosmopolitanism are confined. Even though Saskia Sassen, one of the most cited exponents of global cities, thinks that global cities are command points in the organization of a world economy (4), her project nonetheless does not seek to dissociate cities from the neocolonial politics of the wealthy nations. It is important to remember, as Spivak reminds us, "why Kabul—behind it Gaza, Karachi, Ulan Bator and bien d'autres encore—cannot emerge as global cities" (74).
at: biopower k

KRITIKS OF BIOPOLITICS’ REFUSAL TO ADDRESS QUESTIONS OF DEATH BLOCK THEIR EFFECTIVENESS, MASK MASSIVE VIOLENCE, AND PRECLUDE AND ETHICS OF RESPECT FOR THE OTHER—THEIR NOTION OF A BIOPOLITICAL WORLD ORDER IS A FANTASY

Valverde 99 [Mariana, “Derrida's Justice and Foucault's Freedom: Ethics, History, and Social Movements,” 24 Law & Soc. Inquiry 655, l/n]

From a Derridean perspective, the problem with  Foucault's  ethics is not his theorization of freedom, since as we have shown,  Foucault  grew increasingly distant from libertarianism and more attentive to the dialectic of freedom and power, in reflections that are by no means incompatible with Derrida's concerns. But, however sophisticated the analysis of freedom provided by Foucault, freedom nevertheless remains virtually the only term in his ethical reflections. From a Derridean perspective, a key limitation of Foucault's thoughts on ethics is that - like Marx, and perhaps because of Marx - Foucaultian ethics underestimates the continuing role of death and memory work in constituting ethical practice. Though concerned at times to analyze executions, murders, and genocides, Foucault rarely speaks about death, possibly because death has by and large been appropriated by ethical philosophy and religion. By contrast, as is well known, Foucault's work from Discipline and Punish onward is centrally concerned with life as a conduit of modern governmental projects. In his analysis of biopower, Foucault  shows that, contrary to Nietzsche's predictions about the increasing influence of life-denying slave moralities, modern societies have come to be governed increasingly through projects that do not perhaps affirm life in the Nietzschean manner, but certainly seek to maximize it, aligning our own desire to be alive and healthy with governmental projects of all sorts, from population policies to the enlightened hedonism of contemporary sexual regimes. In an important but seldom cited article, Judith Butler has analyzed the shortcomings of the influential notion of  biopower  (as developed primarily in The History of Sexuality, vol. 1) in ways that parallel Derrida's critique of Marx's unilateral emphasis on life against death: Foucault's historical account can perhaps be read as only a wishful construction: death is effectively expelled from Western modernity, cast behind it as a historical possibility, surpassed or cast outside it as a non- Western phenomenon. Can these exclusions hold? To what extent does his characterization of later modernity require and institute an [*669] exclusion of the threat of death? It seems clear that Foucault  must tell a phantasmatic history in order to keep modernity and productive power free of death and full of sex. (Butler 1993, 85) Butler argues that AIDS and current instances of ethnic cleansing, of wars and famines taking place in Europe as well as outside it, demand that Foucaultian work pay more attention to the persistence of the rather ancient forms of power associated with death. Linking Butler's critique to the earlier discussion of the disavowal of death, it could be argued that Foucault's  tendency to ignore the continuing power of death is part of a more general ethical stance toward the past, toward the dead, and toward memory itself that is directly or indirectly de rived from Nietzsche. Nietzsche had argued that the dead ancestors and founding fathers of Western culture should be neither revered nor critiqued. We should simply laugh at them, recognizing that although we may be sufficiently burdened by our past that the creation of brand-new identities is impossible, it is nevertheless within our power to exorcise the past through the laughter of parody, thus "revitalizing the buffoonery of history" (Foucault 1977, 161). Nietzsche's work, Foucault writes in a passage that is diametrically opposed to the stance toward memory developed by Benjamin and Derrida, implies "a use of history that severs its connection to memory, its metaphysical and anthropological model, and constructs a counter-memory - a transformation of history into a totally different form of time" (Foucault 1977, 160).
at: ontology k

BEING-FOR-THE-OTHER IS A QUESTION THAT PRECEDES BEING-FOR-THE-SELF. IN RECOGNITION OF HUMAN SAMENESS, AND IN THE FACE OF THE SUFFERING OF THE OTHER, THE MOST PRIMORDIAL AND IMPORTANT OBLIGATION WE HAVE IS TO THEM, NOT OUR SELF
Simmons 99, Bethany College, Department of History and Political Science William, “The Third: Levinas’ theoretical move from an-archical ethics to the realm of justice and politics” Philosophy Social Criticism,  25; 83

How is it possible to break the stranglehold of ontology? How can transcendence be rediscovered in the Western tradition? How can Levinas claim that ethics and not ontology deserves to be labeled ‘first philosophy’? According to Levinas, the face-to-face relationship with the other person, the Other, is beyond the grasp of ontology. The face cannot be totalized because it expresses infinitude. In other words, the ego can never totally know the Other. In fact, the Other exists prior to the subject and ontology: the Other comes from the immemorial past. How can Levinas reject the Cartesian hypothesis and claim that the relationship with the Other is primary? How can the relationship with the Other precede my being? How can the Other be an-archical? In Totality and Infinity, Levinas develops his an-archical ethics by reviving the Platonic distinction between need and eros or desire.6 A need is a privation which can be sated, but a desire cannot be satisfied. The ego satisfies its needs, and remains within itself, by appropriating the world. ‘Need opens upon a world that is for-me; it returns to the self. . . . It is an assimilation of the world in view of coincidence with oneself, or happiness.’ 7 As the desired is approached, on the other hand, the hunger increases. It pulls the ego away from its self-sufficiency. Thus, needs belong to the realm of the Same, while desires pull the ego away from the Same and toward the beyond. Nonetheless, desires also originate in an ego who longs for the unattainable. Therefore, desire has a dual structure of transcendence and interiority. This dual structure includes an absolutely Other, the desired, which cannot be consumed and an ego who is preserved in this relationship with the transcendent. Thus, there is both a relationship and a separation. According to Levinas, this structure of desire is triggered by the approach of the Other. The ego strives to com-prehend, literally, to grasp the Other, but is unable. The Other expresses an infinitude which cannot be reduced to ontological categories. The ego is pulled out of itself toward the transcendent. This inability to com-prehend the Other calls the ego and its self-sufficiency into question. Have I, merely by existing, already usurped the place of another? Am I somehow responsible for the death of the Other? The face calls the ego to respond before any unique knowledge about the Other. The approach of the human Other breaks the ego away from a concern for its own existence; with the appearance of the Other, Dasein is no longer a creature concerned with its own being. What I want to emphasize is that the human breaks with pure being, which is always a persistence in being. This is my principal thesis. . . . The being of animals is a struggle for life. A struggle for life without ethics. It is a question of might. Heidegger says at the beginning of Being and Time that Dasein is a being who in his being is concerned for this beirng itself. That’s Darwin’s idea: the living being struggles for life. The aim of being is being itself. However, with the appearance of the human – and this is my entire philosophy – there is something more important than my life, and that is the life of the other.8 The face as pure expression calls the ego to respond, to do something to justify its existence. However, Levinas’ theory of responsibility does not call for the annihilation of the ego. Levinasian responsibility maintains the dual structure of desire; that is, it questions the privileged place of the Same, but it keeps the ego intact, albeit in a subordinate position. Without a responsible self, responsibility would lose its meaning. Levinas furnishes a new way to think about responsibility: the ego does not choose to answer the Other’s demand; to be human, it must respond to the Other. Responsibility is so extreme that it is the very definition of subjectivity, the ego is subject to the Other. ‘The I is not simply conscious of this necessity to respond . . . rather the I is, by its very position, responsibility through and through.’9 This primordial, an-archical responsibility is concrete, infinite, and asymmetrical.
at: compassion fatigue

OUR ADVOCACY EMPHASIZES THE IMPORTANCE OF SAYING, NOT THE SAID – ASSIGNING THE EGO TO THE OTHER IN RECOGNITION OF OBLIGATION SOLVES THEIR CRITICISM. PLUS, OUR EVIDENCE IS MUCH MORE CONTEXTUAL THAN THEIRS

Simmons 99, Bethany College, Department of History and Political Science William, “The Third: Levinas’ theoretical move from an-archical ethics to the realm of justice and politics” Philosophy Social Criticism,  25; 83

The distinction between the saying and the said is best understood in juxtaposition to traditional theories of expression. In the traditional view, language originates with the speaker. The speaker intends to speak, formulates thoughts into words, then expresses them. The ego is preeminent. Levinas, on the other hand, emphasizes the role of the addressee. The focus is thus shifted from the ego to the Other. ‘The activity of speaking robs the subject of its central position; it is the depositing of a subject without refuge. The speaking subject is no longer by and for itself; it is for the other.’17 The traditional view of expression emphasizes the content of the communication, the said. In the realm of the said, the speaker assigns meanings to objects and ideas. It is a process of identification, a kerygmatics, a designating, a process of labeling ‘a this as that’.18 This is the realm of totality and autonomy, ‘a tradition in which intelligibility derives from the assembling of terms united in a system for a locutor that states an apophansis. . . . Here the subject is origin, initiative, freedom, present.’19 The realm of the said overlooks the most important aspect of communication, the Other. Prior to the speech act, the speaker must address the Other, and before the address is the approach of the Other or proximity. Before any speech, before any intention to speak, there is an ‘exposure of the ego to the other, the non-indifference to another’, which is not a simple ‘intention to address a message’.20 The saying includes not only the content of the speech, but the process itself which includes the Thou who is addressed and the speaker as attendant to the spoken word. The approach of the Other is non-thematizable, non-utterable, impossible because the saying is diachronous to the said. The realm of the said is a synchronic time where all of reality can be thematized and made present to the mind of the ego. This is the domain of Husserlian time, where time is a series of instants which can be re-presented in the consciousness of the ego. This synchronic, totalizing world is the world of Derrida’s violent language. The saying, on the other hand, ‘is the impossibility of the dispersion of time to assemble itself in the present, the insurmountable diachrony of time, a beyond the said’.21 The saying comes from a time before the time of Being, and is thus irreducible to ontology. It is the past that was never present. While the said emphasizes the autonomous position of the ego, the saying tears the ego from its lair. In the saying, the ego is more than just exposed to the Other, it is assigned to the Other. Assignation supplants identification. ‘The one assigned has to open to the point of separating itself from its own inwardness, adhering to esse; it must be dis-interestedness.’22 The saying is a de-posing or de-situating of the ego. Thus, the saying is otherwise than Being. 
at: nietzsche

PITY IS A NATURAL AND BIOLOGICAL HUMAN EMOTION – THE ALTERNATIVE IS FUTILE. PLUS, PITY IS THE DRIVING FORCE BEHIND AN ETHIC TO THE OTHER – THE IMPACT IS THE CASE

Nuyen 2k (professor of philosophy at the University of Queensland  A.T., December, “Levinas and the ethics of pity”, International Philosophical Quarterly, 40:4)

The answer is that and in the feeling of pity and it is not just the pain of the distressed Other to which I have to respond; it is also, and primarily and my own pain to which I have to respond. As pointed out above and pity is such that the pitier and the pitied are importent with respect to the cause of the misfortune. Thus the desire to relieve the suffering will not be fulfilled: there is nothing that the Virgin Mary can do to remove the cause of Christ's suffering and this impotence is constitutive of her pity. The unfulfilled desire on the part of the pitier results in a suffering in the pitier himself or herself and in addition to the suffering of the pitied. It is like the pain of a baby caused by the cry of pain of another baby. However, while neither baby can do anything to ease its own pain other than crying to motivate others to do it and the pitier can and his or her own pain is the motivation. The feeling of pity has a motivational force because, in pitying and the pitier has his or her own pain to deal with. Since the source of the pitier's pain is the pain of the pitied and the pitier is motivated to give “the bread out of one's own mouth and the coat from one's own shoulders.” This is not to say that the concern for the Other and for Hecuba and for my brother and is a selfish one and having to do only with relieving my own pain. This is not the experiential characteristic of pity and which is the exact opposite. The concern is genuinely for the Other. The fact that the motivational force originates from within oneself does not render the resulting actions egoistic. As Bishop Butler has pointed out and personal enjoyment does not undermine altruism. It is widely accepted in modern moral philosophy that psychological egoism is not the same thing as ethical egoism and is perfectly compatible with altruism. Even biologists accept the role of altruism in the competitive game of survival. Finally, in Otherwise than Being and L? inas speaks of “identity gnawing away at itself--in a remorse” (OB 114). Identity is a metaphysical question. In order to “accomplish” metaphysics and we need to address the motivational question and which is the question of what does the gnawing and why one should respond ethically. We saw earlier that L? inas's answer and namely, “conscience,” is inadequate. We have seen that the feeling of pity accomplishes his metaphysics of identity insofar as it is a pain that both gnaws away inside the pitier and motivates the pitier to share bread with the famished and to welcome the wretched. Furthermore, there is no escape from the pain of pity because and as pointed out above and the desire to alleviate the pain cannot be satisfied and the responsibility sensed by the pitier cannot be discharged. Given the fact of pain and suffering and given our vulnerability to and our susceptibility to the distress of others and the pitiful is always out there and traumatizing us and holding us hostage. It is out there as an “incessant murmur that strikes with absurdity” (OB 164), as that which puts us “under the traumatic effect of persecution,” and as that by virtue of which the “subject is a hostage” (OB 112). In Totality and Infinity L? inas claims that and given the primordial responsibility and we are already created moral. From the metaphysical point of view and the “miracle of creation lies in creating a moral being” (TI 89). The only subjective human condition that fulfills this moral metaphysics is our biological susceptibility to and vulnerability to the feeling of pity. That we are biologically disposed to the feeling of pity is thus miraculous. I have tried to show that it is the feeling of pity that fully accomplishes L? inas's metaphysics of morals. In a passage that comes closest to what I have argued here and L? inas claims that it is “through the condition of being hostage that there can be in the world pity, compassion, pardon and proximity” (OB 117). My claim is that it is in fact through the condition of being hostage to pity that there can be in the world morality as we know it. <CONTINUED>

<CONTINUED>

Those who still ask “Why should I be moral?” are those who have not felt the force of pity. No doubt and there have been and will continue to be people born with an immunity to it and as if there is a disconnection in the hardwiring and if it is a matter of hardwiring. The more fortunate among them can count on and as an entry ticket into the moral community and either the susceptibility to the force of practical reason (as Kant had envisaged) or the Humean (second-order) sentiment of sympathy. Only the less fortunate among these will still ask: “Why should I be moral?” These are the pitiless and lacking in sympathy and devoid of moral reason. In L? inasian terms and they are the people full of their own being and the people whose enjoyment has not been interrupted and the people blind to the revelation of infinity on the face of the Other. Toward them we must show an appropriate moral stance developed from a good pity and a L? inasian readiness to embrace the Other with the words “Here I am.
********** AT: Politics**********

Transportation Infrastructure is Win-Win for Dems & GOP

Transportation infrastructure is a win for both sides

Katz, Geissler, &  Puentes ’08 [Bruce , Vice President and Director, Metropolitan Policy Program  Christopher, Senior Research Assistant, Economic Studies  Robert , Senior Fellow, Metropolitan Policy Program  The Brookings Institution January 2008  America’s Infrastructure: Ramping Up or Crashing Down http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2008/01_infrastructure_katz_puentes.aspx. mjs]

 A long-term infrastructure plan can foster productive growth in our economy, sustainable growth that furthers energy independence and real solutions to climate change and inclusive growth so that low and moderate income families have access to opportunity. With these critical issues in mind, the third Bernard L. Schwartz Forum on Competitiveness explored the challenges and opportunities for new infrastructure investment. The October 10, 2007 event followed in the wake of two previous forums that focused on American education, innovation, and research and development (April 2006) and America’s position in the world in science and technology (October 2006). In his keynote address, Thomas Vilsack, the former governor of Iowa, emphasized that better investments in infrastructure would make us safer; more secure and lead to happier and safer constituents. In sum, infrastructure investments make for good policy that both Republicans and Democrats should support. 
Obama won’t be distracted from Health Care

Despite distractions, healthcare reform is Obama’s priority
The Huffington Post, 7/1/2009, “Obama Poll Watch [June 2009] -- Obama v. Clinton (Second Term)” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/obama-poll-watch-june-200_b_224424.html

But before we do that, let's examine Obama's month in detail. June was scheduled to be the beginning of the healthcare fight in Congress, and it lived up to its billing. Well, actually, the month started off with critics trying to tear down Obama's first Supreme Court pick, Sonia Sotomayor. The car companies continued their march to bankruptcy (except for Ford, it should be noted). Obama gave a speech in Cairo, Egypt, which showed (once again) that America has changed its face to the world, for the better. Analog television went off the air permanently. Obama was criticized by gay rights groups for not moving fast enough (or far enough) on gay rights, and backed it up by hitting Democrats where it hurts -- fundraising. But even after boycotts were called, the fundraiser in question went off without much of a hitch, and raised a million bucks (more than last year's event). Obama met with gay rights leaders in the White House later, and tried to assuage their fears a bit. Iran had an election, and the aftermath captivated the world, but in the end accomplished little towards the goal of "regime change" or even just "presidential change." The theocrats are still firmly in power, which would also have been true even if the challenger had won, it should be noted. Obama, once again showed that he was "not on a 24-hour news cycle," much to the frustration of the news media (who do live on a 24-hour news cycle). A cap-and-trade bill made it through the House (barely), and faces a stiff headwind in the Senate. But, among all of these distractions, the main story all month was healthcare reform.

Link Answer – AT – Spending Cuts Popular

Arguments about “cutting wasteful spending” have no traction in current political and economic environment
Weigel, political analyst and former associate editor of Reason, 1-29-9 (David, Washington Independent, “1993 All Over Again?” http://washingtonindependent.com/27931/1993-all-over-again, accessed 2-1-9)

The Republican strategy here is incredibly bold. The party’s betting against Obama’s current popularity and against the chance of an economic recovery by 2010 (or 2012), having done very little work convincing Americans that the stimulus tax rebates amount to “welfare” (one popular argument) or that, after eight years of deficit spending, voters should worry about the cost of this bill. I’m skeptical about the political oomph of attacking “wasteful spending,” even though (in a growing economy, at least) it makes more sense than endless tax cuts. But maybe the strategy will pay off. Or maybe putting 177 Republicans on record against tax cuts will come back to hurt them. We’ll find out.
Anti-spending arguments are a tough sell in current political climate
Zelizer, Princeton University Woodrow Wilson School history and public affairs professor, 1-27-9 (Julian E., CNN.com, “Commentary: Why GOP can't say 'whatever it is, we're against it'”, http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/01/27/zelizer.republicans/index.html, accessed 1-30-9)

When the economy collapsed in fall 2008, Republicans' arguments about the wisdom of tax cuts and deregulation were made suspect. Americans might not always like government, but they dislike being broke even more. Sen. John McCain struggled in his campaign, not just because of the weaknesses of his campaign, but because his party seemed to lack any answers as Wall Street and Main Street spun out of control. Furthermore, the fact that the federal government continued to expand under Bush -- both when Republicans and Democrats controlled Capitol Hill -- made it difficult to sell Republican arguments about the dangers of big government.
Link Answer – Public Opinion Polls Flawed

Public opinion polling flawed – not accurate indicator of public opinion
Sparrow, University of Texas at Austin government professor, ‘08 (Bartholomew H., “Who Speaks for the People? The President, the Press, and Public Opinion in the United States”, 10-13-8, Presidential Studies Quarterly, Volume 38, Issue 4, Pages 578-592, accessed 7-8-9, Wiley InterScience, AFB)

Who then speaks for the public? First, it is clear that public opinion does not well represent the public's views. What gets asked in poll questions, how questions are asked, what polling data gets reported, and how public opinion gets reported all constitute problematic links in the public-opinion process. Apart from answers to standard polling questions such as what is the top problem facing the country, whether citizens approve of the president's performance in office, if the country is going in the right direction, or which candidates respondents would vote for, the popular discourse on public opinion represents but a partial and contorted view of people's minds. While the lesson that it takes effort and organization to elicit public opinion is by no means novel (Edelman 1977; Fishkin 1991; Gamson 1984; Ginsberg 1986; Herbst 1993, 1998), the lesson that public opinion is predominantly manufactured by the media is less appreciated (but see Althaus and Oats-Sargent 2007; Dearing 1989; Groeling and Kernell 1998; Lewis 2001; Lipari 2001). It takes money, personnel, and formal organization to produce public opinion, and the institutions that do so do not conduct polls and disseminate their data out of altruistic concerns for the public interest or for the purpose of furthering democratic values.
Opinion polls are only a snapshot – they are not representative of long-term or strong opinions
Rosati, University of South Carolina Government and International Studies professor, ‘04

(Jerel A., THE POLITICS OF UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY, 2004, p. 368-369.)

Low levels of attention and information produce a third pattern in public opinion – its tendency to be volatile and to fluctuate over time. Since most Americans are uninterested and ill informed, their opinions about national and international issues tend to be very “soft” and open to change. Most Americans give little thought to most issues and are not committed to particular positions. Still, they have opinions and readily offer them when solicited by a public opinion poll. Secretary of State Dean Acheson once observed that most Americans do not feel it necessary to become informed before expressing an opinion. Not surprisingly, as an issue gets more media coverage, public attention increases for a while, members of the mass public acquire more information, and individual opinions change. Hence, opinion is volatile and fluctuates over time; and a public opinion poll is no more than a general snapshot of what the mass public may think at that brief moment.
Link Answer – AT – Media Spin

Media diversity and nature of dominant issues fragment media influence
Sparrow, University of Texas at Austin government professor, 8

(Bartholomew H., “Who Speaks for the People? The President, the Press, and Public Opinion in the United States”, 10-13-8, Presidential Studies Quarterly, Volume 38, Issue 4, Pages 578-592, accessed 7-8-9, Wiley InterScience, AFB)

The conventional wisdom that used to be propagated by the mainstream media has come under increasing challenged from alternate political voices and differing constructions of social knowledge as a result of the burgeoning number of political Web sites, blogs, and Internet discussion forums. The history of the 2008 electoral campaign is again suggestive of how the mainstream media's agenda setting and news framing in their news coverage and political commentary appear to have become less determinative of public conversations and voters' commitments.

This result may, to be sure, be a function of the severity of the economic and foreign policy problems that now confront the United States and American public. But it is hard—perhaps impossible—to imagine a turn of events in the foreseeable future when the economy and international relations become less serious. And in the circumstances of an increasingly factionalized and unstable media universe, credible policy makers have ever more opportunity to communicate directly with the public and to promote their own visions and answers to the public and to other policy makers.This is not to say that the established media are irrelevant or unimportant. Far from it. But they are much less dominant than they have been in the past. Just as the printed press of the 1980s and 1990s could not disregard the broadcast media when reporting the news, the print and broadcast media of the 2000s and 2010s cannot disregard the news, commentary, videos, and blogs on the Internet. The result of this may not necessarily be the fuller expression of public opinion per se. Nor will it necessarily be the fuller articulation of the president's voice or those of his party. Yet this new manifold public voice, supplementing that of the established media, may serve as a better representation of the thoughts and feelings of a pluralist and heterogenous American public—thoughts and feelings that we would like to think the political system can reflect.
Link Answer – AT – Media Spin

Even if Obama passes an unpopular policy, media spin will maintain his political capital

Rubin, Co-Founder of the Denver Group, 09.

(Mark, The Examiner, “CNN pollster hides bad numbers for Obama”, 7-10-09, http://www.examiner.com/x-6572-NY-Obama-Administration-Examiner~y2009m7d10-CNN-pollster-caught-shilling-for-Obama, accessed: 7-10-09, SS)

But the real problem for the moment is the lack of quality, objectivity and journalistic integrity CNN has shown in covering the Obama administration, the same lack of quality we saw from all media outlets during George Bush's presidency, and a lack of quality that can be seen as directly responsible for many of the disasters Bush brought about, since had the press taken a more responsible role in covering Bush's failures and reported honestly about them, starting with his failures regarding 911 there is a good chance many of Bush's disasters would not have occurred since he wouldn't have had the political capital to carry them out. CNN has shown, as they did with Bush, a distinct willingness to go into the tank for Obama and completely abdicate any journalistic responsibility to the truth. During the AIG bonus scandal when it was discovered that Obama knew about the bonuses being paid in advance and even gave the go ahead to pay them, CNN heaped most of the blame on Chris Dodd who, at White House urging, put in the loophole that allowed the bonuses to be paid.
Link Answer – AT – Presidential Blame

Obama doesn’t get blame for problems with policy or the economy—everyone else does

Murray, Deputy Political Director at NBC News, 09. (Mark, MSNBC, “Poll: Public concerned about size of deficit NBC/WSJ survey also shows concern over intervention in private sector”, 6-18-09, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/31407851/ns/politics-white_house/, accessed: 7-9-09, SS)
Despite their concerns, the American public isn’t blaming Obama for some of the current problems he’s facing. Asked who was more responsible for the size of the deficit, 46 percent cited the Bush administration, 21 percent said the Democrats in Congress, 7 percent said the Republicans in Congress and just 6 percent said the Obama administration. In addition, 72 percent believe that the current state of the economy is something Obama inherited rather than created. Even though the public remains pessimistic about the economy — just 12 percent say they are satisfied with it — the poll does show a bit of optimism with 46 percent expecting the economy to improve in the next year. That’s up eight points since April, and it’s the highest percentage on that particular question since January 2004.
Internal Link Answer – AT – Blue Dog Backlash

Blue Dogs’ clout is limited – they are massively outnumbered

Bai, New York Times Magazine political writer, ‘09 (Matt, The New York Times, “Taking the Hill”, Magazine p. MM30, 6-7. Lexis)

THE SECOND STRATEGIC QUESTION confronting Obama has to do with the relationship between the two chambers of Congress, and it's a question of knowing just how much disagreement between them constitutes a sort of advantageous disharmony -- and at what point that disharmony becomes, instead, potentially calamitous. There is a cliche in the capital, attributed to George Washington, that the House of Representatives is like a hot cup of coffee, and the Senate is the saucer that cools it. The metaphor, like most Washington decor, could use some updating (maybe something about a Starbucks latte and its cardboard sleeve), but it is as apt for the 111th Congress as it was for the first. The Democratic House is a decidedly liberal body, its leadership dominated by members from the coasts and the industrial Midwest, and Obama has very little to worry about when it comes to getting legislation through. Of course there are caucuses set aside for fiscally conservative ''blue dogs'' and moderate ''new Democrats,'' and Emanuel personally lobbied many of those members to vote for the president's budget. Generally speaking, though, the president can rely on the House to pass an agenda that reflects a more activist view of American government, with less concern about fiscal restraint, than any that Congress has produced since at least the 1970s.
Internal Link Answer – AT – GOP Backlash

GOP’s knee-jerk oppositional politics won’t work – it will only bolster Obama

Zelizer, Princeton University Woodrow Wilson School history and public affairs professor, 9 (Julian E., CNN.com, “Commentary: Why GOP can't say 'whatever it is, we're against it'”, 1-27 http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/01/27/zelizer.republicans/index.html, accessed 1-30-9)

One of the best Marx Brothers movies, "Horse Feathers," played in movie theaters at the height of the Great Depression in 1932. In the film, the comedian Groucho Marx played the new president of Huxley College, Quincy Adams Wagstaff. During one of the most memorable scenes, Groucho introduces himself to faculty and students by singing about his philosophy of governance: "Your proposition may be good/But let's have one thing understood/ Whatever it is, I'm against it!/And even when you've changed it or condensed it, I'm against it/ I'm opposed to it/On general principle. I'm opposed to it." If Republicans want to rebuild their party after the calamity of 2008, the party leadership needs to avoid the Quincy Adams Wagstaff approach to politics. When Obama proposed his economic recovery bill last week, the first words to come out of House Minority Leader's John Boehner's mouth sounded a bit like Wagstaff. With the economy imploding and the international economic crisis worsening, Boehner said: "Right now, given the concerns that we have over the size of the package and all of the spending in this package, we don't think it's going to work. And so if it's the plan that I see today, put me down in the 'no' column." Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell has been more restrained in his response, leaving open the door to compromise. If Boehner is simply acting as Dr. No to get a better deal, Republicans can come out of the negotiations over the economic recovery bill as partners, planting the seeds for a new Republican approach toward dealing with economic matters. But if Boehner's plan is for his party to act as an oppositional force -- trying to block, delay and prevent legislative action -- then the GOP could find itself in big trouble. If the Republicans don't agree with Obama's approach, given the severity of the crisis, they need to offer an alternative rather than just sitting still. To be sure, there is the possibility that if the economy continues to deteriorate after a bill has passed and the public loses faith in Obama, the House GOP could reap the benefit from their opposition. They could say "we told you so." But even that would be a high-risk maneuver, particularly given the state of public opinion about the Republican Party. Even if a bill passes and the economy continues to struggle, voters would be looking at a Republican Party that didn't have anything better to offer. The public likes hard-working politicians. President Franklin D. Roosevelt's New Deal ideas didn't always work -- some like the National Recovery Act were downright failures -- but voters valued a president who tried to offer arguments about how to end the crisis and who rolled up his sleeves to make the nation better.
Internal Link Answer – AT – GOP Backlash

GOP “No” strategy will fail – Obama is not Bush
ABC News: The Note, 1-29-9 (The Note, “No Contest -- GOP finds a voice as opposition party, but who has more at stake?”, http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2009/01/the-note-12909.html, accessed 1-30-9)
But that zero looms large for Republicans, too. As they gather in Washington to select the new RNC chairman, Rush Limbaugh gets his way: They’re settling on opposition to Obama as an organizing principle. Outright opposition to the president would eventually become the Democrats’ ticket back to the majority. But President Bush was at a much different point in his presidency then than President Obama is today. “Congressional Republicans hoping to rebound from a second straight drubbing at the polls have placed a very large bet against the [$819] billion stimulus package that is the centerpiece of President Barack Obama’s early agenda,” Roll Call’s Steven T. Dennis and Shira Toeplitz report. “The 244-188 vote led by Minority Leader John Boehner (R-Ohio) is fraught with political risk. Boehner has sought to avoid the label of the ‘party of no’ and push alternatives, but his Conference appears unwilling to back anything but another round of tax cuts.” 
Internal Link Answer – AT – GOP Backlash

Ideological opposition won’t help Republicans
Zelizer, Princeton University Woodrow Wilson School history and public affairs professor, -9 (Julian E., CNN.com, “Commentary: Why GOP can't say 'whatever it is, we're against it'”, 1-27 http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/01/27/zelizer.republicans/index.html, accessed 1-30-9)

The election of 2008 revealed that the Republican Party lacks the kind of big ideas that Ronald Reagan used in 1980 to bring the conservative movement into power. The various factions of the conservative movement came together around the themes of anti-communism, deregulation and tax cuts. Reagan didn't just sell tax cuts for the wealthy as good in themselves, but connected them to supply-side economics, which claimed that cuts would stimulate investment, generate economic growth and ultimately bring more revenue into the coffers of Treasury. Even after the Soviet Union collapsed, Republican leaders found ideas to sell their movement to the public. Newt Gingrich and a cohort of young Republicans focused on sharp attacks about the dangers of government intervention and corruption of government.

For a short time it seemed that under George W. Bush, the war on terrorism would provide a new thematic focus to Republican efforts. But this was not to be. The controversies over Iraq and the continued dangers in countries such as Afghanistan undermined Republican claims of superiority on national security policy. Controversies over the erosion of civil liberties and due process in the pursuit of terrorism also weakened their claims. When the economy collapsed in fall 2008, Republicans' arguments about the wisdom of tax cuts and deregulation were made suspect. Americans might not always like government, but they dislike being broke even more. Sen. John McCain struggled in his campaign, not just because of the weaknesses of his campaign, but because his party seemed to lack any answers as Wall Street and Main Street spun out of control. Furthermore, the fact that the federal government continued to expand under Bush -- both when Republicans and Democrats controlled Capitol Hill -- made it difficult to sell Republican arguments about the dangers of big government. Back in the 1970s, when Republicans felt as if they were in the political wilderness, they invested a great deal of their resources into the market of ideas. Conservatives built think tanks like the CATO Institute, established talk radio shows, and financed academic scholarship about conservatism so that when opportunities arose in the elections of 1980 and 1994, Republicans had something to say. At some point, Republicans have to tap into the 1970s enthusiasm about generating ideas if they want to rebuild their party and win over the hearts and minds of voters. Simply reviving the philosophy of the 1970s won't work. Rather the GOP needs to offer new arguments and new policies to achieve economic recovery. If they repeat what happened in the 1930s, when Republicans sounded a lot like Groucho Marx and just said no as FDR rebuilt the nation, they are likely to remain on the outskirts of power for decades to come.
Internal Link Answer – AT – Flip Flop

Not a flip flop if public has already flipped

Feltman, Radnor Geopolitical Reports, -8 (Kenneth E., “Can Obama Pay the Pump Price” Etalkinghead: An Online Political News Magazine. July 5. http://www.etalkinghead.com/archives/can-obama-pay-the-pump-price-2008-07-05.html date accessed: July 6, 2008)

Into this debate strode Republican Candidate John McCain. He seized the energy issue by modifying his position and letting his opponent attack him. Obama accused McCain of a flip-flop. In politics, Obama may soon learn, it's only a flip-flop if the public has not already flipped. The public has flipped and McCain has, too. The energy crisis is the first issue to differentiate the two candidates since Obama locked up the Democratic nomination and McCain has outmaneuvered Obama. McCain now advocates offshore oil drilling. President Bush's decision to press the issue in Congress puts the Democrats in the position of advocating the wear-your-sweater policies that made Jimmy Carter unpopular.

Internal Link Answer – AT – Popularity Key to Agenda

Bush 1’s Gulf War popularity proves approval does not ensure even popular agenda’s success
Canes-Wrone, MIT political science professor & de Marchi, Duke political science professor, 2 (Brandice & Scott, JOURNAL OF POLITICS, May 2002, p. 491-2.)

At the end of the Gulf War a Gallup Poll indicated that 89% of Americans approved of President George H. W. Bush’s job performance, the highest presidential approval rating ever recorded by the Gallup Organization. Political observers at the time predicted this popularity would translate into policy influence. Washington Post headlines declared “President Plans to Capitalize on Popularity Gain.” Richard Fenno characterized the moment as “the time for [Bush] to expend some of the popularity he gained in pursuit of a comparably large cause at home. Bush’s performance did not live up to the promise, however. For example, although presidential aides cited his anti-crime bill as a keystone of his agenda, a majority of House members voted against the legislation. In fact, Democratic members publicly opposed the bill within the week that Bush advocated it in a nationally televised address. Before long, headlines were proclaiming, “Bush Squanders Power.”
Internal Link Answer – AT – Villain Link/Internal Link

No villain will rise – Obama coopts his enemies, and opposition too divided

Nichols, Bloomberg, 1-28-9 (Hans, Bloomberg.com, “Obama Needs a Few Good Enemies to Help Him Shape His Presidency”, http://bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601070&sid=a4BqmFZUAtsk&refer=politics, accessed 1-30-9)

So far, some candidates have auditioned for the role of Obama’s foil, none very successfully. Congressional Republicans are challenging Obama’s economic agenda. House Minority Leader John Boehner questioned how the funding for family planning contained in a proposed $825 billion stimulus package -- which the Ohio Republican called “hundreds of millions of dollars on contraceptives” -- would help the economy. Big Spending Plan While Boehner, 59, may be considering taking on the role of Obama’s nemesis, he and other Republicans aren’t questioning the need for a massive spending plan as much as the details of its execution. In addition, the administration has signaled its willingness to compromise, with Obama leaning on congressional Democrats to remove the family-planning provision from the measure. The Republican National Committee is consumed by an internal debate about how to counter Obama’s ascendancy. Senator John McCain, Obama’s vanquished presidential opponent, is dividing his criticism between the new president and his Senate colleagues. “Right now, he’s pretty much enemy-less, which is kind of unusual for someone who survived a presidential campaign,” said Ed Rollins, Reagan’s campaign manager in 1984. Early rumblings from Democratic-leaning constituencies have so far been muted. Kim Gandy, president of the National Organization of Women, blasted Obama for not stocking his Cabinet with enough women, only to later temper her criticism. Hillary Clinton In his own party, Obama co-opted his chief rival by naming Hillary Clinton, 61, as secretary of state. Liberal activists seem willing to extend him time before finding fault with his approach.
Obama doesn’t need a new enemy – he can run against Bush
Nichols, Bloomberg, -9 (Hans, Bloomberg.com, “Obama Needs a Few Good Enemies to Help Him Shape His Presidency”, 1-28 http://bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601070&sid=a4BqmFZUAtsk&refer=politics, accessed 1-30-9)

Obama may be able to fill his enemy quotient by railing against his predecessor, President George W. Bush, a tactic he rode to the White House and used in his inaugural address. That tactic has been successful in the past. “The Democrats ran against Herbert Hoover for 50 years,” Gaylord said.

[Adri note – Gaylord = Joe Gaylord, a Republican strategist who helped fashion the rise of Newt Gingrich in the 1990s]

Internal Link Answer – AT –  Losers Lose
Losers don’t necessarily lose- can still get big agenda items after a loss
Weisberg 2005 (Jacob Weisberg, Editor, “Bush's First Defeat: The president has lost on Social Security. How will he handle it?” Slate, March 31, 2005, http://www.slate.com/id/2115141/)

This means that Bush is about to suffer—and is actually in the midst of suffering—his first major political defeat. After passing all his most important first-term domestic priorities (a tax cut, an education-reform bill, domestic security legislation, another tax cut), Bush faces a second term that is beginning with a gigantic rebuke: A Congress solidly controlled by his own party is repudiating his top goal. It's precisely what happened to Bill Clinton, when Congress rejected his health-care reform proposal in 1993. As the Clinton example shows, such a setback doesn't doom an administration. But how Bush handles the defeat is likely to be a decisive factor in determining whether he accomplishes any of the other big-ticket items on his agenda. 
Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Lose
**Winners win – winning on controversial issues is key to Obama’s agenda

Jonathan Singer, JD candidate at Berkeley and editor of MyDD, 3-3-09, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result.  Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration.  So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.
Spending capital builds more – the House energy bills proves

Liz Sidoti, Associated Press, 6-29-09, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/economy/ap/49383237.html

Facing a rare defeat, President Barack Obama put a big dose of political capital on the line and scored a major victory just when he needed one.  In private telephone conversations and last-minute public appeals, Obama leaned heavily on House Democratic holdouts to support the first energy legislation ever designed to curb global warming. The measure ended up passing in dramatic fashion.  In the end, the president's furious lobbying — coupled with a final push by allies including former Vice President Al Gore — carried much weight. To a certain extent, the victory validated Obama's governing style — and that could bode well for his other top domestic priority, health care. He faces an even more difficult test in shepherding the energy and climate legislation through the Senate.
Winners win – one victory builds the habit for future wins

Norman Ornstein, Roll Call, May 27, 1993
2. Winning comes to those who look like winners. This only sounds redundant or cliche-ish. If power is the ability to make people do something they otherwise would not do, real power is having people do things they otherwise wouldn't do without anybody making them - when they act in anticipation of what they think somebody would want them to do.   If a president develops a reputation as a winner, somebody who will pull out victories in Congress even when he is behind, somebody who can say, "Do this!" and have it done, then Members of Congress will behave accordingly.       They will want to cut their deals with the president early, getting on the winning team when it looks the best and means the most. They will avoid cutting deals with the opposition.      Stories that show weakness, indecisiveness, or incompetence in the White House - and there are always lots of them - will go unreported or will be played down because they will be seen as the exception that proves the rule of strength and competence.       But the converse is also, painfully, true.       If a president develops a reputation for being weak or for being a loser - somebody who says, "Do this!" and nothing happens, who is ignored or spurned by other interests in the political process - he will suffer death by a thousand cuts.       Lawmakers will delay jumping on his bandwagon, holding off as long as possible until they see which side will win. Stories about incompetence, arrogance, or failure will be reported always, and given prominence, because they prove the point.  
Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Lose
Looking strong is key to future success

Norman Ornstein, Roll Call, May 27, 1993
1. A president's power is defined by his relations with Congress. A president must exercise power in many arenas, persuading many audiences at home and abroad. But the key test for a president's clout or success is how he is judged in dealing with Congress: Does he master them, or do they master him?       The successful president, I suggested in these pages in March, comes across like animal tamer Gunther Gebel-Williams: He gets into the ring with the Congressional lions and tigers, cracks the whip, and, although they growl and roar, they still get up on their tiny little stools and perform. But if a president looks like Gulliver, a pitiful, helpless giant dominated by Congressional Lilliputians, then watch out.  
Must use political capital or lose it

LINDBERG  04    Editor of Policy Review Magazine, Research Fellow at the Hoover Institute [Tod, “Spending political capital,” The Washington Times, December 7.  Pg. A21]

Now, in the usual metaphor of political capital, presidents who have it often make the mistake of trying to "hoard" it. They put their political capital in a safe place in order to bolster their personal popularity. They do not "risk it" in pursuit of political victories, whether on their policy agenda or for controversial judicial appointments, etc. And therein, in the conventional application of the metaphor, lies peril. For political capital, when hoarded, does not remain intact but rather diminishes over time through disuse. It "wastes away" - and with it, a president's popularity and reputation.   Therefore, again in the conventional use of the metaphor, it is mere prudence for a president to "invest" his political capital. Only by seeking political victories and winning them by such judicious investment can a president maintain and even increase his political capital. Who dares wins.
Capital can’t be saved.  Obama needs to spend it now or lose it forever

Lincoln Mitchell, Assistant Professor of Politics at Columbia University

The Huffington Post, 18 June 2009
Political capital is not, however, like money, it cannot be saved up interminably while its owner waits for the right moment to spend it. Political capital has a shelf life, and often not a very long one. If it is not used relatively quickly, it dissipates and becomes useless to its owner. This is the moment in which Obama, who has spent the first few months of his presidency diligently accumulating political capital, now finds himself. The next few months will be a key time for Obama. If Obama does not spend this political capital during the next months, it will likely be gone by the New Year anyway.
Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win (Ornstein 93)

1. Non unique – Obama perceived as a winner now – 

Only a risk the plan hurts him. Obama’s approval rating is higher than Clinton, so Congress is much more likely to go along with him now.

2. Wrong Context – Ornstein doesn’t apply – Ornstein assumes context unique to Clinton – he was in serious political decline – meaning a victory would make him a winner – the same doesn’t apply to Obama

Ornstein, American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, 1993

(Norman J., Roll Call, “Clinton Can Still Emerge a Winner; Here's What to Do”, May 27, p. Online)

The President needs a victory, and badly, to stop the hemorrhaging and prevent the press from hyping every embarrassing miscue in the White House as proof-positive of the President's weakness. The stakes in the next few weeks could not be higher.

3. Win doesn’t overwhelm the link – 

Obama still has to spend political capital to get the win, ensuring he has net less capital to pass _______________
4. No link – Ornstein assumes particular context – 16 years ago – he assumes Clinton’s 2nd 100 days, and economic policy

Ornstein, American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, 1993

(Norman J., Roll Call, “Clinton Can Still Emerge a Winner; Here's What to Do”, May 27, p. Online)

The first 100 days of the Clinton presidency set in place an initial impression and a tone. Now, in the second 100 days, the real heavy lifting takes place. The next three weeks are a critical time for Bill Clinton. He will either emerge as a winner on his economic plan, crossing over the hurdles in the House and Senate, or he will set in place an image of a president too weak, inexperienced, and egotistical to overcome the forces of gridlock in Washington. If he emerges as a winner, he will be in a position to move, albeit in increments, in other areas that are important to him, like health care, welfare reform, and national service. If his economic plan gets eviscerated or wholly transformed by Congress, he will spend much of his time ahead simply trying to overcome an image of weakness and ineptitude that will feed on itself. 
5. Theory incoherent – 

Ornstein says you have to be aggressive and give in at the same time. It’s impossible to do both.

Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win (Ornstein 93)

6. Only a risk of a turn – there is no positive spillover – 

The politicians who lose as a result of the plan will harden their positions, making them less likely to cooperate with Obama on ____________

7. Ornstein doesn’t assume forcing massively unpopular items, like the plan, down Congress’s throats

Ornstein, American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, 1993

(Norman J., Roll Call, “Clinton Can Still Emerge a Winner; Here's What to Do”, May 27, p. Online)

Winning in this regard does not mean forcing sweeping proposals, in toto, down the throats of lawmakers. It means compromising, cutting back, and ceding ground to build majorities, but doing so in ways that make it clear that you are in control.

Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win

Cult of personality will hurt Obama – overexposure hurts political power
Noonan, Wall Street Journal columnist & former Reagan speechwriter, -9

(Peggy, “Look at the time”, 1-30 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123326587231330357.html, accessed 2-1-9)

A final point: In the time since his inauguration, Mr. Obama has been on every screen in the country, TV and computer, every day. He is never not on the screen. I know what his people are thinking: Put his image on the age. Imprint the era with his face. But it's already reaching saturation point. When the office is omnipresent, it is demystified. Constant exposure deflates the presidency, subtly robbing it of power and making it more common. I keep the television on a lot, and somewhere in the 1990s I realized that Bill Clinton was never not in my living room. He was always strolling onto the stage, pointing at things, laughing, talking. This is what the Obama people are doing, having the boss hog the screen. They should relax. The race is long. As a matter of fact, they should focus on that: The race is long. Run seriously.
Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win/Other Clinton Analogies

Clinton-era analogies are flawed – multiple factors differentiate Obama and Clinton
Weigel, political analyst and former associate editor of Reason, -9 (David, Washington Independent, “1993 All Over Again?” 1-29 http://washingtonindependent.com/27931/1993-all-over-again, accessed 2-1-9)

One of the goals of the unanimous Republican “no” vote on the stimulus package Wednesday was producing news analyses like this one, from The New York Times.   The failure to win Republican support in the House seemed to echo the early months of the last Democratic administration, when President Bill Clinton in 1993 had to rely solely on Democrats to win passage of a deficit-reduction bill that was a signature element of his presidency.  And we all know what happened in 1994. Still, I don’t think the analogy holds up. 1. The Obama stimulus package is popular. A May 25, 1993 Gallup poll pegged support for Clinton’s plan at 44 percent, and opposition at 45 percent. The Democratic House narrowly supported the plan two days later. But the final Gallup poll before yesterday’s House vote put support for President Obama’s plan at 52 percent, with opposition at only 37 percent. Even a flawed Republican poll on the stimulus (which suggests that tax cuts are more popular than spending, ignoring the fact that the stimulus includes both) revealed that most voters, panicking about the economy, support the stimulus package. 2. Clinton wasn’t popular; Obama is. As Michael Crowley points out, Clinton was already reeling from scandals and missteps by May 1993, when the budget vote was held. His popularity had dipped below 50 percent, and in some polls his net approval rating had inched into negative territory. Clinton’s Democrats were less popular than Obama’s Democrats—while Clinton was beating President George H.W. Bush, the party was losing seats in the House Banking Scandal backlash. Obama is cresting in the mid-60s or low-70s, depending on the poll, the Democrats have gained ground in two consecutive elections, and voter identification with the Democrats is soaring. 3. The Clinton budget raised taxes; the Obama stimulus doesn’t. I think this is the most important distinction. The Clinton budget reconciliation increased income taxes, raised the corporate tax rate to 35 percent, and raised the gas tax by 4.3 cents per gallon. Basically, every American paid more taxes after the budget was passed. The Obama stimulus package doesn’t raise anyone’s taxes. It includes $275 billion of tax cuts. Are they poorly designed? Arguably. But they’re tax cuts! I literally cannot remember a time when the entire Republican conference in either house voted against tax cuts. In that Republican poll mentioned above, upwards of 60 percent of voters want tax cuts right now.
Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win

You’re wrong, Winners lose

Seidenfeld ’94 [Mark Seidenfeld, Associate Professor, Florida State University College of Law, Iowa Law Review, October 1994
The cumbersome process of enacting legislation interferes with the President's ability to get his legislative agenda through Congress much as it hinders direct congressional control of agency policy-setting. A President has a limited amount of political capital he can use to press for a legislative agenda, and precious little time to get his agenda enacted. These constraints prevent the President from marshalling through Congress all but a handful of statutory provisions reflecting his policy vision. Although such provisions, if carefully crafted, can significantly alter the perspectives with which agencies and courts view regulation, such judicial and administrative reaction is not likely to occur quickly. Even after such reaction occurs, a substantial legacy of existing regulatory policy will still be intact.
Internal Link Answer – AT – Olive Branch

GOP won’t be charmed by Obama
ABC News: The Note, -9 (The Note, “No Contest -- GOP finds a voice as opposition party, but who has more at stake?”,  1-29 http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2009/01/the-note-12909.html, accessed 1-30-9)

 “The vote Wednesday, while clearly a victory for Obama, also marked a victory of sorts for Limbaugh and other conservative opinion leaders who have spent days admonishing Republican lawmakers not to be ‘co-opted’ by the Democratic president,” Peter Wallsten writes in the Los Angeles Times. “In the end, Republicans didn't waver, choosing to use the vote to try to regain their old brand as the party of small government -- a brand they lost as spending ballooned during the Bush years.”  “The partisan split [signaled] that despite their weakened political state and the popularity of the new president, Republicans won't be won over by charm alone,” Politico’s Jonathan Martin writes.

Partisanship won’t evaporate overnight 
ABC News: The Note, -9 (The Note, “No Contest -- GOP finds a voice as opposition party, but who has more at stake?”,  1-29 http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2009/01/the-note-12909.html, accessed 1-30-9)

“During Senate debate next week, the measure is expected to pick up at least some GOP support. But Obama's hopes of changing Washington's partisan culture went unmet despite the popular president's separate high-profile meetings on Capitol Hill on Tuesday with House and Senate Republicans,” the AP’s Andrew Taylor writes. 

Uniqueness Answer– Olive Branch Inevitable

Obama will continue to reach out to GOP, regardless of near-term efficacy
ABC News: The Note, -9 (The Note, “No Contest -- GOP finds a voice as opposition party, but who has more at stake?”, 1-29  http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2009/01/the-note-12909.html, accessed 1-30-9)

Says White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs (to Martin and any number of other reporters, post-vote): “I do believe that there will be people in districts all over the country that will wonder why, when there's a good bill to get the economy moving again, why we still seem to be playing political gotcha.” “He’s going to continue reaching out, because he understands that Washington isn’t going to change the way it works in just a few days,” Gibbs told ABC’s Diane Sawyer on “Good Morning America” Thursday.
Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link – Obama Political Capital Very High

Obama will be credited/blamed for all legislation that passes – high political capital now.

Ibbitson, Globe and Mail's Washington columnist, /09 (John, The Globe and Mail (Canada) “Lincoln needed the Civil War; Roosevelt needed the Depression; Mr. Obama needed an economic crisis.” 6/15 p. A1, accessed 7-5-09, Lexis, ASR)

A mere three months ago, many analysts believed this brutal recession would descend into depression and that the hundreds of billions that the Obama administration was spending to rescue banks and the economy wouldn't be enough. Yet last week, the Treasury Department cleared 10 large banks to return their TARP (Troubled Asset Relief Program) funds, deeming them able to stand on their own without government help. It now looks as though taxpayers will actually make money on the bank bailout. Already the Treasury Department has raked in about $1.8-billion in interest payments. Gallup reported Friday that investor confidence surged from -20 (rating: pessimistic) in April to -1 (rating: neutral) in May. There are other strong indications that the recession is ending, although unemployment may continue to rise through the rest of the year. Overseas, the Pakistani government appears to finally be making progress against the Taliban, while al-Qaeda leaders are reportedly in search of safer hideouts in Somalia and Yemen. And Mr. Obama's speech of reconciliation to the Muslim world is being credited with helping influence the Lebanon election, in which moderates defeated anti-American hardliners (though it had less impact on the Iranian vote). All that's left is to cure cancer, which Barack Obama may leave to his second term. As spring turns to summer, events appear to be breaking the President's way to a phenomenal degree. Some observers believe that's because the administration is making its own luck. and his administration have been extremely effective at communicating credibility," said Cliff Young, senior vice president of U.S. pollster Ipsos Public Affairs. "He emits this degree of authority, in a good way, that makes people feel good." Stephen Hess, an emeritus scholar at the Brookings Institution, a liberal Washington think tank, believes the real luck for Mr. Obama was having the economy obligingly descend into crisis during the presidential election - thus assuring Mr. Obama's victory - and then completely collapse right after. "You have to have the right circumstances to be a great leader," Mr. Hess said, "and the circumstance usually is very bad news."
Uniqueness/Internal Link Answer – AT – Democratic Unity Key

GOP votes key – Democratic unity and 60 votes nearly unattainable – strategy and agenda depends on courting GOP

Lynch, Gazette, -9 (James Q., Gazette (Cedar Rapids), “Harkin weighs in on Senate supermajority”, 7-11 http://www.gazetteonline.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20090712/NEWS/707129930/1006, accessed 7-10-9)

Finally achieving a filibuster-proof 60 votes doesn’t mean Senate Democrats will march in lock-step behind their leaders, Sen. Tom Harkin (D-Iowa) said last week. Democrats tend to go their own way and are less likely to follow their leaders in a direction that doesn’t serve their home state constituencies, Harkin said. The seating of Sen. Al Franken, D-Minn., this week could provide the 60th vote Democrats need to block filibusters by minority Republicans. But that’s not a given, Harkin warned. “I think Democrats being Democrats — like Will Rogers once said, ‘I’m a member of no organized political party: I’m a Democrat’ — I think that holds true today,” he said. The Senate’s 58 Democrats have to rely on votes from Independent Sens. Joe Lieberman of Connecticut and Bernie Sanders of Vermont as well as from Republican-turned-Democrat Sen. Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania to get to 60 votes. Even then, Democrats have recently been two votes short of cloture because of the health-related absences of Sens. Ted Kennedy of Massachusetts and Robert Byrd of West Virginia. So blocking Republican attempts to filibuster health care reform or climate change legislation may be difficult, Harkin said, because Democrats “tend to be more independent than Republicans ... in the way we approach things.” Harkin said the elephant symbol for Republicans and the donkey for Democrats are appropriate. At the circus, he said, elephants wrap their trunks around the tail of the elephant in front of them “and wherever the lead elephant goes, they follow.” On the other hand, “you’ve got to hit a donkey in the head with a two-by-four just to get their attention sometimes,” Harkin said. “To try to get them to march in the same direction is almost impossible.” That makes the prospect of reconciliation a “distinct possibility,” Harkin said. Reconciliation is a process intended to allow a contentious budget bill to be considered without being subject to filibuster. Debate can be limited to 20 hours and amendments are limited, too. Attempting to force senators to follow their caucus leaders can be difficult because “the people who elect you don’t serve in the Senate,” Harkin said. “They’re back in your home states.” In the end, forging a winning majority can be “a very delicate balance in trying to meet the needs of different constituencies,” he said.

**********AT: Russia**********
AT: Russian Aggression

US will be at the mercy of Russia, there is no reason for Aggression

Farrar ’08 [Lara ,Experts: Reliance on Russia makes NASA weak http://edition.cnn.com/2008/TECH/space/08/13/nasa.russia.soyuz/ August 14, 2008. MJS]
Experts are growing increasingly concerned that the United States will have to rely entirely upon Russia to take astronauts to and from the international space station for at least half a decade. Observers say the situation is all the more worrying as earlier in the week, NASA announced a delay in the launch of its next-generation Orion spacecraft. NASA's dependency upon the Russian Soyuz space capsules and rockets to carry astronauts to the station is the result of a five-year gap between the scheduled retirement of the shuttle in 2010 and the debut of its replacement in 2015. The agency had hoped it could narrow this gap by accelerating the initial launch of the craft to 2013 but announced on Monday that because of inadequate funding and technical issues the new Constellation space program would not be ready for testing until September 2014. While the new date is still within the March 2015 absolute deadline, many experts say NASA's reliance upon Russia to take astronauts into space has placed the agency in an unnecessary position. "It is a vulnerability," John Logsdon, director of the space policy institute at George Washington University, told CNN. "Any time you are relying on a single system to do a critical task, you are vulnerable if that system has problems." "It is our fault for not having a replacement for the shuttle much earlier than Orion will be available. It puts Russia in a very powerful position," Logsdon said. Russia will be the only country capable of providing human access to space not only for the Americans but also the rest of the world in the near future, said Howard McCurdy, a space expert at American University in Washington. "It is like a monopoly position where you are at the mercy of that supplier," said McCurdy. "You don't want to be dependent on a single provider no matter who it is." McCurdy warned that because the United States has positioned itself to be completely dependent on Russia to get humans into space until 2015, it may be harder for the American government to take diplomatic action against the country, especially in light of recent tensions between Russia and Georgia. "That is a real concern," said McCurdy. "You are much more reluctant to be nasty with somebody who is a sole provider of an essential service. "We have other international arrangements with them that could be jeopardized by our reliance on them," McCurdy continued. "Everything from their foreign relations with ex-Soviet states to their role in economic summits." 
US/Russian relations don’t effect space
There is no reason to believe that Russia will not give the US access to Space
Farrar ’08 [Lara ,Experts: Reliance on Russia makes NASA weak http://edition.cnn.com/2008/TECH/space/08/13/nasa.russia.soyuz/ August 14, 2008. MJS]
Does NASA's dependence on Russia bode badly for U.S. space program? For its part, NASA says it remains confident that diplomatic affairs between the two countries will not adversely impact the space agency's relationship with Russia. "While it is possible that government to government issues could potentially have an impact on other aspects of a relationship between nations including cooperative space exploration activities, NASA has no reason to believe that it will be unable to rely upon Roscosmos-provided Soyuz vehicles for future ISS activities," spokesman Michael Curie wrote in an email statement to CNN. 
We can’t count on Russia 2 get 2 space

Because of the Iran, N. Korea, and Syria Nonproliferation Act we may not be able to count on Russia to get to space!

Farrar ’08 [Lara ,Experts: Reliance on Russia makes NASA weak http://edition.cnn.com/2008/TECH/space/08/13/nasa.russia.soyuz/ August 14, 2008. MJS]
The threat of a breakdown in diplomatic relations is not the only one hanging over NASA's space program. Legislation passed in 2000 (now called the Iran, North Korea and Syria Nonproliferation Act) could soon bring an abrupt halt to NASA's partnership with the Russian Space Federation, Democratic Senator Bill Nelson of Florida told CNN. The law bans the United States from buying space technology from Russia unless the president determines Russia is taking steps to prevent the proliferation of nuclear and missile technology to Iran. Congress waived the ban in 2005, allowing NASA to enter into a $719 million contract with the Russians for use of the Soyuz through 2011. NASA says it is currently renegotiating a new long-term contract for use of the Soyuz but, according to Nelson, the success of that contract could depend on whether or not lawmakers decide to approve the waiver again. Election-year politics combined with increasing concerns about Iran and the ongoing crisis in Georgia all but guarantee that lawmakers will not vote for the exemption, said Nelson. That means NASA could lose access to the $100 billion space station unless it continues to fly the shuttle or strikes some sort of deal with another space agency willing to put forward money for additional Soyuz seats, the Senator explained to CNN. "It is a lose-lose situation," said Nelson. "If our relationship with Russia is strained who knows if Russia will give us rides in the future?" Nelson continued. "Or if they give us rides will they charge such an exorbitant price that it becomes blackmail?" 
Russian space travel is safe

Nasa believes the Soyuz space capsules are safe!

Farrar ’08 [Lara, from CNN, ,Experts: Reliance on Russia makes NASA weak http://edition.cnn.com/2008/TECH/space/08/13/nasa.russia.soyuz/ August 14, 2008. MJS]
Questions about the safety and reliability of the Soyuz have also been raised in recent months after two consecutive troublesome landings by space capsules, including one in April with American astronaut Peggy Whitson on board. NASA has been working with Russian engineers to try to determine the cause of the dangerous descents but has so far failed come up with any concrete answers. But NASA officials say the space agency still believes the Soyuz is a reliable transport system for its astronauts. "We do not have concerns," NASA spokesman Rob Navias told CNN. "The Soyuz, which has been flying for decades now, is extremely reliable and is extremely capable." "We have been partnering with the Russians for decades now for space flights." The Russian Federal Space Agency, Roscosmos, could not be reached for comment on the matter.   
**********AT: SPENDING**********

Non UQ - Pork barrel spending now

THE STIMULUS HAD A MASSIVE AMOUNT OF PORK-BARREL SPENDING, AFF WOULD PALE IN COMPARISON

Bandyk ‘09, Matthew is a business reporter for the US News. 2/19 “Finding the Pork in the Obama Stimulus Bill” US News, 19 Feb. 2009. <http://www.usnews.com/articles/business/economy/2009/02/19/finding-the-pork-in-the-obama-stimulus-bill.html>

When President Obama signed the landmark $787 billion stimulus package, he proudly declared that he did not allow any members of Congress to insert wasteful, last-minute earmarks in their bills to benefit special interests in their states and districts. Dubbed "pork barrel" spending, these earmarks are notorious in Washington, perhaps the most infamous example being the $385 million "Bridge to Nowhere" for Alaska inserted into a 2005 transportation bill by the now-disgraced Sen. Ted Stevens. But with or without earmarks -- and despite what Obama said -- special-interest spending has found its way into the stimulus in massive doses, budget watchers contend. "We were told this was going to be a massive infrastructure spending program," says Veronique De Rugy, a senior research fellow at George Mason University's Mercatus Center. She argues that the bill is overflowing not with needed infrastructure spending, but with hundreds of billions in pork. Now the majority of the $787 billion isn't pork. Indeed, tax relief alone makes up some 34 percent of the bill. Where you might find the pork is in the so-called discretionary spending portion of the bill, which amount to $308 billion, according to the Congressional Budget Office. Of that money, $48 billion goes to the Department of Transportation for various rail and road projects to repair and expand infrastructure. That leaves about $260 billion of discretionary spending that goes to various federal agencies, as well as to state and local governments. How much of that amount helps special interests instead of the economy as a whole? That depends, of course, on what you consider a special interest. But decide for yourself. Here is a list of some of the most controversial individual pieces of discretionary spending that might have the pleasant taste of pork. 1) Green golf carts. Ever rode a "neighborhood electric vehicle?" Well, you might want to now. The stimulus includes a tax credit toward the purchase of NEVs, which closely resemble golf carts in appearance. They are considered green vehicles because they use an electric battery instead of gasoline. You fill it up with juice by plugging it into a home electrical outlet. Don't expect to be able to take your NEV far outside of your neighborhood, though. Federal regulations limit their top speed to between 20 and 25 miles per hour. Freeway cruising is out. Those aren't the only green vehicles getting stimulus subsidies. There is also $300 million to buy "green" cars for federal employees. 2) Closing the ice-breaking gap. The U.S. Coast Guard is getting a shot in the arm from the stimulus, thanks to $98 million for a "polar icebreaker." That's not a new gum flavor, but a ship. The service currently has three ice-breaking ships able to sail through the frozen Arctic Ocean, but it wants a new and improved one to upgrade the aging fleet. Thad Allen, commandant of the Coast Guard, testified before a House panel last summer that icebreakers are needed for national security reasons. "Russia, Germany, China, Sweden and Canada are all investing and maintaining and expanding their national ice-breaking capacity," he said. 3) Homeland security stimulus. That pricey icebreaker is just one of several examples of homeland and national security spending contained in the stimulus not directly connected to restoration of the economy. There is also $200 million to "design and furnish" the Department of Homeland Security headquarters. De Rugy says that security spending should be considered by Congress in bills related to security, not the economy. "There was no debating these things on the merits," she says. 4) Clean Coal. While Obama has stressed the number of "green jobs" his stimulus will create, $3.4 billion of the $787 billion will be spent on old-school, non-green energy technology. That's how much goes to the Fossil Energy Research and Development program, a Department of Energy project that, among other things, seeks to reduce the amount of carbon emitted by the use of fossil fuels. Daniel Weiss, a senior fellow and director of climate strategy at the Center for American Progress, says that most of this money will go toward the development of clean-coal technology. "The goal is to develop a technology that can capture carbon dioxide from coal in a coal-fired power plant," he says. And where's the stimulus in clean coal? Weiss says that we won't see the results of this investment anytime soon, and $3.4 billion is probably only a fraction of what is needed for real clean-coal technology to ever be achieved. But, he adds, in the short term, "this would create research jobs and jobs at power plants." That isn't stopping critics from calling this fossil energy provision pork. 5) Mystery Meat. It's hard to know just how much pork there is in the stimulus package for one simple reason: We still don't know how exactly a huge chunk of it will be spent. A whopping $144 billion from the bill is flowing directly to state and local governments. That means the true amount of pork will depend on the priorities of your governors, legislatures, and mayors. The best guesses for what this money will be spent on might be in a list of "ready-to-go" projects released by the U.S. Conference of Mayors in January, dubbed the "Main Street Economic Recovery." Some of the most outlandish of these projects -- such as an $886,000 36-hole disc golf course in Austin, Texas -- won't be allowed to receive stimulus dollars because the bill explicitly says that none of its funds can be used for "any casino or other gambling establishment, aquarium, zoo, golf course, or swimming pool." But a prohibition on funding toward any "stadium, community park, museum, theater, art center, and highway beautification project" was dropped from the final version of the bill. That means that many other porky projects from the U.S. Conference of Mayors report are open to get money. That includes $150 million for parking improvements at a Little League facility in Cidra, Puerto Rico, and $6 million for a "snowmaking and maintenance facility" at Spirit Mountain ski area in Duluth, Minnesota.
Pork barrel spending now

THE 2009 FISCAL YEAR WAS STUFFED WITH PORK, EVEN WITHOUT THE BAILOUT.
Roff ‘09, Peter is United Press International's senior political analyst. 09 “Pork Barrel Projects Rampant in Congress's Spending for 2009 Fiscal Year” US News, 23 April 2009.  <http://www.usnews.com/blogs/peter-roff/2009/04/23/pork-barrel-projects-rampant-in-congresss-spending-for-2009-fiscal-year.html?loomia_ow=t0:s0:a41:g2:r10:c0.134164:b22127084:z0&s_cid=loomia:finding-the-pork-in-the-obama-stimulus-bill>

"In fiscal year 2009, Congress stuffed 10,160 projects into the 12 appropriations bills worth $19.6 billion," the group says in its introduction to The Pig Book. And, while "the projects represent a 12.5 percent decrease from the 11,610 projects in fiscal year 2008," CAGW says, "The $19.6 billion is a 14 percent increase over the fiscal year 2008 total of $17.2 billion, belying claims of reduced spending." Since 1991, the first year The Pig Book was produced, the group says it has identified items of federal pork that have cost U.S. taxpayers $290 billion.  And, lest anyone accuse CAGW of playing fast and loose with the facts, the group has seven possible criteria for defining pork: an expenditure requested by only one chamber of Congress; an expenditure not specifically authorized; an expenditure not awarded competitively; an expenditure not requested by the president; an expenditure that greatly exceeds the president's budget request or the previous year's funding; an expenditure that was not the subject of congressional hearings; or an expenditure that serves only a local or special interest. Each entry in The Pig Book must meet at least one of the criteria and, the group says, "Most satisfy at least two." According to CAGW, Alaska is the nation's most pork-laden state, receiving a total of $221,222,875 in federal largess for a population of only 686,293 people. This works out to $322.34 in pork per person, probably more than the average American spends in a year on actual pork at the supermarket. Coming in at second place is Hawaii, with $234.96 in pork per person, followed by North Dakota, the District of Columbia and, rounding out the top five, West Virginia. The group also identifies specific pork projects, along with their congressional sponsors. Some of them are just examples of traditional congressional excess. These include: $500,000 by Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, (R-Texas) for a Manned Space Flight Education Foundation in Houston to create "a virtual space community for students"; $200,000 by Rep. Howard Berman (D-Calif.) for the Providence Holy Cross Foundation tattoo removal violence prevention program in Mission Hills, Calif.; and $98,257 by Rep. James Moran (D-Va.) a member of the House Appropriations Committee, for funds from the Small Business Administration for the Georgetown Metro Connection, a bus service that runs from Georgetown in Washington, D.C. "to the neighborhood of Dupont Circle in D.C. and to Rosslyn, Va.," which, the group points out, happens to be in Moran's district.
Pork barrel spending now

THE STIMULUS BILL HAD PORK SPENDING IN IT – IMPACT SHOULD HAVE HAPPENED

Dan Eggen and Ellen Nakashima ‘09, Washington Post staff writers  “Despite Pledges, Package Has Some Pork” February 13, 2009 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/02/12/AR2009021203502.html
The compromise stimulus bill adopted by House and Senate negotiators this week is not free of spending that benefits specific communities, industries or groups, despite vows by President Obama that the legislation would be kept clear of pet projects, according to lawmakers, legislative aides and anti-tax groups. The deal provides $8 billion for high-speed rail projects, for example, including money that could benefit a controversial proposal for a magnetic-levitation rail line between Disneyland, in California, and Las Vegas, a project favored by  Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.). The 311-mph train could make the trip from Sin City to Tomorrowland in less than two hours, according to backers. A new alliance of battery companies won $2 billion in grants and loans in the stimulus package to jump-start the domestic lithium ion industry. Filipino veterans, most of whom do not live in the United States, will get $200 million in long-awaited compensation for service in World War II. The nation's small shipyards also made out well, with $100 million in grant money -- a tenfold increase in funding from last year, when the federal Maritime Administration launched the program to benefit yards in places such as Ketchikan, Alaska, and Bayou La Batre, Ala. None of the items in the sprawling $789 billion package are traditional earmarks -- funding for a project inserted by a lawmaker bypassing the normal budgeting process -- according to the White House and Democratic leaders. Republicans also killed or reduced a number of projects they considered objectionable, such as $200 million to re-sod the Mall in Washington and money for a new Coast Guard polar icebreaker.But many Republicans, anti-tax advocates and other critics argue that the final version of the bill is still larded with wasteful spending and dubious initiatives that will do little to create jobs or spur financial markets. The legislation's sheer size and complexity set off a lobbying spectacle over the past few weeks, as diverse interests including pharmaceutical companies, cement firms and manufacturers of energy-saving light bulbs converged on Washington to elbow for their share. "You have a moving vehicle, and people are trying to pile on and influence it in any way they can," said David Merritt, a health policy adviser to the presidential campaign of  Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) who is now a project director with Newt Gingrich's Center for Health Transformation.
Non UQ - Tons of spending now

STIMULUS JUST SPENT BILLIONS OF GOVERNMENT FUNDS
Peter Nicholas ‘09, writer for the LA Times “Obama confronts doubts on stimulus, vows faster spending” June 9, 2009  http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-obama-stimulus9-2009jun09,0,7287398.story 

President Obama billed it as an adrenaline jolt -- a $787-billion stimulus package that not only would put people back to work, but also underwrite construction and energy projects the country had long neglected. But with the economy still sputtering and some experts doubting the program was meeting its goals, Obama vowed Monday to accelerate stimulus spending with the goal of creating or saving 600,000 jobs by summer's end. Opening a meeting with Cabinet members and Vice President Joe Biden, Obama sought to claim substantial progress while holding down expectations. "We've done more than ever, faster than ever, more responsibly than ever, to get the gears of the economy moving again," Obama said, and "we're in a position to really accelerate." Still, he acknowledged that job losses -- while lower than expected in May -- remained high. "We're still in the middle of a very deep recession," he said, and "it's going to take a considerable amount of time for us to pull out." Results of the stimulus spending are difficult to measure, and so far the promised federal money has been slow in coming. As of May 29, just over 100 days since Obama signed the bill into law, only about 6% of the funds had been spent.
Non UQ - Recession will continue

THE RECESSION WILL CONTINUE INTO 2010

Cherian Thomas ‘09, journalist working for Bloomberg, a news site “Roubini Says Recession May Continue Until End of 2010” March 6, 2009 http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601091&sid=ayVsI_55G8.0
The global recession may continue until the end of 2010 as the response by governments to rectify it is “too little, too late,” said Nouriel Roubini, the New York University professor who predicted the financial crisis. “Governments are falling behind the curve,” Roubini said at the India Today Conclave in New Delhi today. “This recession can end up becoming even worse.” The situation can be improved by appropriate policies, including governments taking over insolvent banks, cleaning them up and re-selling them to private investors, he said. The Group of Seven and the Group of Twenty economies “must act together to get out of this mess,” Roubini said. Roubini said the global economy may shrink 1 percent or grow 0.5 percent in 2009, before recovering to about a 1 percent growth in 2010, effectively extending the recession until the end of next year. Emerging market economies, including China and India, will slow down sharply, he said, adding that “we are already seeing the beginnings of a hard landing.” China’s economy may grow 5 percent “at best” in 2009 after expanding at an average 10 percent pace each year in the past decade, Roubini said, rejecting the theory that emerging markets are decoupled from the problems in industrialized countries. “It’s becoming a vicious cycle between demand, supply and the financial system,” said Roubini, who served as an adviser to the U.S. treasury department from 2000 to 2001. Consumers and companies are cutting spending to survive in the current recession, “making the contraction even more severe.” Even if there are banks with sound assets, they wouldn’t lend in an economic decline, he said. “If you don’t take the right policy action, this U-shaped recession will turn into an L-shaped recession like in Japan in the 1990s,” the professor said.
Link Turn - Spending now is Necessary & is Normal Means

If there ever was a time to spend, this is it – Normal Means is an increase in inflation rates

Buffett ’09 [Warren E. is the chief executive of Berkshire Hathaway, a diversified holding company. August 19, 2009 Op-Ed Contributor The Greenback Effect  http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/19/opinion/19buffett.html?_r=1&sq=gusher&st=cse&scp=1&pagewanted=print. MJS] 

Legislators will correctly perceive that either raising taxes or cutting expenditures will threaten their re-election. To avoid this fate, they can opt for high rates of inflation, which never require a recorded vote and cannot be attributed to a specific action that any elected official takes. In fact, John Maynard Keynes long ago laid out a road map for political survival amid an economic disaster of just this sort: “By a continuing process of inflation, governments can confiscate, secretly and unobserved, an important part of the wealth of their citizens.... The process engages all the hidden forces of economic law on the side of destruction, and does it in a manner which not one man in a million is able to diagnose.” I want to emphasize that there is nothing evil or destructive in an increase in debt that is proportional to an increase in income or assets. As the resources of individuals, corporations and countries grow, each can handle more debt. The United States remains by far the most prosperous country on earth, and its debt-carrying capacity will grow in the future just as it has in the past. But it was a wise man who said, “All I want to know is where I’m going to die so I’ll never go there.” We don’t want our country to evolve into the banana-republic economy described by Keynes. Our immediate problem is to get our country back on its feet and flourishing — “whatever it takes” still makes sense. Once recovery is gained, however, Congress must end the rise in the debt-to-G.D.P. ratio and keep our growth in obligations in line with our growth in resources.  Unchecked carbon emissions will likely cause icebergs to melt. Unchecked greenback emissions will certainly cause the purchasing power of currency to melt. The dollar’s destiny lies with Congress.
Economy resilient (Impact Defense)

THE ECONOMY IS RESILIENT AND WILL RECOVER: 

Ujikane and Clenfield ‘09, expert financial reporters, 6/23.  “Moody’s Says U.S.’s Aaa Debt Rating ‘Remains Solid’” Bloomberg, 23 June 2009. <http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601087&sid=acRrvA.NM_r8#>

The U.S. government’s Aaa credit rating “remains solid,” said Pierre Cailleteau, managing director of sovereign risk at Moody’s Investors Service. “Although the U.S. is losing altitude in the Aaa range, it is starting from a very strong base,” Cailleteau, who is chief international economist at Moody’s, said in Tokyo today. The economy is resilient enough to recover and the government is committed to raising taxes and cutting spending, he said. The Congressional Budget Office projects the federal budget shortfall will reach a record $1.85 trillion this year as President Barack Obama tries to spend his way out of the worst recession in at least five decades. Obama has committed to reining in the budget deficit once a recovery is under way. New York-based Moody’s last month affirmed the top credit rating for the U.S., saying it’s supported by “a diverse and resilient economy, strong government institutions, high per- capita income, and a central position in the global economy.” Cailleteau said the dollar’s status as the world’s reserve currency won’t change soon. The U.S. economy has shrunk less than others including Germany and France even though it was at the center of the global financial crisis, the economist said.
Economy resilient 

THE KEY CAUSES OF THE ECONOMIC DECLINE, FINANCIAL INSTITUTION FAILURES, ARE BEING NEWLY REGULATED TO BE MORE RESILIENT AND STABILIZE THE MARKETS—THE PLAN ISN’T A MAJOR PLAYER AND WON’T HAVE AN IMPACT.

Landers ‘09, Kim is a reporter for ABC 6/18.  “Obama overhauls regulation of US financial system” ABC News, 18 June 2009.  <http://www.abc.net.au/am/content/2009/s2601394.htm>

The US President Obama has unveiled what he calls the most sweeping overhaul of America's financial regulatory system since the Great Depression. The US Federal Reserve will be given the power to monitor big financial institutions and the largest banks will have to put aside more money to protect against losses.  TONY EASTLEY: The old financial system led to a train wreck that's still smoking there, so it's no surprise US President Barack Obama plans to put a new, tougher, driver behind the wheel to guide the American economy.  President Obama has unveiled what he calls the most sweeping overhaul of America's financial regulatory system since the Great Depression.  The aim is to prevent a repeat of the financial crisis which pushed the US economy to the brink.  The US Federal Reserve will be given the power to monitor big financial institutions and the largest banks will have to put aside more money to protect against losses.  Washington correspondent Kim Landers reports.  KIM LANDERS: President Barack Obama calls these regulations new "rules for the road" for America's financial system - a system he says that's been overwhelmed by the speed, scope and sophistication of a 21st-century global economy.  BARACK OBAMA: We did not choose how this crisis began, but we do have a choice in the legacy this crisis leaves behind so today my administration is proposing a sweeping overhaul of the financial regulatory system. A transformation on a scale not seen since the reforms that followed the Great Depression.  KIM LANDERS: It's a transformation the follows the failure of several of the world's biggest financial institutions, the sudden decline in available credit and the unprecedented intervention of the US Government to stabilise the financial markets.  The centre of Barack Obama's plan is new powers for the Federal Reserve to oversee the entire financial system. Banks and big financial firms will have higher capital and liquidity requirements so that they're more resilient and less likely to fail.  Bank analyst Richard Bove from Rochdale Securities says it's a mistake to put the Federal Reserve in charge.  RICHARD BOVE: I think the Federal Reserve is absolutely the worst possible regulator to put in place because it sat on its hands all through the last decade and did nothing when right in front of it all these so to speak excesses were occurring.  KIM LANDERS: But the President has a quick response for his critics.  BARACK OBAMA: But the events of the past few years offer ample testimony for the need to make significant changes. The absence of a working regulatory regime over many parts of the financial system and over the system as a whole, led us to near catastrophe. We shouldn't forget that.  KIM LANDERS: The Federal Reserve will also get new powers to takeover any financial institution that's in trouble. It was the inability of the US Government to rescue Lehman Brothers that threw the financial markets into turmoil last September.  

Economy resilient 

THE US ECONOMY HAS THE ABILITY TO RESPOND TO ANY CHALLENGE
Bonvillian ’04 is Legislative Director and Chief Counsel to Sen. Joseph Lieberman of Connecticut. Fall 2004 William B. Bonvillian, “Meeting the New Challenge to U.S. Economic Competitiveness” http://www.issues.org/21.1/bonvillian.html
In the 1980s, when the United States faced significant competitive challenges from Japan and Germany, U.S. industry, labor, and government worked out a series of competitiveness policies and approaches that helped pave the way for the nation’s revitalized economic leadership in the 1990s. In the mid-1980s President Reagan appointed Hewlett Packard president John Young to head a bipartisan competitiveness commission, which recommended a practical policy approach designed to defuse ideological squabbling. Although many of its recommendations were enacted slowly or not at all, the commission created a new focus on public-private partnerships, on R&D investments (especially in IT), and on successful competition in trade rather than protectionism. This became the generally accepted response and provided the building blocks for the 1990s boom. The Young Commission was followed by Congress’s Competitiveness Policy Council through 1997. These efforts were successful in redefining the economic debate in part because they built on the experiences, well-remembered at the time, of industry and government collaboration that was so successful in World War II and in responding to Sputnik. Those are much more distant memories in this new century, but we should revisit the Young Commission model. The private sector Council on Competitiveness, originally led by Young, has assembled a group of leading industry, labor, and academic leaders to prepare a National Innovation Initiative, which could provide a blueprint for action. Legislation has been introduced in the Senate to establish a new bipartisan competitiveness commission that would have the prestige and leverage to stimulate government action. The U.S. economy is the most flexible and resilient in the world. The country possesses a highly talented workforce, powerful and efficient capital markets, the strongest R&D system, and the energy of entrepreneurs and many dynamic companies. That by itself will not guarantee success in a changing economy, but it gives the country the wherewithal to adapt to an evolving world. Challenges to U.S. dominance are visible everywhere. Strong economic growth is vital to the U.S. national mission, and innovation is the key to that growth. The United States needs to fashion a new competitiveness agenda designed to speed the velocity of innovation to meet the great challenges of the new century. Once that agenda has been crafted, the nation must find the political will to implement it.
Economy resilient 

THE ECONOMY ALWAYS REBOUNDS

Wilder  ’08 Rebecca, a staff writer for News & Economics, which analyzes of global economic and financial conditions with a focus on the U.S. “The U.S. economy is efficient and resilient” November 7, 2008 http://www.newsneconomics.com/2008/11/us-economy-is-efficient-and-resilient.html

Yesterday the Bureau of Labor Statistics released its measure of nonfarm productivity. U.S. productivity slowed to a 2.0% annual pace, but relative to the U.K. and Germany, the silver lining shows the innate resilience of the U.S. economy. Once the U.S. economy emerges from the recession, productivity will propel economic growth forward. Nonfarm productivity measures output per man-hour worked for all U.S. production sectors except farming. Productivity is a very good estimate of how efficient is the U.S. workforce in the utilization of all technologies and resources available to it, including capital, production capacity, materials, energy, management structures, available technologies, and the characteristics of the workforce. Here’s is Bloomberg’s take on the productivity reading: "U.S. worker efficiency rose in the third quarter at a slower pace than in the previous three months as the economy slumped, a sign employment may take a bigger hit."Here is my take on the productivity reading: Businesses are squeezed from slackening demand and are efficiently cutting their labor force. Furthermore, those workers that remain employed are receiving increased compensation under the rising costs of living, but the higher compensation does not fully offset the rise in prices over the year.In my opinion, this reading illustrates the U.S. economy’s ability to remain productive during a recession. And although the labor force suffers now, it pays off over the long run with stronger productivity and growth going forward. Productivity falls during recessions; current productivity growth, 2.0%, is consistent with the lowest reading in the 2001 recession, but 1.4% above the lowest reading in the 1990-1991 recession (0.6%). Productivity and growth are highly correlated and once productivity picks up, growth will too. The chart plots annual productivity growth from the first quarter of 1991 to the third quarter of 2008 for the U.S. and similarly developed economies, the U.K. and Germany. Spanning 2000-2008, average productivity growth for the U.S., the U.K., and Germany was 2.5%, 1.8%, and 3.6%, respectively. (See this post for a short description of the German labor force; the labor force has become highly productive partially due to a structural shift in 2006). The U.S. economy remains resilient, producing just 0.5% below its 8-year average, while the U.K. and Germany are producing 1.7% and 4.8% below their averages. The U.S. is more efficient, and cuts back on its labor force in order to maintain efficiency gains. On the other hand, the U.K. and Germany cling to their labor force, which tends to hurt the aggregate economy in the short term. However, one cannot discount the impacts of a quickly deteriorating labor market on the welfare of the workforce, and so all I can say here is that the U.S. remains more productively resilent, providing a bigger boost when it turns around. It is likely that U.S. productivity will decelerate for the next two quarters, but with spare capacity building, firms will pick up the slack in the labor force when stronger demand for goods and services emerges. Productivity growth will kick in, and quickly at that.
No risk of One-Day Collapse (Impact Defense)

THE ONE-DAY COLLAPSE IMPACT THE NEG DESCRIBES IS ABSOLUTELY IMPROBABLE: FOUR REASONS

Lynn ‘07, Matthew is a business journalist. 07 “Why the big one-day collapse should never happen again.”  The Business, 20 October 2007.  Lexis Nexis.  Accessed on June 23, 2009. 

So could we see another crash? In truth, probably not. Although stock markets are by nature superstitious, there are good reasons why they have managed to chalk up two decades without repeating the calamitous one-day falls they saw in October 1987. There will still be plenty of bear markets but the chances are we will never see a similar one-day fall again.  Black Monday made the recent credit crunch look like a mere blip on the charts. On that day, the Dow Jones Industrial Average dropped by 22% in a single trading session. It wasn’t quite the largest one-day fall ever recorded on the Dow Jones: the index dropped by 24% on 12 December 1914, but that was the first trading day after the opening shots of World War One were fired, a good excuse for knocking down share prices a bit.  Of course, the crash was not just restricted to New York. Black Monday was a global meltdown. By the end of October, stock markets in Hong Kong had fallen by 45%, in Australia by 41%, in Spain by 31%, in Britain by 26%, and in North America by 22%. It was significantly worse than the stock market crash of 1929 when the markets only fell by 12% in a single day but fears that the collapse was the likely trigger to another global recession prompted central bankers to cut interest rates fast. Indeed, much of the economic story of the next decade was a response to that collapse.  There are four reasons for thinking a one-day collapse on that scale is unlikely today.  First, information systems are much better. The crash started in London, where the City was practically empty because of a storm that had whipped through the South East of England. Nobody knew what was happening. You still get storms, but they do not freeze the markets and there is less scope for a global panic. Valuation models have become more sophisticated. For share prices to change 25% in a single day tells us their valuations must have been radically wrong either the day before or the day after the crash; those kinds of mistakes are now less likely to be repeated.  Two, there are more counterparties. Twenty years ago, the markets were dominated by long-only, low-risk funds. Now, there is a far greater variety of financial instruments and funds, all with a lot more flexibility. Many people still like to complain that hedge funds and derivatives have made the markets more dangerous, but the evidence points in the other direction. As hedge funds grow in power, the markets have become more stable, not less. If the markets plunged even 10% in a day now, a lot of hedge funds would start buying, and that would put a floor under prices.  Three, the trading systems are better. In the wake of Black Monday, much of the blame was pinned on new-fangled computerised trading. Relatively small drops in the index generated waves of automatic selling, which no one could get under control. Computers are still dumb, of course: look at the way a few quant funds that use computer models to trade on got into trouble following the credit crunch this summer. But the computers and programmes have become more sophisticated.  Four, the central banks are more accommodating. In fact, 1987 marked the beginning of the so-called Greenspan put , referring to the way the former Federal Reserve chairman cut rates when markets fell. If central banks allowed a market collapse to lead to recession, it made sense to keep on selling once the decline started. If a market correction prompts rate cuts, as they have since 1987, it is a reason to start buying once the market dips.  None of which is to say we will not see another bear market. The collapse in share prices from 2000 to 2003 when the FTSE 100 fell from 6,798 down to 3,297 was far worse than anything that happened in 1987. But the big one-day collapse? Thankfully, it looks to have been consigned to history. 

AT: china money in us econ

CHINA WON’T PULL ITS MONEY OUT OF U.S. BONDS: GEITHNER PROMISES FISCAL DISCIPLINE

Guha ’09 Krishna is the editorial leader writer for the Financial Times.  5/29.  “China to be reassured on US fiscal discipline.”  Financial Times, 29 May 2009.  < http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/88726e62-4bdb-11de-b827-00144feabdc0,dwp_uuid=9c33700c-4c86-11da-89df-0000779e2340.html?nclick_check=1>
US Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner will reassure Chinese leaders that the US is committed to long-term fiscal discipline on his trip next week to Beijing, a senior Treasury official said -yesterday.  Mr Geithner will also urge his hosts to accelerate moves to shift the composition of China's economy, so it relies less on exports and more on domestic demand, the official added.  His comments came amid heightened concern in US markets about China's continued appetite for US government bonds and other assets and anxiety in China about potential losses on its US investments.  Richard Fisher, the president of the Dallas Fed, yesterday challenged the view that foreign central banks are shying away from longer duration Treasuries, saying "there continues to be strong demand".  But he highlighted the severe fiscal challenges facing the administration - including what he estimated was $104,000bn in unfunded entitlement liabilities - and said the US central bank "can ill-afford to be perceived as monetising debt".  Mr Geithner will describe the required rise in US national savings and growth in Chinese consumption as two sides of the same coin, both required to rebalance the global economy once the crisis is over.  The aim is to lay the foundations post-crisis of "more balanced, more sustainable global growth," the official said.  He said Mr Geithner would also praise China for its contribution to supporting global demand during the crisis - including the world's second biggest fiscal stimulus - and urge the Beijing leadership to continue these efforts.  Notably, the official did not highlight China's currency as a top issue for the talks, even though the US continues to see Chinese currency reform as necessary to accomplish the required rebalancing and expects some discussion of currency issues.  The mix of issues reflects the shifting relationship between the two countries, which remain heavily reliant on each other for trade and financing.  The senior Treasury official said Mr Geithner will argue that for the US, global rebalancing means "laying out a path to bring down the fiscal deficit" while also making investments in health, infrastructure and energy to increase productivity.  "The US household savings rate has already risen, will probably continue to rise and the fiscal deficit will come down," he said.  For China, as well as a number of other economies, it would mean boosting domestic demand so these nations are less reliant on US consumption for growth.  The US Treasury Secretary will urge China to increase spending on health, education and pensions, to reduce the need for precautionary saving, increase credit availability and boost household incomes. 
AT: china money in us econ

THERE IS NO ALTERNATIVE TO THE DOLLAR; CHINA’S NEVER GOING TO STOP BUYING, EVEN IF FISCAL DISCIPLINE IS NOT REFORMED: THREE REASONS

Keiko Ujikane and Jason Clenfield ‘09 are Asian finance reporters for Bloomberg. 6/23 “Moody’s Says World Has ‘No Credible Alternative’ to U.S. Dollar.”  Bloomberg, 23 June 2009. http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601087&sid=aGlxDLf7cVZY
The fiscal health of the world’s largest economy has come under scrutiny by its creditors as bailouts and stimulus plans swell a budget deficit forecast to soar to a record $1.85 trillion this year. China and Russia, the largest and third- largest foreign holders of the debt, have said they may diversify some of their reserves.  Even if the U.S.’s ratio of debt to gross domestic product were to exceed 100 percent, more than double the current level, the country’s rating would still be secure as long as borrowing costs stay low, Cailleteau said. Moody’s estimates the ratio will rise to 59.9 percent this year from 40.8 percent.  “In the U.S., interest rates are low because the debt is issued in its own currency and the currency happens to be the international reserve currency,” he said.  Yields on benchmark 10-year Treasuries have risen to 3.63 percent since touching a record low 2.04 percent in December. They rose to their highest level since October this month after Alexei Ulyukayev, first deputy chairman of Russia’s central bank, said on June 10 his country may switch some of its Treasury holdings to International Monetary Fund bonds.  China, which in March called for the U.S. to guarantee the safety of China’s assets, is still buying Treasuries. Premier Wen Jiabao’s government has increased its holdings of the securities by almost a quarter to $763.5 billion since the onset of the global credit crisis in September, according to U.S. Treasury data.  “The question you have to ask is: What does it mean to be a safe haven in the end?” Cailleteau said. “The test is that when you have a big problem, either in the economy or if you have the threat of a war, where do you think people are going to put their money?”  Policy makers have indicated there is no replacement for the dollar. Russian Finance Minister Alexei Kudrin said on June 13 that “it’s too early to speak of an alternative.” Japanese Finance Minister Kaoru Yosano, whose government is the largest holder of Treasuries after China, this month said the dollar should remain the world’s reserve currency.  U.S. President Barack Obama has said that it is important his nation maintains fiscal discipline to ensure investors keep buying Treasuries. He plans to cut the deficit by half before the end of his first term.  “Even if he’s wrong, even if he’s too optimistic, that doesn’t necessarily meant we’ll have to act,” Cailleteau said. “The U.S. started the crisis in pretty good shape in terms of government finances.” 
THE US HAS PRINTED TOO MUCH MONEY ALREADY—CHINESE ECONOMISTS THINK GOLD IS A BETTER OPTION THAN TREASURIES.

Ash, ’09 Adrian is a gold expert and financial adviser who runs the research desk at Bullion Vault.  6/25.  “Gold "the Better Choice" Says China Official as US T-Bonds Pile Up, Buffett Calls Economy a "Shambles” ” Buillion Vault, 25 June 2009.  <http://goldnews.bullionvault.com/gold_china_bonds_062520094>

"Central banks are adding to their Dollar reserves," writes former US Treasury and IMF economist Brad Setser in his blog for the Council on Foreign Relations. The New York Fed's custodial holdings – securities it holds on behalf of foreign central banks – "have been growing at a smart clip," Setser goes on, noting that over the last three months, foreign agencies grew their custodial accounts by $160bn, "with Treasuries accounting for all the increase."  But "central banks could be clustered at the short-end of the curve because they fear that US inflation will rise – and they don’t want to be stuck with longer-term US bonds."  "Should we Buy Gold or US Treasuries?" asked Li Lianzhong, chief economist at China's Communist Party policy research office, at a conference in Beijing today. There is no suggestion Li was setting an official line, says the Reuters report quoting his comments. But "The US is printing dollars on a massive scale, and in view of that trend, according to the laws of economics, there is no doubt that the Dollar will fall.  So gold should be a better choice."
Econ decline ^ productivity (Impact Turn)

ECONOMIC DECLINE LEADS TO INCREASED PRODUCTIVITY
Mead 09, Walter Russel, is the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. “Only Makes You Stronger: Why the Recession Bolstered America.” The New Republic, 4 February 2009. <http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2>

Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong.
Economic decline solves warming (Impact Turn)

ECONOMIC CRISIS SLOWS GLOBAL WARMING

Watson, ‘09 USA Today staff writer April 9, 2009 Traci Watson, “Bad economy helps cut CO2 emissions” http://www.usatoday.com/weather/climate/globalwarming/2009-04-08-climate_N.htm

The worldwide economic slowdown is having an unexpected positive impact in the fight against global warming: Emissions of carbon dioxide are falling, records collected by governments show. From the United States to Europe to China, the global economic crisis has forced offices to close and factories to cut back. That means less use of fossil fuels such as coal to make energy. Fossil-fuel burning, which creates carbon dioxide, is the primary human contributor to global warming. A recession-driven drop in emissions "is good for the environment," says Emilie Mazzacurati of Point Carbon, an energy research company. "In the long term, that's not how we want to reduce emissions." As carbon dioxide builds in the atmosphere, it traps heat and warms the Earth. The result: melting glaciers, rising seas and fiercer droughts. The lower emissions are caused partly by milder weather -- which means less energy is needed for cooling and heating -- and by policies that promote energy efficiency, but experts agree that economic problems play a role. The emission decreases are unusual and in some cases unprecedented: Carbon dioxide from U.S. power plants fell roughly 3% from 2007 to 2008, according to preliminary data from the Environmental Protection Agency analyzed by the Environmental Integrity Project. That's the biggest drop since 1995-96, the first two consecutive years for which data are publicly available. Carbon dioxide from industrial facilities in 27 European nations in 2008 plummeted 6%, according to Point Carbon's analysis of data published last week by the European Commission. Electricity production by Chinese power plants has fallen almost every month since September compared with the same months a year earlier, says Richard Morse, a Stanford University researcher. A drop in power generation translates to a drop in carbon-dioxide output. These are the first such drops in Chinese power production since the Chinese economic boom in the 1990s. European nations face a 2012 deadline to cut their emissions under the Kyoto Protocol, a global-warming treaty. The recession could make it easier for countries to meet their goals, says David Doniger of the Natural Resources Defense Council, an environmental group, but "I wouldn't recommend recession as a way to deal with this problem." Some experts fear lower emissions may make companies and governments less likely to spend money to cut carbon output. "There's a risk that it will push back needed investment into ... cleaner production," Mazzacurati says.  
**********AT: Topicality**********
AT: Domestic
A) Counter Interpretation
US Department of Health and Human Services ’09 [http://www.fda.gov/downloads/Food/GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/RegistrationofFoodFacilities/OnlineRegistration/UCM084929.pdf. Accessed August 16, 2009. MJS]

Domestic means that the facility is located in any State or Territory of the US, in the District of Columbia, or in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

B) Violation

1) I meet their definition. – I am a domestic transportation infrastructure

2) I meet my counter interpretation; Space exploration occurs in a territory of the US

Framers Intent – The topic paper says specifically topical cases may include space transportation infrastructure.  My case improves safety towards Indian Reservation Roads.  This proves my case not only topical but also predictable.

D) Voters

T is not a voting issue, you should never vote for potential abuse – only for articulated in round abuse.  Nasa defines its space program as a transportation infrastructure and so should you.
 AT: Reform

A) Counter Interpretation
WordNet [WordNet Search - 3.0 http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=reform Accessed August 6, 2009. MJS.]

reform (make changes for improvement in order to remove abuse and injustices)
B) Violation

1) I meet their definition. – I am reform by changing US policy on transportation infrastructure

2) I meet my counter interpretation; I am reforming the US policy towards Space Transportation infrastructure.

C) Counter Standard
Framers Intent – The topic paper says specifically topical cases should involve transportation safety improvements.  My case improves safety towards Indian Reservation Roads.  This proves my case not only topical but also predictable.

D) Voters

T is not a voting issue, you should never vote for potential abuse – only for articulated in round abuse.  My case is making an improvement in order to remove abuse towards the space system.
AT: Substantially

A) Counter Interpretation
Words and Phrases, 2 (Words and Phrases Permanent Edition, “Substantially,” Volume 40B, p. 324-330 October 2002, Thomson West)

N.D.Ill. 2002. Under ADA, “substantially” in phrase substantially limits, means considerable, or to a large degree.
B) Violation

1) I meet their definition. – I am substantial because I am substantially changing domestic policy

2) I meet my counter interpretation; I am reforming Domestic transportation infrastructure to a considerable means 

C) Counter Standards
Framers Intent – The topic paper says specifically topical cases should involve transportation safety improvements.  My case improves safety towards Indian Reservation Roads.  This proves my case not only topical but also predictable.

D) Voters

T is not a voting issue, you should never vote for potential abuse – only for articulated in round abuse.  Voting for T is essentially saying that Native Americans are inconsiderable and should not be entitled to reforms that are justified and humanistic.   

AT: Transportation Infrastructure

A) Counter Interpretation
CEVs are Transportation Infrastructure

Nasa ’07 [Ares I Upper Stage Fabrication - Marshall Space Flight Center - 2007-08-09 - http://ntrs.nasa.gov/search.jsp?R=888704&id=1&as=false&or=false&qs=No%3D190%26Ne%3D41%26Ns%3DHarvestDate%257c1%26N%3D125%2B4294967039. MJS]

Under the goals of the Vision for Space Exploration, Ares I is a chief component of the cost-effective space transportation infrastructure being developed by NASA's Constellation Program. This transportation system will safely and reliably carry human explorers back to the moon, and then onward to Mars and other destinations in the solar system. The Ares I effort includes multiple project element teams at NASA centers and contract organizations around the nation, and is managed by the Exploration Launch Projects Office at NASA's Marshall Space Flight Center (MFSC). 
B) Violation

1) I meet their definition. – I am a source of US domestic transportation infrastructure

2) I meet my counter interpretation; I am transportation infrastructure for exploration

Framers Intent – The topic paper says specifically topical cases may include space transportation infrastructure.  My case improves safety towards Indian Reservation Roads.  This proves my case not only topical but also predictable.

D) Voters

T is not a voting issue, you should never vote for potential abuse – only for articulated in round abuse.  Nasa defines its space program as a transportation infrastructure and so should you.
Transportation Infrastructure #2

US Code ’08 [USC CHAPTER 703 - SPACE TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE            MATCHING GRANTS - 01/08/2008  TITLE 49 – TRANSPORTATION-  COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSPORTATION- SPACE TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE MATCHING GRANTS http://uscode.house.gov/download/pls/49C703.txt. MJS]

(1) the definitions in section 502 of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1993 (15 U.S.C. 5802) apply. (2) "commercial space transportation infrastructure development" includes (A) construction, improvement, design, and engineering of space transportation infrastructure in the United States; and (B) technical studies to define how new or enhanced space transportation infrastructure can best meet the needs of the United States commercial space transportation industry. 
AT: United States
A) Counter Interpretation
UNITED STATES INCLUDES TERRITORIES AND POSSESSIONS

US Code, 07  (2 USCS § 1966, lexis)

(f) Definition of United States. As used in this section, the term "United States" means each of the several States of the United States, the District of Columbia, and territories and possessions of the United States.

B) Violation

1) I meet their definition. – Space is a part of Unite States domestic transportation infrastructure

2) I meet my counter interpretation; Space is a territory and possession of the US

Framers Intent – The topic paper says specifically topical cases may include space transportation infrastructure.  My case improves safety towards Indian Reservation Roads.  This proves my case not only topical but also predictable.

D) Voters

T is not a voting issue, you should never vote for potential abuse – only for articulated in round abuse.  Voting for T is essentially saying that Native Americans are inconsiderable and should not be entitled to reforms that are justified and humanistic.   
