Socialism Kritik
1.  A US Federal Government Space Program is Socialist
Bob Werb on July 6, 2010 http://spacefrontier.org/2010/07/06/real-socialism-in-america/
NASA’s failed plan for a government designed, owned and operated repeat of the Apollo program.
Every detail of this plan originates from within a government bureaucracy.  Private sector participation is limited to carrying out the terms of extremely detailed contracts.  Every material used, the thread on every bolt, and the color of the paint is to be precisely specified.  Once built, the various parts of the Constellation system are to be operated from government facilities and by government employees.  (The solid rocket boosters that are strapped onto the Space Shuttle offer a vivid example of how we currently conduct human spaceflight; according to Space News “Kent Rominger, a former space shuttle astronaut now with Alliant Techsystems of Minneapolis, said the space shuttle solid-rocket boosters his employer builds for NASA must meet some 32,000 individual requirements spelled out in 110 separate documents totaling 17,000 pages.”
2. Socialism government Destroy Capitalism
Nadeem Walayat  Apr 17, 2011 - 07:22 AM http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article27602.html 
Socialism is KILLING the work ethic, it destroys capitalism driven competition that generates economic growth, it turns workers into lazy benefit claimers, people who are not willing to work for the market driven wage but for some fantasy land pay figure that the market will not bear, thus artificially high unemployment rules where just as is the case in the UK large swathes of housing estates full of those immersed in the benefits culture and who over time lose the ability to work but instead proceed to suck productive life blood of the economy, as those that work are forced to increasingly pay ever higher taxes for those that either choose not to work or are employed in mostly unproductive debt fuelled gobernment work programme’s
3. Capitalism is essential to individualism

Leonard Peikoff 1993 The Ayn Rand Library Vol. VI Objectivism: The Philosophy of Ayn Rand

“Capitalism,” in Ayn Rand’s definition, “is a social system based on the recognition of individual rights, including property rights, in which all property is privately owned.” This is the definition in terms of fundamentals and not of consequences. “Capitalism,” by contrast, may not be defined as “the system of competition.” Competition (for power and even wealth) exists in most societies, including totalitarian ones. Capitalism does involve a unique form of competition, along with many other desirable social features. But all of them flow from a single root cause: freedom.
4. Individualism is essential for life (http://freedomkeys.com/collectivism.html; Collectivism vs. Individualism, “Individualism”; Shawn E. Klein 09)
“The foundation of individualism lies in one’s moral right to pursue one’s own happiness. This pursuit requires a large amount of independence, initiative, and self-responsibility. “But true individualism entails cooperating with others through trade, which facilitates the pursuit of each party’s happiness and which is carried out not just on the level of good, but on the level of knowledge and friendship. Trade is essential for life; it provides one with many of the goods and values one needs. Creating an environment where trade flourishes is of great important and great interest for the individualist.“Politically, true individualism means recognizing that one has a right to his own life and happiness. But it also means uniting with other citizens to preserve and defend the institutions that protect that right.”

4. Individualism is good

([“Racism,” VOS, 176; pb 129] The Ayn Rand Lexicon,” Individualism, 1976)

Individualism regards man- every man- as an independent, sovereign entity who possesses an inalienable right to his own life, a right derived from his nature as a rational being. Individualism holds that a civilized society, or any form of association, cooperation or peaceful coexistent among men, can be achieved only on the basis of the recognition of individual right- and that groups, as such, has no rights other than the individual rights of its members.
PRIVATIZATION COUNTERPLAN
Plan-

Privatization counterplan text.

The united states government will fund through appropriate incentives and prizes for a private company to do the aff.

Competitiveness
1. A government space program eliminates incentives to private companies.

Federal government will not give incentives if they have an exploration program

BROAD 89 (WILLIAM J. author and a senior writer at The New York Times, THE NATION: Public and Private;
Deciding Who Should Pay For Exploring the Heavens, New York Times, June 8 2011, Lexis)

Federal support is necessary, industry experts say, because the field is too young and fragile to fend for itself. Some supporters also argue that it is good for national security to have as many means as possible of launching satellites and other payloads into space. But critics say that in the long run the need for a private space program is of dubious economic value and that the risky, expensive business of mastering space is best left entirely in Government hands. The American space industry has heard no shortage of rhetoric. During his tenure, President Reagan voiced strong support for private space ventures, ordering most commercial payloads off future space shuttle flights after the Challenger disaster in 1986 and announcing a plan last year to encourage the growth of private space companies. But its implementation has been slow. In the Presidential campaign last year, Mr. Bush said his goal would be to ''encourage the development of - not to compete with - private commercial space development.'' Last year his son, Jeb Bush, then Florida's Secretary of Commerce, predicted that ''space-related commerce will be a $60 billion industry by the year 2000.'' The statement, made while he was promoting a Florida spaceport for private launchings of communication satellites and other payloads, was later retracted by his office as an exaggeration. Beyond the hype and hoopla, new Federal policies have in some cases helped the private space industry achieve modest successes. Because of cuts in the shuttle's commercial role, the large aerospace companies are now building private rockets to launch 20 large payloads over the next few years at a cost of more than $1 billion, and they are actively seeking more business.   Competing With China Within the industry, the big worry is that the Government may undercut these efforts by letting foreign rivals, in particular the Soviets and Chinese, launch Western payloads. Last year the Reagan Administration decided to let China launch three American satellites. ''If we're not careful, U.S. commercial space could go the way of the VCR, high-resolution TV and other high-technology areas,'' said Dr. Chris Shove, director of space programs at the Florida Department of Commerce. The Government's record on space commercialization already has a large blemish in the case of the Landsat satellites, which take pictures used to produce maps, search for minerals and study land use. In 1985, the Reagan Administration turned the operation over to the Earth Observation Satellite Company, or Eosat, a private concern. But the Government never came through with the transition funds it promised. The two orbiting satellites were to be switched off last month. They got a temporary reprieve when Vice President Quayle, the head of the newly created National Space Council, made arrangements to find Federal money to keep them in service at least until a study determines their fate. The Government has also embarrassed itself on another commercial project. As part of its push for private space ventures, the Reagan Administration last year proposed the development of a small, privately owned, no-frills space station that would be leased largely by the Government to conduct civilian and military research. But the plan failed to find favor with Congress. The proposal is now set to make the rounds again, its backers warning that Japan and Europe are already planning similar devices for their own use. This week, however, the National Academy of Sciences is scheduled to release a study that is said to find fault with the American plan. Government officials say that despite the setbacks and inflated expectations, the field of private space development will eventually find a home. ''The idea of commercial space has been bombed into rubble by just about everybody, and what we're doing now is rebuilding on the debris,'' said Richard Dalbello, a space official with the Department of Commerce. ''There has been overselling and lots of silly things said. Now the air has cleared, and people are moving forward with new ideas. We intend to help that happen in any way we can.'' 
2. affirmative plan is bad because it destroys individualism. Look to the kritik

3. counterplan avoids the DA because they only link based on government action

Privatization solves

1. Private companies more efficient by far for space exploration.
The government is using outdated shuttles – private sector tech is better.   

Jenkins, 1996 (Dennis consulting engineer in Cape Canaveral, Florida,  Space Shuttle: The History of Developing the National Space Transportation System, , www.wise-intern.org/journal/1999/lund99.pdf)
To better define the current space launch situation, I will briefly examine the first flexible U.S. space launch system— the Space Transportation System (STS), also known as Space Shuttle. The original purpose of STS was to reduce the cost of launching military and civil non-commercial payloads into space, in particular the Space Station as envisioned in the mid-1970s. At that time, few people considered commercial payloads to ever be a major fraction of all payloads lofted into space. Technical and political compromises during the development phase of the STS resulted in the current design, which is costly to operate due to its dual-role capability as research lab and cargo truck, 25-year-old technology, and extensive refurbishment process between flights.5 A number of factors have contributed to the need to replace the STS. After the Chal- lenger tragedy in 1986, the STS was dismissed from its role as the primary launch vehi- cle for U.S. payloads and banned from ferrying commercial satellites.6Unmanned launch systems were and continue to be developed from Intercontinental Ballistic Mis- siles (ICBMs) and from scratch to provide the U.S. with an indigenous satellite launch capability without risk to human crew. Within a few years, much of the research lab role of the STS will be replaced by the International Space Station. This will leave the U.S. Shuttle fleet with little unusual capability and a very unacceptable upkeep price. A growing low earth orbit (LEO) commercial satellite market, an international launch vehicle market, and promising new markets in space medicine, imagery, and tourism, are dictating drastically lower costs and greater supply in the space launch business than STS technology will ever provide.

2. Incentives work for private companies.

Incentives to private companies solves best for space exploration. 

Jakhu and Buzdugan 08 (Ram and Maria, Professor Kakhu is the chairman of the legal and regulatory committee of international association for the advancement of space safety and a member of the board of the international institute of the space law international astronautical federation, Maria Buzdugan is a member of the institute of air and space law, “Development of the Natural Resources of the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies: Economic and Legal Aspects”, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a905076663)

The path of gradual commercialization of current space applications, such as launch services, satellite communication services, direct broadcasting services, satellite remote sensing and navigation services, and satellite weather monitoring services, will most likely be followed by future activities of use of space resources. Ventures, like mining the natural resources of the Moon and asteroids, are likely to become technologically feasible in the near future. The question is what would be the most appropriate approach to address the future needs of exploitation of space resources: should it remain the exclusive province of state governments; should the private sector take over such space activities; or should a public-private partnership type of venture be encouraged? As state governments are becoming constrained by budget deficits, an increased reliance on private sector involvement in space activities involving the extraction and use of space resources is to be expected. When deciding whether to invest in commercial ventures of resource use exploitation, any potential private investor will be faced with the issues of economic costs, risks, and perceived regulatory barriers. This study argues that the perceived regulatory barriers, i.e., the licensing requirement, the “common heritage of mankind” principle of international space law, and protection of intellectual property rights, are not obstacles to economic development. Governments should provide both policy and regulatory incentives for private sector participation in the area of space natural resource use by funding basic research and development and by sponsoring liability insurance for private ventures among other incentives
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No space militarization now- Obama peaceful politics ensure international norms

Jeff Foust, senior analyst and project manager with the Futron Corporation of Bethesda Monday, June 27, 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1873/1 “The national space policy, one year later”
One major difference widely cited between the current administration’s space policy and the one released by the George W. Bush Administration in 2006 has been its tone. The Obama Administration’s policy has been more open to international cooperation on various issues, although it retains language from previous policies that puts strict guidance on when the US should sign onto space arms control measures. Previous US views on space issues, including space arms control, “was not received well by the international community,” said Ben Baseley-Walker, advisor on security policy and international law for the Secure World Foundation. “It was seen as inconsistent, it was seen as antagonistic, and it was seen as isolationist.” That view can’t be immediately changed, he said, but the new space policy takes steps in that direction. “What the national space policy has done is to start to rebuild trust, start to rebuild consistency, and start to rebuild the reliability of the US as an internationally-engaged partner.” Just how willing the US is to be a better international partner will depend on not just the words in the policy, but other forces, notably funding, that force the US to engage more with other nations. “The US has not been put into a situation financially, or on specific limitations on the goals it wants to achieve, to have to deal with international partners,” he said. That could change down the road, he noted, such as when—at some time after 2020—the International Space Station is retired, at which time it’s possible the only space station in orbit is Chinese. More recently, the national space policy has been wrapped up in debates about a proposed “Code of Conduct” for outer space activities promulgated by the European Union (see “Debating a code of conduct for space”, The Space Review, March 7, 2011). The document seeks to provide a set of best practices dealing with space activities, including avoiding the creation of orbital debris and minimizing the risk of collisions. Many of the elements of the EU Code are closely aligned with themes of the new US national space policy, which puts a new emphasis on space sustainability and ensuring access to space for all who wish to use it peacefully. This has raised speculation that the US might soon sign on to the EU Code: although so far there has been no formal move by the US to do so, there have been discussions between American and European officials about aspects of the proposed code of conduct. Baseley-Walker noted that proposals like the EU Code can be “an asset to national security in the long-term”, and that the national space policy does endorse the use of such “transparency and confidence-building measures” to, in its words, “encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” However, he said the US should proceed with caution when it comes to the EU Code in order to encourage wider adoption of the code, or something like it, by other nations. “Being very careful with our diplomatic strategy and working out our timing and how best we can build the foundations for long-term success for this issue” is preferable than expending political capital on signing onto this particular document, he said. 
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US space development fuels global space militarization- Russia perceives passive exploration as a military threat. US continued primacy risks global armed conflict. 

Andrei Kislyakov , political commentator for the RIA Novosti news agency, and Anastasia Kislyakova , Mar 19, 2011 10:18 Moscow Time ,“Militarization of space – is it a concern?”, The Voice of Russia, http://english.ruvr.ru/radio_broadcast/36564197/47539112.html //ZY
Russiahas voiced similar concerns. Air Force Commander Col.-Gen. Alexander Zelin in 2008 told a conference at the Academy of Military Sciences that the biggest threats to Russia in the 21st century come from air and space.  This concern about space raises several questions. First, why do satellites require protection? Second, does defense of space equate to the militarization of space? Third, how can sophisticated and expensive space hardware be protected from unwanted interference?  Today satellites do require protection. To understand why, we have to understand how warfare has changed.  Recent conflicts have shown that the ideas that dominated military thinking in the 20th century have become desperately obsolete. In the wars of today, and the future, the objective is to deal surgical strikes against an enemy's sensitive facilities, rather than seize its territory. Massive use of ground troops and armor is already a thing of the past. The role of strategic aviation is similarly decreasing. In strategic arms, the emphasis is shifting from the classic nuclear triad to high precision weapons of different basing modes.  This kind of precision warfare has only been made possible by orbital support vehicles - satellite-based reconnaissance, warning, forecasting and targeting systems. Much has been done in recent years for the development of "smart" weapons - guided bombs and missiles that are highly accurate over hundreds of miles. Military analysts say that today the leading military powers have 30,000-50,000 such weapons between them and by 2020 some 70,000-90,000. It is hard to imagine how many satellites will be required to support such a vast arsenal, but without them, the cruise missiles capable of hitting a mosquito at a hundred miles will be absolutely useless.  Thus, hundreds of seemingly harmless "passive" space systems, which themselves are not designed to attack anything, are a crucial component of high precision weapons, the main armaments of the 21st century.  But this very strength makes space systems the Achilles heel of a modern army. Disabling their satellites would effectively cripple the US, or Russian military - and they are almost completely undefended.  Hence Robert Gates' demand for funds. As other nations follow America’s lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is "yes".  Mr. Victor Mizin, deputy director of the Moscow Center for the International Research under the Russian Foreign Office says. “The question is not quite correct. The space is being used for military navigation, for the early warning, for targeting, for communication, for military meteorological studies, and so on and so forth. What I was speaking about, is not weaponization of space, not placement of weapons of any kind on the orbit above Earth, because this could mean opening of a channel, a very dangerous channel of arms race. Main experts, probably from the left side of liberal grouping, may think that it could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction that are prohibited by many treaties.  But if they are used with specially given target, this could be compared to the weapons of mass distraction, and the consequences of this could be very devastating”.   In early February 2007, First Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov set his defense department the task of developing an integrated system of air, space and missile defense. The air defense concern Almaz-Antei has been named the main developer of the project. How the United States will choose to protect its more than five hundred satellites is an open question. But it would be better for everyone if, following Russian example, such defense systems are launched from predictable ground sites, rather than space.  Spacecraft, which are not technically weapons, facilitate the effective use of modern military technology and weapons. As a result, the deployment of orbital anti-satellite systems must be prevented both de jure and de facto. Otherwise, the world would face an unprecedented arms race in outer space; no computer can predict the consequences of that arms race. Therefore, it is necessary to study the possibility of drafting special accords that would restrict "passive actions" like dual-purpose satellite systems. Ivan Meshcherikov, vice president of the Tsiolkovsky Academy, thinks that the new American system is a serious threat to Russia's entire orbital cluster, especially Glonass navigation and communications satellites. According to him, the United States is currently deploying new ground radars, which are primarily directed against Russian satellites. "Russia's Glonass navigation system and the United States' GPS have the same frequency and the satellites flying on similar orbital paths," he said. "Still we know that GPS can switch to different frequencies, and our satellites would be defenseless." On the other hand, orbiting space weapons, i.e., means designed to hit enemy targets from space, should be banned from the outset. In the opposite scenario, the entire existing structure of understandings on strategic arms limitations will be eroded and a fresh impulse will be given to the arms race, raising it 
even beyond the level of real  danger. The United States is almost certain to enjoy the lead in their development. But there will be only one outcome. In addition to the US and Russia, there are other countries with serious space programs, such as France, China, Japan and India. The testing and deployment of weapons in space by a large number of countries may very well increase the probability of a global armed conflict that will be hard to avert. 
Russia space militarization risks nuclear war
Rozoff '9 – Correspondent on Geopolitics and US Foreign Policy with the Centre for Research on Globalization (Rick, 6/19/09, "Militarization Of Space: Threat Of Nuclear War On Earth," http://dandelionsalad.wordpress.com/2009/06/18/militarization-of-space-threat-of-nuclear-war-on-earth-by-rick-rozoff/, RG)

On June 17, immediately after the historical ninth heads of state summit of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) in Yekaterinburg, Russia on the preceding two days, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and Chinese President Hu Jintao announced that their nations were drafting a joint treaty to ban the deployment of weapons in outer space to be presented to the United Nations General Assembly. A statement by the presidents reflected a common purpose to avoid the militarization of space and said: “Russia and China advocate peaceful uses of outer space and oppose the prospect of it being turned into a new area for deploying weapons. “The sides will actively facilitate practical work on a draft treaty on  the prevention of the deployment of weapons in outer space, and of the use of force or threats to use force against space facilities, and will continue an intensive coordination of efforts to guarantee the security of activities in outer space.” [1] The statement also addressed the question of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and its global expansion as well as an integrally related danger, the US-led drive to development a worldwide – and more than worldwide – interceptor missile system aimed at neutralizing China’s and Russia’s deterrent and retaliation capacities in the event of a first strike attack on either or both. The section of the joint communique addressing the above stated, “Russia and China regard international security as integral and comprehensive. The security of some states cannot be ensured at the expense of others, including the expansion of military-political alliances or the creation of global or regional missile defense systems.” [2] The two leaders’ comments assumed greater gravity and legitimacy as Medvedev and Hu had both just attended the two-day SCO summit which included heads of states and other representatives of the SCO’s six full members [China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan), its four observer states (India, Iran, Mongolia and Pakistan, with the heads of state of all but Mongolia participating, the first time for an Indian prime minister), the president of Afghanistan, Hamid Karzai, and attendees from Belarus and Sri Lanka, the latter also for the first time at an SCO summit. The statement by the Russian and Chinese presidents also came the day after the first-ever heads of state summit of the BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, China) nations in the same Russian city. To confirm the seriousness and urgency of Hu's and Medvedev's concerns over the expansion of the arms race and potential armed conflict into space, on the same day as their statement was released Russian Deputy Defence Minister Vladimir Popovkin addressed a press conference in Moscow and issued comments that were summarized by the local media as "Russia warns that technology failure with weapons in space may accidentally invite a massive response amounting to nuclear war." He warned that his nation's "response to American weapons in orbit would be asymmetric but adequate." [3]   

US-China Relations 1NC Shell

Uniqueness - US-China relations high- cooperation among leadership rising
BBC, 6/28/11 [Associated Press Staff Writer, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/, “Chinese vice-president praises US ex-secretary of state’s role in building ties.” Access: July 2011//SL] 

Beijing, 28 June: Vice-President Xi Jinping met with visiting former US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger in Beijing on Monday [27 June], speaking highly of the veteran's remarkable contributions in building and promoting China-US relations. "Over the past four decades, Dr Kissinger, as a pioneer of China-US relations, have travelled back and forth across the Pacific dozens of times," Xi said during their meeting at the Great Hall of the People. "You have set up good working relations and personal friendships with several generations of Chinese leaders, and made great contributions toward improving and developing China-US relations," Xi said. This year marks the 40th anniversary of Kissinger's first "secret" visit to China. In July of 1971, Kissinger, as national security adviser to then-US President Richard Nixon, secretly flew to Beijing from Pakistan. His visit paved the way for a groundbreaking 1972 summit in Beijing between Nixon and the late Chairman Mao Zedong. This summit eventually led to the normalization of US-China relations. "The Chinese people will never forget the historic achievements you have made together with Chinese leaders from older generations," Xi said. Kissinger said he has been glad to see sound growth in US-China relations in past years. "I have worked with four generations of Chinese leaders and eight US presidents to promote relations between our two countries," said the 88-year-old Nobel Peace Prize laureate. He told Xi the US side is determined to cooperate with China to build a stronger cooperative partnership, adding that he will stay focused on boosting US-China relations and make his own contributions to this end. Xi said that President Hu Jintao's state visit to the United States in January of this year ushered in a new era for China-US relations. Kissinger agreed that Hu's visit was of fundamental importance in charting the future of relations between the two countries. "As we face a dramatically changing world, win-win cooperation should be the essential feature of China-US relations," Xi said. "Cooperation benefits both, while contention hurts both," he said, adding that China and the United States should bear in mind their common interests as they map out the long-term development of their relations. Xi urged both countries to maintain close high-level exchanges, enhance win-win cooperation and strategic trust and seek common ground while putting aside differences. He hopes both sides will properly handle their differences on sensitive issues and cement cultural exchanges and friendship in order to boost the growth of the China-US cooperative partnership. Kissinger was invited to Beijing by the Chinese People's Institute of Foreign Affairs to attend the Second Global Think Tank Summit, which was held in the city on Saturday and Sunday. 

[INSERT SPECIFIC LINK HERE]

AND/OR

China doesn’t like US any increase in space activity – they think it threatens their economy
Podvig & Zhang 8- research associates at Stanford and Harvard [Pavel Podvig is a Research Associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University. He received his Ph.D. in political science from the Moscow Institute of World Economy and International Relations. His research focuses on missile defense, space security, and Russia’s strategic nuclear forces. Hui Zhang is a Research Associate in the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. He received his Ph.D. in nuclear physics from Beijing University. His research focuses on nuclear arms control, nonproliferation, and China’s nuclear policy. The American Academy of Arts and Sciences is an independent policy research center that conducts multidisciplinary studies of complex and emerging problems. -American Academy of Arts & Sciences “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space” accessed 7/12/11 http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.pdf //NG]

The global economy is intimately tied to assets in space.63 During the last two decades or more, China has participated in bilateral, regional, multilateral, and international space cooperation in different forms, such as commercial launching services, and these have yielded significant achievements. In 1985, the Chinese government opened the “Long-March” rockets to the international commercial launching market. Since then, China has a growing list of customers in the international satellite-launch markets,64 and seeks to acquire a greater share of the international commercial launching market. China’s space launch complexes are relatively large and comprehensive. Three different facilities provide the capability to launch objects into LEO, geosynchronous, and polar orbits. With these launch complexes, China has positioned itself to support any requirement for a space launch, commercial, military, or scientific. Though these matters are not linked explicitly in official public documents, China perceives itself as a developing space power, in need of free access to space for its own economic growth. The U.S. pursuit of space control would threaten China’s civilian and commercial space activities, and even deny China access to space.
[
] U.S.-China cooperation key to stabilization of global economy, ecosystem and security
URJHS 2011 Undergraduate Research Journal for the Human Sciences [Ruby Yanjie Chen, Robert Guang Tian, 4/5/11 Medaille College “The Economic Connections between China and the U.S.: How to Benefit Both Players through International Trading” http://www.kon.org/urc/v10/chen.html Accessed 7/15/11//DL]
Today’s world is undergoing tremendous development and change; how China and the United States define their relations means much, not only to each other but it means a lot to the rest of the world. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said U.S. and China relations would decide whether the 21st century international relationship is hostile or peaceful. U.S. President Barack Obama has also stated that China relations would shape the 21st century. This means that however China and the U.S. get along with each other is how the 21st century will run (BBC News, 2010). “Bilateral communication has been expanded geographically against globalization, and the contacts involving China and the United States occur every day at almost every corner of the world, not just between the two countries. The major challenges of the 21st century, from climate change to nuclear proliferation to economic recovery, are challenges that touch both our nations and challenges that neither of our nations can solve by acting alone. Both Obama and Clinton pointed [this] out . . . . , under the circumstances of the international situation undergoing intense and complex changes” (Xinhua News, 2009). The United States and China now have to look each other straight in the eyes, recognizing that the core of their relationship rests on the strategic foundation of stabilization—stabilization of the global economy, global ecosystem, and global security. They need to face challenges together, not just having their own problems. China and the U.S., as the world’s largest developing and developed country respectively, are taking the leading role in international business and the trends of global dynamics. 

[
] US-China conflict over Taiwan draws in regional powers - leads to nuclear war
Straits Times 2000 [The Straits Times, “No One Gains in War over Taiwan,” 6/25/00, Lexis accessed: 7/18/11//AG]

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.

