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*****Generic*****

Cooperation Impossible

Even if both nations are on face committed to cooperation, multiple barriers ensure it will fail

Rendleman and Faulconer 10 (James, USAF Colonel, and J. Walter, Executive for Civilian Space @ Applied Physics Laboratory, “ Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation,” http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf, EMM)

International civil space cooperation is admired as a noble and worthy goal, but space program managers confront a far different reality from that facing the diplomats and national policymakers as they seek to shape such efforts. Hopes for cooperation can be overwhelmed by competing interests and priorities, and also reduced or constrained by budgets. These anti-collaborative behaviors and factors shown in Table 2 are demonstrated by two cases. 

Table 2. Barriers/Factors Detracting from International Cooperation

Expense

National pride, prestige

National security

Economic development

Complexity - different languages/cultures make complex projects even more difficult

Government vs. commercial interest

Tech transfer restrictions in both nations limits the success of cooperation

Rendleman and Faulconer 10 (James, USAF Colonel, and J. Walter, Executive for Civilian Space @ Applied Physics Laboratory, “ Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation,” http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf, EMM)

Technology transfer constraints. Designing, manufacturing, and operating increasingly interoperable platforms, performing cooperative planning, and executing satellite operations are complicated by U.S. law and policy that imposes controls on the release of sensitive technologies and operations. Indeed, important technologies and information relating to some space operations and technologies are often determined by the U.S. government to be non-releasable, even to allies and close partners.34 This is not just a U.S. phenomenon; other nations have their own laws and policies that clamp down on technology transfers and specific relations with other nations.

Concern with national autonomy outweighs science - no cooperation

Sadeh et al 98 (E., JP Lester, and W.Z. Sadeh, Center for Engineering Infrastructure and Science in Space @ Colorado State University, “ Modeling international cooperation in human space explorationfor the twenty-first century,” October, sciencedirect, EMM)

The pessimistic scenario is characterized by political and economic divisions. International cooperation (when and if it exists) is structured and dominated politically and economically by a powerful state (e.g., U.S.) vis-à-vis weaker states based on power asymmetries. This scenario envisions regional polarization politically and economically between the U.S.–Canada, European Community, Russia–Eastern Europe, Japan–Southeast Asia and China.

Cooperation is dependent upon the structure of interstate power whereupon states compare the political costs of cooperation (reduced national autonomy) with the pragmatic benefits (economic and technological augmentation). In this scenario, science and technological variables are secondary to the more salient political and economic concerns. States are the dominant and exclusive political actor. The values on initial condition dynamics include asymmetric power patterns, national interests, coordination and augmentation policy preferences and minimum knowledge patterns.

Cooperation fails - 3 reasons

Fukushima 10 (Yasuhito, National Institute for Defense Studies, Ministry of Defense Japan, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia, December)

Yet it should be noted that there are some obstacles to having substantial cooperation in space. First, as many have noted, collaboration among nations does not necessarily contribute to cost savings. Rather, it sometimes causes budget overruns and delays. Even if one can expect cost reductions, space-related activities still entail a lot of costs. Some countries may therefore hesitate to collaborate and prefer continued reliance on the USA or commercial services. Second, the future of the ongoing reform of the US export control system is uncertain while the domestic political scene in the USA remains cloudy. Lastly, some American lawmakers have voiced concerns that even civil space cooperation with China may strengthen Chinese military capabilities.26 These are the issues which need to be considered when promoting international cooperation.

Spending Link
International space cooperation is massively expensive (and trades off internally from NASA)

Rendleman and Faulconer 10 (James, USAF Colonel, and J. Walter, Executive for Civilian Space @ Applied Physics Laboratory, “ Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation,” http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf, EMM)

International cooperation can be too expensive. Despite desires to save money, international cooperation successes are often secured only at a tremendous expense. For example, one can point to the ISS as a stunning blend of international politics, technology, and cooperation. While the ISS’ research capabilities and benefits have been much ballyhooed and trumpeted, the system has turned out to be a very expensive offering on the altar of international cooperation. Billions of dollars have been squandered on it. The ISS success has been forged only at the detriment of other much more scientifically productive projects such as robotic spacecraft missions, space exploration, and aeronautics science and technology programs. Unfortunately, very little scientific research on the Station has been planned and executed.24 The technical deficiencies in the ISS design limit its utility. The station has a need for high levels of dangerous and risky, crew-based maintenance, accomplished via recurring extra-vehicular activities (spacewalks). The high inclination of the station's orbit has also led to a higher cost for U.S.-based Space Shuttle launches to the station.25

The need to support the ISS has gobbled up moneys needed by other programs, and at the same time helped justify continuing other NASA programs that provided only marginal value for the investment. For example, during the 1990s, to continue its success in obtaining funding for the Shuttle program and manned spaceflight, NASA switched from funding rationales that argued the reusable Shuttle spacecraft provided flexibility and cost savings to new ones that emphasized that the system was vitally needed to service and supply the ISS. This funding strategy had the unfortunate effect of siphoning off staggering amounts of moneys that could have been used to fund cutting-edge astronautics and aeronautics science and technology programs. Senior technologists within NASA saw the damage that was being done to its science and technology portfolio but could do little to fight the machinations of the the manned spaceflight cabal.

Had NASA abandoned the Shuttle program, declined to help form the ISS as it was conceived and is being executed, and instead flown traditional government and commercially available expendable boosters, significant and draining spending might have been avoided, or, more realistically, better used. This would have freed the then unused funds for other initiatives and perhaps spawned a more balanced, scientifically-based civil space program.26 Similarly, by using expendable rocket options, the U.S. domestic commercial booster industry could have been stimulated, with more resources directed to lowering the cost of space access.27 As it turned out, Space Shuttle features that have been argued and described as vital to the ISS support have proved superfluous. The Russians have demonstrated that its expendable launch vehicles and unmanned supply systems have sufficient flexibility and robustness to sustain much of the station’s needs. 

In response to some of these arguments, true-believers for manned space activities argue that criticism of the ISS is plainly short-sighted. Some of these proponents are satisfied proffering a minimalist argument that just achieving human spaceflight is a singular wonderful end in itself. More pragmatic advocates countenance a more balanced view that manned space research and exploration, and the international cooperation efforts, have produced billions of dollars' worth of tangible benefits for all of mankind. Indeed, NASA’s Innovations Partnership Program distributes a wonderful and glossy annual report, Spinoff, that trumpets and celebrates space technologies that, ―through productive partnerships with industry, entrepreneurs, universities, and research institutions have resulted in products and services that elevate health and public safety; augment industrial productivity, computer technology, and transportation; and enhance daily work and leisure.‖28 NASA argues the many benefits and indirect economic return from spin-offs of human space activities has been many times the initial public investment. These claims are not without their detractors; the authors only remember drinking Tang™ as an orange juice substitute during their childhood.29

Other U.S. space programs with significant international content, such as the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST), suffer resource and expenditure problems. ESA will provide the Ariane V launcher to lift the JWST to orbit, instead of a domestically produced Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV) nominally procured through the United Launch Alliance.30 Launching on the Ariane V was originally intended and described as a way to help NASA avoid costs. Unfortunately, the expected savings will never materialize. They have been lost because the JWST prime contractor did not contemplated use of the Ariane system. As a result, costs to integrate the JWST on that launch system have skyrocketed.31 

*****EU*****
***Case***
   1NC Cards
No chance of solvency—Europe has said no, doesn’t trust us, and no one has good enough rockets.

Pasztor 11 (Paztor is a staff writer for the WSJ. 6/23/11, “Europe ends independent pursuit of manned space travel,” The Wall Street Journal. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304569504576403810498723484.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) 

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

Stone 5/16 (Christopher, Space Policy Analyst and Strategist, Writer @ thespacereview.com, “Collective assurance vs. independence in national space policies,” 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1843/1, EMM)

The EU space policy is based on years of meetings within the European Commission and its space council regarding the direction for Europe in space. The policy articulates goals and objectives within three main areas: strategic interests, security, and economic prosperity. Throughout the document, strategic language interweaves itself throughout with Euro-centric goals and objectives for its industry, economy, and civil and military arenas. This policy indicates that the Europeans understand the political and economic importance of space power as a vital interest, its impact on the everyday life of European citizens, and its affect on Europe’s quest for greater security, prestige, and wealth. Interestingly, the order and precedence of their strategic objectives were like a national-focused document with end states reflecting the interests of Europe first, and lacking the global flavor of the 2010 US space policy and follow-on strategy.

The strategic goals of this document are not what many might expect: a US-modeled push for “interdependence”, “collective self-defense”, and further integration in the “global economy.” Rather, the EU produced a highly unilateral document focused on the advancement of European domestic space capabilities. These capabilities aim to enable “economic and political independence” for European citizens and a greater role for European excellence in space and worldwide. They view space as an area of strategic importance and acknowledge the need for enhanced military capabilities in space, in order to “strengthen its security missions.” Galileo is one example of many projects, where the Europeans desire is to remain independent and lead in other areas as well, such as space launch. One other key area to note is that this “independent access” to space is underscored by the statement that Europe will not rely on any foreign launch or service provider. This is interesting when comparing EU with current US plans and policy that project reliance on Russian Soyuz for human access to the International Space Station and American reliance on commercial and foreign partners overall. This US reliance on foreign partners could potentially lead to advantages for foreign commercial entities and possibly hurt, not help, US space industrial and high tech jobs. This is an area that shows potential strategic contradictions within the US policy and bears further scrutiny.

Second, the Europeans’ vision for space power advancement includes growth for its domestic space industry and economic capabilities as well. The EU policy states, “a solid technological base [is required] if [Europe] is to have an independent, competitive space industry.” To advance the influence of the EU space industrial base globally, they recognize they must increase innovation. Like the US space policy that advocates increased innovation in research and development, the EU policy also advocates innovation but with a different tone. To promote “industrial competitiveness” in the marketing of European space technology, they see “the setting of ambitious space objectives” as the key to “stimulating innovation,” not endless funding of STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math) education initiatives to keep the youth excited about entering the apparently dwindling US space sector. They understand that beyond mere research and development alone, with no concrete commitment to any funded ambitious space objectives in space exploration and national security programs, their space industrial base will neither innovate nor compete on the world stage. As a result of this understanding, the Europeans desire a strong industry that will assist/provide the increased prestige and influence necessary for European space efforts to be advanced in multilateral forums. 

The third observation concerns EU’s view of international cooperation. Reading through the document, and what little press was given to the release of the policy, demonstrated a structure dissimilar to US policy. Rather than interweaving international and global themes throughout each sector or mission area, the Europeans focus on advancing domestic capability and policy for the benefit of Europeans. I will note that the Europeans are not anti-international cooperation; they do view themselves as a partner and want to maintain “space dialogues” with their “strategic partners”, notably Russia and the United States. However, one will note that international cooperation is a very short section of the overall policy and its overall strategic goal is to use space “as an instrument serving the Union’s internal and external policies.” Also, this section is the last in their list of strategic objectives. They do, however, acknowledge that “increasingly” space efforts are not just for individual nations but in many cases can be achieved through pooling resources. The word usage in quotations here is notable. By contrast, US space policy states that international cooperation in US space programs is a requirement (and a directive for all departments to pursue international partnerships in all space mission areas). The Europeans appear to see it as something to be considered following the development of their domestic capabilities and leadership in critical areas such as positioning, navigation and timing, and space launch, among others.

   A2: Mars Cooperation

It won’t happen.

Crook 09 (National insecurity: ITAR and the technological impairment of U.S. national space policy. 
Crook, Jason A. Journal of Air Law and Commerce Vol. 74, Issue 3. Date: 2009. Mr. Crook is a former staff aide to the Honorable Bart Gordon, Chairman of the House Committee on Science and Technology.)

In a clear example of how one aspect of national policy can quickly impeded another, talks between the United States and the governments comprising the European space Agency (ESA) recently broke down due to European concerns that U.S. technology transfer laws would prove too restrictive to efficiently permit a Mars rover joint-development program to succeed. As Daniel Sacotte, head of ESA’s Human Spacefight program was quoted as saying, “[i]t’s a shame, but it’s not for me to comment on U.S. law, only to note its effects, and for the rover, ITAR would have made cooperation too complicated to be feasible.” The article also notes that ESA “is gradually coming to the conclusion that the U.S. legal regime known as ITAR…will foreclose whole categories of trans-Atlantic cooperative efforts in space.
   Relations Inevitable

There are two other planned projects now and groundwork for future initiatives – plan is not key.

Levy and Bernstein 10 (Planetary Protection Subcommittee May 13-14, 2010 NASA ADVISORY COUNCIL NASA Headquarters Washington, D.C. MEETING MINUTES Eugene Levy, Chair Max Bernstein, Executive Secretary http://science.nasa.gov/media/medialibrary/2010/08/10/2010-05PPSFormattedMinutes.pdf)

Joint NASA/ESA Mars Exploration After some interval of budgetary issues for both ESA and NASA, the two agencies agreed to split future ExoMars objectives across two opportunities in 2016 and 2018. NASA is providing the launch vehicle Planetary Protection Subcommittee May 13-14, 2010 and ESA is to provide the orbiter, based on an agreement endorsed by both agencies in December 2009. ExoMars will set the stage for MSR. A management structure has been established, including a Joint Executive Board, Joint Engineering Working Group, and a Joint Mars Architecture Review Team. An MSR working group has also been established. The 2016 mission will be an ESA entry, descent and landing (EDL) demonstration, with NASA contributing instruments. The instrument call went out on January 15th, and a joint selection announce will be made by October 2010. The 2018 opportunity will send a NASA mid-sized rover (250-350 kg) and the ESA ExoMars rover to the surface of Mars. The NASA rover will cache samples for future sample return and will also perform primary astrobiology. The ESA rover will drill into the subsurface to a depth of 1-2 meters. Dr. Rummel commented that the mission plan doubles vulnerability in planetary protection. Dr. Buxbaum assured PPS that the Mars program at JPL retains a planetary protection representative in all aspects of planning. Dr. Dale Griffin asked if the mission would carry any microscopes, adding that simple and inexpensive epifluorescent microscopy would be able to clearly identify bacteria. Dr. Meyer stated that while MSL will not carry a microscope, the suite of instruments for the 2018 opportunity is not yet determined. He also cautioned against setting mission specificity so high that sensitivity is compromised. Caching is the key concept for the 2018 Mars opportunity. Key milestones include a recent Concept Feasibility Review completed in March 2010. A Mission Concept Review is due in December 2011. Dr. Pieters asked if the ESA rover would do some characterization studies. Dr. Meyer explained that ExoMars is already designed, and that a science analysis group will make further decisions, and there will be further planning and interaction for the rovers. Dr. Steele added that subsurface samples would be of the highest scientific interest. Dr. Meyer felt that it was still possible to include this in MSR. NASA MEP and ESA are continuing to develop plans for a Joint Trace Gas Orbiter in 2016, while planning for a joint MSR mission in 2020 and beyond. A multi-element concept is envisioned for sample return, which will dilute the technical challenge, keep mass requirements down for the EDL system, spread the budget over 1.5 decades, and establish stable sample states on or around Mars after completion of each element. The cost is estimated to be $7B. Functional steps to retrieve a sample will be split into three different launch opportunities, including ongoing maintenance of an orbital relay infrastructure. Dr. Rummel noted that sample and curation facilities must be complete well before MSR takes place. Dr. Hipkin commented that this requirement is recognized in the international iMars report. Dr. Pieters asked if there would be more than one opportunity to cache a sample. Dr. Meyer responded that the number of caches depends on funding. The Decadal Survey calls for 2 caches on a 2018 rover; MEP is currently planning for one cache, and one cache is postulated per opportunity. Dr. Hipkin recommended having some sort of science measurement occur in each step/opportunity, making the plan more palatable for the community. Dr. Meyer observed that a rover would have to perform science on-site in order to choose a scientifically valuable sample for retrieval. Dr. Pieters expressed concern at having only one shot at one cache; and that multiple cache opportunities are inherently better. Dr. Meyer noted that a 2007 NRC report supported sample return as fuel for further exploration, and that science instruments can also be incorporated on relay orbiters. Dr. Stabekis felt that the mission scenario penalized science. Dr. Meyer pointed out that the joint program is comprised of an open architecture, and that other international agencies will be able to make additional contributions. NASA and ESA are focused at present in trying to build a plausible program. Asked about sample handling during the cruise/return phase, Dr. Meyer reported that the program was working more on stabilizing reentry into Earth atmosphere. Science results that show greater distribution of water ice on Mars will help inform future sites with interesting subsurface features that suggest buried water ice down to the tropics. The subcommittee debated the implications of the Special Regions Report for these sites. Dr. Meyer noted that the mission is not planning to impact sites that contain water ice, but a rover might be able to reach one. He summarized the presentation by noting program progress, future implications of the Decadal Survey, and possible partnering with ESMD for robotic precursor missions. 

   No Impact to US-EU Tensions
Airbus-Boeing conflict proves aerospace disputes can already be settled.

CRS 08 (European Union–U.S. Trade and Investment Relations: Key Issues. February 14, 2008. Raymond J. Ahearn, Coordinator Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division. John W. Fischer, Charles B. Goldfarb, and Charles E. Hanrahan Resources, Science, and Industry Division. Walter W. Eubanks Government and Finance Division. Janice E. Rubin American Law Division. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34381.pdf.)

Airbus-Boeing23 Claims and counter-claims concerning government support for the aviation industry have been a major source of friction in U.S.-EU relations over the past several decades. The disputes have focused primarily on EU member-state support for Airbus Industrie, now a part of Europe’s largest aerospace firm, EADS (European Aeronautic Defense and Space Company). According to the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR), several European governments (France, U.K., Germany and Spain) have provided massive subsidies since 1967 to their aerospace firms to aid in the development, production, and marketing of the Airbus family of large civil aircraft. The U.S. has also accused the EU of providing other forms of support to gain an unfair advantage in this key sector, including equity infusions, debt forgiveness, debt rollovers, marketing assistance, and favored access to EU airports and airspace.24 For its part, the EU has long resisted U.S. charges and argued that for strategic and economic purposes it could not cede the entire passenger market to the Americans, particularly in the wake of the 1997 Boeing-McDonnell Douglas merger and the pressing need to maintain sufficient global competition. The Europeans have also counter-charged that their actions are justified because U.S. aircraft producers have benefitted from huge indirect governmental subsidies in the form of military and space contracts and government-sponsored aerospace research and development.25 The most recent round of this longstanding trade dispute stems from a May 30, 2005 WTO filing by the United States alleging that EU member states provided Airbus with illegal subsidies giving the firm an unfair advantage in the world market for large commercial jet aircraft. The following day the EC submitted its own request to the WTO claiming that Boeing had received illegal subsidies from the U.S. government. Two panels were established on October 17, 2005 (one handling the U.S. charges against Airbus and the other handling the EU’s counterclaims against Boeing), and both panels have begun hearing the cases. 

We can work out issues – aerospace conflicts prove.

CRS 08 (European Union–U.S. Trade and Investment Relations: Key Issues. February 14, 2008. Raymond J. Ahearn, Coordinator Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division. John W. Fischer, Charles B. Goldfarb, and Charles E. Hanrahan Resources, Science, and Industry Division. Walter W. Eubanks Government and Finance Division. Janice E. Rubin American Law Division. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34381.pdf.)

The United States and EU share a huge, dynamic, and mutually beneficial economic relationship. Not only are trade and investment ties between the two partners huge in absolute terms, but the EU share of U.S. global trade and investment flows has remained high and relatively constant over time, despite the rise of Asian trade and investment flows. These robust commercial ties provide consumers on both sides of the Atlantic with major benefits in terms of jobs and access to capital and new technologies. Agreements between the two partners in the past have been critical to making the world trading system more open and efficient. At the same time, the commercial relationship is subject to a number of trade disputes and disagreements that potentially could have adverse political and economic repercussions. Washington and Brussels currently are working to resolve a number of issues, including a dispute between the aerospace manufacturers, Airbus and Boeing, and conflicts over hormone-treated beef, bio-engineered food products, and protection of geographical indicators. The Airbus-Boeing dispute involves allegations of unfair subsidization while the other disputes are rooted in different U.S.-EU approaches to regulation, as well as social preferences. Simultaneously, the two sides have cooperated to liberalize the transatlantic air services market and are working on harmonizing and/or liberalizing financial markets. Competition agencies in the U.S. and EU are also moving towards substantial convergence in some areas of antitrust enforcement. A new institutional structure, the Transatlantic Economic Council (TEC), was established in 2007 to advance bilateral efforts to reduce regulatory and other barriers to trade. Congress has taken a strong interest in many of these issues. By both proposing and passing legislation, Congress has supported the efforts of U.S. industrial and agricultural interests to gain better access to EU markets. Congress has pressured the executive branch to take a harder line against the EU in resolving some disputes, but has also cooperated with the Administration in crafting compromise solutions. Primarily through oversight in the second session of the 110th Congress, many Members of Congress can be expected to support efforts to resolve existing disputes and to maintain an equitable sharing of the costs and benefits of the commercial relationship with the EU. 

Even if there are tensions, issues can be worked out.

Occhipinti 10 (“Partner or Pushover? EU Relations with the U.S. on Internal Security” by John D. Occhipinti from Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership: Edited by Daniel S. Hamilton. John D. Occhipinti is Professor of Political Science, Department Chair, and Director of the European Studies Program at Canisius College in Buffalo, New York. He has lectured for the U.S. Foreign Service Institute and spoken at the U.S. State Department. In 2005 and 2009, he briefed the newly appointed U.S. Ambassadors to the European Union regarding transatlantic relations on internal security. His recent publications include “Justice and Home Affairs: immigration and policing” in Smith, Weber, and Baun, Governing Europe’s Neighbourhood (Manchester University Press, 2007), “A secure Europe?” in Bomberg, Peterson, and Stubb, The European Union: How Does it Work? (Oxford University Press, 2008), and “Parallel Paths and Productive Partners: the E.U. and U.S. on Counter- Terrorism,” in Frederic Lemieux (ed.), Emerging Initiatives and Contemporary Obstacles in Police Cooperation (Willan Publishing, forthcoming). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

Even with the new role of the EP, transatlantic relations on internal security will continue to be shaped by the convergence of EU and U.S. policy on a variety of issues. Barring another major terrorist attack on either the EU or the U.S., which could alter their respective perceptions of threat and notions what should be done about this, this should insure that recent pattern of agreement and cooperation on internal security will endure. This is not to deny the existence of substantive differences, especially on data protection across a range of issues in the transatlantic relationship, but only to argue that recent history suggestions that such matters can likely be resolved, allowing EU- U.S. cooperation on internal security to continue. Thus, from the European perspective, the EU will continue to be a partner and not a pushover when it comes to dealing with the U.S. on internal security policies. As such, the EU’s relationship with the U.S. can be expected to serve its long term goal of creating its proposed area of freedom, security, and justice. From the American point of view, the potential for striking deals with the EU offers the U.S. an option for “one stop shopping,” which is easier than negotiating with twenty- seven separate governments, each with their own individual concerns and priorities. Moreover, by enlisting the backing of the European Commission (and potentially the EP) for new policy initiatives, the U.S. will be better positioned to win support for these measures from any skeptical EU member states or citizens. Ultimately, as an increasingly influential player on a variety of internal security issues, the EU is poised to be even more important than ever before to the U.S. regarding its own efforts to fight cross- border crime and terrorism. 

No impact – US-EU tensions do not hinder cooperation.

Occhipinti 10 (“Partner or Pushover? EU Relations with the U.S. on Internal Security” by John D. Occhipinti from Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership: Edited by Daniel S. Hamilton. John D. Occhipinti is Professor of Political Science, Department Chair, and Director of the European Studies Program at Canisius College in Buffalo, New York. He has lectured for the U.S. Foreign Service Institute and spoken at the U.S. State Department. In 2005 and 2009, he briefed the newly appointed U.S. Ambassadors to the European Union regarding transatlantic relations on internal security. His recent publications include “Justice and Home Affairs: immigration and policing” in Smith, Weber, and Baun, Governing Europe’s Neighbourhood (Manchester University Press, 2007), “A secure Europe?” in Bomberg, Peterson, and Stubb, The European Union: How Does it Work? (Oxford University Press, 2008), and “Parallel Paths and Productive Partners: the E.U. and U.S. on Counter- Terrorism,” in Frederic Lemieux (ed.), Emerging Initiatives and Contemporary Obstacles in Police Cooperation (Willan Publishing, forthcoming). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

Describing EU- U.S. Relations on Internal Security Before 9/11, the prospects were poor for greater EU- U.S. cooperation on internal security. In the post- Cold War era, issues of internal security and border security ranked low on the transatlantic agenda, which was largely dominated by topics associated with trade and investment. Moreover, by the summer of 2001, differences had already developed between the U.S. and ‘Europe’ on substantive issues, such as climate change and ballistic missile defense, as well as on stylistic issues, such as the Bush Administration’s emerging unilateralism. Chapter 5 121 The shock of 9/11 immediately elevated the importance of internal security matters in both the U.S. and the EU. In addition, the attacks on the United States led to the widespread emergence of sense of sympathy for the U.S. and solidarity with its aim to protect itself from another terrorist attack, including the elimination of the Taliban government in Afghanistan. However, in less than a year, tensions in transatlantic relation emerged over the war in Iraq. By 2003, this had led to an historic low point in transatlantic relations among the politicians and citizens of the U.S. and Europe. Later, this situation was exacerbated by a series of transatlantic disputes regarding America’s approach to its “war on terrorism,” including the mistreatment of Iraqi prisoners at Abu Ghraib, handling of suspected terrorists at Guantanamo Bay, use of torture and its justification, and the practice of “extraordinary renditions,” especially flights that allegedly made stops in the EU or its candidate states (at the time). These disputes revealed substantive differences between the Bush Administration and European leaders on counter- terrorism, and they inflamed American and European public opinion to the detriment of transatlantic relations overall. Remarkably, however, the period from 9/11 through the end of the Bush Administration, is notable for greater, not lesser EU- U.S. cooperation on internal security matters. In the end, tensions in the broader transatlantic relationship did not prevent agreements from being reached. Likewise, the difference that arose between the U.S. and EU on civil liberties or regarding diplomatic style created friction in the relations but did not prevent progress, including positives developments in the areas described below.

   Alt Cause—Strategic Issues
Alt causes to relation collapse—strategic issues.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

The EU has also found itself at odds with U.S. interests on a number of strategic issues. EU High Representative Catherine Ashton’s drive to lift Brussels’s arms embargo on China, in contravention of strong American objections, is but one example of the growing transatlantic divide on important security questions. The Lisbon Treaty has given the EU greater latitude to pursue its wider objective of refashioning the international system into a highly regulated, multilateral system where U.S. actions can be constrained. The “multilateralisation of multipolarity” approach that Brussels is pursuing damages America’s bilateral relationships with critical European allies, undermines Washington’s leadership of the international system, and threatens U.S. sovereignty.[5] 

   Alt Cause—Palestine

Alt cause – Palestinian statehood vote.

Lander 11 (As U.S. Steps Back, Europe Takes Bigger Role in Mideast Peace Push Mark Lander. July 20, 2011. New York Times. http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/21/world/middleeast/21mideast.html)

WASHINGTON — It is a truism of Middle East peacemaking that the United States is the pivotal player — the most credible broker between the Israelis and the Palestinians. But with talks at a standstill, the Obama administration now finds itself on the sidelines, and Europe is emerging as the key diplomatic actor. Enlarge This Image Eric Feferberg/Agence France-Presse — Getty Images Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, left, with President Nicolas Sarkozy of France in May 2010 in Paris. Enlarge This Image Dominique Faget/Agence France-Presse — Getty Images Mahmoud Abbas, the Palestinian leader, left, with Spain’s prime minister, José Luis Rodríguez Zapatero, in Madrid on Wednesday. The Israeli and Palestinian leaders are trying to win support in Europe. Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel and the Palestinian president, Mahmoud Abbas, have crisscrossed the Continent in recent weeks, trying to woo leaders who are weighing whether to support a Palestinian bid for statehood at the United Nations in September. Neither man has visited Washington since the spring. That may suit the administration just fine. The White House, several officials said, has deliberately kept a low profile since President Obama’s speech on the Middle East in May, in which he tried unsuccessfully to break the stalemate by proposing a starting point for negotiating the contours of a Palestinian state. Europe’s rising role stems not only from American fatigue with a seemingly intractable problem, but also from the peculiar dynamics of the Palestinian campaign at the United Nations. With more than 100 countries, most in the developing world, expected to support Palestinian recognition — and the United States almost certain to oppose it — Britain, France and Germany are viewed as influential swing votes. “Rarely has Europe been so courted when it comes to Middle East diplomacy,” said David Makovsky, a senior fellow at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. “Europe is the prize this summer.” For the Europeans, who have also taken a lead role in the NATO military campaign in Libya, the chance to play Middle East power broker is gratifying. But it comes with a risk, said Martin S. Indyk, director of foreign policy at the Brookings Institution and a former American ambassador to Israel. “The action in the United Nations is a bigger problem for them than for us,” he said. “It has the potential of splitting the E.U., with some siding with us and Israel and some siding with the Palestinians.” A rift is the last thing the European Union needs, at a time when the bloc is being strained by the debt crisis in Greece. Already, the major countries appear divided, with Germany and Italy rejecting the Palestinian campaign, France and Spain receptive, and Britain on the fence. For some Europeans, leaving the door open to Palestinian recognition is a handy way to pressure Israel to return to negotiations, which have been on ice since last fall. To break that deadlock, Mr. Obama proposed using the prevailing borders before the 1967 Arab-Israeli war, adjusted to account for Jewish settlements in the West Bank, as the basis for negotiating a new Palestinian state. Mr. Netanyahu initially rejected that formula, saying it would render Israel indefensible. But an Israeli official said that in recent weeks, Mr. Netanyahu had moved much closer to accepting the idea, provided that the Palestinians agreed to recognition of Israel as a Jewish state, something they have long refused. Last week, the United States tried to build support for such a quid pro quo from the Quartet, a Middle East peacemaking group that also includes the European Union, the United Nations and Russia. Winning the Quartet’s endorsement would have put pressure on both sides to resume negotiations and taken much of the steam out of the Palestinian march to the United Nations. While European countries have publicly backed Mr. Obama’s proposal for restarting the talks, several of them, as well as Russia, balked at the Jewish-state provision, officials briefed on the meeting said. Rather than issue an anodyne statement, as it often does, the Quartet chose to say nothing at all. The Palestinian date with the United Nations looms large, though no one is exactly sure what will happen after it. Israel’s defense minister, Ehud Barak, warned that his country faced a “diplomatic tsunami.” Others worry that it will kick off a third intifada, given the political ferment elsewhere in the region. “The conditions for massive public reaction are ripe,” Ghaith al-Omari, the executive director of the American Task Force on Palestine, said. “If things go down that path, it would be highly destabilizing.” The United States continues to work on European allies and the Palestinians to point out the downsides of going for recognition, including the threat that Congress could vote to cut off aid to the Palestinian Authority. Still, the administration has opted for what one Middle East diplomat called a “tactical withdrawal,” leaving it to Tony Blair, the former British prime minister who is the special envoy to the Quartet, to try to close the gaps. While the United States does not want to be isolated by vetoing a Palestinian resolution, which Mr. Obama has signaled he will do, the administration appears less agitated by this prospect than it was a few months ago. “The U.S. is frustrated, but ultimately an outcome where it vetoes a resolution is not the end of the world,” said Robert Malley, the Middle East and North Africa program director at the International Crisis Group. Palestinian leaders insist they are determined to go through with the drive for recognition, but it could take less aggressive forms: petitioning the General Assembly, rather than the Security Council, for nonmember status, thus sidestepping an American veto. The Palestinians could even propose a resolution that echoes Mr. Obama’s formula for talks. This is where Europe plays an important role. Without support from big countries like Britain and France, the Palestinians may opt to hold off or pursue a softer resolution. And if they go ahead at the Security Council, the Europeans could introduce an alternative resolution embracing Mr. Obama’s principles. “The United States has put its cards on the table, but Europe has not yet done that,” said Robert Danin, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations who used to run the Jerusalem office of the Quartet. “The run-up to September is not about numbers. It’s about: Where does the West stand?” 
   Alt Cause—JWST

Alt cause; JWST was a joint US-EU project, and it just got scrapped.

O’Neill 11 (http://news.discovery.com/space/eroding-nasa-science-jwst-scrapped.html. Discovery News. July 6th 2011. Eroding NASA Science: JWST Scrapped.  Ian O’Niel is the Space Science Producer for Discovery News, and founder of Astroengine. He holds a PhD in Solar Physics from the University of Wales, Aberystwyth.)
NASA will receive funds of $16.8 billion for the next financial year, which is $1.6 billion below last year's level and $1.9 billion below what the White House requested. The kicker is that this reigns in NASA funding to pre-2008 levels. The science media focus will likely remain on JWST, however, a joint project between NASA, ESA and the Canadian Space Agency (CSA). The complex infrared telescope -- the components of which are currently undergoing advanced space worthiness tests -- is designed to see deeper into the Universe than the 20-year-old Hubble. Sitting in the Earth-sun L2 point (a location 1.5 million kilometers from the Earth's surface, constantly in our planet's shadow), JWST is designed to see the most distant objects in the Cosmos, 100 times fainter than Hubble could spot, imaging the earliest objects that formed shortly after the Big Bang. ANALYSIS: Next Space Telescope Undergoes Brutal Cold Test With JWST budget excesses and overruns, an independent task group was set up to find out where the problems were. In November 2010, they found that due to management issues, the JWST would need a further $1.5 billion and an extra year than planned before it could be launched. This would put the launch date back to 2015. Budget worries in April pushed this estimated launch date back even further, to 2018. It seems the Republican-led Commerce, Justice, and Science Subcommittee is now recommending that the $3 billion already spent on the JWST should simply be written off as a bad idea. Obviously there is cause for concern when the management of a $6.5 billion space telescope is being cited as the main culprit for the project's demise, and other NASA projects have suffered as a result of a redirection of funds to JWST, but scrapping this ambitious project is a very short-sighted solution. Years of work and billions of dollars of NASA funding has already been sunk into getting the telescope off the ground. That in itself is not a good enough reason to finish a project, but considering JWST will be as revolutionary as Hubble, investing more funds accompanied by a management overhaul (a solution that has already been enacted by NASA) would make more sense, right? After all, NASA doesn't get the cash returned from canceled missions to be spent on other fun spacecraft. ANALYSIS: Could JWST Find Habitable Exoplanets? Alas, political points-scoring is usually more important than critically analyzing the scientific merits of continuing with "expensive" missions such as the James Webb Space Telescope. And sadly, NASA has to make do with the shrinking budget it's given; there's no government bailout plan for space agencies. Now we'll have to wait until the Senate, White House and the full House of Representatives have weighed in on the federal budget before it is passed as law. Only then will JWST's fate be sealed. 

Alt cause – JWST. ESA is now building their own equipment, shows they don’t trust NASA.

Optics News 11 (Billion-pixel sensor to map universe in 3D is built. 11 Jul 2011. http://optics.org/news/2/7/9.)

As uncertainty surrounds the future of NASA’s James Webb Space Telescope, a 106-CCD, meter-long space camera is assembled in France. Gaia array Gaia array Technicians at Astrium France in Toulouse have finished assembling and aligning more than 100 CCDs that will form the eyes of “Gaia” - the largest digital space camera ever built, and due to start producing a 3D map of the universe after its launch in 2013. The mosaic of detectors, arranged in seven rows of 16 CCDs in the main array, plus four more that will provide image quality control, were produced by the UK firm e2v Technologies. Each of the detectors measures 4.7 x 6 cm, and the total size of the array is a remarkable one meter long by 50 cm wide. Each of e2v’s back-illuminated CCDs provides a 4500 by 1966 array of pixels, meaning that the entire assembly represents a 937 megapixel camera. Philippe Garé, Gaia payload manager at the European Space Agency (ESA), says that the assembly step just completed is one of the most important in the development of the camera: “The mounting and precise alignment of the 106 CCDs is a key step in the assembly of the flight model focal plane assembly,” he said. Astrium’s technical staff took one month to fit the detector mosaic together, reportedly completing the task on June 1 after working double shifts throughout May to add four CCDs per day on average. But in a week when their confidence may have been dented by news that the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) is facing an uphill battle to be completed after running over both time and budget, the result of all the painstaking work on Gaia should be a spectacular one for astronomers. Delayed launch Gaia had originally been scheduled for launch this year, and once it is in space it is expected to map an unprecedented amount of the night sky. Over the course of a five-year mission, ESA is hoping to map one billion stars across both the Milky Way galaxy and our more distant cosmic neighbors. To obtain stereo views of those stars and generate a three-dimensional stellar map, the optical payload comprises two telescopes. After launch, it will be deployed permanently in the shadow of the Earth, in the so-called “second Lagrangian point” where the forces of orbital motion and gravitational effects are exactly in balance – providing a stable point in space 1.5 km from the surface of the Earth. As well as providing a new map of the heavens, Gaia will be able to measure the color and intensity of each star, thanks to the six different optical instruments that will use the giant camera. More than half of the CCD array - nine columns of seven detectors – will be used to measure star positions, but also on board are a blue and red photometer. Some of the CCDs have been optimized for enhanced sensitivity at either the blue or red end of the visible spectrum to provide more detailed spectral information. In addition, Gaia’s high-resolution radial velocity spectrometer will measure the velocity of objects in space, while wavefront sensors and basic angle monitoring instruments are also incorporated in the array. Over the course of the five-year mission, each of the billion target stars will be monitored approximately 70 times, with Gaia’s detectors looking for any slight changes in the position, brightness, and color of each star. ESA is also expecting the telescope to discover hundreds of thousands of as-yet-undiscovered stellar objects, including an anticipated 15,000 extra-solar planets and brown-dwarf stars. Relativity test Gaia will also be used to test Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity to its limits, by measuring the impact of the sun’s gravity on starlight to a precision of two parts per million. Like Gaia, NASA’s JWST – the successor to the wildly successful Hubble mission – is behind schedule. But JWST has also run over its initial budget to such an extent that the project is now threatened with cancellation. Although such a drastic outcome is not yet certain, legislation passed by the Republican-controlled House of Representatives in Washington, DC, last week contained several cuts to government spending and specified JWST as a major target. In the Appropriations Committee’s fiscal 2012 budget for the Commerce, Justice and Science departmental spending, $16.8 billion was earmarked for NASA - $1.6 billion less than FY 2011 and $1.9 billion below President Obama’s request. Aside from continuing the close-out of the Space Shuttle program, the committee agreed only $4.5 billion for NASA’s science programs, while its bill singles out JWST for “termination”, adding that the project is “billions of dollars over budget and plagued by poor management”. 

   Alt Cause—Technology Transfer
Technology transfers are the biggest blockade to cooperation; aff doesn’t solve.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Technology transfer constraints. Designing, manufacturing, and operating increasingly interoperable platforms, performing cooperative planning, and executing satellite operations are complicated by U.S. law and policy that imposes controls on the release of sensitive technologies and operations. Indeed, important technologies and information relating to some space operations and technologies are often determined by the U.S. government to be non-releasable, even to allies and close partners.34 This is not just a U.S. phenomenon; other nations have their own laws and policies that clamp down on technology transfers and specific relations with other nations. Important portions of U.S. technology transfer ―releasability‖ law and policy arise out of the Arms Export Control Act (AECA).35 The AECA governs the sale and export of defense articles and services and related technical data, and serves as part of a statutory scheme to ensure compliance with technology control regimes. The regimes seek to slow the proliferation of missile and other technologies used to deliver weapons of mass destruction. Designated controlled articles, technologies and services are identified in the U.S. Munitions List (USML), which is contained within the fearsome International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). Under the AECA, spacecraft, space related articles and services are specifically designated to be subject to export control. Exports of space articles, services and related technical data must therefore meet U.S. national security interests. Proposed recipients must offer assurances they will protect them before transfers are made. Approvals usually require substantial paperwork and training. Unfortunately for the United States, the export and technology control rules are driving small suppliers out of the export marketplace as they lack the economies of scale to properly respond to legal requirements. This is damaging U.S. economic security interests since small companies are usually the engine of innovation within the U.S. economy and especially its space community. International partners are also wary of the legal rules and procedures. Nearly all members of the space community, foreign and domestic, find that the AECA rules are quite burdensome and onerous. The requirement for the assurances, and the threat for U.S. criminal liability and prosecution arising out of them, is generally agreed to have cost U.S. industry billions of dollars in sales in the international space marketplace. The U.S. communications satellite industry is losing significant market share to international competitors who claim their systems, products and services are ―ITAR-free.‖ Of course, other U.S. laws, regulations, and policies apply to exports of space data, hardware, and services.36 The new administration and the Congress are reviewing them along with the AECA releasability rules. Some believe the President will push approvals for some transfers back to the Commerce Department, where approvals were issued for communications satellite technology transfers until the Chinese scandals of the late 1990s.37 

ITAR kills trade and relations with Europe

Abbey and Lane 09 (United States Space Policy: Challenges and Opportunities Gone Astray. George Abbey and Neal Lane – The Baker Institute. http://bakerinstitute.org/publications/SPACE-pub-AbbeyLaneUSPolicyGoneAstray-072809.pdf. George Abbey is Baker Botts Senior Fellow in Space Policy at the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy at Rice University. He directs the Space Policy Program. He was Director of the Johnson Space Center in Houston, Texas. He holds the NASA Distinguished Service and the Outstanding Leadership and Exceptional Service Medals. He also served as a member of the Operations Team awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom for their role in the Apollo 13 mission. Neal Lane is the Malcolm Gillis University Professor at Rice University. He holds appointments as Senior Fellow of the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy. He served as Assistant to the President for Science and Technology and Director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policyand as Director of the National Science Foundation (NSF) and of the National Science Board. He is a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences and serves as a member of the Academy’s Council. )

Since then, European aerospace companies have continued to encounter problems with U.S. trade restrictions. In response, they are choosing to avoid dealing with U.S. export controls by not using American-made parts, by becoming “ITAR-free”—meaning that their products are not subject to ITAR’s numerous restrictions and the U.S. government’s licensing requirements. Indeed, non-U.S. aerospace companies are advertising “ITAR-free” as a major selling point. The European Aeronautic Defense and Space Company (EADS) and other European companies have been working to develop components that can replace comparable U.S.-made parts. EADS has developed a satellite motor that is completely ITAR-free and therefore not subject to U.S. export license restrictions, allowing competitive access to worldwide customers. France’s Alcatel Space has had a company policy since 2002 to build ITARfree communications satellites in order to avoid U.S. control over sales. On April 12, 2005, Alcatel launched its first ITAR-free satellite on a Chinese rocket. The company also received two major satellite contracts from China in 2005. Marotta, a British maker of spacecraft propulsion and propellant management equipment, advertises that its products “are European and hold ITAR-free status.” And when Surrey Satellite Technology, another British firm, discusses its satellite propulsion systems, they make clear that their systems are “completely ITAR-free.”3

ITAR prevents US – EU space co-op

Burris, 10 (Major Matthew D. Burris, The Air Force Law Review, TILTING AT WINDMILLS? THE COUNTERPOSING POLICY INTERESTS DRIVING THE U.S. COMMERCIAL SATELLITE EXPORT CONTROL REFORM DEBATE, 2010, Burris attended the University of Tulsa, B.A. and J.D., LL.M. Air and Space Law, McGill University, is currently assigned to USSTRATCOM, Offutt AFB, Nebraska. He is a member of the Oklahoma State Bar)
Given the complexity of the market factors at play, as well as the other factors discussed below, an accurate apportionment of blame for the drop in U.S. market share remains elusive. This, in turn, perpetuates the argument that the ITAR is toxic as such an argument is difficult to rebut. Indeed, to do so requires an opponent to engage in a counterfactual debate (i.e. what would the market look like in the absence of the ITAR?). n204 Putting that aside, the U.S. is still the competitive leader in commercial  [*298]  space by a wide margin--this "despite perceived export control burdens" and major market changes. n205 b. Independence from the U.S. "Commitment toward independence from the U.S. in space is a common thread across all sectors." n206 The Galileo project--Europe's answer to the Global Positioning System (GPS)--exemplifies this commitment. n207 At stake is strategic independence from the U.S., both economically and militarily. n208 Indeed, the fielding of the Galileo constellation will quell long-held European fears that the U.S. might restrict or otherwise disrupt GPS services should the strategic interests of the U.S. compel that result. The desire for independence, whether in Europe or elsewhere, should come as no surprise to the U.S. In fact, the U.S. is currently embroiled in a debate about its own lack of independence from foreign sources of space technologies. 
ITAR destroys all US-EU sales: ESA is willing to pay more just to have ITAR-free products.

Space News 06 (http://www.spacenews.com/archive/archive06/Briefs_052206.html. “Briefs.” May 22nd, 2006).

The European government and industry team building the Galileo navigation satellites remains uncertain about whether the Galileo spacecraft will be ITAR-free, according to government and industry officials. ITAR-free, a reference to the U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations, means the satellites would have no components that would fall under the ITAR restrictions and thus require a U.S. State Department export license. Including ITAR-regulated components would mean, for example, that the U.S. government could deny permission for any of the satellites in the 30-satellite Galileo constellation to be launched aboard a Chinese rocket. Giuseppe Viriglio, head of European Union and industrial affairs at the European Space Agency (ESA), said May 16 that the goal for Galileo is that "we will not have to have an export license from anyone." In an interview, Viriglio said this goal remains within reach. Four initial Galileo satellites are being built by the Galileo Industries consortium and are scheduled for launch in 2008. A private-sector consortium will subsequently select the manufacturer of the full Galileo constellation, but Galileo Industries, which includes Europe's major satellite manufacturers as shareholders, is the likely builder of the full Galileo fleet. One industry official said some U.S. components might be included in the early Galileo satellites but that an ITAR-related export license should not be problematic. A European government official working on Galileo said not all the contracts for the first four Galileo satellites have been signed, but that "some radiation-hardened components may be purchased from the United States," and that these would require an export license. Making Galileo ITAR-free would probably mean spending more money on components that otherwise could be purchased inexpensively in the United States. It would add to the program's existing financial pressures. The 1.05-billion-euro ($1.3 billion) contract with Galileo Industries for the four initial satellites, plus the full Galileo ground network is already 400 million euros shy of what it will cost to complete the work, including the launch of the satellites. Viriglio said ESA governments are expected to confirm their willingness to pay for half the shortfall, or 200 million euros, by late May. The European Union's executive commission, which is dividing the costs of Galileo's early development with ESA, already has approved the release of 130 million euros in additional funds, with the remaining 70 million expected in 2007, Viriglio said. 
ITAR prevents transatlantic space cooperation.

De Selding 05 (“ESA Looks East for Future Space Cooperation.” Peter de Selding is a writer for Space News. May 30, 2005. http://www.space.com/1143-esa-east-future-space-cooperation.html.)

European governments have tentatively decided to go it alone in developing a Mars rover after concluding that a cooperative effort with NASA is impossible given today's U.S. technology-transfer laws, according to European government officials. Whether these governments will decide to finance the rover, whose costs are estimated at around 600 million euros ($756 million), will not be known until December, when European Space Agency (ESA) government ministers are scheduled to meet to decide the size and shape of ESA's future programs. But as ESA sketches its longer-term space-exploration effort, called Aurora, the agency is gradually coming to the conclusion that the U.S. legal regime known as ITAR -- International Traffic in Arms Regulations -- will foreclose whole categories of trans-Atlantic cooperative efforts in space exploration. They are discovering what their counterparts in Europe's space-science program also have learned in recent programs: What was once normal business with NASA is no longer possible. "It's a shame, but it's not for me to comment on U.S. law, only to note its effects, and for the rover, ITAR would have made cooperation too complicated to be feasible," said Daniel Sacotte, head of ESA's Human Spaceflight program. "We are now obliged to develop our autonomy in various areas, which is no bad thing. We are fully capable in Europe of developing these technologies. We may also find partners besides NASA." ITAR rules were designed to protect militarily sensitive U.S. technologies from falling into the hands of U.S. adversaries. But U.S. allies are also subject to them, even in cases in which the law's application seems to have escaped the bounds of its intent. Parachute systems, for example, and more broadly any entry, descent and landing technology, are covered by ITAR regulations, as are satellites and many satellite subsystems. ITAR regulations also are finding their way to the international space station, which is managed by NASA and includes substantial participation by Russia, Europe, Japan and Canada. These nations signed a treaty-level document called the Intergovernmental Agreement, which sets out each partner's rights and responsibilities, and governs relations in the station's operation. The agreement was signed before ITAR went into effect in 1999, and the partners are debating whether the treaty takes precedence over ITAR, or whether ITAR should now govern the station partners' relations. ESA's Human Spaceflight program board, meeting May 24-26 in Graz, Austria, did not settle on a European response to ITAR as it might apply to the space station. The board suggested a series of priorities for ESA to follow for space exploration, both manned and unmanned. That includes the Mars rover, which would be launched by a Russian-built Soyuz rocket in 2011 or 2013 from Europe's Guiana Space Center, where Soyuz will be used starting in 2007. The other main funding categories agreed to by the program board included the use of the space station, which for Europe includes the occasional launch of the Automated Transfer Vehicle unmanned cargo carrier, and the operation of Europe's Columbus astronaut laboratory. As has been the case since the Columbia shuttle loss in February 2003, ESA's space station plans are on hold until the shuttle returns to flight. The shuttle will launch Europe's Columbus laboratory. With the Mars rover effort now less likely to be conducted internationally, and given the running costs of the space station for the next decade, ESA's Human Spaceflight and Aurora programs have little money left for anything else. Even so, agency officials want to start design studies on a future crew-carrying vehicle so that if a NASA-led exploration effort to Mars and elsewhere takes shape, it will not be as dependent on NASA's proposed Crew Exploration Vehicle as the station is dependent on the shuttle. Up to now, European companies including Alenia Spazio of Italy and EADS Space Transportation of France and Germany have affiliated with U.S. prime contractors for prospective future work on the Crew Exploration Vehicle. ESA, however, is not affiliated. "We cannot limit ourselves to subcontractor work by one or another company that may or may not continue through development," said one European government official familiar with the program. "NASA has always excluded international partners from significant work shares on a program like the Crew Exploration Vehicle. We expect that to remain the case. That is why we are looking toward Russia and Japan for a joint program." Sacotte said Russia's proposed Clipper vehicle could be the basis of a future crew-carrying vehicle that would provide an alternative to the Crew Exploration Vehicle. For now, he said, ESA will propose to its governments in December that they fund a series of design studies, in cooperation with Russia, using Clipper as a starting point. "We are discussing this with Japan as well," Sacotte said. "What we want to do is to be in a position around 2007 or 2008 to ask our governments to fund a development program. If Clipper turns out to be credible, it could be based on that. Our starting point is that for an international space-exploration program to depend on one craft is too risky."

ITAR prevents NASA-ESA cooperation

Dinerman 05 (http://www.thespacereview.com/article/431/1. “More International Delusions.”  Taylor Dinerman is an author and journalist based in New York City.)

Meanwhile ESA has decided to cut off cooperation with NASA on their planned Mars rover, using the excuse that American arms export regulations are too onerous. ITAR (International Traffic in Arms Regulations) is indeed a pain, but instead of trying to work with the US to establish a solid framework of agreements among Western nations on what can and cannot be exported and to whom, the Europeans have decided to use ITAR as a pretext to build satellites with no US parts and to export them to China and who knows who else in the future. For a different view of this problem check out Louis Friedman’s piece in the latest issue of The Planetary Society’s magazine The Planetary Report. He points out—correctly, I believe—that “today, because of ITAR, Cassini-Huygens probably would not be possible.” However, when that mission was being planned the idea of space cooperation with India would have seemed absurd, yet that relationship is growing just as the relationship with ESA is beginning to fade. ITAR is not a wholly insurmountable obstacle, given enough political goodwill. 

   Alt Cause—VWP

Alt cause to US-EU relations – VWP.

Occhipinti 10 (“Partner or Pushover? EU Relations with the U.S. on Internal Security” by John D. Occhipinti from Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership: Edited by Daniel S. Hamilton. John D. Occhipinti is Professor of Political Science, Department Chair, and Director of the European Studies Program at Canisius College in Buffalo, New York. He has lectured for the U.S. Foreign Service Institute and spoken at the U.S. State Department. In 2005 and 2009, he briefed the newly appointed U.S. Ambassadors to the European Union regarding transatlantic relations on internal security. His recent publications include “Justice and Home Affairs: immigration and policing” in Smith, Weber, and Baun, Governing Europe’s Neighbourhood (Manchester University Press, 2007), “A secure Europe?” in Bomberg, Peterson, and Stubb, The European Union: How Does it Work? (Oxford University Press, 2008), and “Parallel Paths and Productive Partners: the E.U. and U.S. on Counter- Terrorism,” in Frederic Lemieux (ed.), Emerging Initiatives and Contemporary Obstacles in Police Cooperation (Willan Publishing, forthcoming). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

Despite this progress, the issue of widening the U.S. VWP to all EU member states endured into the new administration of U.S. President Barack Obama and was a topic of discussion in EU- U.S. ministerial- level meetings on internal security held in Washington, DC in March 2009. By year’s end, the situation had improved somewhat, when U.S. authorities determined that Greece’s refusal had fallen below the required threshold and talks with that country to allow its participation neared completion. Meanwhile, Cyprus’ participation in the program remained blocked only by its delay in producing biometric passports, but this is expected to be resolved in 2010. However, the prospects were not good for the inclusion of Poland, Bulgaria and Romania in the VWP any time soon. Although their visa refusal rates had improved significantly by the Partner or Pushover? EU Relations with the U.S. on Internal Security PRP 24 See, for example, Transport Europe (European Information Service), “EU/US: US visa- free regime comes with stings attached,” April 21, 2008; European Report, “EU/US: Six down, six to go in push for full visa reciprocity,” October 22, 2008; and author’s interview with DHS official, Washington, DC, May 27, 2009. 25 Ellen Nakashima, “U.S. Seeks Data Exchange,” Washington Post, 8 July 2008. In 2005, several EU member states signed the Prüm Convention to facilitate the exchange of DNA, fingerprint, and vehicle registration data for criminal justice purposes. After more member states wanted to sign on to the arrangements, the convention’s data exchange mechanisms were codified into EU law in 2007. end of 2009, they remained close to ten percent, far from the new three percent threshold. Meanwhile, the implementation of the proposed biometric exit system, which would allow the restoration of the ten percent threshold, has been delayed— mostly due to the political issue of how to fund it. In addition, there was also the possibility of even higher hurdles to overcome for prospective participants in the VWP. This came in the form legislation introduced in November 2008 by U.S. Senator Diane Feinstein to suspend countries from the program if more than two percent of their citizens overstay their visits.26 Feinstein, an influential Democrat, has long viewed the WVP as a security loophole. At the outset of the Obama administration, her position was strengthened by the remarks of FBI Director, Robert S. Mueller, who warned that “homegrown terrorists” might try to enter the U.S. via the VWP.27 Even if the VWP is not eventually restricted, it seems likely all European travelers will soon have to meet an additional condition to visit the U.S. In November 2009, the U.S. Congress approved the Travel Promotion Act, which, when signed into law by President as is expected, will require travelers to the U.S. to pay a ten dollar fee via an automated system that will be linked to the ESTA program. The irony is that the fee is officially intended to go to a nonprofit organization that will work to promote tourism to the U.S. However, the fee is viewed by EU officials as a further irritation to transatlantic relations that along with the increasing number of inconveniences to European travelers to the U.S., might actually further reduce their interest in visiting the U.S.28

   Alt Cause—EU Structural Problems

Structural problems with the EU prevent effective relations.

Hamilton 10 (“Forging a Strategic U.S-EU Partnership: An Agenda for Action” in Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership by Daniel S. Hamilton. Daniel S. Hamilton is the Richard von Weizsäcker Professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University, and Founding Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations, named by Foreign Policy magazine as one of the “Top 30 Global Go- To Think Tanks” in 2009. He also serves as Executive Director of the fiveuniversity American Consortium for EU Studies, named by the European Commission as the EU Center of Excellence Washington, DC. He leads international policy work for the Johns Hopkins- based Center for the Study of Preparedness and Catastrophic Event Response (PACER), one of five merit- awarded U.S. university- based Centers of Excellence in homeland security. He has held a variety of senior positions in the U.S. Department of State, including Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs; U.S. Special Coordinator for Southeast European Stabilization; and Associate Director of the Secretary’s Policy Planning Staff. In 2008 he served as the first Robert Bosch Foundation Senior Diplomatic Fellow in the German Foreign Office. Recent publications include The Transatlantic Economy 2010; Humanitarian Assistance: Improving U.S.-EU Cooperation (2009); France, America and the World (2009); Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century (2009); Europe and Globalization (2008); ‘The U.S.: A Normative Power?’ (2008); The Wider Black Sea Region (2008); The New Eastern Europe (2007); and Terrorism and International Relations (2006). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

Barriers to a more effective partnership are also to be found in Europe. Despite ambitions of unity, Europeans often struggle to find a single voice. The European Union remains a work in progress, with uneven capabilities. Deep cleavages among member states can be found on a variety of issues large and small. It tends to act slowly, and process often substitutes for policy. “European construction” continues to absorb— almost overwhelm— European energy and attention. The resultant danger is that transatlantic issues are crowded out by a very full European plate, scope for compromise with the U.S. is reduced by the need for intra- European consensus, and the complex nature of the new transatlantic and global agenda does not match up well with EU mechanisms. obstacles to effective transatlantic coordination often have less to do with American reluctance to engage or support the EU as a strategic partner than with the limits of European capability, consensus and political will.2 European ambivalence, in turn, only encourages American unilateralism. lacking a coherent and capable partner, the U.S. is compelled either to act on its own or to look elsewhere for support. 

   Alt Cause—Media

Alt cause – media coverage.

CRS 08 (European Union–U.S. Trade and Investment Relations: Key Issues. February 14, 2008. Raymond J. Ahearn, Coordinator Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division. John W. Fischer, Charles B. Goldfarb, and Charles E. Hanrahan Resources, Science, and Industry Division. Walter W. Eubanks Government and Finance Division. Janice E. Rubin American Law Division. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34381.pdf.)

Forces for Conflict While the United States and EU cooperate in a range of areas to the benefit of both sides, differences and disputes often attract more press coverage. The intractable nature of some disputes embedded in regulatory barriers, differences over the use of the WTO dispute settlement system, and rivalry could mean that conflict and tensions remain a seemingly durable feature of the relationship.

   Alt Cause—WTO

Alt cause – WTO differences.

CRS 08 (European Union–U.S. Trade and Investment Relations: Key Issues. February 14, 2008. Raymond J. Ahearn, Coordinator Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division. John W. Fischer, Charles B. Goldfarb, and Charles E. Hanrahan Resources, Science, and Industry Division. Walter W. Eubanks Government and Finance Division. Janice E. Rubin American Law Division. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34381.pdf.)

WTO Differences. The United States and EU are the most active participants in the WTO Dispute Settlement System, both as petitioning and defending parties. U.S. cases against the EU tend to revolve around closure of markets to U.S. exporters or the adverse impact of state intervention or aid on U.S. sales in third markets. Cases involving beef hormones and GMOs fall in the first category and Boeing’s complaint against Airbus in the latter category. EU complaints against the U.S., on the other hand, tend to involve more technical concerns about U.S. trade or tax law that are inconsistent with WTO obligations and that may confer indirect advantages for U.S. firms. These varied approaches, which have caused considerable transatlantic tension, particularly in the case of the EU’s challenge to U.S. tax benefits for exporters, have their roots in very different institutional arrangements. On the U.S. side, private sector concerns are formally considered in the trade policy making process. As a result, denial of market access opportunities is a priority concern for U.S. trade policymakers. On the other hand, some observers maintain that the EU often uses trade for foreign policy purposes by challenging the United States on a wide range of mostly technical issues. Not only does this approach allegedly help bolster the European Commission’s role vis-a-vis member states as the protector of EU interests, CRS-35 78 John Van Oudenaren, Uniting Europe, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2005, p. 376. 79 Sophie Meunier and Kalypso Nicolaidis, “The European Union as a conflicted trade power,” Journal of European Public Policy, 13:6 September 2006: p. 912; and Bruce Stokes, “Bilateralism Trumps Multilateralism,” National Journal, December 16, 2006. but also promotes its image as a leading defender of rule-based multilateralism and global governance.78

   Alt Cause—Rivalry

Alt cause—rivalry

CRS 08 (European Union–U.S. Trade and Investment Relations: Key Issues. February 14, 2008. Raymond J. Ahearn, Coordinator Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division. John W. Fischer, Charles B. Goldfarb, and Charles E. Hanrahan Resources, Science, and Industry Division. Walter W. Eubanks Government and Finance Division. Janice E. Rubin American Law Division. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34381.pdf.)

Rivalry. A straightforward explanation for many transatlantic trade disputes may be that the U.S. and EU both aspire to lead in setting rules for global trade and investment, including environmental and safety rules that impinge on trade. The United States may think its rules should prevail given the historically dominant role of the U.S. economy. The EU is itself a system of market liberalization, and it could use trade to spread its own model of regulation and market integration to the rest of the world. If successful, European rules on regulations affecting health and safety, competition policy, government procurement, and investment will shape future parameters of trade liberalization. Beyond indirectly challenging the United States for global trade leadership, this process of spreading rules and regulations for trade may also be intended to facilitate commercial success for European companies.79 There is also a concern that competition between the United States and the EU to secure bilateral and regional trade agreements could have negative consequences for the world trading system. The efforts of both sides to cut deals bilaterally and regionally is a form of normal commercial rivalry between two superpowers for markets, jobs, and profits. However, some analysts worry that that such competition could foster a form of rival regionalism that undercuts the multilateral trading system on which both depend. 

   No Solvency—Multi-Actor Coordination
Multi-actor fiat fails.

Cardim et. al. 11 (“Coordination and Policy Learning: challenges on multi-actor implementation.” Maria E. Cardim2, Luísa Pereira3 and Luís Mota4 2 Assistant Professor at School of Social and Political Sciences - Technical University of Lisbon (ISCSP/UTL) and Coordinator of the “Group of Public Policies Studies” at the Centre for Public Administration and Policies (CAPP) 3 PhD student at School of Social and Political Sciences - Technical University of Lisbon (ISCSP/UTL) and Research Assistant at the Centre for Public Administration and Policies (CAPP) 4 PhD student at School of Social and Political Sciences - Technical University of Lisbon (ISCSP/UTL) and Research Assistant at the Centre for Public Administration and Policies (CAPP). http://www.7tad.org/documents/WG6/Cardim-Pereira-Mota.pdf)

If, on one hand, multi-actor settings may indeed bring about great advantages such as the possibility of creating decisions that convey citizens’ actual interests and needs, on the other, this settings may also entail severe disadvantages considering the complexity of decision-making processes, which may even subvert the welfare goals social policies advocate. Thus, one may state that any multi-actor implementation setting needs for an actual coordination of shared responsibilities, which should take into account “local” contextual “The Welfare developed historically through the establishment of compulsory insurance covering the major risks of life (illness, unemployment, retirement, disability, etc). To appreciate the extent of the crisis threatening this system today, we must first recall the considerable practical and philosophical importance of collective insurance for the construction of modern society and for the establishment of the institutions that guarantee social solidarity.” Rosanvallon, 2000: 11 3 specificities and the mutable nature of these. Consequently, it is important to constantly monitor the policy-making process in order to perform lesson-drawing processes, which might result in the (eventual) redesign of policy process and goals. 

   No Solvency—Training 

Cooperation fails – NASA can’t train ESA astronauts.

Bolender et. al. 06 (“Preparing for Space: EVA Training at the European Astronaut Centre.” Hans Bolender, Hervé Stevenin, Loredana Bessone & Antonio Torres Astronaut Training Division, European Astronaut Centre, Directorate of Human Spaceflight, Microgravity and Exploration, Cologne, Germany. http://www.esa.int/esapub/bulletin/bulletin128/bul128e_bolender.pdf)

Unfortunately, it is becoming increasingly difficult for ESA astronauts to undergo this NASA training. With the last Shuttle launch in 2010, the agreement for ESA Shuttle Mission Specialist training will come to an end. Moreover, the intense period of Station assembly flights means that NASA’s NBL is significantly overbooked for operational testing and mission-related EVA training. And work for future exploration missions will only add to the burden. So EVA skills training will not be fully available to international astronauts. Yet assignment to an EVA depends on evaluating astronauts’ skills early in their training, and it is important for assigning Station crews and tasks. EAC therefore took the initiative to develop the ‘EVA Pre-Familiarisation Training Programme’ to bridge the gap between scuba training and NASA’s EVA skills training. It better prepares ESA astronauts in their initial qualification for using the Shuttle/ISS spacesuit (the Extravehicular Mobility Unit, or EMU), and to provide cognitive, psychomotor and behavioural skills ahead of the NASA training.

   No Solvency—Space Not Key

Relations aren’t enough—too many types of security concerns.

Ries 10 (“The Emerging Atlantic Security Agenda: Joint Challenges” by Tomas Ries, from Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership: Edited by Daniel S. Hamilton. Tomas Ries has been Director of the Swedish Institute of International Affairs since 2005. He has worked on security studies since 1979. During the Cold War he focused on Soviet military interests and grand strategy in the North, Nordic security and Finland’s security policy. Since 1992 his main interest is the globalizing security environment and future trends. Previous positions include Senior Researcher at the National Defence College in Finland (1997-2004), Deputy Director of the Geneva Centre for Security Policy (1996-1997), Director of the International Training Course in Geneva, Switzerland (1992-1996), Senior Researcher at the Institute for Defence Studies, Oslo (1988-1992) and Researcher at the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, Oslo (1986-1988). He holds a B.Sc. (Econ) from the London School of Economics and Political Science and a Ph.D. from the Graduate Institute of International Studies at Geneva University. He has written two books and over one hundred articles and research studies. His professional networks include the research community in the private and public sectors as well as civil society. http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

What is Security? In an era when our environment and the human condition are undergoing a fundamental transformation, it is necessary to return to first order questions. One of the most fundamental is the nature of security. At its core, “security” means functioning vital life systems. For human society these can be divided into two major types. The deepest vital life system is harmony of spirit, or the ability to find a psychological harmony with oneself, one’s surroundings and one’s life. This is fundamental but is not dealt with here as it is far removed our more immediate security concerns. The second category of vital life systems is material and consists of three systems. The first is the social dimension, where security means harmony between sentient beings or societies, or freedom from fear. This is the domain of politics. The second is the functional dimension, where security means having a sustainable livelihood or freedom from want. This is the domain of two main activities: economics— providing food on the table; and science and technology— providing a roof over one’s head and plows in the soil. The third security dimension is ecological, and consists of finding a comfortable habitat and access to natural resources— and adapting one’s life to allow both to continue in a sustainable fashion. When these three categories of vital life systems function, then we are secure. If one or more of them crash, then we are in mortal danger. The most severe threats we face are thus those that can cause a systemic crash in one or more of these dimensions. This perspective generates four epistemological challenges. The first is broad vision. This is required because existential threats can now emerge in all three of the above dimensions. Examples include the Y2K syndrome (a technological challenge) threatening to crash our technological infrastructure; the danger from a deadly pandemic (an ecological challenge) to society and the global economy; or the current dangers of the global economic crisis for the entire emerging post- Westphalian world order. The dangers they present are potentially far deeper and more catastrophic than those currently presented by any traditional state actors or nonstate actors such as transnational terrorism or crime. Their defining feature is that they can cause systemic damage— i.e. they can disrupt one of our vital life systems. Our primary analytical task today is thus to become discriminatingly holistic— to broaden our threat perspective from the purely political to cover all three dimensions, while at the same time focussing on those challenges that present a real systemic threat and are not merely shock and awe in terms of sham security provocations, full of sound and fury, that signify nothing. Chapter 4 113 The second epistemological challenge is synergistic vision. This is required because the three dimensions interact intimately. A serious pandemic would initially impact directly on societies through death, dying and fear. Thereafter it would erode our technological infrastructure, if the myriad experts needed to run it were sick, dead or had fled. Simultaneously it would choke global economic flows by restricting the free movement of goods and people. This would in turn ricochet back and hit society with greater scarcity and poverty, which in the worst case would impoverish our wealthy societies and affect global politics. The epistemological implications of this are that we also need a dynamic, multidimensional and synergistic perspective that can anticipate how a crisis will cascade and mutate as it ricochets through our vital life systems. And this is just one type of crisis. Several crises may also emerge simultaneously. Their interaction would generate a complex megacrisis far greater than the sum of its parts, for instance if a pandemic or a successful terrorist attack targeted against our global technological infrastructure flows took place in the midst of the current economic crisis. We can— perhaps— just manage the economic crisis on its own terms, but if it were compounded by other crises then it could become unmanageable The third epistemological challenge is a multicausal perspective. This is needed because each dimension operates according to a partly different logic. The social dimension is driven by political logic, which is a psychological quest for influence. The functional dimension is driven by an engineering logic, which is a more mechanically causal quest to construct. The ecological dimension is driven by complex systems of systems beyond human control and where major human intervention causes more damage than good. This last presents a new challenge. This is the need to limit our own appetite and voluntarily subordinate our desires to the needs of our environment, finding a symbiosis between our livelihood and the demands of the ecosystem. The fourth epistemological challenge is a fuzzy vision. The diversification of our security challenges and their complex interaction means that the world is becoming far more volatile and unpredictable. The need for an holistic and synergistic perspective means that we can no longer rely exclusively on yesterday’s narrow reductionist and linear causal analysis. While this narrow specialised expertise remains essential, it must now be complemented with a broader perspective. Rather than attempting to impose an artificial and misleading clarity on our security environment we will have to accept a fuzzier and foggier perspective. It will be less clear, but it will also avoid the delusion that we can see what is coming. The implication for policy is that we must complement our efforts to prepare for specific crises with an ability to react to the unexpected. This means a shift from rigid planning and barriers towards agile improvised response and flexible resilience. For society at large, as well as for the rooted government bureaucracies, this is a large step that, despite several warning signals, still seems beyond our reach. The security of the globalizing states— and indeed of human society as a whole— rests on these three vital life systems. The task of security policy is first to ensure that all three vital life systems function harmoniously, and second to tailor one’s behavior so that it does not conflict with the functioning of the life systems. This, however, rests on an ability to curb one’s own CCD SHOULDER TO SHOULDER: FORGING A U.S.–EU STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP appetite and brutishness, which in turn requires a deeper spiritual awareness. This is where the combination of our inherited basic survival instincts and growing material power of late modern industrial society is most damaging. We now have massive power over our environment but little power over ourselves. The revival of more stringent ethical norms is however almost certain as the constraints of a shrinking world become more apparent— particularly ecologically. The Future Security Environment If we examine current trends, we can identify three major changes in our vital life systems. In the social dimension, a deep transformation of the global political order is underway. In the functional dimension, our economic and technological power is increasing (though this now depends on the outcome of the global economic crisis) but is also creating correspondingly more vulnerable and technologically dependent societies. In the ecological dimension, we are entering a rising global crisis. In addition to the above linear trends which we can currently discern, we will also face unexpected “Black Swan” events. Certain developments may reach culminating tipping points, resulting in regional or global systemic collapse. One such development is the current economic crisis, others can be found in the ecological dimension. It is possible to speculate on others but this lies beyond the scope of this chapter. Social Our social dimension is in the midst of a transformation … This is a wide and daunting range of missions and capabilities but it reflects the range of security challenges in 2020. It implies not only new orientation, organization and capabilities, but also a growing need to interact with an increasingly diverse spectrum of non- military actors. Such interaction must occur first within individual states, between the military and other government agencies. Second, it must occur with other states, since no single state will be capable of the managing the spectrum and scale of challenges unilaterally. Third— and perhaps most important— it must occur beyond the state, with the transnational business community, scientific community, NGOs and civil society. Finally, it is almost certainly not a complete agenda. Unexpected new events and twists will emerge to which we will have to adapt. However, what is certain is that these challenges present an existential threat to the globalizing world. While the policy gap within the Atlantic Community has been gradually growing since the end of the Cold War, these differences are superficial when compared with our vitally shared interest in managing these global problems. While a host of new global players and potential partners are emerging, few are as closely interlinked as the Atlantic Community and offer as good a platform for a partnership to engage these problems. And in the coming decades our only chance to survive the rising global challenges is if we engage them jointly. 

War on terror and internal security is the key issue, not space.

Occhipinti 10 (“Partner or Pushover? EU Relations with the U.S. on Internal Security” by John D. Occhipinti from Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership: Edited by Daniel S. Hamilton. John D. Occhipinti is Professor of Political Science, Department Chair, and Director of the European Studies Program at Canisius College in Buffalo, New York. He has lectured for the U.S. Foreign Service Institute and spoken at the U.S. State Department. In 2005 and 2009, he briefed the newly appointed U.S. Ambassadors to the European Union regarding transatlantic relations on internal security. His recent publications include “Justice and Home Affairs: immigration and policing” in Smith, Weber, and Baun, Governing Europe’s Neighbourhood (Manchester University Press, 2007), “A secure Europe?” in Bomberg, Peterson, and Stubb, The European Union: How Does it Work? (Oxford University Press, 2008), and “Parallel Paths and Productive Partners: the E.U. and U.S. on Counter- Terrorism,” in Frederic Lemieux (ed.), Emerging Initiatives and Contemporary Obstacles in Police Cooperation (Willan Publishing, forthcoming). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

Nevertheless, there is some potential for improvement in transatlantic relations on internal security as the Obama Administration moves to phase out the most controversial aspects of the US war on terrorism, including torture and the holding of suspected terrorists at Guantanamo Bay. In a broader sense, these developments represents the de- emphasis of the “military approach” to the problem of terrorism by the U.S. and the relative increase in importance of counter terrorism based on the approaches rooted in traditional law enforcement and border management. Of course, it is important to note that these facets of the U.S. war on terror have always been present in the post 9/11 era, though they have often been overshadowed, at least in the media, by more controversial U.S. practices involving military force, extrajudicial imprisonment, and torture. While it might help transatlantic relations that the EU and U.S. will now be emphasizing the same kinds of approaches to terrorism, policy convergence regarding several facets of internal security matters has existed all along, as argued in this chapter. In addition to political changes in the U.S., there have also been recent developments in the EU that could alter transatlantic internal security relations. After months of discussion, the heads of government of the member states agreed in December 2009 on the so- called Stockholm Program, establishing the EU’s policy agenda for its area of freedom, security and justice for 2010-2014. With its attention to external dimensions of internal security, border management, information sharing and cyber- crime, there is much in this agenda that with further policy convergence with U.S. and promote productive transatlantic relations in the future. However, the Stockholm program also places renewed emphasis on fundamental rights within the context of EU polices on justice and home affairs, which could put the EU at odds with the U.S. on a variety of issues in which data protection is at issue.33 This will be especially the case if the European Parliament continues to champion the cause of stronger protections for the EU citizens in this regard. 

Aff fails – relies too much on commercial and economic initiatives, but strategic relations are key.

Hamilton 10 (“Forging a Strategic U.S-EU Partnership: An Agenda for Action” in Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership by Daniel S. Hamilton. Daniel S. Hamilton is the Richard von Weizsäcker Professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University, and Founding Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations, named by Foreign Policy magazine as one of the “Top 30 Global Go- To Think Tanks” in 2009. He also serves as Executive Director of the fiveuniversity American Consortium for EU Studies, named by the European Commission as the EU Center of Excellence Washington, DC. He leads international policy work for the Johns Hopkins- based Center for the Study of Preparedness and Catastrophic Event Response (PACER), one of five merit- awarded U.S. university- based Centers of Excellence in homeland security. He has held a variety of senior positions in the U.S. Department of State, including Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs; U.S. Special Coordinator for Southeast European Stabilization; and Associate Director of the Secretary’s Policy Planning Staff. In 2008 he served as the first Robert Bosch Foundation Senior Diplomatic Fellow in the German Foreign Office. Recent publications include The Transatlantic Economy 2010; Humanitarian Assistance: Improving U.S.-EU Cooperation (2009); France, America and the World (2009); Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century (2009); Europe and Globalization (2008); ‘The U.S.: A Normative Power?’ (2008); The Wider Black Sea Region (2008); The New Eastern Europe (2007); and Terrorism and International Relations (2006). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

The United States is the most important partner for the European Union. The EU, in turn, is the most important organization in the world to which the United States does not belong. In terms of values and interests, economic interactions and human bonds, the EU and the U.S. are closer to one another than either is to any other major international actor. The U.S.-EU relationship is among the most complex and multi- layered economic, diplomatic, societal and security relationship that either partner has, especially if it is seen to encompass the relationships the U.S maintains with the EU’s 27 member states as well as its Brussels- based institutions. The networks of interdependence across the Atlantic have become so dense, in fact, that they transcend “foreign” relations and reach deeply into our societies. Despite these facts, the U.S.-EU relationship is not strategic. By “strategic” we mean the type of partnership in which the U.S. and EU would • share assessments about issues vital to both on a continuous and interactive basis; • be able to deal with the daily grind of immediate policy demands while identifying longer- term challenges to their security, prosperity and values; and • be able to prioritize those challenges and harness the full range of resources at their disposal to advance common or complementary responses. Such a partnership is possible, but it is not the partnership we have today. Given the challenges we face, it is urgent to forge such a partnership.1 The goal is not to seek transatlantic harmony but to put the partnership to work, recasting it, making it more operational, more useful, and more strategic. This will require a new type of politics, not simply new kinds of process. To succeed, the U.S.-EU relationship must overcome its image as a technocratic exercise with an overabundance of process disproportionate to actual output, producing laundry lists of deliverables that fail to fire political or popular imagination. Too often, it becomes a grab bag of issues dealt with in rather ad hoc fashion by a range of disparate agencies, with little sense of urgency or overall direction. In fact, as Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has noted to her European colleagues, “the system is designed so we can’t have a strategic dialogue.” The relationship is still dominated by an economic and commercial agenda even though it has expanded far beyond that original core set of issues. As a result, it operates within what is still largely a “competitive model.” Economic ties are marked by cooperation as much as competition, of course, but the competitive framework extends beyond these issues. 

   No Solvency—Empirics

NASA-ESA cooperation fails, five reasons. 
Crooks 09 (TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION Heather R. Crooks: Captain, United States Air Force, S.B., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000, M.S., Air Force Institute of Technology, 2003. MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (EUROPE AND EURASIA) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL June 2009. http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

Many lessons learned can be gleaned from these five case studies. From studying the INTELSAT case, an obvious conclusion is that strong nationalism hinders international cooperation. If a program is to be truly international, one partner cannot hold 50% of the shares. While it is true that someone will hold a larger percentage of shares, one partner having controlling interest is not conducive to international cooperation. In the case of INTELSAT, this led France to push for development of a European launcher. At the time, this took funding and development time away from INTELSAT. On the other side of the argument, having the Ariane launcher is of great benefit now, not only to Europe, but to the rest of the world. The ATV Jules Verne, which helps supply and remove waste from the ISS, is launched atop an Ariane rocket. The second case study, Ulysses, proves that prior consultation with partners concerning major decisions is imperative. The U.S.’s decision to cancel its spacecraft intended for ISPM 185 “ESA Jules Verne ATV,” European Space Agency, 2000-2008, http://www.esa.int/SPECIALS/ATV/SEMOP432VBF_0.html, (accessed 15 February 2009). 186 Leonard David, ATV’s On Orbit, Aerospace America (October 2008), 31. 49 was not only a strong show of nationalism (clearly national programs were more important that international ones), but it proved to the international community that U.S. funding is never a guarantee. That alone could prevent another nation from entering into any type of agreement with the U.S. The Galileo program also displays lessons learned. While the international cooperation between Europe and the U.S. has been very beneficial, the national cooperation within Europe over contentious issues like funding has been less than commendable. Europe has worked with the U.S. (and Russia) to make the Galileo constellation compatible with GPS (and GLONASS). The U.S. and Europe have successfully deconflicted Europe’s open signal with the U.S.’s upgraded military signal to ensure adequate coverage and jamming capabilities, if required. On the other hand, disagreements within Europe have continually delayed Galileo. In order for programs like this to come to fruition, decisions that impact everyone should be made as early as possible, from the role of industry to the funding required to long-term applications of the project. This will not only save time, but it will ultimately cut down on costs. The case study concerning SOFIA proves that NASA has a difficult time learning from its mistakes. As in the case of Ulysses, NASA not only cut funding for an international program, but it also made the grave mistake of not keeping the international partner informed of funding issues or even that the program could be cancelled. German DLR had invested millions in the program, yet was blindsided by the announcement that SOFIA would not be funded in 2007. Had it not been for Germany’s persistence and willingness to sacrifice even more, SOFIA may never have seen its first flight. The final case study of the ISS, however, proves that international cooperation is taking a step in the right direction. NASA realized up front that international guidelines had to be established and that all partners or potential partners had to remain abreast of changes or problems they might face. As mentioned previously, technology transfer was an issue in the early planning stages, as were the disagreements between European countries on the role in the endeavor. These issues were overcome, and the station flourishes today. However, not all lessons learned have been applied. The most recent announcement by the U.S. to pull out of the ISS by 2015 came as a surprise to other ISS members, not unlike NASA’s decision to cancel the U.S. spacecraft component of the ISPM mission. While NASA seemed to understand during the 50 early stages of ISS planning that communication with partners was important, the U.S. did not take that into account when it unexpectedly announced its withdrawal. 

NASA-ESA cooperation fails; INTELSAT proves.

Crooks 09 (TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION Heather R. Crooks: Captain, United States Air Force, S.B., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000, M.S., Air Force Institute of Technology, 2003. MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (EUROPE AND EURASIA) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL June 2009. http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

1. INTELSAT The first case study focuses on INTELSAT, which, in the 1960s and 1970s, was one of the earliest cases of cooperation between the U.S. and Europe. As Johnson-Freese notes, cooperation enables the allocation of resources, for example, satellite slots in geostationary orbit. One of the first programs to fall under such cooperation was INTELSAT, which reflected “the early recognized need to coordinate telecommunication satellite activities.”119 INTELSAT is a 117 Marcia S. Smith, “America’s International Space Activities,” Society (January/February 1984), 18. 118 Johnson-Freese, Changing Patterns of International Cooperation in Space, 3. 119 Ibid., 4. 35 global telecommunications network open to members of the International Telecommunications Union (ITU), “a specialized agency of the U.N. [United Nations].”120 In the U.S., satellite research and development (R&D) had traditionally been conducted by the government; however, as INTELSAT progressed, private industry realized the importance of gaining a foothold in satellite R&D, as well. Johnson-Freese notes that companies such as “RCA, AT&T, GE, Hughes Aircraft, and Bell Laboratories were heavily involved with basic communication satellite research.”121 At the same time, NASA informed the White House of the importance of handling international communication satellites in accordance with national interests. In addition, President Kennedy requested an additional $50 million in funding for R&D of communication satellites in 1961; it was this funding and the backing of NASA that led to U.S. industry’s “capability to build operational telecommunication satellites.”122 To represent U.S. interests in international telecommunications, the Communication Satellite Corporation (COMSAT) was established under the Satellite Act of 1962. Because of the technological advantage of the U.S., many other countries were relegated to either joining with the U.S. or being left out of the international endeavor all together. Because of this strategic position, and much to the dismay of the Europeans, the U.S. held the majority (61%) of the shares of INTELSAT. Additionally, many of the INTELSAT contracts were awarded to the U.S. in exchange for use of U.S. technology.123 COMSAT’s influence, however, was eventually reduced over time, and by 1988, the U.S. investment share was down to 26.4%.124 In the early 1970s, U.S. nationalism was very apparent. As previously mentioned, in order to protect U.S. interests, INTELSAT resisted the launching of Symphonie, a European commercial satellite. Since Symphonie was seen as competition to INTELSAT, the U.S. mandated that Symphonie could only be used for experimental purposes. Johnson-Freese notes that the U.S.’s decision not to launch European satellites was purely economic.125 The French perceived this act as the U.S. attempting to “dictate the direction of future European programs 120 Johnson-Freese, Changing Patterns of International Cooperation in Space, 17. 121 Ibid., 18. 122 Ibid. 123 Suzuki, 56. 124 Johnson-Freese, Changing Patterns of International Cooperation in Space, 18. 125 Johnson-Freese, Joan, Space as a Strategic Asset, 46. 36 through launch restrictions.”126 This clearly was not the solution the Europeans were seeking and led to competition with the U.S. instead of cooperation, which subsequently resulted in Europe’s determination to develop their own launcher.127 This international endeavor should have ensured an equitable distribution of power; however, the U.S. was able to control the majority of INTELSAT. Not only did the U.S. hold the majority of the shares, but it also was the sole launch provider for the INTELSAT member nations. This is just one example of the interdependence of one country on another in this international cooperation program. 

NASA-ESA cooperation fails; Ulysses proves.

Crooks 09 (TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION Heather R. Crooks: Captain, United States Air Force, S.B., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000, M.S., Air Force Institute of Technology, 2003. MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (EUROPE AND EURASIA) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL June 2009. http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

2. Ulysses Ulysses began as the International Solar Polar Mission (ISPM), where the goal was to better understand how Earth’s environment is effected by the Sun. Two spacecraft, one built by NASA, the other built by ESA, were to be launched aboard the space shuttle in 1983; however, it was not until 1990 that the ESA spacecraft was actually launched to fly over the poles of the 126 Johnson-Freese, Changing Patterns of International Cooperation in Space, 26. 127 Suzuki, 62. 128 Johnson-Freese, Changing Patterns of International Cooperation in Space, 19. 129 Ibid. 37 Sun.130 Unfortunately, seven years of delays was a difficult way for the Europeans to learn that “the U.S. budget process makes it impossible for NASA to guarantee the continuation of an international project beyond a yearly basis.”131 Troubles began in the late 1970s, when NASA diverted $5M from the ISPM budget to the test and evaluation budget for the space shuttle. This prompted the chairman of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee to request that NASA delay ISPM by two years; this was the first step in a “series of problems … which culminated with the cancellation of the U.S. spacecraft.”132 The cancellation of the U.S. spacecraft for the joint Ulysses mission “was an exception to an otherwise steady norm and clearly international participation was still seen as politically beneficial in both receiving and maintaining Congressional and administrative support for a program.”133 While nationalistic behavior is not typically thought of in this manner, this is an example of just that. NASA deemed other national programs (including the space shuttle) more important than ISPM (possibly indicating that it was even more important than international cooperation), thus the cancellation of the spacecraft. Nationalism can also been seen in the early 1981 telex from Alan Lovelace, acting NASA administrator, to Director-General Erik Quistgaard of ESA. The telex states: In view of the scientific importance of the solar polar research, we hope that ESA will continue with the mission which can now be launched in 1986 on a shuttle/centaur and that we will be able to maintain its cooperative nature. As I indicated to you yesterday, the NASA budget will permit support of the remaining spacecraft, including U.S. experiments previously planned for the ESA spacecraft.134 The nationalistic flavor could be seen not only in the fact that the U.S. still wanted to be responsible for the launcher, but also that the previously planned U.S. experiments would still be included aboard the ESA spacecraft. After the cancellation of the U.S. spacecraft, NASA and ESA met to discuss further action. ESA stated that the cancellation was a breach of the ISPM Memorandum of 130 Burleson, 79. 131 Johnson-Freese, Changing Patterns of International Cooperation in Space, 35. 132 Ibid., 36. 133 Ibid., 24. 134 Ibid., 37. 38 Understanding (MOU) and requested full restoration of the program to the level outlined in the aforementioned MOU. ESA also specifically pointed out that the NASA was chosen over other European partners “because of the value ESA attached to transatlantic cooperation.”135 This has been one example of international cooperation outweighing nationalistic policies. ESA’s response to this meeting was to ask each Member State to protest NASA’s decision through their embassy in Washington. This would allow for multiple protests to be heard, rather than one European protest. Unfortunately, this action did not produce ESA’s desired results. Instead, NASA pointed to a statement in the MOU that clearly stated each member’s ability to carry out the agreement was predicated on available funding.136 ESA continued to favor international cooperation over nationalism; in a memorandum presented to the U.S. State Department on behalf of ESA’s member states, ESA urged the U.S. to reinstate full funding and participation in ISPM without affecting other international space projects. The U.S., however, maintained its nationalistic stance and did not allow for provisions to fund ISPM in the 1981 NASA budget sent to Congress.137 NASA’s response continued to be noncommittal throughout negotiations, yet ESA kept a positive outlook. When the idea of developing a lower cost spacecraft was once again dismissed, ESA finally made the decision to press ahead with only one spacecraft. The mission was subsequently renamed Ulysses. Johnson-Freese points out the biggest mistake made by the U.S. was not to consult with ESA prior to the budget reallocation and resulting cancellation of ISPM.138 NASA exhibited strong nationalism when it cancelled an international program in favor of national interests. It could be argued that this funding was required for the testing and employment of the space shuttle (without which ISPM would never have launched) since many space science missions were being canceled at that time for just that reason. ESA was aware of this, as well as their dependence on NASA to get ISPM off the ground. Regardless, it is the author’s opinion that cutting the funds for a program that required international cooperation was an unfortunate show of nationalistic interests. This, coupled with the overall handling of the cancellation, led Quistgaard to ask “the European scientific and technological community not to express too much 135 Johnson-Freese, Changing Patterns of International Cooperation in Space, 38. 136 Ibid., 38-39. 137 Ibid., 39. 138 Ibid., 42. 39 eagerness for cooperative ventures with the U.S. until the ISPM problem has been solved.”139 Clearly the only resolution they came to was to launch the ESA spacecraft on the space shuttle in 1990. Though this was not the outcome ESA was hoping for, ISPM was eventually launched and proved continually successful. In addition, cooperation between the two organizations continues to this day. 3.

ESA-NASA cooperation fails – Galileo proves.

Crooks 09 (TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION Heather R. Crooks: Captain, United States Air Force, S.B., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000, M.S., Air Force Institute of Technology, 2003. MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (EUROPE AND EURASIA) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL June 2009. http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

Galileo The third case study is Galileo, Europe’s precision navigation system that will be compatible with the U.S.’s Global Positioning System (GPS) and Russia’s Global'naya Navigatsionnaya Sputnikovaya Sistema (GLONASS). It is the first large program jointly funded by the EU and ESA and is also the first major public/private partnership at the EU level;140 the EU handles strategic issues, while ESA handles research and development.141 In the Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament [concerning the] European Space Policy, Galileo was categorized as one of two European flagship projects (along with the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) program).142 The idea of this flagship program came about when the U.S. made GPS available to the civilian sector, prompting Europe to justify the need to enter the satellite navigation community. The U.S.’s GPS constellation was managed by the Department of Defense (DoD), which allowed civilians to access the capabilities albeit at a degraded accuracy. Europe was fearful that the DoD would cut off all non-DoD capabilities, leaving Europe at a loss for navigation. This was one of the drivers behind the implementation of Galileo. As noted by Lembke, “a race [then] developed for market share and strategic independence.”143 http://www.espi.or.at/images/documents/communication%20from%20the%20commission%20to%20the%20council%20and%20the%20european%20parliament%20com%282007%29212%20%93european%20space%20policy.pdf (accessed 14 October 2008). 143 Lembke, 4. 40 launched a proposal for Europe to engage in satellite navigation.”144 This led to the development of the Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS), which was to be the predecessor of the second-generation constellation, Galileo. As mentioned previously, disagreements on leadership and funding began right away. In addition, conflict also existed among the EU member countries, not just within the EU political structure. Germany, Italy, France, and the UK were all competing for the prime contract and operational leadership. As recently as 2007, European finance ministers disagreed on funding for satellite navigation, putting Galileo in a holding pattern. (Previously, the mission had been boosted when funds were diverted from the agricultural sector to the ESA’s satellite navigation budget.) Suzuki points out that the competition for leadership in the Galileo program could result in two negative impacts: first, if one member state took responsibility for the system, it would diminish the “European” aspect of it; second, it could undercut funding for other programs if funding could not be spread across all of the member states.145 As a result of this competition, as well as numerous budget and schedule slips, Galileo’s thirty-satellite constellation is now not expected to be fully operational until 2013. Not only were funding and leadership of concern from the beginning, but so was the possibility of allowing commercial and private industry participation. Suzuki found that Britain, Germany, and the Netherlands expressed a concern for the commercial possibilities of Galileo and demanded participation of private industry.”146 In addition “to Sweden, Denmark, and Austria, the opposing countries—Britain, Germany, and the Netherlands—further demanded an explanation as to whether Galileo would show financial benefits beyond its costs.”147 This is important, as pointed out by Suzuki, because there is limited funding in the ESA framework for Galileo, and it would be “crucial to have financial support from industry.”148 There were also European countries in favor of commercial and private industry participation, namely France, Italy, and Spain. Lembke points out that these countries “wanted to strengthen Europe’s commercial and strategic independence and viewed Galileo more as a public service than as a 144 Lembke, 4. 145 Suzuki, 196. 146 Ibid., 196-197. 147 Ibid. 148 Ibid., 139. 41 solely commercial enterprise.”149 To that end, British company Surrey Satellite Technology, LTD, built and launched the first Galileo satellite in 2005 (and currently have a project with Mississippi State and NASA Stennis)150 and has been awarded a contract by ESA to design another Galileo satellite.151 Disagreement abounds between Member States in other areas, as well, including the speed and scale of commitment. As noted by Lembke, “some countries want a lasting commitment at the earliest date, while others want to obtain more information before deciding at a later date on the entire project.”152 Those countries that are looking for a lasting commitment at an earlier date include: France, Italy, Spain, and Finland, as well as the European Commission and ESA. 

NASA-ESA cooperation fails—SOFIA proves.
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SOFIA The Stratospheric Observatory for Infrared Astronomy is another example of transatlantic cooperation in space. SOFIA is a joint astronomy project between NASA and the German Aerospace Center.164 The idea for SOFIA came about in 1985 when the NASA Ames Research Center was looking for a replacement for the Kuiper Airborne Observatory (KAO), which was a Lockheed C-141 equipped with a 91-cm.-aperture infrared telescope. At the time, NASA Ames was “negotiating a sole-source contract with Boeing Military Airplane Co. to determine the feasibility of installing such a telescope in a 747SP [Special Performance].”165 Initial cost estimates were set at $60M, and in 1991, NASA released a request for a source to provide the telescope assembly to be flown aboard SOFIA. The winning bid went to the German Aerospace Center. With the German telescope and a projected date of first flight set around 2000 or 2001,166 SOFIA promised “to see stars more than ten times fainter, with ten times greater clarity [than KAO].”167 In the last decade, SOFIA has dodged the chopping block, but has had numerous budget cuts with which to contend. In his statement to Congress in 1995, Dr. Daniel F. Lester (a research scientist at the McDonald Observatory at the University of Texas Austin) pointed out that: SOFIA is a collaborative effort between NASA and the German Space Agency DARA [German Agency for Space Flight Affairs]. In this effort, Germany would bear approximately 20% of the development and operations costs and, in exchange, German space astronomers would receive that fraction of the flight 164 Johnson-Freese, Space as a Strategic Asset, 78. 165 John T. Merrifield, “NASA Proposes Use of 747SP As Platform for Infrared Telescope,” Aviation Week and Space Technology (May 1985). 166 Ibid. 167 Dan Lester, Statement for the Hearing "NASA: The Outside Opinion," March 16, 1995, 81. 44 time. We have been given strong indications that this agreement may be perishable, in that postponement of SOFIA development may cost their financial support.168 Despite this warning, funds were only partially restored in 1995169 even though projected costs had soared to $250M. Not only did budgetary issues plague SOFIA, technical interface issues did, as well. In 1998, interface problems between the German-built telescope and the U.S.-modified 747 arose that put SOFIA behind schedule, yet again.170 By the year 2000, the first flight was still projected to be three years away, but 2003 came and went, plagued by cost and schedule overruns. In 2007, NASA deleted SOFIA from its budget while it determined whether or not to continue with the program. 

NASA-ESA cooperation fails; ISS proves.
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The foundation of the ISS began in the early 1980s when President Reagan commissioned NASA “to develop a permanently manned space station and to do it within the decade. … NASA will invite other countries to participate so we can strengthen peace, build prosperity, and expand freedom for all who share our goals.”172 Europe accepted the invitation in 1985 implying that a significant share of Europe’s “space budgets over the coming decade would have to be channeled into a partnership with the United States.”173 Thus began the largest and most well known international space endeavor ever undertaken. As previously mentioned in the ISPM study, and as noted by Logsdon, “NASA’s international partners during the preceding two decades had been critical of the organization for deciding by itself on the objectives and design of projects and only then inviting foreign involvement, on terms largely dictated by NASA.”174 Because of this, NASA approached the ISS differently and included international partners in the early planning stages. Along these lines, NASA’s Office of International Affairs was tasked with creating the guidelines of international partnerships. Though NASA was off to a good start, there were plenty of obstacles to cooperation. In 1982, technology transfer requests between NASA and ESA “required the issuance of a Technical Data Exchange Agreement under the provisions of the Munitions Control Act, which was administered by the Department of State.”175 Approval for these technology transfers was not forthcoming, and in late 1982, NASA appealed to Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance and Science and Technology. Ultimately, however, NASA was instructed that technology transfers should not occur since the space station had “not been given a new start.”176 ESA’s first big step came in June 1982 when Quistgaard stated “ESA will fund, manage, and conduct a first study entitled ‘European Utilization Aspects of a U.S. Manned Space Station.’ ”177 Not long after, competition within Europe began. Independent of ESA, both a 172 Logsdon, 1. 173 Ibid., 26. 174 Ibid., 8. 175 Ibid., 9, 15. 176 Ibid., 16. 177 Ibid., 11. 46 French and a German-Italian team were studying hardware products for the ISS. Not only did this spur competition within Europe, but it also diverted valuable funds into independent rather than cooperative efforts. Throughout this early planning phase, NASA was hopeful that Europe would cooperate under the umbrella of ESA, removing the need to interact with multiple European countries.178 According to Logsdon, Britain was the most skeptical among the larger ESA Member States. ESA required additional funding from its Member States at the same time the UK was cutting its own space budget. In addition, there was nothing about the space station that particularly sparked the interest of the UK in the early stages of planning. However, by late 1984, British Aerospace became increasingly interested in supplying automated platforms to carry specific instrumentation. In fact, “Germany and Italy agreed to allocate to Britain and to British Aerospace the lead role in the platform aspects of the Columbus program, [which] provided the incentive the British government needed to go along with the proposed ESA long-range plan and European participation in the U.S. space station program.”179 While Italian support had never been in question, the French were a different story entirely. The French strongly backed Europeanization and were of the opinion that this could not happen if Europe did not have its own launch capability. France strongly pushed for further development of Hermes, a spaceplane, but because of the cost associated with a spaceplane, this idea was not well received by larger Member States, such as Germany and the UK. Germany had always supported the space station from a space flight and aerospace industry perspective; however, support was not as forthcoming from the political sector. Internal conflicts over funding for the Ariane 5 and Columbus programs versus the space station were putting the German government in a deadlock. This controversy, however, was settled in early 1985 when funding was split between the two.180 Regardless of all of these aforementioned setbacks, the Member States came together, and in 1985, ESA officially joined with NASA on the ISS. Although NASA was now partnered with ESA and not individual European countries, disputes remained between ESA Member States concerning funding and industry involvement. 178 Logsdon, 27. 179 Ibid., 32. 180 Ibid., 33, 34. 47 In addition, Member States had their own views of what ESA should focus on. The French wanted to focus on improved launch systems and European autonomy; Germany and Italy pushed for human space flight and close cooperation with the U.S.; the British wanted ESA to focus more on tangible benefits and less on research; finally, smaller Member States wanted programs that allowed for their participation.181 Finally, in 1989, all members of the space station signed an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) and an MOU. Within these agreements, “the partners agreed to provide hardware for the space station at their own expense, a total of $8 billion at the time.”182 Over the years, the funding and schedule have changed numerous times. In addition, there are currently only eight shuttle flights to the ISS remaining before the shuttle’s projected retirement in 2010. If the shuttle retires in 2010, it leaves only the Russian Soyuz as the means of crew transportation to and from the ISS. At the same time as the shuttle’s retirement was announced, “the President said the United States would fulfill its commitments to its space station partners.”183 Additionally, however, a Congressional Research Service (CRS) report noted that “NASA plans to complete its utilization of ISS in 2016 (though the other partners may continue to use it after that time).”184 NASA can only continue to fulfill its commitments via funding, station presence, and scientific research; it cannot fulfill its original commitment of being one of two partners to transport crews. Though NASA plans on leaving the ISS, ESA continues to forge ahead in its contribution. ESA’s most recent contributions include the Columbus laboratory, Harmony (which connects the Columbus, Destiny, and Kibo laboratories), and the Automated Transfer Vehicle (ATV). In February 2008, the Columbus laboratory was successfully launched and attached to the ISS, thus increasing the scientific capability of the station. In April of 2008, ATV Jules Verne was launched. The ATV is an automated cargo ship that visits the ISS about every twelve months with experimental equipment, food, air, and water. It stays docked to the ISS for up to six 181 Logsdon, 31. 182 Marcia Smith, Space Stations, CRS Report for Congress, IB93017 (2006), 3. 183 Behrens, 2. 184 Ibid. 48 months, offloads up to 6.4 tons of waste, and burns up in the Earth’s atmosphere.185 Future possibilities of the ATV include man-rating the system in order to transport crews, not just cargo, the addition of a cargo re-entry capsule to return scientific experiments, and even an advanced version of the ATV to be used for exploring the Moon and Mars.186 The ISS is the furthest-reaching example to date of international cooperation in space. Not only does this cooperation reach from Europe to the U.S. and other countries (including Japan, Canada, and Russia), but cooperation occurs within Europe as well. As an organization with multiple nations as members, ESA deals with unique problems that NASA does not face. Regardless, cooperation on this endeavor has succeeded, albeit not totally void of nationalism. In the early stages, NASA had a difficult time with technology transfer and European nations were at odds over what their role and involvement in the station should be. More recently, the U.S. put forth a large display of nationalism when it announced it would be leaving the ISS by 2015 in favor of funding missions to the Moon and Mars. This unexpected decision by the U.S. will force the other international partners to deal with upkeep and continuing station costs after the U.S. departs the ISS. 
Cooperation fails—multiple examples.
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Nation-states cooperate in high technology ventures to reduce costs, share risks, and increase technological advances. These joint efforts result in new products, processes, and services,116 and positively affect relations among those nation-states. Since the 1960s, NASA has partnered with Europe to further space research and exploration for all mankind. These partnerships, however, have not come without growing pains. The INTELSAT program is an excellent example of such pains. Nationalism pushed the U.S. to expect (and the U.S. eventually did receive) a majority of the contracts for this program. In addition, the U.S. refused to launch French satellites in support of INTELSAT in favor of its own satellites. More recently, nationalism is evident in ISS funding and resulting operations. Of greatest note is the change in U.S. space policy from 1996 to 2006. The most recent space policy focuses much more on national security and much less on international cooperation than the previous policy. International cooperation is scarcely mentioned, and when it is, only in conjunction with national security and protecting U.S. interests. In addition, the updated policy states than even arms control treaty obligations would not hinder the U.S.’s pursuit of national security in and through the use of space. Since its inception as a collaborative entity in Europe in 1960, ESA has faced many challenges. In contrast to NASA, which only deals internally with one country, ESA is comprised of twenty-two member or cooperative states and is subject to oversight by the EC; it is easy to see that disagreements will abound within ESA and between ESA and the EC, many of which are fueled by political and economic nationalism. Along those lines, it took until 2007 for ESA and the EC to agree upon and implement a European Space Policy. Not only were policies a source of contention, but individual programs such as Galileo, GMES, and the ISS caused consternation, as well. 
   No Solvency—EU Collapsing
EU won’t get involved—they are on the brink of collapse.

Spiegel 11 (Peter Spiegel, staff writer for the Financial Times 6/23/11, “Exasperation at EU Debt Crisis Hand-Wringing,” The Financial Times. http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/22520552-9dc3-11e0-b30c-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1Q8L3vmm5)

 But policymakers elsewhere, including in the US, are growing exasperated with the months of public hand-wringing.  “The simple rule in crisis management is: you want to have a simple, clear, unified declarative strategy,” Timothy Geithner, the US Treasury secretary, said this week on the bickering across the Atlantic. Europe’s debate over how to deal with private bondholders has been particularly wrenching. Germany has for weeks threatened to press holders of Greek debt into swapping their current holdings for new bonds that would not be paid back for seven years.  Berlin insisted that bonds issued by the eurozone’s permanent €500bn bail-out fund would have preferred creditor status, implying that private debt holders would suffer losses in the event of a debt restructuring. The ensuing bond market panic helped push Ireland into a bail-out. At this week’s summit, both ideas will be formally abandoned. Some German analysts argue the exercise was a political necessity, important to convince German voters Angela Merkel, German chancellor, did her utmost to reduce the public cost of bailing out weaker eurozone countries. But the result has been no less disruptive. The open debate of the Greek swap plan, for instance, forced all three major rating agencies to issue warnings – and then downgrade Greece’s bonds to barely above default, leaving leaders with almost no room to manoeuvre. “Europe is now trapped in a political and civilisational crisis,” said Donald Tusk, Polish prime minister. “Nobody says it aloud yet but everyone can sense it: it questions the future of the European Union.” 

Plan fails –EU will be gone by 2013.

Doyle 11 (http://www.businessinsider.com/when-will-the-european-union-collapse-2011-5. Business Insider. When Will the European Union Collapse? May 10th, 2011. Larry Doyle embarked on his Wall Street career in 1983 as a mortgage-backed securities trader for The First Boston Corporation, and was involved in the growth and development of the secondary mortgage market from its near infancy. After close to 7 years at First Boston, Larry joined Bear Stearns in early 1990 as a mortgage trader. In 1993, Larry was named a Senior Managing Director at the firm. He left Bear to join Union Bank of Switzerland in late 1996 as Head of Mortgage Trading. In 1998, after 15 years of trading and precipitated by Swiss Bank’s takeover of UBS, Larry moved from trading to sales as a senior salesperson at Bank of America. His move into sales led him to the role as National Sales Manager for Securitized Products at JP Morgan Chase in 2000.)
2011? 2012? 2013? 2015? 2020? Who is willing to make book that the European Union as we know it will no longer exist within any of the time frames highlighted above? You think I’m reaching? I don’t. Why? Let’s navigate. The core principle of the Prisoner’s Dilemma promotes that individual economic entities will act in their own self interest at the expense of a collective interest. We witness this dilemma at work within many economic circles in the world today. Why do individual economic units behave in such a fashion? Often a lack of trust and a true sense of partnership will compel one economic unit– be it a state, a nation, or a trade bloc– from fully cooperating and embracing its supposed partner. While this dilemma is causing real conflict and friction in many parts of the world today, I believe the dilemma is most troubling within the peripheral countries of EU. Why so? When an electorate loses its voice and has formal economic policy dictated to it as in its best interest only to experience greater pain and anguish, you can rest assured the seeds of distrust and disintegration are being sown. I sense this reality is developing across a number of the smaller European nations at this very moment. You think I’m kidding? Let’s visit Finland and listen to Timo Soini the leader of the True Finns, a political party in Finland which espouses a populist and nationalist approach. The True Finns were previously an after thought but now represent a major political force in Finland. In today’s Wall Street Journal, Soini writes Why I Don’t Support Europe’s Bailouts, When I had the honor of leading the True Finn Party to electoral victory in April, we made a solemn promise to oppose the bailouts of euro-zone member states. Europe is suffering from the economic gangrene of insolvency—both public and private. Unless we amputate that which cannot be saved, we risk poisoning the whole body. To understand the real nature and purpose of the bailouts, we first have to understand who really benefits from them. At the risk of being accused of populism, we’ll begin with the obvious: It is not the little guy who benefits. He is being milked and lied to in order to keep the insolvent system running. He is paid less and taxed more to provide the money needed to keep this Ponzi scheme going. Meanwhile, a symbiosis has developed between politicians and banks: Our political leaders borrow ever more money to pay off the banks, which return the favor by lending ever more money back to our governments. In a true market economy, bad choices get penalized. Instead of accepting losses on unsound investments—which would have led to the probable collapse of some banks—it was decided to transfer the losses to taxpayers via loans, guarantees and opaque constructs such as the European Financial Stability Fund. The money did not go to help indebted economies. It flowed through the European Central Bank and recipient states to the coffers of big banks and investment funds. We already know that the Federal Reserve was the ultimate backstop to the EU bailout of Greece structured a year ago. How has that bailout worked? It hasn’t. Greece remains on the precipice of default and the citizenry is increasingly buried with bills they will never be able to repay. Ireland and Portugal are in similar straits. Spain is not much better. Italy? I’m not betting on them. Soini offers as much, Unfortunately for this financial and political cartel, their plan isn’t working. Already under this scheme, Greece, Ireland and Portugal are ruined. They will never be able to save and grow fast enough to pay back the debts with which Brussels has saddled them in the name of saving them. I would expect that the the populist movement which elevated Soini and the True Finns in the recent elections in Finland will prove to be a precursor to similar electoral results in other nations, including here in the United States. Will those results drive real change or will central bankers overrun and overrule the political powers to be? Time will tell but I recall that during my trip to Ireland a few months back, I learned that more and more people in Ireland are questioning why they would remain in the EU. Why would they slave under a debt burden which only serves to repay creditors–those being large international banks–who have done little to nothing to support the public interest. When people experience a real sense of disenfranchisement, they will react not only in the voting booth but ultimately in the street. Thus, I repeat my question. When will the EU collapse? Me thinks that at the current pace of economic degradation within a number of peripheral nations the EU will no longer exist as we know it by 2013.

   No Solvency—Say No

The ESA doesn’t think NASA is ready for cooperation; ISS proves.

Foust 05 (“The Trouble with Space Stations.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/453/1. Jeff Foust is the editor of The Space Review.)

Some panelists, though, saw the problems experienced by the ISS program as going beyond just technical issues. “The problem I have seen with the space station is that the requirements are constantly in motion,” said Keith Cowing, who worked at NASA’s space station program office in the early 1990s before founding NASA Watch. That, he added, makes it difficult to explain to Congress and the public what the purpose of the ISS is. “You can’t really get your arms around station.” On Diaz’s factor of difficulty scale, Skylab was a 5, Mir 10–20, and the ISS 2,500. Export control, as governed by the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) laws, has become a serious complicating factor as well. The overhead associated with ITAR “is large and it is growing,” said Dwyer. “These things extend the development cycle… considerably.” Space Frontier Foundation co-founder Rick Tumlinson was blunt: “ITAR has to be changed.” Not surprisingly, some think that NASA is simply not set up to handle a project like this. “We have the wrong people working the wrong system doing the wrong job the wrong way and for the wrong reason,” Tumlinson said. “That’s why space stations are hard.” He added that the agency should be focused on exploration rather than the more mundane work of transportation and construction in low Earth orbit. 

EU will say no – new protectionist sentiments.

Norton-Taylor 11 (UK-US special relationship 'must be based on pragmatism, not nostalgia' Richard Norton-Taylor. Tuesday 19 July 2011 13.06. http://www.guardian.co.uk/politics/2011/jul/19/special-relationship-based-pragmatism-nostalgia)

Britain must adopt a new, pragmatic approach to the "special relationship" with the US that is based neither on ideology nor nostalgia, the shadow defence secretary, Jim Murphy, will tell Americans in a speech in Washington. He will also challenge a growing assumption that Britain should merely buy military equipment off the shelf from the US and say that European members of Nato must contribute far more to defence and to making their armed forces more effective. "In the new security landscape we must assess where and when the UK-US partnership adds value. It is neither a prerequisite nor a luxury," he will warn. "We have vital and historic links which foster an undoubted and important solidarity. Neither ideology nor nostalgia, however, will ensure we benefit from our close links in today's world, and so pragmatism should define our approach." Murphy will tell an audience of American defence industrialists on Wednesday: "Our publics are wary and weary. The US is experiencing international reticence ... At the same time the financial crisis has strengthened protectionist instincts, and so while multilateralist internationalism is more necessary than ever our scope to pool power is limited by sceptical domestic populations." Murphy is conducting a review of Labour's defence policy, including the procurement of equipment and weapons. The government's default position was to "buy off the shelf", and that principally meant "buy American". The UK will regularly buy with or from the US because of its cutting edge technology and investment in very expensive systems. Murphy says his default position is "that for our core sovereign capabilities I want to make and buy British. Rather than buy from America, I want to learn from America." However, reinforcing comments by Liam Fox, the defence secretary, Murphy will tell his American audience that Europe must pull its weight in Nato. "We're either all in this together, committed to playing our full parts, or we're not an alliance that will last," he plans to say. The EU spends about £200bn on defence a year, more than any country except the US, and has 2 million European troops in uniform, but only 5% deployable at any one time. It is important for Britain to make the case that Europe must do more on defence since the UK gained "power and influence in our relations across the world through our being a strong partner with European nations". Murphy will add: "Contrary to much conventional wisdom back home, the UK's transatlantic and European alliances are not alternative paths to influence - they should be mutually reinforcing."

   No Solvency—Delays

Even if cooperation happens, ITAR will delay it.

Crook 09 (National insecurity: ITAR and the technological impairment of U.S. national space policy. 
Crook, Jason A. Journal of Air Law and Commerce Vol. 74, Issue 3. Date: 2009. Mr. Crook is a former staff aide to the Honorable Bart Gordon, Chairman of the House Committee on Science and Technology.)

In a similar challenge to the U.S. national Space Policy objectives, critics have also blamed ITAR for slowing down the collaboration necessary to finish the International Space Station. Given that “ITAR regulations require U.S. contractors to obtain what is known as a Technical Assistance Agreement, or TAA, to share controlled information and technology with non-U.S. citizens,” important communication between American and European contractors has often been delayed. “ITAR restrictions have caused inefficiencies and have been a distraction to training and ATV [Automated Transfer Vehicle] procedure development,” according to one government official, simply because the restrictions “[make] it difficult to get information on each other’s systems that [U.S. and European contracts] need to operate together, in a timely way…”

   No Solvency—Volatility

Cooperation is impossible – we are volatile.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Volatility in international and domestic politics. National political processes can bring uncertainty to international agreements. For example, in 2004, President George W. Bush unveiled his Vision for Space Exploration which put a near-term emphasis on returning humans to the moon. International partners, especially in Europe did not immediately adopt this policy because they were more interested in performing Mars missions. However, after four years of international workshops, bilateral meetings, then intense hectoring and haggling, a collective ―global vision‖ was forged with the U.S. prospective partners, especially ESA. ESA then cajoled its members to support the Vision. Then, just as ESA was announcing that its membership had synched its planning and programming roadmap to match the Bush Vision, the United States led by a newly elected internationalist President, announced interest in a radically different space vision, that is, the one recently identified and described by the Augustine committee. The United States has now abandoned the Vision’s ―lunar base‖ concept and moved to a ―flexible path‖ to manned space exploration. The change devastated the ESA partners. Similarly, after the fall of the Soviet Union, U.S. companies were encouraged to work with Russia to help them on their course to capitalism. The U.S. Government was motivated to ensure the Russian scientists and engineers were working on non-threatening, yet productive, activities. When the RD-180 Russian rocket engine was selected by Lockheed Martin to serve as the first stage engine for their new Atlas V rocket as part of U.S. Air Force’s EELV program, U.S. Congress hailed the choice as a great achievement in international cooperation. Several years later, however, when the Atlas V was being looked at as a launch vehicle to support human missions to the ISS, NASA was criticized for considering a vehicle with Russian engines. The new-found opponents to the RD-180 decried the possibility that Russia could stop selling the engines to the United States; they argued that U.S. designed and manufactured engines should be selected.

Cooperation is impossible – they are volatile.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

The volatility problem cuts both ways in terms of U.S. partnerships — not all partners work predictably with the United States. For example, NASA Administrator Sean O’Keefe cancelled the Crew Return Vehicle (CRV) initiative in 2001 after explaining it was cheaper in the long run to buy Russian Soyuz capsules as escape pods for the ISS, instead of investing $1.5-3.0 billion to develop and build a U.S. rescue capability.38 Once the Space Shuttle program comes to an end, presently programmed in 2011, the United States will rely on the Russians to transport astronauts to the ISS for at least seven years (according to the Augustine Committee’s Report).39 Now a number in Congress are unhappy to find out Russia has nearly doubled the cost of an escape pod capsule to almost $65 million each.40 Soviets rebranded as Russian capitalists have learned the lessons of capitalism all too well.

   No Solvency—Interoperability Fails

JWST proves how truly inefficient the ESA is. Interoperability is nearly impossible.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Other U.S. space programs with significant international content, such as the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST), suffer resource and expenditure problems. ESA will provide the Ariane V launcher to lift the JWST to orbit, instead of a domestically produced Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV) nominally procured through the United Launch Alliance.30 Launching on the Ariane V was originally intended and described as a way to help NASA avoid costs. Unfortunately, the expected savings will never materialize. They have been lost because the JWST prime contractor did not contemplated use of the Ariane system. As a result, costs to integrate the JWST on that launch system have skyrocketed.31

Though cited approvingly in this paper, the admirable success enjoyed by ESA has not come cheap. The Ariane V spacelift system, while proficient, is very expensive to build, sustain, and push through a launch campaign. Of course, getting the 18 member governments of ESA to set common objectives, pool resources and make their industry work together has been a never ending task. Wise space professionals know the reality behind the motivation for Europe’s cooperation— much of ESA’s successes are really about ensuring full employment within Europe, especially among France’s aerospace workforce. 

   No Solvency—Costs
ESA fails – budget allocation problems.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

This success, however, has not always been easy. Member nations have had to reconcile their industrial space priorities with those emphasized by ESA’s leadership. The priorities may differ. Mutually destructive squabbles have generated problems. ESA’s spending priorities have been criticized; some sniff that expenditures made the framework unfairly favors French, German, and Italian interests in spending; then again, these nations are also among its larger contributors. France’s space agency receives a budget which is double the amount it contributes to ESA. However, without the ESA funding framework, France arguably would never have been able to resource the immense Ariane rocket system and fund development of the French spacecraft buses used by Europe’s EADS Astrium and Alcatel Alenia Space. 

   No Solvency—Nationalism
Nationalism prevents cooperation.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

International civil space cooperation is admired as a noble and worthy goal, but space program managers confront a far different reality from that facing the diplomats and national policymakers as they seek to shape such efforts. Hopes for cooperation can be overwhelmed by competing interests and priorities, and also reduced or constrained by budgets. These anti-collaborative behaviors and factors shown in Table 2 are demonstrated by two cases. Case-1 – “Fly me to the moon”: Over the last several years five different spacecraft have been sent to the moon by the United States, European Space Agency, China, Japan and India; each mission essentially has performed the same basic science missions.21 Expenditures for these repetitive efforts totaled between $2 and 3 billion dollars. More astounding, scientific data from several of the missions hasn’t been shared. Were these just expensive stunts—or better characterized as lost opportunities? Perhaps better science and exploration could have been achieved if these activities had been consolidated into a single mission, with the excess funds spent on other scientific objectives. Now we hear the South Koreans, Brazilians, Iranians, and others want to launch their own moon missions; the rationale for these moon missions are draped in the words of great tribal patriots, and described in hushed reverent tones, emblematic of the best expressions of national pride.

Cooperation is impossible – exceptionalism proves.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Exceptionalism is the perspective that a country, or society, holds that it is unusual or extraordinary in some way.41 Many nations throughout history have made claims of or exhibited the hubris of exceptionality: the United States, China, India, Britain, Japan, Iran (Persia), Korea (both South and North), Israel, the USSR, France and Germany.42 The term "exceptionalism" can also be used to describe a nation’s desire to remain separate from others.43 There is oftentimes a strong and intense political and cultural pressure to go it alone, to demonstrate a nation’s prowess and strength—to show a nation has joined the leaders of the world. That may explain the following news report: SEOUL (Reuters) - South Korea plans to launch a lunar probe in 2020 and make a moon landing by 2025 under a new space project that will develop indigenous rockets to put satellites into orbit, the Science Ministry said on Tuesday. The lunar probe program will be based on a rocket South Korea is developing at a cost of 3.6 trillion won ($3.9 billion) in the next decade. South Korea is behind regional powers Japan and China in the space race. China became only the third country to launch a man into space on its own rocket in 2003 and put its first lunar probe into orbit in early November. Japan's first lunar probe began orbiting the moon in October, four years behind schedule due to technical glitches.44 The desire for exceptionalism accounts for this above report’s stated national objective for the Republic of Korea. The South Koreans are working hard to achieve success with their space programs; indeed, their space community leaders have told the authors that they take great pride in the successes they have already gained, and hope to gain. We take them at their word. Note, however, how the Reuters article puts the Korean space effort in juxtaposition with its traditional rivals and enemies, China and Japan. Exceptionalism also explains a desire by China for a national manned spaceflight, space station, and moon programs; the desire by a wide variety of nations to develop spacelift and on-orbit capabilities; and, of course, the desire by other overachieving states and individuals to launch their own missions to the moon. Unfortunately, exceptionalism pressures can cause inefficiency, with tremendous duplication and overlap occuring in global space science and other missions. The reported problems can also generate considerable mistrust. For example, there has been much discussion about inviting China to participate on the International Space Station. Unfortunately, in its single-minded zeal to forge a unique world-class military and space program China has generated considerable angst and distrust among the international community. This is underscored by China’s program’s secrecy and the recent, alarming ASAT test that contaminated low earth orbit with thousands of pieces of space debris that will pose a threat to space systems for well over a hundred years. 

ISS proves ESA is bad at international cooperation.

Crooks 09 (TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION Heather R. Crooks: Captain, United States Air Force, S.B., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000, M.S., Air Force Institute of Technology, 2003. MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (EUROPE AND EURASIA) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL June 2009. http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

ESA is not only cooperating within its own realm and with the EC, but it is also part of the largest international space endeavor ever undertaken. An initial member of the ISS, ESA continues to fund and contribute to the ISS through station modules and astronaut presence. Europe was invited by the U.S. to join in this endeavor in 1984; after a year of discussions between the member states, ESA accepted President Reagan’s invitation to join. Logsdon notes that “European acceptance of the U.S. invitation was an important achievement for those within the United States advocating the station partnership. Without European involvement, the partnership they had in mind would have been much different in character.” 113 Even after accepting the invitation, however, there was still opposition to cooperation in Europe, much of which was due to nationalism. France wanted to take the lead and push for European autonomy, while smaller member states remained skeptical; “however, the political strength of an invitation from the U.S. President kept this opposition muted in character.”114 

ESA fails – internal conflicts. 

Crooks 09 (TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION Heather R. Crooks: Captain, United States Air Force, S.B., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000, M.S., Air Force Institute of Technology, 2003. MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (EUROPE AND EURASIA) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL June 2009. http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

ESA is currently comprised of eighteen member states: Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. Four other states are also participating under various cooperative agreements: Canada, Hungary, Romania, and Poland.76 With eighteen member states and four periphery members, common goals and cooperation between these twenty-two entities must supersede individual member’s state goals and sense of nationalism. Not only must ESA exhibit cooperation within the agency, but cooperation between ESA and other European Union (EU) establishments must also exist. Throughout the last decade, ESA and the European Commission (EC) have disagreed on what ESA’s priorities should be and how to implement these priorities. 

Galileo project proves that ESA has too many nationalist sectors to function well.

Crooks 09 (TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION Heather R. Crooks: Captain, United States Air Force, S.B., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2000, M.S., Air Force Institute of Technology, 2003. MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (EUROPE AND EURASIA) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL June 2009. http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf)

As with all collaborative efforts, there are conflicts between ESA and the EC, as well as between member states. Many of these disagreements within ESA can be attributed to nationalism. For example, disagreements can come in the form of some member states not seeing the need for a certain system, while there are a handful of member states on the opposite side of the argument. One example of disagreement among member states is the Galileo program, which began in the late 1990’s. Disagreements on funding began right away. In a European Policy Paper for the Center for West European Studies, “Transport Commissioner Loyola de Palacio argued that the EU Transport Council would be crucial for the future of Galileo and she argued for an unequivocal commitment by the Community. In fact, Palacio threatened to withdraw support for Galileo if the EU transport ministers did not firmly commit to invest public funds in a timely manner.”103 Despite this warning, the Transport Council postponed a commitment to the development of Galileo. However, the European Commission continued to push for an agreement between the EU Council and the European Parliament by May of 2001.104 Conflict also existed within the EU member countries, not just within the EU political structure. Ministries and interest groups in France, Italy, Norway, Spain, Portugal, and Switzerland believed that the political forces in favor of and the structure of Galileo should fall under the umbrella of the EU. Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom (UK) subscribed to a more commercial argument and pushed for immediate development.105 Yet another nationalistic/political issue that arose in the early stages of Galileo was whether “satellite navigation should be offered through a publicly funded market or through a privately funded service market.”106 The share of development funding was linked closely to the forecasts of future market value. Private investors were leery of heavily investing upfront with no guarantees of the future of the program. In addition, “industry has been concerned to make a heavy investment early on in a system that would be on the market at the same time as GPS.”107 Other factors to consider are the timing of the commercial operation, as well as the 103 Lembke, 8. 104 Ibid., 9. 105 Ibid., 11. 106 Ibid., 12. 107 Ibid., 14. 30 interest of industry and its ability “to make a profit from the system from the start.”108 The previous two arguments boil down to whether Galileo should be publicly funded and fall under the EU or if Galileo should be privately funded and managed, which may speed commitments, production, and completion times. The former countries mentioned (France, Italy, Norway, Spain, Portugal, and Switzerland) see the strategic purpose and value of Galileo, which fuels their desire for Galileo to be managed by the EU. The latter countries mentioned (Germany, Netherlands, and the UK) see “a more commercial argument, holding that the development of Galileo is urgent because of the need to compete in the satellite applications market.”109 In 2007, European finance ministers disagreed on funding for satellite navigation, putting Galileo on hold. Previously, the mission had been elevated when EU authorities diverted funds from the agriculture sector to ESA’s satellite navigation budget. Germany, however, wanted to see money specifically allotted for ESA to pay for the Galileo program. However, according to Portuguese Finance Minister Fernando Teixeira Dos Santos, “Germany put forward that point of view, but was alone in doing so. There was no support from the other member states.”110 In an interview via Satellite Today, two defense contractors expounded upon the political situation surrounding the EU, EC, and ESA. Ian Reid, president of space operations at QinetiQ, a defense and security technology company, stated that “Among the challenges that ESA faces (in 2008) are its relationship with the EU, its role as [a research and development] organization and its relationship with the European Commission.”111 He also stressed that with the enlargement of the EU, there would be pressures on the budget. In the same vein, Antoine Bouvier, the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of European Aeronautic and Defense Space Company (EADS) Astrium states, “We have in Europe, a political setup which is more complex than and not as straightforward as the political organization in the U.S. .… It is more difficult here than in the U.S. due to this specific political situation in Europe.”112 In the U.S., only one 108 Lembke, 14 109 Ibid., 11. 110 “EU Agrees to Disagree,” The European Weekly. 111 Mark Holmes, “Critical Year for European Space Programs,” Satellite Today, 2007. http://www.satellitetoday.com/civilspace/geolocation/17299.html (accessed 23 November 2008). 112 Ibid. 31 country is arguing over where funding should go, which projects should survive, and who has priority; however, in Europe, you have multiple countries’ nationalism coming to light and providing input and arguing over funding, projects, and priorities ultimately vying for jobs for their respective country. 

   No Solvency—Protectionism
Protectionism prevents cooperation.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Case-2 – “Up, up, and away”: The international launch market is well over capacity for launching the current and foreseeable demand for communications, remote sensing and navigation satellites. Yet eight different countries continue to subsidize their own launch capability and other nations are developing their own launch capability. The United States prohibits U.S. civil and commercial spacecraft from being launched on Chinese launchers. The European Space Agency demands that European satellites be launched on the Ariane launch vehicle. These directions are driven by important national or regional interests. However, there may be no easy way to foster improved international cooperation if such ―protectionist‖ behaviors stand in the way.

   No Solvency—Politics
There are political barriers to cooperation.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Of course, regardless of the potential for success, the cynic knows that a nation’s decision to engage in space cooperation is very much a political decision. Nations pick and choose if, when, where, and how they expend their national treasure. They choose the manner and extent of their foreign investments for reasons both known and unknown to other nations. Most states make their choices based on perceptions of their own national interests. The only constant is that a decision to ―join in‖ cooperation is, in every case, a calculated political decision by each potential member of a commercial partnership or alliance, or inter- or quasi-governmental structure. Indeed, large private commercial investments are nearly always controlled at a national level, usually by the force of domestic (municipal) law, regulation, or licensing.22 National decision-making influences and shapes commercial and government entity governing structures. Accordingly, some space capabilities will be funded, developed, and offered, if and only if, they are strictly operated and controlled under specific national direction and within strategic national guidelines. Reflecting these interests, military space cooperation tends to occur only when overarching national security military and intelligence community interests are satisfied. In contrast, international civil cooperation generally wins internal national political support for a different set of reasons: that is, if the cooperation generates national diplomatic prestige, provides for political sustainability, or enables workforce stability.23 The obstacles and impediments to cooperation are substantial. They include cost, technology transfer constraints, international and domestic politics, and exceptionalism perspectives. 
***Disads***
EU-NATO Trade-off DA
   Uniqueness
US-NATO relations high – BMD.

Rose 11 (Frank A. Rose Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance 2nd Annual Israel Multinational Missile Defense Conference Tel Aviv, Israel July 25, 2011 US Missile Defense and Regional Security http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/169023.htm)

COOPERATION IN EUROPE In September 2009, President Obama unveiled a new plan for providing missile defense in Europe. Compared to the previous plan, President Obama’s plan would provide more effective missile defense protection sooner to our NATO allies threatened by ballistic missiles from the Middle East. The President’s plan will augment the defense of the United States. The President outlined a four-phase implementation plan, during which the United States would deploy increasingly capable missile defense assets to defend Europe against the threat posed by the proliferation of ballistic missiles and the pursuit of nuclear weapons capability. I’d like to give you a brief rundown of the significant progress we have made in implementing the European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA). In Europe, the Obama Administration is committed to implementing the PAA within a NATO context, as part of NATO's decision to develop a territorial missile defense capability, and, more broadly, as part of our commitment to Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty and European security. NATO's decision to adopt a new mission of territorial missile defense at the Lisbon Summit created a framework for NATO Allies to contribute and optimize missile defense assets for NATO’s collective defense. The EPAA will be a U.S. national contribution to the NATO capability. At the Lisbon Summit last November, NATO Heads of State and Government decided to develop a missile defense capability to provide full coverage and protection for all NATO European populations, territory, and forces. They also agreed to expand the scope of the NATO Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile Defense (ALTBMD) program’s command, control, and communications capabilities beyond the protection of NATO deployed forces to also protect NATO European populations, territory, and forces. NATO’s new Strategic Concept clearly states that to ensure NATO has the full range of capabilities to deter and defend against any threat to the safety and security of our populations, NATO will develop the capability to defend itself against ballistic missile attacks from the Middle East. NATO’s new approach to missile defense creates more opportunities for cooperation among our NATO Allies through a formalized NATO Command and Control system, as NATO will be able to input voluntary national contributions from the United States and our NATO Allies into the overall NATO capability. We continue to make progress in developing the command and control procedures, which will govern the conduct of NATO missile defense. When NATO is ready, the President will transfer operational control of the EPAA to the Alliance as the first national contribution to the NATO territorial missile defense capability. As you are well aware, the EPAA will be deployed in phases. The United States is developing a flexible and adaptive system capable of responding to evolving and emerging threats and the development of BMD technology. As President Obama stated, the United States is committed to deploying all four phases of the EPAA, which will place upper tier SM-3 interceptors on land in Europe as well as on Aegis BMD-capable ships deployed to the region. Beyond U.S. assets, our European Allies also have systems that could contribute to the defense of Europe against ballistic missiles launched from the Middle East. Some of our Allies, for example, already have Aegis ships which are useful even before the Aegis BMD capability has been installed. There are also land- and sea-based sensors that could be linked into the system, as well as lower tier systems, such as PATRIOT from other NATO countries, that can be integrated and used to provide point defenses. Beyond these critical elements of the EPAA, let me now discuss the excellent progress that has been made in implementing the new approach. In March of this year, the EPAA Phase 1 became operational with the deployment of the USS Monterey to the Mediterranean. The Monterey is an Aegis BMD-capable multi-role ship. We are also discussing the deployment of an AN/TPY-2 radar somewhere in Southern Europe, but no final decisions have yet been made. For Phase 2 of the EPAA, we concluded negotiations with Romania to host a U.S. land-based SM-3 missile defense interceptor site on May 4, 2011, and expect to sign the agreement later this year. The United States and Romania jointly selected the Deveselu Air Base near Caracal, Romania. The deployment to Romania is anticipated to occur in the 2015 timeframe. With respect to Phase 3, in July 2010, we reached final agreement with Poland to place a similar U.S. missile defense interceptor site there in the 2018 timeframe. Poland is in the final stages of the ratification process for those documents. Finally with respect to Phase 4, the Department of Defense has begun concept development of a more advanced interceptor for deployment in the 2020 timeframe. Before I close on U.S. missile defense in Europe, let me touch on the subject of missile defense and Russia. Missile defense cooperation with Russia is a Presidential priority, as it was for several previous U.S. Administrations. Successful missile defense cooperation would provide concrete benefits to Russia, our NATO allies, and the United States. We believe it will strengthen, not weaken – strategic stability over the long term and will further help strengthen our relationship with Russia, while assisting in the defense of Europe. We hope to build a durable framework for missile defense cooperation with Russia. We have also repeatedly worked at the highest levels of the United States Government to be transparent with Russia, and to explain that the EPAA does not threaten Russia’s strategic deterrent or its security. Our missile defenses are being deployed against limited attacks and are neither designed to, nor do they have the capability to target the large numbers and sophistication of Russian strategic forces. We have a real opportunity at this time to begin concrete BMD cooperation with Russia both bilaterally and within the NATO-Russia Council (NRC). Such cooperation could greatly improve regional and trans-regional security. In the NATO-Russia context, we concluded a Joint Review of 21st Century Common Security Challenges last year, and the United States and Russia recently finished a bilateral Joint Threat Assessment dealing with regional ballistic missile threats. We also are looking to renew our bilateral and NRC theater missile defense cooperation with Russia and will, in the words of the November 2010 Lisbon NRC Joint Statement, “develop a comprehensive Joint Analysis of the future framework for missile defense cooperation.” We are also seeking cooperation with Russia on a Defense Technology Cooperation Agreement that would provide a framework for a host of defense-related research and development activities. Even as we seek greater cooperation with Russia on missile defense, I want to reiterate what President Obama has clearly stated—the United States cannot accept limitations or restrictions on the development or deployment of U.S. missile defenses. The United States has made it clear that no nation or group of nations will have veto power over U.S. missile defense efforts because missile defense is a critical capability needed to counter a growing 21st century threat to the United States, our allies and partners, and our deployed forces. Likewise, under the terms of Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, NATO alone will bear responsibility for defending the Alliance from the ballistic missile threat. It is in the common interests of the United States, NATO, and Russia to jointly cooperate in the field of missile defense, and through such cooperation clearly communicate and demonstrate to potentially hostile states that the development and acquisition of ballistic missiles will not provide an advantage.
US-NATO relations high; transnational organized crime-fighting efforts.

Burns 11 (William J. Burns Under Secretary for Political Affairs The White House Washington, DC July 25, 2011 Strategy to Combat Transnational Organized Crime http://www.state.gov/p/us/rm/2011/169045.htm) 

Good Morning. The Department of State is very proud to be a part of this outstanding interagency effort. We are strongly committed to continued close coordination in implementing the President’s strategy to combat transnational organized crime. Organized crime, in its many forms, is a threat to decent, hardworking people across the world. It empowers warlords, criminals, and corrupt officials. It erodes stability, security and good governance. It undermines legitimate economic activity and the rule of law. It undermines the integrity of vital governmental institutions meant to protect peace and security. It costs economies tax revenue and promotes a culture of impunity. It undercuts our fight against poverty and slows sustainable development. Societies have faced criminal threats throughout human history. Today, however, we face them in a globalized, networked world. Terrorists and insurgent groups are turning to partnerships of convenience with criminal networks. Global markets for drugs fund the weapons of the Taliban in Afghanistan and the FARC in Colombia. Supplies of illegal Latin American drugs are making their way across West Africa. In the tri-border area of Paraguay, Brazil, and Argentina, individuals with connections to violent extremist groups have been active in drug trafficking, human trafficking, arms trafficking, and money laundering. The President’s strategy will build and integrate the tools of American power to combat transnational organized crime—while also recognizing that we cannot do it alone. The United States must continue to play a strong leadership role, together with committed partners, in mobilizing international resources to address emerging threats. Today, the State Department supports a wide range of bilateral, regional, and global initiatives to enhance the law enforcement capacity of foreign governments. We are developing innovative partnerships with governments, like the Central Asia Counter-narcotics Initiative, the West Africa Citizen Security Initiative, and the Central America Regional Security Initiative to coordinate investigations, support prosecutions, and build our collective capacity to identify, disrupt, and dismantle transnational organized crime groups. We are working with the G8, G20, UN, NATO, EU, APEC, the ASEAN Regional Forum, the African Union, and the OAS to strengthen law enforcement, judicial, legal, and correctional institutions. We are intensifying our efforts to build international consensus and improve multilateral cooperation to combat transnational crime, and are promoting more effective public-private partnerships, such as our partnership with the pharmaceutical industry to fight corruption and illicit trade of dangerous counterfeit medicines that harm our communities. History teaches us that cooperation against organized crime can bring transformative change. Ten years ago, large parts of Colombia were controlled by terrorist and criminal organizations. But through collective action by the United States and Colombia, the Colombian people reclaimed their territory, their security and their future. Today, Colombia’s police train other forces across the region and around the world. And through the Merida Initiative, the U.S. is partnering with Mexico to strengthen its law enforcement, judiciary and correctional institutions and bring security to communities south of our own border. The Strategy unveiled today includes two important new tools for the Department of State to combat transnational organized crime – a Presidential Proclamation and a new proposed program on Transnational Organized Crime Rewards. First, the Proclamation will bar admission to the United States of persons designated under a new Executive Order that establishes a sanctions program to block the property of significant transnational criminal organizations that threaten U.S. security, foreign policy, or our economy. The Proclamation also provides additional legal authority for barring admission to the U.S. of persons subject to United Nations Security Council travel bans. Second, the new program on Transnational Organized Crime Rewards will build on the success of our Narcotics Rewards Program to encourage cooperation in bringing the most dangerous transnational criminal leaders to justice through cash rewards leading to their arrest or conviction. We will use these measures to continue to put criminals and corrupt officials on notice that their crimes will have a serious consequence. We will deny them safe haven and dismantle their criminal infrastructure. Secretary Clinton has often spoken of the need to build what she calls a “global architecture of cooperation” to solve the problems that no one country can solve alone. Certainly, this is true of the challenge before us. Transnational organized crime is a threat that endangers communities across the world, including our own. The State Department remains determined, working closely with all our interagency partners, to translate common interest into common action that makes us all safer.

US-NATO relations high; Gambia exercise.

Bah 11  (Awa B. Bah. 07/25/11. Organizers of the Africa Endeavor 2011 Communication Test exercise on Monday 18th July 2011 conducted a media open day for members of the press at the Gambia Armed Forces Training School in Fajara Barracks. FOROYAA News. http://www.foroyaa.gm/modules/news/article.php?storyid=7473)
Commodore Madani.Senghore, Commander of the Gambia Navy said the exercise conducted in the Gambia is very timely and that it will go a long way in complementing the efforts of the government towards the stability of the African nations. He said the exercise was initially supposed to be staged in Mali but later given to the Gambia. He said that the committees they had put in place were very successful in ensuring that the exercises went through successfully. He however added that the only initial challenge they were faced with was to get the participants here but that due to the hospitality of the Gambian populace the guests were well treated and that there was good communication and cooperation .He said the participants were able to build friendship with there Gambian hosts through the series of activities they had organised for them. Some of these events, said the Navy Commander, included a traditional dinner hosted by the Lt. Gen. Masanneh Kinteh, Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) of the Gambia Armed Forces, at the Sheraton Hotel, a football match, a session with the media and a host of other activities. Commodore Senghore assured that they will be very gender sensitive in this whole endeavour and will ensure that the women are equally treated. He said that no one nation can do it alone but with coordination and collaboration “success is will be the food for the day”. He further assured the full support of the Gambia Armed Forces to work with partners. He thanked the organizers for choosing the Gambia to host this historic exercise. Brigadier General Robert S.Ferrell, Director of Command and Control Communication of United States Africa Command, said Africa the Endeavor is a US Africa Command (AFRICAOM) sponsored multinational initiative intended to encourage human and communications interoperability and information exchange among African nations via communications networks and collaborative links. The exercise, said Brig. Gen. Ferrell, fosters important personal relationships between communicators throughout the African continent, adding that these human relationships enhance the capacities of African nations to support multinational operations in response to crises and to avoid conflicts. He said the first Africa Endeavor Exercise was held in 2006 in South Africa and that subsequent exercises took place in Nigeria (2008), Gabon (2009), Ghana (2010) and the Gambia (2011). He revealed that the Gambia is the largest exercise held to date in terms of participating countries as 35 African nations, 5 NATO countries and the United States took part in the exercise. This exercise he said is structured by region and is scenario driven, adding that each region will stimulate the stand up of regional African standby force in response to a natural disaster. The highlight of the exercise, said Brig. Gen. Ferrell, will be the western region utilizing physical communications links from the Gambia to the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) in Abuja, Nigeria. He said the outcome if the Africa Endeavor is that it has trained more than 1,200 communications specialist from more than 35 countries since 2006, adding that the training has enhanced the stability of the African Nations to support peacekeeping operations. He said this year’s exercise is a step forward with increased African Union involvement and additional European partners showing interest. He revealed that the goal of the exercise is to develop command, control and communication tactics, techniques and procedures that can be use by the African Union (AU) in support of humanitarian assistance, disaster relief and peace keeping. He thanked the Gambia Government for the support, coordination and collaboration and for hosting the exercise. For his part, the AU representative, Col.Wilson Tembo said the African Union has been associated with this exercise and that the exercise cannot be over emphasis. He said one of the African Union (AU) main objectives is to promote peace, security, and stability on the continent. “We need to unite across borders which are vital to the sustenance of the African Union front to ensure this objective”, he said. He said communication and information systems interoperability provide means for sharing of information across borders which is vital to the sustenance of the African Union . The ECOWAS representative, Col. Vinagnon Zannoubo said without communication no action can go successful. He thanked the United States / Africa Command for taking the initiative for the past years. He said the exercise is very good for the African forces because it will help to ease communication because the continent has language differences. Other speakers include Col. Joseph Kwanke of Ghana, Col..Leon-Rodance Ndinga of Congo, chief delegation of Nigeria, Col..Musa Wayah,.Lt Col..Martin Lamke, Lt Col. Richard Boyi ,chief delegation of EASF Kenya and Lt. Col.. John Hannah, USA. 
Absent disruptions US-NATO alliance will be strong – high cooperation levels with potential NATO countries.

Gjelten 11 (http://www.npr.org/2011/07/23/138622302/u-s-looks-to-european-allies-for-defense-help. NPR. July 23rd, 2011. US Looks to European Allies for Defense Help. )

With U.S. military spending coming under new pressure from congressional budget cutters, Pentagon planners want European allies to pick up a greater share of the defense burden. The question is which way to look. West European countries are the most accustomed to working with the U.S. military, but they are now the least inclined to invest in defense. To the east, the former Soviet bloc countries are generally eager to help, but their militaries have less experience in joint operations with their U.S. counterparts. Germany this year has cut its defense budget by more than 25 percent. France, Britain and Sweden have also shrunk their militaries. In all those countries, public support for the NATO mission in Afghanistan has declined sharply, to the dismay of U.S. officials. In one of his last speeches as defense secretary, Robert Gates warned of the "dwindling U.S. appetite" for expenditures on European defense. His replacement, Leon Panetta, picked up where Gates left off, chastising NATO countries during his recent introductory trip to Iraq. "They've got to assume their responsibility in the world," Panetta said. "They're going to have to invest. We can't be the ones that carry the financial burden in all these situations." One country pulling its share of the burden in Afghanistan is the Republic of Georgia, still aspiring to NATO membership. The Georgian army has more than 900 troops currently deployed in Afghanistan, and support for the mission among Georgian officers appears strong. "It's very important," says Col. Nikola Janjgava, commander of a Georgian army battalion in Afghanistan. Janjgava told a NATO TV crew that his soldiers are becoming "more professional" as a result of their experience in Afghanistan. "They are knowing how to work in this different environment," Janjgava said. "They are knowing how to work with different nationalities. They are working in coalition warfare. As a young, newborn army, it's very beneficial for Georgian armed forces." U.S. commanders welcome that attitude. But they have also found that working with these former Soviet bloc militaries can be a challenge. While British, Canadian, and German troops all have years of experience with the United States in NATO operations, the Georgians are new partners. "Truthfully, early on, they were not that good," Lt. Gen. Mark Hertling, commanding general of U.S. Army Europe, said in an interview with NPR. "I think the commanders will tell you that. But forces like the Georgians, like the Romanians, like the Hungarians, when you talk to the coalition commanders today, most of them will say, 'Hey, they can hunt now. They can fight.'" The size of the Marine Corps could be reduced with the withdrawal of troops in Afghanistan and Iraq, as the Pentagon focuses its resources on other types of threats, like cyberattacks. No Longer 'Wine And Roses' For Defense Spending Proposed budget cuts leave the Defense Department with basic questions about its priorities. They do need resources. The east European militaries are just as hard-pressed financially these days as are their western neighbors. Plus, their commanders are at a disadvantage. They are not used to making money arguments, nor do they necessarily even know what to ask for. Some have come to Hertling for advice. "There are countries where the chiefs of the land forces will ask for things, where I have to turn to them, and say, 'Are you kidding me? You think you need tanks?'" Hertling says. What these young militaries need more than new weapon platforms, he says, is new thinking and an officer corps better prepared to cope with a variety of military missions. "Right now, you're talking about a generation of leaders in many of those forces, especially the senior ones, that are not as adaptive," Hertling says. "They grew up under the old Soviet Warsaw Pact model. So some of the leader education and professionalization of some of these militaries is critically important." Some of these militaries have spent nearly a decade in Afghanistan on what is essentially a counterinsurgency mission. But Hertling says their next engagement may be something entirely different, and their officers need to be prepared. In August 2008, for example, a Georgian army unit was suddenly called home from Iraq to defend the country against a Russian invasion. Hertling was in Iraq at the time, commanding coalition troops, including the Georgian contingent. "We were doing a pretty intensive operation when the Russian maneuvering into Georgia occurred," Hertling says. "These were some of the Georgians that I had helped train. I saw them on the battlefield and then was asked to help them return to their country to fight the Russians." With their history under Soviet rule, these new east European militaries are likely to become more enthusiastic NATO members. That legacy also means their military capabilities need further development. Fighting insurgents in Afghanistan or Iraq has been useful for the Georgians, but as soldiers they need to be better prepared for what commanders call "full spectrum" operations. Still, U.S. commanders are not complaining. These days, they need all the eager partners they can find. 

   Links
Link is true – EU-NATO relationship is zero-sum.

Koenig 10 (The EU and NATO: Towards a Joint Future in Crisis Management? 11 / 2010. Nicole Koenig: Department of EU International Relations and Diplomacy Studies. www.coleurope.eu Nicole Koenig is currently writing her PhD thesis at the Universities of Cologne and Edinburgh (co-tutelle) in the framework of the Marie Curie Initial Training Network on EU External Action. She holds a Master's degree in EU International Relations and Diplomacy Studies from the College of Europe in Bruges, Belgium, and studied Politics and Management at the University of Constance, Germany, and the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, Spain. This paper is based on her Master's thesis submitted at the College of Europe (2009, Marcus Aurelius Promotion). 
However, the EU-NATO relationship has often been viewed as a zero-sum game. Euro-centric nations like France portrayed the EU as a competitor of the US, potentially able to rival its power and influence. Altanticist countries like the UK feared that the CSDP would undermine NATO and thus the transatlantic link. US policymakers observed the development of the EU's military arm with skepticism and underlined that the US did not want a CSDP "that comes into being first within NATO but then grows out of NATO and finally grows away from NATO".36 These political dividing lines within the EU and across the Atlantic have often given rise to tensions. 
US-EU relations trade-off with NATO.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

The question remains whether the Lisbon Treaty has made the EU a more useful partner for transatlantic security, or whether Brussels is actively seeking to balance against American interests. European defense spending has not increased since the introduction of the European Security and Defense Policy in 1999. Average European defense spending has, in fact, decreased and rather than advancing President Obama’s priorities in Afghanistan, the Middle East, and elsewhere, an autonomous EU defense policy will continue to duplicate NATO’s roles, resources, and structures; decouple the NATO and EU alliances; and discriminate against non-EU members of NATO. Duplication and Decoupling. Successive Administrations have warned of what former Secretary of State Colin Powell referred to as “independent E.U. structures that duplicate existing NATO capabilities.”[20] The question of duplication is especially important to the United States because of the long debate over inequitable burden-sharing within NATO. Just three (France, Greece, and the U.K.) of the EU’s 21 NATO members currently spend the alliance’s benchmark of 2 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) on defense.[21] According to the International Institute for Strategic Studies, just 2.7 percent of Europe’s two million military personnel were capable of overseas deployment in 2008.[22] President Obama should be concerned that the declining defense budgets of most major European countries in today’s age of austerity means that valuable resources will merely be diverted from NATO to the EU’s Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP).[23]

EU and NATO trade off, especially in security matters.

Dempsey 06 (http://www.nytimes.com/2006/10/04/world/europe/04iht-defense.3031359.html?pagewanted=1

October 4th, 2006. Judy Dempsey is a writer for the International Herald Tribune and the New York Times.  EU and NATO bound in a perilous rivalry.)

POTSDAM, Germany — The European Union and NATO have much in common, sharing members and pursuing similar goals. But instead of cooperating on defense, analysts say, the two organizations are engaged in a bitter competition that is damaging the credibility and effectiveness of both. The lack of cooperation is evident in Brussels, where NATO and the EU have separate headquarters eight kilometers apart. On the military level, the two organizations have competing rapid reaction forces. They compete on foreign aid missions, sometimes racing each other to the destination. They maintain separate military planning headquarters. Taxpayers foot the double bill. "NATO and the EU could do so much more to help each other," said Daniel Keohane, a defense analyst at the Center for European Reform in London. "At a time when both are being called upon by the United Nations to provide troops, whether to Lebanon or Afghanistan, they should be talking to each other. Frankly, the dialogue in Brussels is truly dreadful." The EU, with five separate defense planning headquarters, has plenty of space for preparing military missions. But the political will is lacking, as are finances, soldiers and equipment. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization - which shares 19 member states with the EU - is also stretched, unable to muster a few thousand extra troops for Afghanistan, where fighting is fierce. The countries at the center of this competition, analysts say, are Britain, which wants to preserve and strengthen NATO, and France, which wants the EU to grow into a more robust defense institution, independent of NATO. "The competition is there," said Peter Schwarz of the German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin. "There is always the tendency by France to try to separate the EU's defense policy from NATO." Indeed, when Germany agreed to command the EU's latest military mission to Democratic Republic of the Congo, which started in July, Chancellor Angela Merkel wanted to cooperate with NATO by using its planning headquarters, SHAPE, based in Mons, Belgium. But President Jacques Chirac of France and his Foreign Ministry insisted that the EU command the mission - alone, and from Potsdam, just south of Berlin, where the EU's newest military operations headquarters is based. Since that decision, the sprawling Henning von Tresckow grounds at Potsdam - a huge military area once occupied by Hitler's Wehrmacht - have been spruced up, and the officers from 21 countries involved in the Congo mission wear both EU and their national emblems on their uniforms. "This is an EU mission from beginning to end," said Colonel Michael Knop of Germany, chief information officer at Potsdam. "The EU is not doing this for prestige reasons or for competition with NATO. It is about providing security, which is a precondition for development." Potsdam, however, is only one of the EU's military planning headquarters. Others were established earlier - in France (Mont Valérien, near Paris); Italy (Centocelli, near Rome); Britain (Northwood, outside London); and Greece (Larissa) - and double up as national planning headquarters. France supports a single permanent military planning headquarters for the EU. But Britain says the existence of such a headquarters would drive a wedge between NATO and the EU, and undermine SHAPE, to which the EU has access. There is competition and duplication on other levels. NATO has created a Response Force that is supposed to be fully operational by the end of this year. The force, drawn from all 26 NATO member states, is meant to be able to deploy more than 7,000 combat troops to trouble spots within five days. Yet General James Jones, the supreme NATO commander, is facing problems because member states are unwilling to pay for such missions. On the other side of Brussels, the EU has its own Rapid Reaction Force. When it was conceived six years ago, the force was supposed to have 60,000 soldiers. Given the need to rotate soldiers every four months, the EU would need 180,000 troops at its disposal each year. 
US-EU relations trade-off with NATO alliance.
McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

Nowhere has the question of duplication been more fraught than over the question of an EU military headquarters, which then-U.S. Ambassador to NATO Nicholas Burns described as “the greatest threat to the future of the Alliance.”[24] In January 2007 the EU formally opened a part-time civilian-military Operations Center (OpCen) in Brussels.[25] France continues to push for OpCen to be upgraded to a full-time EU planning and command capability,[26] and has recently secured the critical support of Lady Ashton, who had previously opposed the idea.[27] OpCen is a major step in delinking NATO and the EU and represents a desire by Brussels to permanently decouple the two alliances. Former German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder’s declaration at the 2005 Munich Security Conference that NATO “is no longer the primary venue where transatlantic partners discuss and coordinate strategies” reinforces the proposition that the CSDP will come at the expense of the transatlantic alliance.[28]

Trade-off occurs and turns case – diminishes the transatlantic alliance.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

Since the introduction of the European Union’s Lisbon Treaty on December 1, 2009, the Obama Administration has proclaimed the value of the treaty—which significantly advanced the EU’s Common Security and Defense Policy as a defense alliance separate from NATO—for the transatlantic relationship. President Barack Obama welcomed the treaty’s ratification, stating, “I believe that a strengthened and renewed EU will be an even better transatlantic partner with the United States.”[1] U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton went further, describing the Lisbon Treaty as “a major milestone in our world’s history.”[2] In November 2010, the Obama Administration agreed to a new Strategic Concept for NATO, which upgraded the EU to a “strategic partner” of the alliance without restating the primacy of NATO in Europe’s security architecture. Former British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher described a separate EU defense identity as “at best an alternative and at worst a rival military structure and armed forces [to NATO].”[3] Rather than strengthening the transatlantic alliance, the EU’s defense policies have resulted in what former U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright warned as “the three D’s”—the duplication of NATO’s role and structures, the delinking of the NATO and EU alliances, and discrimination against non-EU members of NATO.[4] In today’s age of fiscal austerity, the division of defense resources between the EU and NATO represents a considerable challenge to the future of the transatlantic alliance. 
US-EU relations encourage counter-balancing against NATO.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

The European Union has not been working with the United States as a partner, but against the U.S. as a global counterbalance. One of the main features of the EU’s counter-strategy is its advancement of a non-NATO defense identity, the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP). The CSDP is not strengthening the transatlantic alliance, instead shifting resources from NATO to the EU, making it a rival military system. However, the Obama Administration continues to praise this and other integrationist policies as alliance-builders and historic milestones. While anti-NATO developments on the part of the EU are certainly milestones, they do not foster greater stability or security. Heritage Foundation European affairs and transatlantic security expert Sally McNamara explains how the Administration’s current EU policy undercuts U.S. interests—and how it can change course. 

Ties with EU trades off with NATO

International Herald Tribune 05 (International Herald Tribune – 2-18-2005. http://www.nytimes.com/marketing/iht/search/?iht)

On the face of it, the issue is about how NATO and the European Union can discuss sensitive security issues when some EU countries have not received security clearance from NATO to attend these meetings. In essence, however, diplomats say, it is about how the two organizations are vying with each other to set the agenda for the trans-Atlantic relationship. "There is now a competition between both organizations where member countries try to play off their interests either against the EU or NATO, " said a senior NATO official who, like most officials interviewed for this article, requested anonymity. "The relationship between the EU and NATO is in flux because both are jockeying for influence on the international stage," he added. "As the EU moves slowly along the road toward doing more defense and security, it is seen as threatening to NATO. NATO knows it is no longer Washington's first port of call for its military missions. It is becoming a toolbox for the U.S." 

   Link Uniqueness
Tensions high

Koenig 10 (The EU and NATO: Towards a Joint Future in Crisis Management? 11 / 2010. Nicole Koenig: Department of EU International Relations and Diplomacy Studies. www.coleurope.eu Nicole Koenig is currently writing her PhD thesis at the Universities of Cologne and Edinburgh (co-tutelle) in the framework of the Marie Curie Initial Training Network on EU External Action. She holds a Master's degree in EU International Relations and Diplomacy Studies from the College of Europe in Bruges, Belgium, and studied Politics and Management at the University of Constance, Germany, and the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, Spain. This paper is based on her Master's thesis submitted at the College of Europe (2009, Marcus Aurelius Promotion). 
In recent years, the cooperation between these two largely overlapping institutions has become difficult and was at times blocked. I argue that effective EU-NATO cooperation is obstructed by differences at the very top. Quarrels between NATO member Turkey and EU member Cyprus limit the scope of political dialogue. The resulting lack of consultation and coordination impedes cooperation at the military-strategic and operational levels and entails the risk of unnecessary duplication in capability development. 
Tensions between the EU and NATO are high now.

Dempsey 10 (Between the European Union and Nato, Many Walls. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/11/25/world/europe/25iht-letter.html?adxnnl=1&adxnnlx=1311618175-+jVtUa4ef32M4ADyJDV5dg. New York Times. November 24th, 2010. Judy Dempsey is a writer for NYT and the International Herald Times.)
BERLIN — When NATO leaders met for dinner last Friday night in Lisbon, there was little opportunity for small talk. Although the NATO secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, had persuaded all 28 leaders at the summit meeting to agree to a new Strategic Concept for the Alliance, a U.S. missile shield for Europe and a fresh start between NATO and Russia, there was one unresolved issue that dominated most of the two-and-a-half-hour dinner. That was the relationship between NATO and the European Union. “It was a very long discussion over how we could cooperate,” said Carl Bildt, the Swedish foreign minister. It may seem odd that two organizations based in Brussels with 21 member countries in common should spend so much time worrying about their relationship. But the reality is that NATO and the European Union cannot talk to each other easily. This prevents them from having easy access to each other’s military and civilian resources at a time when both organizations are stretched financially and militarily in peacekeeping and combat missions. “The ability of our two organizations to shape our future security environment would be enormous if they worked together,” said Herman Van Rompuy, president of the E.U.’s European Council, who attended the NATO dinner. “It is time to break down the remaining walls between them,” he added. There are many walls. When NATO ambassadors and diplomats assigned to the E.U.’s Political and Security Committee, or P.S.C., decide to meet, the agenda is scrupulously drawn up to exclude any reference to military or intelligence issues. This is despite the fact that NATO and the E.U. need to deal with such topics because they work together in Bosnia-Herzegovina, in Kosovo, on the Somali coast and in Afghanistan. Even more worrying for both sides, say diplomats, is the lack of any security arrangements that would, for example, allow NATO forces to rescue E.U. police trainers in Afghanistan if they came under attack. “Even though the rules do not exist, we help them,” said a NATO diplomat. “On the ground, we turn a blind eye to the political deadlock back in Brussels.” The reason for the deadlock is the divided island of Cyprus, whose northern part Turkey invaded in 1974 and has occupied since. This part of the island is recognized only by Turkey. And Turkey, a leading member of NATO and an E.U. applicant, does not recognize the (southern) Republic of Cyprus as a member of the E.U., which it joined in 2004. Since 2004, when the E.U. reneged on its own principles not to admit Cyprus until the island’s status was resolved, the Cyprus-Turkey dispute has become one of the most debilitating and intractable issues inside and between NATO and the E.U., say diplomats from both organizations. Turkey prevents high-level formal meetings between NATO and the P.S.C. on the grounds that Cyprus does not have any security clearance from NATO. It is a member neither of the alliance nor of NATO’s Partnership for Peace, a program of bilateral and security cooperation between individual countries and NATO. Because each NATO member has a veto, Turkey can stop discussions between NATO and the E.U. over military operations and intelligence issues. It can also stop Cyprus from sitting in on these meetings, even though Cyprus is a member of the E.U., and from participating in E.U. peacekeeping missions. “Turkey blocks such cooperation because there is no security arrangement between NATO and Cyprus,” said Sinan Ulgen, an expert on Turkey at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Brussels. “But essentially Turkey does it to remind the E.U. member states that there is a problem over the island. If there was no Cyprus-linked problem with regard to the E.U.-NATO relationship, then there would be no incentive for the E.U. to expend political capital to solve the Cyprus problem,” Mr. Ulgen added. Even if Cyprus chose to get around the security clearance issue by applying to join NATO’s Partnership for Peace, Turkey would block it. “Joining the Partnership for Peace is not an option for the Cyprus government, and anyway, Turkey vetoes membership of Cyprus whenever it can,” said a Brussels-based Cypriot diplomat who requested anonymity because of the sensitivity of the issue. Security analysts say the deadlock could be broken if the E.U. became more flexible toward Turkey, allowing it for instance to have a close relationship with the bloc’s European Defense Agency. The E.D.A., which was established in 2004 to coordinate the bloc’s defense capabilities and procurement, is not restricted to E.U. members. “We have an association agreement with NATO member Norway, which is not in the E.U.,” said Dick Zandee, head of the agency’s planning and policy unit. When the E.D.A. proposed the same status for Turkey six years ago, it needed consent from all E.U. countries. Cyprus blocked it. Cyprus and other member states blocked it again when during a visit last month to Ankara, Mr. Rasmussen proposed that the E.U. allow Turkey to participate in the E.D.A. “We are not obstructing anything,” said Andreas Theophanous, director of the Cyprus Center for European and International Affairs in Nicosia. “Turkey is blocking itself by not recognizing Cyprus as a member of the E.U.” The retaliations seem endless, say diplomats. They are also damaging NATO as it seeks cooperation with the E.U., whose civilian components, like the police, the judiciary and customs officials, complement NATO’s military resources. They also prevent the E.U. from exploiting the foreign policy and defense potential set out in the Lisbon Treaty. “The Cyprus issue is crippling,” said Mr. Bildt. “The key thing is for Cyprus to come together for its own sake. This European nation has been divided for too long,” he added. Mr. Rasmussen and the E.U.’s foreign policy chief, Catherine Ashton, are working together to break the deadlock, and the United Nations is stepping up efforts to restart talks over Cyprus. If all three fail in their endeavors, analysts say an ever-confident Turkey might push for international recognition of the Turkish-Cypriot part of the island, akin to the status of Taiwan or Kosovo. “The status quo cannot be sustained,” Mr. Ulgen said.

   A2: Uniqueness > Link
US-NATO relations are on the brink.

Cohen 11 (Cohen is a former U.S. secretary of Defense. Burns is a former U.S. ambassador to NATO and a former under secretary of State for Political Affairs. Robertson is a former U.K. Minister of Defense and a former secretary-general of NATO. Nato on the Brink. 7/11/11. http://thehill.com/opinion/op-ed/170807-nato-on-the-brink)
Then-Secretary of Defense Robert Gates traveled to Brussels in June, where he warned European allies of the “dwindling … patience in the U.S. Congress” with NATO and declared that if allies did not get serious about meeting their NATO responsibilities they could soon find that American leaders “may not consider the return on America’s investment in NATO worth the cost.” It has been just a few weeks since Gates spoke those words, and already his predictions are beginning to come true. This week, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) called off a Senate vote on legislation authorizing the U.S. mission in Libya for fear he did not have the support to pass it. The House recently rejected similar legislation authorizing the mission by an overwhelming vote of 295-123 – an unprecedented vote of no-confidence in NATO. And recently, our friend Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, spoke for many when he wrote in the Washington Post that “Europe no longer matters” and asked: “If NATO didn’t exist today, would anyone feel compelled to create it?” To this we respectfully answer: Yes, we would. NATO is in desperate need of reform, to be sure. But NATO is needed. An America that cannot be either isolationist or unilateralist must have allies in a dangerous, complex and highly integrated 21st century. Of the last four wars the United States has fought — Kosovo, Afghanistan, Iraq and Libya — NATO has had a direct combat role in three. The alliance has proven its worth, and the U.S. would be a substantially weaker power without it. Despite its uneven execution of the mission in Libya, NATO has still saved countless lives. Before NATO’s intervention, Moammar Gadhafi had promised to make the streets of Benghazi “run with blood” and was subjecting the people of Misurata to a daily barrage of rockets, cluster bombs, and sniper fire. Today, Gadhafi is on the ropes as NATO and the rebel alliance have regained the offensive. Civilians in both cities are no longer under threat of massacre. They are certainly glad that NATO exists today.  So are the people of Afghanistan. NATO went into Afghanistan in 2003 and has stayed with the U.S. there for eight years. When the U.S. faced a tougher-than-expected fight in Iraq and surged forces into that country in 2007, NATO held down the Afghan front during this critical period. Without NATO’s efforts, the Taliban might well have prevailed, and the military progress President Obama described in his recent address to the nation would not have been possible. We cannot know what unexpected challenges we will face in the decades ahead, but we do know this: There is real value in having a collective defense organization like NATO that is on our side. But to be of value, NATO must be ready to act, and today its ability to do so is increasingly in doubt. For too long, NATO’s European members have relied too heavily on the U.S. to shoulder the lion’s share of the work. As Gates correctly pointed out, NATO’s recent operations have exposed fundamental weaknesses of both will and capability that have called into question the future viability of the Atlantic Alliance. In Libya, for example, fewer than one-third of NATO allies have participated in strike missions, and fewer than half have contributed to the Libyan operation at all. That is unacceptable.  One reason NATO has struggled in Libya is that for the first time since the founding of NATO six decades ago, the organization’s natural and most powerful leader has not led. America cannot hand off the mission in Libya to its European allies and say “let NATO handle it,” because America is and always has been the heart and soul of NATO. Now that NATO is engaged in Libya, the credibility of the alliance is on the line. NATO must succeed, and we believe NATO could more effectively do so if the U.S. were leading the military effort there.  When it comes to Afghanistan, NATO is in danger of failing another test of its credibility. Public opinion in much of Europe has long been swinging to troop withdrawal. Now, with President Obama’s decision to draw down U.S. forces in Afghanistan, there is a real danger that the rush for the exits in Afghanistan will become a stampede. Already this week, Germany became the first NATO ally to declare, in the wake of Obama’s drawdown announcement that it plans to begin bringing its own troops home from Afghanistan by the end of the year. Germany is the largest NATO nation in Europe, yet it is not helping in Libya, not fighting with the U.S. in the east and south of Afghanistan (where the battle truly matters), and now it is planning to quit the Afghanistan war altogether before the mission is complete.  The fact that America is reducing its force levels in Afghanistan from 100,000 to 70,000 troops is no excuse for Germany or other European governments to unilaterally withdraw their forces before the job is done. As Secretary Gates said in Brussels, “The way ahead in Afghanistan is ‘in together, out together.’” The missions in Libya and Afghanistan have also exposed the sorry state of Europe’s defense capabilities. In 2002 — when one of us was NATO secretary general and another was U.S. ambassador to NATO — all 27 members made a commitment in Prague to spend a minimum of 2 percent of GDP on national defense. Today, only five allies — the United States, Britain, France, Greece and Albania — are meeting that minimum threshold. And it shows.  After just a few weeks of combat in Libya, allies began to deplete their stocks of precision munitions. Yet at this moment, NATO European countries are supporting millions of useless conscript forces and have some 10,000 main battle tanks whose role in any conceivable future conflict is negligible if not nonexistent. This is a scandal. If NATO governments will not spend more on defense, they must at a bare minimum shift what they do spend into capabilities that are actually needed. There is a silver lining in this dark cloud. While some larger NATO nations such as Germany, Italy and Spain shirk their responsibilities, smaller nations including Denmark, Norway, Poland, Romania, Albania, and the Baltic countries are stepping forward and contributing disproportionately to NATO missions. These countries are the hope of the alliance. They believe that NATO is important and are acting accordingly. It is time for the rest of NATO to do the same. 
   Impacts
      Conflict Escalation

US leadership in NATO is critical to checking escalation of regional power struggles

Stull 5 (Alan, Lieutenant Colonel Alan M. Stull, UW Army War College, Mar 18, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada431845&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) LL

Currently NATO and the EU are not capable of diffusing regional conflicts militarily without U.S. leadership and resources. The United States has been the leader within NATO since its inception in 1949. It appears that without the U.S. leadership and resources NATO could simply fade away or become irrelevant.13 The United States and the United Kingdom (UK) have traditionally been the only nations willing and/or capable of deploying and leading NATO missions. Though NATO and the EU are working toward sharing more of the security burden, both troop and monetary, they are a long way from a force viable of conducting expeditionary operations and quelling any regional conflicts within Europe, Eurasia or North Africa. The European Security Strategy states that the EU and the United States acting together are “a formidable force for good in the world” and this is reason for the EU to build up its capabilities further and increase its coherence.14 However, Article III-309 of the EU Constitution only gives the following missions to any EU defense and security forces: joint disarmament operations, humanitarian and rescue tasks, military advice and assistance tasks, conflict prevention and peace-keeping tasks, tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-making and post-conflict stabilization.15 Additionally, NATO countries are spending far too little on defense with most spending less than two percent of their GDPs for defense. Only France at 2.6 percent and the United Kingdom at 2.4 percent are anywhere close to the 3.3 percent the United States spends on defense.16 The EU draft Constitution directs the EU to “proceed more intensively to develop its defense capacities through the development of its national contributions and participation, where appropriate, in multinational forces,” and “have the capacity to supply by 2007 at the latest, either at national level or as a component of multinational force groups, targeted combat units for the missions planned, structured at a tactical level as a battle group, with support elements including transport and logistics, capable of carrying out the tasks referred to in Article III-309.”17 Though these provisions are spelled out in the new EU Constitution, it is unlikely that most member states will have the national will to meet this standard. Many EU countries have continued to exceed the European Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) mandated maximum three percent deficit ceiling with no penalties, so there is no reason to believe they will comply with this mandate when the constitution is ratified. Many current European governments understand they do not have the means to compete with many countries militarily so they are very content to rely on Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty for their security blanket. The European Security Strategy further adds to this as it states, “As a union of 25 members, spending more than 160 billion Euros on defense, we should be able to sustain several operations simultaneously.”18 The Balkans conflicts give proof of Europe’s poor record of conflict resolution without NATO/U.S. commitment. The Balkan conflict at the beginning of the decade revealed European military incapacity and political disarray; the Kosovo conflict at decade’s end exposed a transatlantic gap in military technology and the ability to wage modern warfare that would only widen in subsequent years. Outside of Europe, the disparity by the close of the 1990s was even more starkly apparent as it became clear that the ability of European powers, individually or collectively, to project decisive force into regions of conflict beyond the continent was negligible. Europeans could provide peacekeeping forces in the Balkans — indeed; they could and eventually did provide the vast bulk of those forces in Bosnia and Kosovo. But they lacked the wherewithal to introduce and sustain a fighting force in potentially hostile territory, even in Europe. Under the best of circumstances, the European role was limited to filling out peacekeeping forces after the United States had, largely on its own, carried out the decisive phases of a military mission and stabilized the situation. As some Europeans put it, the real division of labor consisted of the United States “making the dinner” and the Europeans “doing the dishes.”Without some U.S. leadership in European defense forces, regional conflicts could easily go unchecked and bring new instability to Europe and Eurasia. If NATO were to dissolve, the EU Rapid Reaction Force (RRF) could become Europe’s sole defense force with little or no United States involvement. 

NATO fosters cooperation and checks regional escalation

Gordon 2 (Philip H., Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy Foreign, The Brookings Institution, Summer of 2002, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2002/summer_globalgovernance_gordon.aspx)
Yet to conclude that NATO no longer has an important role to play because it was not used for a mission for which it was not designed would be perverse and mistaken. The alliance remains the primary vehicle for keeping the United States engaged in European security affairs. Through its enlargement process, NATO is playing a critical part in unifying a continent that had been divided for almost 50 years. It brought peace to the Balkans, where it continues to deploy tens of thousands of troops, without whom the region could easily revert to the horrible conflicts of the 1990s. Through its Partnership for Peace, the alliance has reached out to and promoted military cooperation with partners in Central Asia, some of which made essential contributions to the campaign in Afghanistan. NATO also continues to promote military interoperability among the allies, so that they can cooperate militarily with each other even when NATO itself is not involved—as they did during the 1990-91 Gulf War and in parts of the operation in and around Afghanistan. As the international community considers ways to stabilize Afghanistan in the wake of the war, NATO planning and command-and-control capabilities may well prove the best option for maintaining a long-term, Western-led security force. 

      Warming 

NATO is uniquely equipped to respond to crises caused by global warming

Rider 9 (Jonathan Rider, 5th August 2009 The Henry Jackson Society http://www.henryjacksonsociety.org/stories.asp?id=1232 6/22/10)
Secondly, as the environment begins to respond to climatic change and global warming, there will be a greater demand for aid relief. This element is closely related to the third modus operandi in which NATO will begin to play an increasingly important role in reconstruction and development. In the nineties NATO was instrumental in paving the way for a new approach to reconstruction in the Balkans, arguing for a synthesised rebuilding of infrastructure as well as security. It was recognised very early on that a military presence alone was insufficient to maintain peace and promote long-term stability. Today, in Afghanistan where civilian and NGO support is limited, a similar approach is being taken and NATO troops are providing a broad spectrum of services from military training to engineering though provincial reconstruction initiatives. Military personnel can operate in areas of greater risk where civilians would fear to tread or politicians would fear to put them. NATO is uniquely equipped and uniquely placed to carry out these tasks because it can draw on a depth of resources, both financial and physical that single state actors do not have at their disposal. Moreover, action is sanctioned and legitimised through universal international consensus, further strengthening existing bonds between alliance members.

      Iran

NATO key to check Iran
Streich 10 (Michael Streich Apr 22, 2010 Adjunct Professor of History http://weuropeanhistory.suite101.com/article.cfm/natos-changing-role-in-a-global-society  6/22/10)
NATO’s “Strategic Concept” is rooted in global considerations. NATO Secretary General Anders Rasmussen, speaking in Washington, DC on February 23, 2010, referred to a “new division at NATO headquarters to deal with new threats and challenges.” Speaking at Georgetown University the day before, Rasmussen spoke of “deepening our partnerships with countries from across the globe.”  Rick Rozoff (Global Research, February 14, 2010), commenting on the ambitious global goals of NATO, writes that the alliance, “has a broad and expanding network of members and military partners throughout the world.” Any potential military conflict with Iran will most likely include a NATO role. What began as an alliance centered on European collective security, may prove to be the guarantee of European Union survival in the face of global military and economic threats such as the alleged nuclear ambitions of Iran. 

Alliance key to solve Iran and Russia
Weisser 10 (Ulrich Weisser 6 – 7, 2010 Chief Policy Planning in the German MOD Institute for Strategic, Political, Security and Economic Consultancy Berlin, Germany 6/22/10)
NATO urgently needs to establish a new consensus. Otherwise we will neither come to terms with common challenges like how to cope with the Iranian nuclear issue or with the urging question how to deal with Russia. Right now Europe is divided on this issue. Most East European states define their security mostly in terms of protection against Russia and many of them even want NATO to draw up specific plans for defense against Russia. This attitude is in direct conflict with Germany´s interest of entangling Russia in partnership rather than confronting it. NATO needs a new political strategy in order to master the challenges of tomorrow. Globalization is not only an economic phenomenon but is also relevant for the global challenges to our security. This development can only be mastered by a concept of international burden sharing, in which specific capabilities for crisis management are tied to regional responsibilities. Afghanistan is the best example. Henry Kissinger has rightly pointed out, that the country has powerful neighbors or near neighbors – Pakistan, India, China, Russia, Iran. Each one has substantial capabilities to defend interests against threats emerging in Afghanistan. But they all have chosen to stand more or less aloof. This leads to the conclusion that international organizations have to coordinate their strategies. Russia, China and the countries in Central Asia do coordinate their policies on energy and counter-terrorism in the Shanghai Organization for Cooperation. They see the drug industry as the most important problem not only for Afghanistan but also for the region as a whole. We are well advised to share this view.

NATO surrounding Iran is key to prevent regional arms race
Rozoff 10 (Rick Rozoff Global Research February 11, 2010 http://www.infowars.com/nato%E2%80%99s-role-in-the-military-encirclement-of-iran/  6/22/10)
NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen told an Al Arabiya correspondent that “NATO considers the Gulf region a continuation of the Euro Atlantic security area,” and in reference to Iran – which of course was not invited to the conference – “we all are seriously concerned about nuclear ambitions and about the nuclear domino-effect they could cause in a region that is pivotal for global stability and security.” [16] In recent weeks the United States announced the sale of land-based interceptor missiles to Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates. It has supplied both Patriot Advanced Capability-3 and Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) missile systems to GCC states and has deployed sea-based Standard Missile-3 interceptors in the Gulf on Aegis class warships. In early February the deputy secretary general of NATO, Claudio Bisogniero, was in Qatar and, “Lauding the support extended by Qatar to Nato since the Istanbul Initiative in 2004,” said “Qatar has become an active participant in most deliberations held under the aegis of Nato….” [17] GCC states being integrated into international NATO operations are being recruited for the war in Afghanistan. A U.S. armed forces publication disclosed in late January that 125 security personnel from Bahrain were guarding “the headquarters for U.S. military operations in volatile Helmand province, where more than 10,000 Marines are stationed and more are on the way.” [18] The U.S. and NATO are launching the biggest and bloodiest battle of the more than eight-year war in Afghanistan in Helmand. Troops from the UAE have been serving under NATO command in Afghanistan for years. The Kuwait News Agency wrote on January 28 that the chairman of NATO’s Military Committee, Admiral Giampaolo Di Paola, said “the Alliance is in discussion with a Gulf state to deploy AWACS planes for reconnaissance mission[s] over Afghanistan in support of its ISAF mission and also for anti-piracy off Somalia.” In addition, Di Paola was quoted saying “The Alliance is close to closing the basic issue with one of the Gulf countries” and “We are looking forward to be in a position to follow on the temporary deployment that we have today in Oman with a more permanent long-term deployment.” [19] Oman directly overlooks Iran on the Strait of Hormuz. The true military powerhouse in the Gulf region, Saudi Arabia – armed to the teeth with advanced U.S. weapons – has been engaged in its first-ever war since last November. Riyadh has launched regular attacks with infantry, armor and warplanes in the north of neighboring Yemen against Houthi rebels. Hundreds of Yemeni civilians have been reported killed in the assaults, which rebel spokesmen claim have been accompanied by U.S. air strikes. [20] 200,000 civilians have been uprooted and displaced by fighting in the north since 2004. The Saudi government acknowledges over 500 military casualties, both dead and wounded. The population of northern Yemen is Shia in terms of religious conviction, and the Saudi offensive is not only fraught with the danger of being converted into a war with Iran once removed but in fact can serve as a rehearsal – and training – for the genuine article. In other countries bordering Iran, last July NATO Deputy Secretary General Claudio Bisogniero signed an agreement with the Iraqi Minister of Defense to train the nation’s security forces. The NATO website reported: “This agreement represents a milestone in the cooperation between the Republic of Iraq and NATO and demonstrates the Alliance’s strong commitment….The agreement will provide the legal basis for NATO to continue with its mission to assist the Government of the Republic of Iraq in developing further the capabilities of the Iraqi Security Forces.” [21] Last month NATO started recruiting ethnic Kurds for Iraq’s national security force in the north of the country near the Iranian border. On Iran’s western border, during meetings of NATO defense ministers in Turkey late last week Pentagon chief Robert Gates met with Chief of Turkish General Staff General Ilker Basbug and Gates said that he had “discussed, with General Basbug, Turkey’s role in the missile defense system and relations between our armies.” [22] Former NATO secretary general George Robertson, arguing that U.S. nuclear warheads should be kept in Germany, recently divulged that there are between 40 and 90 American nuclear weapons stored at Turkey’s Incirlik Air Base under NATO arrangements. To Iran’s northwest, Azerbaijan is increasingly being developed as a NATO outpost in the South Caucasus and the Caspian Sea Basin. Early this month “A working group of the Azerbaijani Defense Ministry and the United States European Command (USEUCOM) held a meeting in Stuttgart, Germany….The meeting [was] held within the framework of the Azerbaijan-US action plan for military cooperation” and lasted five days. [23] The country has been granted a NATO Individual Partnership Action Plan as have other former Soviet states like Georgia, Ukraine and lately Moldova. In January Azerbaijan hosted a planning conference for the NATO Regional Response 2010 military exercise. Last year “the Regional Response 2009 military training was held within the NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme in April 2009 in Baku. “Commander of US Land Forces in Europe Carter Ham participated in the training.” [24] Azerbaijan has doubled its troop strength in Afghanistan and will train Afghan National Army personnel at its military schools. The nation’s Foreign Ministry recently announced that Azerbaijan is interested in joining the NATO Response Force along with Ukraine, regarding which the Alliance provides this description: “The NATO Response Force (NRF) is a highly ready and technologically advanced force made up of land, air, sea and special forces components that the Alliance can deploy quickly wherever needed. “It is capable of performing missions worldwide across the whole spectrum of operations….” [25] In late January a former Azeri presidential adviser, Vafa Guluzade, spoke at a seminar called NATO-Azerbaijan Cooperation: A Civilian View and said, “The territory and people of Azerbaijan are ideal for military cooperation with NATO. The country has a favourable geostrategic location….Azerbaijan has military aerodromes suitable for NATO bases.” [26] To Iran’s east, the U.S. and NATO will soon have over 150,000 troops, and according to a recent study 400 bases, in Afghanistan and both Western belligerents are coordinating military actions with Pakistan, the Alliance through the Trilateral Afghanistan-Pakistan-NATO Military Commission. The chain is being tightened around Iran from every direction and NATO is forging several of the key links. 

      Russia

The Alliance is key to deter Russia
Perkovich 9 (George May 2009 George Perkovich is vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace  http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf 6/23/10)
The former Warsaw Pact and Soviet states now in NATO are more exposed to Russian coercion. Russia has conventional military superiority over these states which are located near it and Russia probably would be more willing to use hard power against them than it is against Western European states. NATO collectively has the military resources to deter and stymie potential Russian aggression against the new NATO states. The question, as discussed below, is under what circumstances NATO would have the political will to confront Russia on behalf of the new members. And would this resolve be greater or weaker in a world without nuclear weapons? 
US/EU Relations Bad DA

   1NC
US-EU relations are struggling now - increased cooperation and engagement are needed

Garrett 10 (Major, FoxNews, “Sarkozy Reveals Rift in U.S.-European Relations,” 3/31, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/03/31/sarkozy-reveals-rift-european-relations/, EMM)

French President Nicolas Sarkozy was asked to elaborate on his Tuesday comments in New York that the world needs an America "that listens."

Instead of explaining whether America listens, Sarkozy talked about what happens when Obama speaks -- denying a problem no one asked about -- and in so doing revealed a surprising rift in U.S.-European relations.

"I speak on behalf of Chancellor Merkel or Gordon Brown and other leaders," Sarkozy said, doing something world leaders seldom do -- speak for others. "Because President Obama, when he says something, keeps his word. His word is his bond. And that is so important. There's a joke among us, we don't like surprises. Well, from that point of view, there's no surprises. When he can, he delivers. When he can't, he says so."

But experts say there have been surprises, unpleasant ones for Europe.

"Europe is beginning to feel a little concerned that it's being taken for granted," said Heather Conley, director of the Europe program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "When summit meetings are skipped, when it takes 14 months for the French to have an Oval Office meeting, they are starting to become concerned that maybe allies aren't as appreciated as they had anticipated from this administration."

Space cooperation improves overall relations and cohesion

Crooks 9 (Heather R., Naval Postgraduate School, “ TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS: THE ROLE OF NATIONALISM IN MULTINATIONAL SPACE COOPERATION,” June, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada501117.pdf, EMM)

Nation-states cooperate in high-technology ventures for such varied reasons as cost savings, a desire to increase the rate of technological research and development, risk sharing, and technology sharing and transfer, as well as strategic needs of alliance cohesion. Cooperation in these ventures also results in the generation of new products, processes, and services. As noted in a 2005 report to the United States (U.S.) Congress, “collaborative ventures are intended to accommodate the strengths and responsibilities of all sectors involved in innovation and technology development.”47 In 2008, officials in the White House noted that “the U.S.-European commercial relationship is the engine of the world economy.”48 To this end, the U.S. has joined with European countries to pursue advanced technology ventures in many areas. Academic, commercial, and military cooperation have resulted in noteworthy and diverse products including the structure of DNA, earthquake engineering,49 the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), and the International Space Station (ISS).

US-EU relations directly trade off with EU-China relations

Cabestan 6 (Jean-Pierre, French Expert on China, Director of Research @ National Centre for Scientific Research, “ EUROPEAN UNION-CHINA RELATIONS AND THE UNITED STATES,” Asian Perspectives, Vol 30, No 4, http://www.asianperspective.org/articles/v30n4-b.pdf, EMM)
Spurred by a growing trade relationship as well as China’s desire to build a more multipolar world and the EU’s aspiration to play a more active and independent role in international affairs, the two sides have established a close economic and political partnership. However, the EU is a political body that is both complex and rather weak. The majority of EU member states continue to see the United States more as a close strategic partner than as a superpower that the EU should counterbalance. Moreover, the EU’s relationship with China has become more difficult to handle due to a deepening trade deficit and lack of progress by China on human rights. Thus, the EU’s China policy will remain based on the lowest common denominator of its member states’ China policies, whereas its close military relations with the United States will probably continue to affect the strategic dimension of EU-China relations and negate the possibility of a genuine strategic triangle emerging. 

EU-China relations are key to solve warming

Balme 9 (Richard,  Sciences Po, Centre for European Studies and Tsinghua University, School of Public Policy and Management, “ Global Warming Politics: the EU, China and Climate Change,” June 19, http://sciencespo-globalgovernance.net/node/23, EMM)

The European Union (EU) and China were to a large extent at the core of the process whereby climate change became a prominent issue in international relations. Supported by the sensitivity of European public opinion on environmental issue, its preference for multilateralism, and by its own policy expertise, the EU was from the onset very active in promoting international agreements on climate. As the United States eventually failed to ratify the Kyoto protocol signed by the Clinton Administration, and remained reluctant to negotiations on climate under Georges Bush presidencies, the EU was able to assume leadership among developed countries on the issue.
As evidence about human influence on climate change accumulated, the tension between energy-intensive modes of development and the capacity to mitigate climate change also became more apparent. As the most populated and fastest growing economy of developing countries, China’s environmental policy and attitude with regard to climate change regime became increasingly scrutinized. Its record of first CO2 emitter surpassing the USA for the first time in 2008 was widely noticed, and China is frequently vilainized for its dirty growth model and its global consequences.

China nevertheless developed a significant policy to address climate and energy issues over the recent years. To a large extent, the limited steps accomplished so far at the global level in climate change policy largely relied on the convergence of policies and cooperation programs between the EU and China.

The terms of agreement set to design a post-Kyoto protocol will therefore be critical for further developments of EU-China relations, and more generally for the evolution of globalization. How is climate change policy likely to support EU-China cooperation, and to upgrade the profile of their relation within globalization? We first present the EU and China policies regarding climate change in parallel, before analyzing the EU-China cooperation programs. We then explore the positions and issues at stake with the negotiations surrounding the post-Kyoto regime, before developing the conclusion. 

Warming is real and anthropogenic - extinction (it outweighs nuclear war)

Morgan 9 [Dennis Ray, Professor of Current Affairs @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, South Korea, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race”, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, ScienceDirect]

As horrifying as the scenario of human extinction by sudden, fast-burning nuclear fire may seem, the one consolation is that this future can be avoided within a relatively short period of time if responsible world leaders change Cold War thinking to move away from aggressive wars over natural resources and towards the eventual dismantlement of most if not all nuclear weapons. On the other hand, another scenario of human extinction by fire is one that may not so easily be reversed within a short period of time because it is not a fast-burning fire; rather, a slow burning fire is gradually heating up the planet as industrial civilization progresses and develops globally. This gradual process and course is long-lasting; thus it cannot easily be changed, even if responsible world leaders change their thinking about ‘‘progress’’ and industrial development based on the burning of fossil fuels. The way that global warming will impact humanity in the future has often been depicted through the analogy of the proverbial frog in a pot of water who does not realize that the temperature of the water is gradually rising. Instead of trying to escape, the frog tries to adjust to the gradual temperature change; finally, the heat of the water sneaks up on it until it is debilitated. Though it finally realizes its predicament and attempts to escape, it is too late; its feeble attempt is to no avail— and the frog dies. Whether this fable can actually be applied to frogs in heated water or not is irrelevant; it still serves as a comparable scenario of how the slow burning fire of global warming may eventually lead to a runaway condition and take humanity by surprise. Unfortunately, by the time the politicians finally all agree with the scientific consensus that global warming is indeed human caused, its development could be too advanced to arrest; the poor frog has become too weak and enfeebled to get himself out of hot water. The Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change (IPCC) was established in 1988 by the WorldMeteorological Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environmental Programme to ‘‘assess on a comprehensive, objective, open and transparent basis the scientific, technical and socio-economic information relevant to understanding the scientific basis of risk of humaninduced climate change, its potential impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation.’’[16]. Since then, it has given assessments and reports every six or seven years. Thus far, it has given four assessments.13 With all prior assessments came attacks fromsome parts of the scientific community, especially by industry scientists, to attempt to prove that the theory had no basis in planetary history and present-day reality; nevertheless, as more andmore research continually provided concrete and empirical evidence to confirm the global warming hypothesis, that it is indeed human-caused, mostly due to the burning of fossil fuels, the scientific consensus grew stronger that human induced global warming is verifiable. As a matter of fact, according to Bill McKibben [17], 12 years of ‘‘impressive scientific research’’ strongly confirms the 1995 report ‘‘that humans had grown so large in numbers and especially in appetite for energy that they were now damaging the most basic of the earth’s systems—the balance between incoming and outgoing solar energy’’; ‘‘. . . their findings have essentially been complementary to the 1995 report – a constant strengthening of the simple basic truth that humans were burning too much fossil fuel.’’ [17]. Indeed, 12 years later, the 2007 report not only confirms global warming, with a stronger scientific consensus that the slow burn is ‘‘very likely’’ human caused, but it also finds that the ‘‘amount of carbon in the atmosphere is now increasing at a faster rate even than before’’ and the temperature increases would be ‘‘considerably higher than they have been so far were it not for the blanket of soot and other pollution that is temporarily helping to cool the planet.’’ [17]. Furthermore, almost ‘‘everything frozen on earth is melting. Heavy rainfalls are becoming more common since the air is warmer and therefore holds more water than cold air, and ‘cold days, cold nights and frost have become less frequent, while hot days, hot nights, and heat waves have become more frequent.’’ [17]. Unless drastic action is taken soon, the average global temperature is predicted to rise about 5 degrees this century, but it could rise as much as 8 degrees. As has already been evidenced in recent years, the rise in global temperature is melting the Arctic sheets. This runaway polar melting will inflict great damage upon coastal areas, which could be much greater than what has been previously forecasted. However, what is missing in the IPCC report, as dire as it may seem, is sufficient emphasis on the less likely but still plausible worst case scenarios, which could prove to have the most devastating, catastrophic consequences for the long-term future of human civilization. In other words, the IPCC report places too much emphasis on a linear progression that does not take sufficient account of the dynamics of systems theory, which leads to a fundamentally different premise regarding the relationship between industrial civilization and nature. As a matter of fact, as early as the 1950s, Hannah Arendt [18] observed this radical shift of emphasis in the human-nature relationship, which starkly contrasts with previous times because the very distinction between nature and man as ‘‘Homo faber’’ has become blurred, as man no longer merely takes from nature what is needed for fabrication; instead, he now acts into nature to augment and transform natural processes, which are then directed into the evolution of human civilization itself such that we become a part of the very processes that we make. The more human civilization becomes an integral part of this dynamic system, the more difficult it becomes to extricate ourselves from it. As Arendt pointed out, this dynamism is dangerous because of its unpredictability. Acting into nature to transform natural processes brings about an . . . endless new change of happenings whose eventual outcome the actor is entirely incapable of knowing or controlling beforehand. The moment we started natural processes of our own - and the splitting of the atom is precisely such a man-made natural process -we not only increased our power over nature, or became more aggressive in our dealings with the given forces of the earth, but for the first time have taken nature into the human world as such and obliterated the defensive boundaries between natural elements and the human artifice by which all previous civilizations were hedged in’’ [18]. So, in as much as we act into nature, we carry our own unpredictability into our world; thus, Nature can no longer be thought of as having absolute or iron-clad laws. We no longer know what the laws of nature are because the unpredictability of Nature increases in proportion to the degree by which industrial civilization injects its own processes into it; through selfcreated, dynamic, transformative processes, we carry human unpredictability into the future with a precarious recklessness that may indeed end in human catastrophe or extinction, for elemental forces that we have yet to understand may be unleashed upon us by the very environment that we experiment with. Nature may yet have her revenge and the last word, as the Earth and its delicate ecosystems, environment, and atmosphere reach a tipping point, which could turn out to be a point of no return. This is exactly the conclusion reached by the scientist, inventor, and author, James Lovelock. The creator of the wellknown yet controversial Gaia Theory, Lovelock has recently written that it may be already too late for humanity to change course since climate centers around the world, . . . which are the equivalent of the pathology lab of a hospital, have reported the Earth’s physical condition, and the climate specialists see it as seriously ill, and soon to pass into a morbid fever that may last as long as 100,000 years. I have to tell you, as members of the Earth’s family and an intimate part of it, that you and especially civilisation are in grave danger. It was ill luck that we started polluting at a time when the sun is too hot for comfort. We have given Gaia a fever and soon her condition will worsen to a state like a coma. She has been there before and recovered, but it took more than 100,000 years. We are responsible and will suffer the consequences: as the century progresses, the temperature will rise 8 degrees centigrade in temperate regions and 5 degrees in the tropics. Much of the tropical land mass will become scrub and desert, and will no longer serve for regulation; this adds to the 40 per cent of the Earth’s surface we have depleted to feed ourselves. . . . Curiously, aerosol pollution of the northern hemisphere reduces global warming by reflecting sunlight back to space. This ‘global dimming’ is transient and could disappear in a few days like the smoke that it is, leaving us fully exposed to the heat of the global greenhouse. We are in a fool’s climate, accidentally kept cool by smoke, and before this century is over billions of us will die and the few breeding pairs of people that survive will be in the Arctic where the climate remains tolerable. [19] Moreover, Lovelock states that the task of trying to correct our course is hopelessly impossible, for we are not in charge. It is foolish and arrogant to think that we can regulate the atmosphere, oceans and land surface in order to maintain the conditions right for life. It is as impossible as trying to regulate your own temperature and the composition of your blood, for those with ‘‘failing kidneys know the never-ending daily difficulty of adjusting water, salt and protein intake. The technological fix of dialysis helps, but is no replacement for living healthy kidneys’’ [19]. Lovelock concludes his analysis on the fate of human civilization and Gaia by saying that we will do ‘‘our best to survive, but sadly I cannot see the United States or the emerging economies of China and India cutting back in time, and they are the main source of emissions. The worst will happen and survivors will have to adapt to a hell of a climate’’ [19]. Lovelock’s forecast for climate change is based on a systems dynamics analysis of the interaction between humancreated processes and natural processes. It is a multidimensional model that appropriately reflects the dynamism of industrial civilization responsible for climate change. For one thing, it takes into account positive feedback loops that lead to ‘‘runaway’’ conditions. This mode of analysis is consistent  with recent research on how ecosystems suddenly disappear. A 2001 article in Nature, based on a scientific study by an international consortium, reported that changes in ecosystems are not just gradual but are often sudden and catastrophic [20]. Thus, a scientific consensus is emerging (after repeated studies of ecological change) that ‘‘stressed ecosystems, given the right nudge, are capable of slipping rapidly from a seemingly steady state to something entirely different,’’ according to Stephen Carpenter, a limnologist at the University of Wisconsin-Madison (who is also a co-author of the report). Carpenter continues, ‘‘We realize that there is a common pattern we’re seeing in ecosystems around the world, . . . Gradual changes in vulnerability accumulate and eventually you get a shock to the system - a flood or a drought - and, boom, you’re over into another regime. It becomes a self-sustaining collapse.’’ [20]. If ecosystems are in fact mini-models of the system of the Earth, as Lovelock maintains, then we can expect the same kind of behavior. As Jonathon Foley, a UW-Madison climatologist and another co-author of the Nature report, puts it, ‘‘Nature isn’t linear. Sometimes you can push on a system and push on a system and, finally, you have the straw that breaks the camel’s back.’’ Also, once the ‘‘flip’’ occurs, as Foley maintains, then the catastrophic change is ‘‘irreversible.’’ [20]. When we expand this analysis of ecosystems to the Earth itself, it’s frightening. What could be the final push on a stressed system that could ‘‘break the camel’s back?’’ Recently, another factor has been discovered in some areas of the arctic regions, which will surely compound the problem of global ‘‘heating’’ (as Lovelock calls it) in unpredictable and perhaps catastrophic ways. This disturbing development, also reported in Nature, concerns the permafrost that has locked up who knows how many tons of the greenhouse gasses, methane and carbon dioxide. Scientists are particularly worried about permafrost because, as it thaws, it releases these gases into the atmosphere, thus, contributing and accelerating global heating. It is a vicious positive feedback loop that compounds the prognosis of global warming in ways that could very well prove to be the tipping point of no return. Seth Borenstein of the Associated Press describes this disturbing positive feedback loop of permafrost greenhouse gasses, as when warming ‘‘. already under way thaws permafrost, soil that has been continuously frozen for thousands of years. Thawed permafrost releases methane and carbon dioxide. Those gases reach the atmosphere and help trap heat on Earth in the greenhouse effect. The trapped heat thaws more permafrost and so on.’’ [21]. The significance and severity of this problem cannot be understated since scientists have discovered that ‘‘the amount of carbon trapped in this type of permafrost called ‘‘yedoma’’ is much more prevalent than originally thought and may be 100 times [my emphasis] the amount of carbon released into the air each year by the burning of fossil fuels’’ [21]. Of course, it won’t come out all at once, at least by time as we commonly reckon it, but in terms of geological time, the ‘‘several decades’’ that scientists say it will probably take to come out can just as well be considered ‘‘all at once.’’ Surely, within the next 100 years, much of the world we live in will be quite hot and may be unlivable, as Lovelock has predicted. Professor Ted Schuur, a professor of ecosystem ecology at the University of Florida and co-author of the study that appeared in Science, describes it as a ‘‘slow motion time bomb.’’ [21]. Permafrost under lakes will be released as methane while that which is under dry ground will be released as carbon dioxide. Scientists aren’t sure which is worse. Whereas methane is a much more powerful agent to trap heat, it only lasts for about 10 years before it dissipates into carbon dioxide or other chemicals. The less powerful heat-trapping agent, carbon dioxide, lasts for 100 years [21]. Both of the greenhouse gasses present in permafrost represent a global dilemma and challenge that compounds the effects of global warming and runaway climate change. The scary thing about it, as one researcher put it, is that there are ‘‘lots of mechanisms that tend to be self-perpetuating and relatively few that tend to shut it off’’ [21].14 In an accompanying AP article, Katey Walters of the University of Alaska at Fairbanks describes the effects as ‘‘huge’’ and, unless we have a ‘‘major cooling,’’ - unstoppable [22]. Also, there’s so much more that has not even been discovered yet, she writes: ‘‘It’s coming out a lot and there’s a lot more to come out.’’ [22]. 4. Is it the end of human civilization and possible extinction of humankind? What Jonathon Schell wrote concerning death by the fire of nuclear holocaust also applies to the slow burning death of global warming: Once we learn that a holocaust might lead to extinction, we have no right to gamble, because if we lose, the game will be over, and neither we nor anyone else will ever get another chance. Therefore, although, scientifically speaking, there is all the difference in the world between the mere possibility that a holocaust will bring about extinction and the certainty of it, morally they are the same, and we have no choice but to address the issue of nuclear weapons as though we knew for a certainty that their use would put an end to our species [23].15 When we consider that beyond the horror of nuclear war, another horror is set into motion to interact with the subsequent nuclear winter to produce a poisonous and super heated planet, the chances of human survival seem even smaller. Who knows, even if some small remnant does manage to survive, what the poisonous environmental conditions would have on human evolution in the future. A remnant of mutated, sub-human creatures might survive such harsh conditions, but for all purposes, human civilization has been destroyed, and the question concerning human extinction becomes moot. Thus, we have no other choice but to consider the finality of it all, as Schell does: ‘‘Death lies at the core of each person’s private existence, but part of death’s meaning is to be found in the fact that it occurs in a biological and social world that survives.’’ [23].16 But what if the world itself were to perish, Schell asks. Would not it bring about a sort of ‘‘second death’’ – the death of the species – a possibility that the vast majority of the human race is in denial about? Talbot writes in the review of Schell’s book that it is not only the ‘‘death of the species, not just of the earth’s population on doomsday, but of countless unborn generations. They would be spared literal death but would nonetheless be victims . . .’’ [23]. That is the ‘‘second death’’ of humanity – the horrifying, unthinkable prospect that there are no prospects – that there will be no future. In the second chapter of Schell’s book, he writes that since we have not made a positive decision to exterminate ourselves but instead have ‘‘chosen to live on the edge of extinction, periodically lunging toward the abyss only to draw back at the last second, our situation is one of uncertainty and nervous insecurity rather than of absolute hopelessness.’’ [23].17 In other words, the fate of the Earth and its inhabitants has not yet been determined. Yet time is not on our side. Will we relinquish the fire and our use of it to dominate the Earth and each other, or will we continue to gamble with our future at this game of Russian roulette while time increasingly stacks the cards against our chances of survival?

   XT US/EU Relations Low Now

Relations low - our evidence assumes resilience

Deutsche Welle 5/28 (“ US, Europe struggle to redefine partnership in a changing world,” 2011, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,15112332,00.html, EMM)

The trans-Atlantic partnership has survived the 10-year crisis that began with the September 11 attacks and ended with the near collapse of the global financial system. As a new decade dawns, Europe and the US are struggling to come to terms with the fact that their historic partnership is changing in response to revolts in the Arab world and stunning economic growth in Asia. 

More evidence - they’ve fallen out of love with Obama - new cooperative ventures are key

NewsCore 10 (“Europe Warns Obama: This Relationship Is Not Working,” July 15, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/15/europe-warns-obama-relationship-working/, EMM)

Europe's disappointment with President Barack Obama's presidency was laid bare Thursday as the EU’s most senior figure called for a dramatic effort to revive transatlantic relations.

The president of the European Commission said the new era at the White House was in danger of becoming a “missed opportunity” for Europe.

José Manuel Barroso said the EU-U.S. relationship was not living up to its potential. The criticism follows a series of fundamental disagreements on how to deal with the economic crisis, climate change and trade reform.

The feelings of a deepening rift are mutual. Senior U.S. figures said Obama could never live up to Europe’s sky-high expectations.

   XT EU Space Cooperation Low Now

US-EU space cooperation is low now

Hohne-Sparborth 7 (Thomas, “European Space Policy: Modest Reforms,” Briefing paper prepared for the Future of European Foreign Policy Seminar, 11/9, http://www.jhubc.it/future_of_european_foreign_policy/briefingThomas.pdf, EMM)
Cooperation. Europe’s cooperation with the United States has been limited, especially when compared to the extensive transatlantic cooperation in other areas. Cooperation has mainly taken place in the area of science and exploration, through missions such as the Hubble Space Telescope and the Mars Express.[6] The sharing of technology has been hampered by concerns over commercial competition. Furthermore, the U.S. has discouraged the development of a mutual strategy by declaring that its space initiative was “very much going to be a U.S.-led endeavor” aimed at achieving national objectives.[7]

   XT Space Coop Increases Relations

Expanded US-EU space cooperation improves relations

ESA 7 (European Space Agency, “Cooperation with the United States,” Nov 15, http://www.esa.int/esaMI/Washington_Office/SEMVX0FWB8F_0.html, EMM)

Transatlantic cooperation is destined to grow and expand to new areas. Early signs of greater visibility of these cooperative undertakings has been witnessed in recent years.

During the EU-US summit on 20 June 2005, both sides agreed to initiate a dialogue on civil space cooperation as part of the 'European Union and United States initiative to enhance transatlantic economic integration and growth'. This summit brought together the President of the European Council, the President of the European Commission, the High Representative for the European Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), and the US in Washington, DC. The leaders explored means to eliminate impediments to further economic integration and to develop a forward-looking strategy to enhance the EU-US economic partnership.

Space cooperation improves trust and confidence and isn’t subject to political issues - increases relations 

Beringer 11 (Daniel, Bank Teller @ Academy Bank, “Does space exploration encourage international cooperation?,” TED Conversations, http://www.ted.com/conversations/748/does_space_exploration_encoura.html, EMM)

Space exploration encourages international cooperation for several reasons: As a branch of science and technology, space exploration is subject to some of the same trends. Scientists do not care so much about what country a scientist is from as they do about their scientific achievements. Look at the LHC; it's like the ISS of particle physics. Science dismisses national identity in favor of intellectual accomplishment. Space exploration is inherently scientific; space exploration dismisses national identity in favor of intellectual accomplishment. 
Honesty is required for effective cooperation between nations. You can't mess with the truth with rockets. They explode if you do. You can't fudge the numbers on orbital mechanics. You can't exaggerate your products capabilities; the difference between statement and reality will soon be obvious. Space requires honesty : international cooperation requires honesty. Space aides international cooperation by enforcing honesty.

   XT US/EU Tradesoff With EU/China

China is seeking to form a new alliance with the EU - this is zerosum with EU/US relations

Niblett 5 (Robin, PhD, Director of the European Program @ CSIS, “China, EU, and the Transatlantic Alliance,” July 22, http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2005hearings/written_testimonies/05_07_21_22wrts/niblett_robin_wrts.pdf, EMM)
There is little doubt that China’s current leaders would like to draw Europe and the EU into a multi-polar world order in which the transatlantic alliance would be weakened and in which China’s ability to maneuver between Washington, Brussels, and EU member state capitals (as well as between Moscow, Delhi, and other key capitals) on its policy priorities would be maximized. From a zero-sum perspective, a weakening of the transatlantic bond would be a net plus in terms of the Chinese government’s freedom of action domestically and on the world stage. This is nothing new. China has a long history of wanting to “triangulate” between global power centers and thus lessen the strength of the dominant power that appears most threatening to its interests – this being the United States in the 1950s and 1960s and then the Soviet Union in the 1970s, when the Sino-American rapprochement took place. Now, at the start of the 21st century, Chinese leaders once again look to balance America’s predominant power and see the EU as a potential balancer.

You can see why China might hold out hope for such a strategic objective. A number of European leaders have expressed concern since the end of the cold war over growing U.S. hegemony and a U.S. willingness to apply its power unilaterally, now that the United States appears unencumbered by the need for allies that characterized its strategic policy during the cold war stand-off with the Soviet Union. France’s President Jacques Chirac has gone further, speaking openly of his vision of the rise of a multi-polar world order over the coming decades, in which the United States, the EU, China, India, and Russia would constitute the dominant poles of power. 

   XT China-EU Solves Warming

Warming is a key focus area for EU-China relations

Wu 8 (Changhua, Greater China Director @ The Climate Group, “ China and the EU: together in the climate fight,” July 9, http://www.chinadialogue.net/article/show/single/en/2190, EMM)
It is only natural, therefore, that climate change – a global environmental and development issue – has become a key aspect of EU-China relations. Faced with the increasingly urgent issues of energy security and climate change, the EU has responded in two ways. It has given the issues greater priority in its overall foreign policy, and it has worked hard to integrate policies on energy and climate change in member states. After the EU convinces the US to return to the UN fold on climate change, the EU will spare no effort in encouraging developing countries, such as China, to accept its standards on energy, the environment, trade and social issues. 

   China-EU Solves War

(Note - this cannot be read with the middle east democracy scenario)

Decline of unipolarity is inevitable - a strong China/EU alliance is critical to ensuring the alternative is multipolar cooperation which would avoid great power nuclear war (also solves warming, energy, and terrorism, free trade)

Grant 8 (Charles, Director of the Centre for European Reform, “europe must build a strategic alliance with china,” June 9, http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/66374b00-35bc-11dd-998d-0000779fd2ac.html#axzz1Sw4KI8TI, EMM)

The shift of power from west to east, as the US-dominated international order becomes multipolar, is evident. But the nature of the emerging system is far from clear. Will it be competitive, based on the assertion of national power, or co-operative, framed by international rules?

Robert Kagan, in his new book The End of Dreams and the Return of History , foresees the former. He expects the political values of the various powers to determine their alliances. Thus Russia and China could form an axis of autocracies, united by their dislike of political liberalism. They would face an axis of democracies, consisting of the US, Europe, Japan and perhaps India.

Many Europeans recoil from that kind of balance-of-power politics. They believe that the big challenges - climate change, energy security, migration and terrorism - require co-operation among all the leading powers, rather than just the democratic ones, and strong multilateral institutions.

Of the big powers, only the European Union can be relied on to champion multi-lateralism. The concept is built into its DNA, since the union itself is a multilateral construction. China, India, Russia and the US are capable of acting uni-laterally, bilaterally or multi-laterally, depending on their perception of which tool best promotes their -interests.

The prospect of a multilateral order looks quite good. As the US becomes relatively weaker, and more concerned about the behaviour of other powers, it is more likely to favour strong institutions to constrain them. Many Europeans and Americans, driven by econ-omic self-interest, will prefer to engage rather than confront Russia and China. And a close alliance between those two countries is unlikely: their political elites mistrust each other, and Moscow knows that in any partnership with Beijing, China's economic strength will make it the dominant partner. China's leaders care more about what Washington thinks than Moscow. Indeed, the most important geostrategic relationship of the 21st century is likely to be that of China and the US, because of their mutual economic dependence and potential strategic rivalry.

But the China-EU relationship will also help to shape the international system. The EU is China's biggest trading partner and their two-way trade topped €300bn ($470bn, £240bn) last year. The Europeans complain that Beijing does not play fair, failing to enforce intellectual property, undervaluing its currency and restricting foreign investment. The EU is threatening China with trade weapons that, if applied, would sour the relationship. Meanwhile the EU is bumping up against China all over the world, when dealing with issues such as Darfur, Burma, the Iranian nuclear programme or curbing carbon emissions. These kinds of problem cannot be solved without Chinese help.

Within the Chinese government, there is a vigorous debate between liberal internationalists, who are sympathetic to multilateralism, and assertive nationalists, who are not. The latter remain influential. Hence China's support for the principle of non-interference and for regimes shunned by the west, such as Burma, Iran, Sudan, Venezuela, Uzbekistan and Zimbabwe. In return China has won contracts to exploit oil and mineral resources in these countries. Hence China's defence budget, which has grown much faster than its economy, worrying neighbours such as Taiwan, Japan and India.

Yet the long-term trend of China's foreign policy seems to be for it to become, as Robert Zoellick, the World Bank president, has urged, a "responsible global stakeholder". China joined the World Trade Organisation in 2002. It has led the international diplomacy to persuade North Korea to abandon its atomic weapons programme, and voted (albeit reluctantly) for three rounds of United Nations sanctions against Iran.

As consistent proponents of multilateralism, Europeans are best placed to make the case to China for working through international institutions. The EU and China should build a strategic partnership, focused on issues that cause tensions but which, if tackled in a serious dialogue, could strengthen global governance. The priorities should be climate change, nuclear non-proliferation, Africa and maintaining an open global trading system. If Europe can use such a partnership to draw China towards multilateralism, the whole international system will tilt away from balance-of-power politics.
   China-EU Solves Human Rights

China/EU cooperation solves global human rights protection

EUCS 6 (The EU-China Summit, “Joint Statement of the Ninth EU-China Summit,” September 9, http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_130360.pdf, EMM)

The two sides underlined their commitment to the protection and promotion of human rights and continued to place a high value on the EU-China human rights dialogue. They underlined the importance of concrete steps in the field of human rights and reaffirmed their commitment to further enhance co-operation and exchanges in this field on the basis of equality and mutual respect, while making efforts to achieving more meaningful and positive results on the ground. The EU welcomed China's commitment to ratifying the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) as soon as possible. Both sides confirmed their commitment to co-operate with UN human rights mechanism and their respect for international human rights standards provided for in relevant international human rights instruments including the rights of minorities. In respect of the global fight against genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity, they also noted the importance of the International Criminal Court. The two sides were committed to supporting the work of the UN Human Rights Council and undertook to strengthen their communication and coordination in this regard in line with UN General Assembly Resolution 60/251. 

Extinction

Human Rights Web 94 (An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement Created on July 20, 1994 / Last edited on January 25, 1997, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)

Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some  way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another  wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of  governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for  the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.

   China-EU Solves Prolif/Bioweps

China/EU cooperation is key to prevent nuclear and bioweapon prolif

EUCS 6 (The EU-China Summit, “Joint Statement of the Ninth EU-China Summit,” September 9, http://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2006/september/tradoc_130360.pdf, EMM)

Leaders reiterated their willingness to develop their cooperation in the fields of nonproliferation and disarmament, in particular in the preparation for a successful review conference on Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention in November 2006 and the upcoming Preparatory Committee for the next review conference of the Treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons. They will continue to maintain and enhance dialogue and cooperation on the basis of the Joint Declaration of the European Union and the People's Republic of China on Non-proliferation and Arms Control which was adopted at the 2004 EUChina Summit. The two sides noted with great satisfaction their ongoing practical cooperation in the area of export control. 

Proliferation will cause global nuclear war

Taylor, 1  (Theodore, Chairman of NOVA, Former Nuclear Weapons Designer, Recipient of the US Atomic Energy Commission’s 1965 Lawrence Memorial Award and former Deputy Dir. of Defense Nuclear Agency, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, in “Breakthrough: Emerging New Thinking”, http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)

Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed.  Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.

Bioweapons cause extinction

Ochs 2 former president of the Aberdeen Proving Ground Superfund Citizens Coalition, member of the Depleted Uranium Task force of the Military Toxics Project, member of the Chemical Weapons Working Group [Richard Ochs, , June 9, 2002, “Biological Weapons Must Be Abolished Immediately,” http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html]

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a “nuclear winter,” resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE. Ironically, the Bush administration has just changed the U.S. nuclear doctrine to allow nuclear retaliation against threats upon allies by conventional weapons. The past doctrine allowed such use only as a last resort when our nation’s survival was at stake. Will the new policy also allow easier use of US bioweapons? How slippery is this slope?

   Palestinian State Scenario

Improved EU-US relations lead to creation of a Palestinian state

Gompert et al 99 (David, Vice President and Director of the National Security Research Division at RAND, Jerrold Green and Stephen Larrabee, RAND Directors, http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/rr.spring.99/atlantic.html )

The Arab-Israeli peace process is in trouble, and the United States lacks the political muscle and maneuvering room to achieve the ultimate goal. While the United States has been indulgent of Israel, no matter who is in charge in Jerusalem, the Europeans have been sympathetic to the Arabs, owing mainly to commercial interests and geographic proximity.  Consequently, the Israelis have distrusted European efforts to be "helpful" in the peace process. A common European- American strategy, however, could both address Israeli security concerns and promote the cause of peace--more than  the United States alone can. Israel's main concern is its security. A joint U.S.-European strategy aimed at neutralizing  the region's WMD dangers, which is needed anyway, would address the most severe threat Israel faces. Of particular  concern to Israel is the Moscow-Tehran connection. A united U.S.-European front categorically opposing Russian  nuclear and ballistic missile cooperation with Iran could do more good than the limp and lonely opposition mounted  thus far by the United States, which the Russians have essentially ignored. To this and other reckless Russian activities  in the Middle East--comforting Saddam Hussein, selling missiles to Cyprus--the United States and the EU should say,  simply: "The Middle East is vital to Atlantic interests; it is therefore off-limits to opportunistic Russian mischief.  Western support for Russia is hereafter contingent on Russian restraint in this region." Similarly, a new U.S.-European  partnership could further Israeli, as well as Atlantic, security by going on a counteroffensive against terrorism and by  applying united military pressure on Israel's enemies, thereby encircling Iraq and restraining Iran. Of course, there will be no lasting peace without a Palestinian state. But this state will never come to be if Israelis are convinced it will jeopardize their security. Thus, the attitude of the United States and Europe about a Palestinian state is critical. Yasser  Arafat has been under pressure to announce Palestinian state hood sooner rather than later, over Israeli objections. The United States and Europe can manage this volatile situation, provided they work together. If they split over whether to  recognize a Palestinian state, Israel will be outraged by European recognition and emboldened by American refusal-and  the Palestinians vice versa. The United States and the EU could make it clear that they will recognize a Palestinian  state, provided the state results from negotiations and enhances Israeli security. While Israel would be disappointed with  such a U.S. stance, it could take comfort knowing that Europe stands alongside the United States in its commitment to  Israeli security and refusal to recognize a Palestinian state unconditionally. Another way the partnership can improve  conditions for peace is by supporting the economic development envisioned by the original peacemakers: Shimon Peres,  Arafat, and the late King Hussein of Jordan. The economic strategy ought to encompass financial and technical  assistance, trade and investment, water, education, refugees, and the environment. Because the failures of the  Palestinian National Authority are largely economic and the refugee problem is aggravated by a dim economic outlook,  a new economic strategy by the partnership would help Arafat pursue peace and build a stable Palestinian state.   

Extinction 

Beres 1 (Louis Rene, Professor of Political Science and International Law at Purdue, PhD, The Jerusalem Post, October 16th)

A Palestinian state should not be foolishly supported by the US for immediate and short-term needs. Because the creation of a State of Palestine alongside the State of Israel will heighten the risk of regional nuclear war considerably,  this newest enemy state should be viewed with real apprehension. Indeed, it's creation could likely be a final step to bring an Islamic "Final Solution" to the region. Architects of the Oslo Accords suggested all along that a "two-state  solution" to the Palestinian problem would substantially reduce the risk of another major war in the Middle East. But as we should have learned by now, especially from recurring Arab violations of the "peace process," the conventional Oslo  wisdom was always unwise. For the most part, Iranian and Arab state inclinations to war against Israel have had absolutely nothing to do with the Palestinians. Even if Israel continued to make all unilateral Oslo concessions, and continued to adhere to unreciprocated agreements, these belligerent inclinations would continue, especially from Syria,  Iraq and Libya, as well as from Iran and Egypt. When Israel soon faces a new state of Palestine, the Jewish state's  vulnerability to armed attack by hostile neighbors will increase markedly. If this diminished safety is accompanied by the spread of unconventional weapons to hostile states, which now seems certain, Israel could find itself confronting not  only war, but genocide. Why? Most importantly, the new State of Palestine will preoccupy Israeli military forces to a  much greater extent - much, much greater than does the intifada. Even if it were able to resist takeover by one of the  other Islamic states in the region, Palestine will surely become a favored launching-point for renewed terrorism against  Israel. Various promises notwithstanding, Islamic insurgents would continue to celebrate violence against Israel as the  essence of "national liberation." Recognizing an "improved" configuration of forces vis-a-vis Israel, a larger number of  Islamic enemy states will calculate that they now confront a smaller, more beleaguered adversary. Further, they will  understand that a coordinated effort by certain countries that possess or are in the process of acquiring pertinent ballistic  missiles could possibly endanger Israel's very survival. Taken together with the fact that global support for Israel is  always fickle, especially in perilous times such as these, and that individual or combined chemical/biological/nuclear  warfare capabilities could bring enormous harm to Israel, the creation of Palestine will tip the balance of power in the   Middle East decisively. THE FULL strategic implications for Israel of an independent Palestine should now be carefully appraised. If, in the end, such independence becomes the cause   of a nuclear war in the region, everyone, Palestinians as well as Jews, will lose. But how, exactly, would a nuclear war begin in the reconfigured Middle  East? One possibility would be by Arab or Iranian first strikes against Israel. These strikes could be nuclear (although  this would likely be several years away) or non-nuclear. In either scenario, Israel - especially if it feels dangerously  close to defeat - might resort to nuclear retaliation. Alternatively, Israel, believing that substantial enemy attack -  chemical, biological, conventional, or nuclear - is imminent, could decide to act preemptively. If, as we might expect, this preemption   were entirely non- nuclear, it could still fail to prevent the anticipated attack against Israel. Here, Israeli nuclear weapons, having failed in their mission to support conventional preemption by deterring   enemy retaliation, might also have to be used for purposes of nuclear war fighting. Israel has much to fear - more perhaps than any other state on the face  of the earth. Threatened by a growing number of adversaries with ballistic missiles and with a corollary interest in  nuclear warheads, Jerusalem should know that full and codified transformation of Judea/Samaria and Gaza into  Palestine will provide its enemies with the means and the incentives to destroy the Jewish state once and for all.  Deprived of essential "strategic depth," and beset internally with hostile Arab citizens loyal only to "Palestine," Israel  will become seriously vulnerable to total defeat. Anguished by a possible end to the Third Temple Commonwealth, the  nation's leaders will begin to think seriously about nuclear weapons as a last resort (the so-called "Samson Option"). It  follows that Bush's October 2 endorsement of a Palestinian state should be viewed with the most grave concern.  Otherwise, Palestine, looking first very much like Lebanon, will wind up as Armageddon.  

   Middle East Democracy Scenario

EU-US relations cause middle east democratization

Sikorski 3 (Radek, Executive Director of the New Atlantic Initiative, Resident Scholar @ American Enterprise Institute, June 17th, http://wwwa.house.gov/international_relations/108/sik0617.htm)

I believe that Europe and America share two vital geostrategic interests: first, cleaning up the detritus of the Soviet empire and helping nations of that region make a transition to free-market democracy; And, second, democratizing the  Greater Middle East. Most of Europe has behaved as a status quo power toward that region but now that the US has led the way many Europeans are beginning to see the obvious, namely, that they are the immediate destination for refugees, criminal networks and terrorism emanating from failed Muslim states and that Europe would present the most convenient target of weapons of mass destruction. On the other hand, Europe would be the biggest beneficiary if those societies became successful. Democratizing the Greater Middle East could be as important a transatlantic project as democratizing the Soviet Bloc once was. But if this is to happen, allies have to be involved in every stage of decision- making. Nobody likes being taken for granted, even if it is in their interest to agree.  

That kills US heg

Faulkner 3 (David, Staff Writer, BA from University of Rochester, 

http://dave.air0day.com/writings/war.html)

Finally, it should be kept in mind that an independent, liberal democracy in the Middle East would be a threat to the American empire. They might do, say, what Hugo Chavez's government in Venezuela is attempting: take a larger cut of  oil profits to fund social welfare and economic development that actually benefits the people. A successful example of  this would be disastrous for American attempts to control oil resources. Unlike dictatorships, it would be hard for  American leaders to find acceptable ways to coerce democratic regimes in the Middle East.  

Heg decline causes nuclear great power conflict - empirical studies prove 

Khalilzad 11 (Zalmay, Former US Ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the UN and Former Director of Policy Planning @ the DOD, “The Economy and National Security,” February 8th, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/259024/economy-and-national-security-zalmay-khalilzad?page=3)

The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars.  American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. 

      XT Relations --> Palestine State

US-European cooperation reinvigorates the peace process forcing Israeli concessions and Palestinian statehood

Millen 3 (Raymond, Director of European Security Studies at the Strategic Studies Institute, March, 

http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB124.pdf)

The Europeans are fond of asserting that humanitarian aid, as well as economic, social, and political reforms, creates  fallow ground for Islamic radicals and terrorists, and rightly so. Prosperous free people with a hopeful future pay little  heed to the rants of fanatics. The Europeans excel at these activities, and with the U.S. military to bolster diplomatic  efforts, these initiatives have a superb chance of succeeding. European and American statesmen will find fertile ground  for the revitalization of the peace process between Israel and the Palestinians as well. The Europeans will find the  Palestinian leadership, politically isolated from its benefactors and without access to funds and arms, more amenable to  the peace process. Working in tandem, the United States will also be in a better position to force the Israelis to abandon  their West Bank settlements and withdraw to the pre-1967 borders.  

   AT: Relations Good - War/Stability

No positive impact to US/EU cooperation - they can solve war alone

Daalder 3 (Ivo H., Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies – Brookings Institution, Survival, 45(2), Summer, p. 147)

The main consequence of these changes in US and European policy priorities is to make the transatlantic relationship less pivotal to the foreign policy of both actors. For America, Europe is a useful source of support for American actions – a place to seek complementary capabilities and to build ad hoc coalitions of the willing and somewhat able. But Washington views Europe as less central to its main interests and preoccupations than it was during the Cold War. For European countries, America’s protective role has become essentially superfluous with the disappearance of the Soviet threat, while its pacifying presence is no longer warranted, given the advance of European integration. The task of integrating all of Europe into the zone of peace now falls squarely on Europe’s shoulders, with the United States playing at most a supporting role. Even the stabilisation of Europe’s periphery – from the Balkans in the south to Turkey, the Caucuses, and Ukraine in the East – is one where Europeans will increasingly have to take the lead. 
***Case Answers: Offense***
   Cooperation Bad—EU Militarizing Now

EU is militarizing space—views it as a key military asset.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

Space is important for the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). The space policies of EU member states recognize that efforts to assume a larger role in international affairs will require the development of space assets such as global communications, positioning, and observation systems.142 The European Space Policy “ESDP and Space” paper approved by the European Council in 2004 was the first council strategy paper on the use of space for ESDP purposes, and was followed by a roadmap for implementation in 2005.143 While most European space capabilities have focused on civil applications, there is an increasing awareness of the need to strengthen dual-use and dedicated military capabilities. In the 2005 Report of the Panel of Experts on Space and Security EU experts concluded that “Europe must establish a new balance between civil and military uses of space” to effectively protect its borders in a changing security environment, although political support for this recommendation is unclear.144 The panel also recommended that the EU develop a security-related space strategy to protect civil and military satellite systems, including defensive and anti-jamming countermeasures.The report notes that since EU member states possess the industrial capacity needed to develop space systems, member states should coordinate efforts to establish a well developed space security program.145 In addition, at the third EC Space Council Meeting in November 2005 elements of the space policy, including the Global Monitoring for 64 Space Laws, Policies, and Doctrines 65 Environment and Security (GMES) initiative, were confirmed as priorities. The EU European Space Policy Green Paper and the subsequent European Space Policy White Paper also suggest that the EU will work to strengthen and enforce international space law.146 In 2005 the European Commission (EC) dedicated more than $5-billion to “Security and Space” programs for 2006–2013 and doubled its budget for space-related research programs.147 At the national level, French military space doctrine recognizes the primordial role of space support for terrestrial military operations and theMinistry of Defense has emphasized the role of space power in maintaining sovereignty.148 UK military space doctrine calls for greater satellite use for communications and intelligence. For its part, the ESA has traditionally focused on civil uses of space, a role mandated by the reference in its statute to “exclusively peaceful purposes.”149

The EU, and especially France, will militarize space.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

Greater use of space for security purposes considered in Europe The primary focus and competency of the EU in relation to space is on civil space applications, with military and defense issues the exclusive reserve of national governments. Nonetheless, the European Space Policy adopted in 2007 highlights implementation of the space dimension of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). Since 2003 when the European Commission adopted the White Paper titled “Space: a new European frontier for an expanding Union,” the EU has consistently stressed the strategic importance of space in implementing its Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), including the ESDP. Along this line, the European space policy seeks to develop synergies between defense and civil space programs and also to guarantee EU independent access to space.164 While military space capabilities remain within the exclusive purview of member states, the new policy urges them to increase coordination to achieve the highest levels of interoperability between military and civilian space systems. The policy envisages that “sharing and pooling of the resources of European civilian and military space programmes, drawing on multiple use technology and common standards, would allow more cost-effective solutions.”165 In France a working group on the strategic directions of defense space policy (GOSPS) was established by theMinister of Defense to assess and advise on which security and defense space capabilities will enable France to guarantee its strategic autonomy and meet its key requirements. The GOSPS presented a classified report to the Minister in 2004 and a public version containing key issues was released in 2007. In the report, the GOSPS acknowledged that space control will be important in the future and therefore should be included in France’s future defense strategy.166 Accordingly, it was recommended that national efforts should be increased by 50 percent to reach an annual budget of $954-million, besides efforts at the European level, while resorting to European cooperation and dual-use as much as possible. It is expected that the recommendations of the GOSPS will be taken into consideration during deliberations for the next military program law.167

   Cooperation Bad—Turns Case
Turns case: when a project is over either relations collapse or it becomes a never-ending budget drain.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

Finally, the costs associated with terminating cooperation can be huge. Such moves can risk alienating key allies.32 This all serves as a logical consequence to the rule that cooperation improves a program’s political sustainability and the space community’s workforce stability. There is no easy way to back out of cooperative relationships once they have been initiated.33 The end result of this is that one may choose to endure the high price and continue even failed cooperative efforts. 

   Cooperation Bad—Competitiveness

Cooperation is too expensive and inefficient; kills U.S. competitiveness – ISS proves.

Rendleman and Faulconer 2010. (“Perspectives on Improving United States International Space Cooperation.” Faulconer is the President of Space Strategic Solutions. He has worked for Lockheed Martin, where he was the Director of Space Exploration. He was also the Business Area Executive for Civilian Space at John’s Hopkins APL. He is the vice president of AAS and won NASA Group Achievement Award. Rendlement works for Space Strategic Services and previously served with the USAF. http://strategicspacesolutions.com/Public-papers/IAC-10B38-E775.pdf)

International cooperation can be too expensive. Despite desires to save money, international cooperation successes are often secured only at a tremendous expense. For example, one can point to the ISS as a stunning blend of international politics, technology, and cooperation. While the ISS’ research capabilities and benefits have been much ballyhooed and trumpeted, the system has turned out to be a very expensive offering on the altar of international cooperation. Billions of dollars have been squandered on it. The ISS success has been forged only at the detriment of other much more scientifically productive projects such as robotic spacecraft missions, space exploration, and aeronautics science and technology programs. Unfortunately, very little scientific research on the Station has been planned and executed.24 The technical deficiencies in the ISS design limit its utility. The station has a need for high levels of dangerous and risky, crew-based maintenance, accomplished via recurring extra-vehicular activities (spacewalks). The high inclination of the station's orbit has also led to a higher cost for U.S.-based Space Shuttle launches to the station.25 The need to support the ISS has gobbled up moneys needed by other programs, and at the same time helped justify continuing other NASA programs that provided only marginal value for the investment. For example, during the 1990s, to continue its success in obtaining funding for the Shuttle program and manned spaceflight, NASA switched from funding rationales that argued the reusable Shuttle spacecraft provided flexibility and cost savings to new ones that emphasized that the system was vitally needed to service and supply the ISS. This funding strategy had the unfortunate effect of siphoning off staggering amounts of moneys that could have been used to fund cutting-edge astronautics and aeronautics science and technology programs. Senior technologists within NASA saw the damage that was being done to its science and technology portfolio but could do little to fight the machinations of the the manned spaceflight cabal. Had NASA abandoned the Shuttle program, declined to help form the ISS as it was conceived and is being executed, and instead flown traditional government and commercially available expendable boosters, significant and draining spending might have been avoided, or, more realistically, better used. This would have freed the then unused funds for other initiatives and perhaps spawned a more balanced, scientifically-based civil space program.26 Similarly, by using expendable rocket options, the U.S. domestic commercial booster industry could have been stimulated, with more resources directed to lowering the cost of space access.27 As it turned out, Space Shuttle features that have been argued and described as vital to the ISS support have 

   Cooperation Bad—Conflict Resolution

US-EU relations result in duplication – destroys conflict resolution.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

Europe should increase its force projection and military capabilities, and especially its capacity for long-term overseas deployments. The CSDP has not resulted in greater defense resources or more troops, however. Rather, it has allowed EU member states to further reduce defense spending on the grounds that pooled resources will go further. President Obama’s frustration that European nations were not more forthcoming to support his surge strategy in Afghanistan will become the norm rather than the exception if the EU continues to divert resources from NATO to the EU. Whether it is a separate EU military headquarters or an EU standing army, no additional European resources are available for the CSDP. Brussels’s elites remain long on ambition and short on resources. In terms of creating an EU army—which Germany’s foreign minister, Guido Westerwelle, called for at the annual Munich Security Conference in 2010—Europe remains desperately short of highly trained expeditionary forces.[29] Contrasting the training of European troops with that of U.S. troops reveals that only Britain and France have comparably trained troops capable of large-scale expeditionary operations.[30] Creating a duplicate standing EU army would result in three potential scenarios, none of which benefit the transatlantic alliance. First, troops already committed to NATO will simply be counted twice and EU military planners would have to silently accept that the resources are unlikely to be there if called upon. Second, the EU could demand that member states put national troops on stand-by for EU-only missions, effectively creating a standing European army. Or third, in a worst-case scenario, troops will be withdrawn from existing NATO missions to fulfill separate EU missions at the direction of Brussels’s military authorities.

   Cooperation Bad—Turkey

US-EU relations cause a backlash against Turkey – that leads to a Middle East bloc which causes war and kills U.S. hegemony.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

Discrimination. Discriminating against non-EU members of NATO has long been a concern for Washington. Before the birth of the ESDP in 1999, Turkey was an Associate Member of the Western European Union (WEU), which provided a crucial security link between Ankara and Europe. However, when the EU assumed the WEU’s Petersburg tasks in 1997, Ankara was pushed firmly to the outside of European defense. Ever since, NATO–EU cooperation has been log-jammed, and accusations of discrimination against Turkey have grown stronger.[31] Turkey has been a NATO member since 1952, and it has been one of Washington’s most critical allies in the region. It is situated at the pivotal gateway between Europe, Russia, and the Middle East, but legitimate questions are now being asked about Turkey’s commitment to the West. Turkish and U.S. interests in the Balkans, Central Asia, the Caucasus, the Middle East, and the Persian Gulf have recently diverged, and on its current trajectory, Turkey’s traditional strategic relationship with the West could devolve into a looser affiliation while Turkey enters into a closer alliance with Iran and other Middle Eastern powers hostile to U.S. leadership.[32] U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates recently stated that Turkey’s strategic drift away from the West is due in part to the European Union’s reluctance to grant Turkey full membership.[33] Certainly the EU is not negotiating in good faith, and the EU’s contrived negotiating position has provided Turkey’s Justice and Development Party (AKP) with an opportunity to pursue an agenda that better reflects its leaders’ foreign policy and ideological preferences. Prime Minister Recep Erdogan and Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu are using the failing accession process as cover for Ankara’s deepening partnerships with regional actors that are hostile to the West. NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen recently criticized the EU for its “unfair” treatment of Turkey, citing its exclusion from the European Defense Agency as an example of Europe’s hostility toward Ankara.[34] The U.S., in concert with its European allies, needs to address the serious differences that are emerging between the West and Turkey. Turkey’s involvement in European security arrangements makes sense on a political and military level as long as the West can have full confidence that Ankara shares its commitment to stopping Iran’s nuclear program, winning in Afghanistan, and ensuring stability on Europe’s borders. The EU should start exploring Turkey’s membership of the European Defense Agency, provided that Turkey demonstrates its commitment to the West’s overall goals of global stability.

   Cooperation Bad—Hegemony

The EU will displace US hegemony.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

The EU and the U.S.: Diverging Strategically It is impossible to imagine Europe’s post-war prosperity in the absence of America’s security guarantees. In many ways, the U.S. is the institutional architect of modern Europe, and successive U.S. Administrations have supported further European integration as an expression of the policy “a Europe whole, free and at peace.”[35] Washington has failed to realize that strategic divergences have opened between it and Brussels.[36] The European Security Strategy. Brussels is not seeking to become a military superpower. Rather, it is seeking to become what EU analyst John McCormick describes as a “civilian superpower,” based on Immanuel Kant’s vision of an international rules-based global order.[37] The EU has been at the forefront of supporting global initiatives, such as the Kyoto Protocol, the International Criminal Court, the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, and other global treaties in order to realize this multilateralist vision. Under the Lisbon Treaty, the EU now has an official legal personality that can sign international treaties in its own right, and in December 2010, the EU formally became a party to the U.N.’s Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.[38] The EU’s own think tank, the Institute for Security Studies, argues that Brussels should continue to pursue this “multilateralisation of multipolarity” approach in order for Brussels to become a major actor in global affairs and sit alongside the United States as an equal player.[39] The EU codified its grand strategic vision for security in its 2003 European Security Strategy, “A Secure Europe in a Better World.”[40] The European Security Strategy calls for “an international order based on effective multilateralism,” and for the strengthening of the U.N. as the ultimate arbiter of international law.[41] Speaking in New York in 2005, External Relations Commissioner Benita Ferrero-Waldner argued that security and prosperity are, in fact, dependent on an effective multilateral system.[42] Europe does not possess the traditional military tools to challenge the United States—but neither does it want to. For the European Union, security is not a question of soldiers, sailors, guns, and tanks; for Europe, real security is about the creation of a system where decisions are made multilaterally and where no single power can dominate militarily or politically.

The EU will counter-balance and prevent U.S. action on the world stage.
McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

Therefore it is wrong to assume that a separate EU defense policy will ever result in additional resources or a greater contribution to global stability. The purpose behind the project is not a military one, but one of restraining American action on the world stage. The EU repudiates the principle of preemption that President Bush outlined in the 2002 U.S. National Security Strategy.[43] Supporters of further European centralization argue that too much military power has in fact made the U.S. less secure—that Washington’s use of military force has increased anti-Americanism in the world, for example.[44] Or, as U.S. commentator Robert Kagan simply puts it, Europeans are from (pacifist) Venus while Americans are from (military) Mars.[45] Whether it is by choice or because of its inherent weaknesses, the EU is not trying to compete with America in military terms; rather, it is trying to constrain U.S. power by balancing it within the international system. 

   Cooperation Bad—Turns Case
Obama-EU relations lead to strength for the Lisbon treaty – that leads to greater inefficiencies.

McNamara 11 (How President Obama's EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests. Published on February 16, 2011 by Sally McNamara. Sally McNamara is a Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation’s Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Formerly the Director of International Relations for the American Legislative Exchange Council, McNamara joined Heritage in 2006 and now concentrates on American relations with the European Union and European countries, with particular focus on economic reform policy, trade issues and the War on Terrorism. She also analyzes NATO’s evolving role in post-Cold War Europe. Before coming to America in 2004, McNamara served as Chief Parliamentary Aide to Roger Helmer, a member of the European Parliament in Brussels. Previous to that, she acted as Regional Press Officer for the British Conservative Party in the East Midlands, U.K. A native of Nottingham, England, McNamara holds an honors degree in politics from Loughborough University. She has held elective office, winning two election campaigns to serve on the Nottingham City Council. She resides in Washington, D.C. The Thatcher Center was created in 2005 to study and help strengthen transatlantic relations. Its primary focus is to: preserve and improve relations between the U.S. and Britain; advance American and British interests in Europe, and promote joint American-British leadership in the global War on Terrorism. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/02/how-president-obamas-eu-policy-undercuts-us-interests)

Obama’s EU Policy. To the extent that Europe has featured on his Administration’s agenda, President Obama has supported further European integration. This position matches his instinctive support for multilateralism as well as his gratitude for European support before his election. His pre-election speech in Berlin in July 2008 provided then-Senator Obama with an international platform to establish his fledgling foreign policy credentials. President Obama’s election was certainly warmly greeted in Brussels. European Commission President José Manuel Barroso declared that “This is a turning point for the United States. It may also be a turning point for the world.” He continued, “Together we must stand up for a new multilateralism that can benefit the whole world.”[9] This warm welcome translated into quid pro quo support for the Lisbon Treaty. In October 2009, Secretary Clinton raised the concern with then-Shadow Foreign Secretary William Hague that the Conservative Party might undo the Lisbon Treaty, were a new British government to hold a referendum on it.[10] In January 2011, U.S. Ambassador to the U.K. Louis Susman also told a meeting of European Parliamentarians from the U.K., “Let’s be clear: all key issues must run through Europe.”[11] Publicly recognizing the EU as a global foreign and security policy player has been a consistent message of the Obama Administration. Speaking prior to the U.S.–EU summit in Lisbon in November, Assistant Secretary of State for European and Eurasian Affairs Philip Gordon stated that The U.S.–EU summit…will be the first since the EU strengthened itself via the Lisbon treaty. Leaders will talk about a range of issues, focused mainly in three categories. The world economy, and the U.S.–EU economic partnership remains one of the most important to the world and certainly important to the United States.…Security, including the critical question of counterterrorism cooperation and the threat we mutually face from terrorism. And then finally, global issues in foreign policy. We obviously work very closely with the EU on a lot of major foreign policy challenges, including Iran, the Middle East, and Afghanistan.”[12] The Lisbon Treaty Assistant Secretary Gordon is correct that the Lisbon Treaty gives greater institutional and bureaucratic muscle to the EU in foreign and defense policy. In fact, the supranationalization of defense policy took its greatest leap forward to date with the passage of the Lisbon Treaty. Lisbon formally abolished the pillar structure created by the Maastricht Treaty which had legally separated policy competences into spheres of supranational, intergovernmental, and shared competencies. Henceforth, the theoretical distinction between the member states and the European Commission’s control of this policy area is no more, and the Obama Administration can expect to see Brussels leading the policy charge in important areas such as counterterrorism and defense. But rather than simplifying the EU’s foreign policymaking processes, the Lisbon Treaty has added further layers to an already overcrowded bureaucracy. Although the Lisbon Treaty claimed that it would create a “one-stop EU foreign policy shop” that America could call “to speak to Europe,” there are now more, not fewer, actors involved in making EU foreign policy. The EU’s new High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, Britain’s Lady Catherine Ashton, theoretically heads EU foreign policymaking, but responsibility for key policies such as humanitarian aid, enlargement, and development remain awkwardly divided between the EU diplomatic service and the European Commission. As evidenced in the aftermath of the devastating January 2010 earthquake in Haiti, the EU could not decide whether Lady Ashton or then-Development Commissioner Karel De Gucht should take the lead. Deep internal divisions were exposed when Lady Ashton declared that a visit to Haiti would smack of “disaster tourism,” only to see Commissioner De Gucht arrive in Port-au-Prince days later.[13] 
***Counterplans***
   Counterplan—TARIA

     1NC
The United States federal government in collaboration with the European Union should establish a process to create mutual recognition of compatible regulatory regimes, and have corresponding regulatory agencies undertake TARIA on safety regulations. 

Counterplan solves.

Morrall 11 (Determining Compatible Regulatory Regimes between the US and the EU. http://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/grc/Determining%20Compatible%20Regulatory%20Regimes%20-%20Final.pdf.  John Morrall is currently an economic consultant and Affiliated Senior Scholar with the Mercatus Center of George Mason University. He worked for six Presidents on regulatory policy in the Executive Office of the President from 1975 until September 2008. He was Acting Deputy Administrator for the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) of the Office of Management and Budget from 2006 to 2007, the highest career position in OIRA. In 2004, he was awarded a SES Presidential Rank Award. Dr. Morrall has been both a Visiting Economist at the American Enterprise Institute and a Brookings Institution Economic Policy Fellow. Prior to his government service he was an Assistant Professor of International Economics at the University of Florida and attained an A.B. from Tufts University, Magna Cum Laude, and a Ph.D. from the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The author would like to thank Peter Chase, Sean Heather, Sophia Chase, and Ivy Broder for ideas, suggestions and edits.)

As democratic, developed societies, the United States and the European Union strive for well-regulated market economies that provide their citizens high levels of protection for consumer welfare and safety, the environment and financial stability. With the U.S. and EU economies so highly integrated, however, differing U.S. and EU approaches to domestic regulation can actually reduce consumer welfare by creating unnecessary costs as companies modify products to meet different requirements that do not notably increase consumer protection. Among other things, these differences require regulatory agencies to devote scare enforcement resources to policing high-volume but low-risk transatlantic trade, reducing their ability to adequately enforce regulatory requirements on imports from less well-regulated economies. To overcome the costs of these unnecessary regulatory divergences, and to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of our regulators, this paper advocates that the United States and European Union should:  establish a process that should ultimately result in mutual recognition of compatible regulatory regimes, initially focusing on product safety in such pilot areas as automobiles, chemicals and pharmaceuticals; and,  as a first step toward this goal, have corresponding regulatory agencies undertake Transatlantic Regulatory Impact Assessments (TARIA) on significant existing and pending product safety regulations in these sectors that have major impacts on the U.S.-EU economic relationship. That U.S. and EU regulators strive for similar regulatory outcomes is well-established; a detailed study of 3,000 risk-reducing regulatory decisions in the U.S. and EU shows that overall risk stringency is about the same, while divergences stem largely from protectionism and local rent-seeking. Other studies cited herein highlight the existing and prospective overlap especially in the areas of automotive safety, chemicals and pharmaceuticals. The cost of divergent approaches is highlighted in a detailed study by ECORYS, which estimates that eliminating even half of the non-tariff barriers to trade caused by regulatory divergences could increase transatlantic GDP by half a percent, or $150 billion. Even more conservative estimates of economic gain imply the benefits of greater regulatory convergence through mutual recognition of compatible regimes and transatlantic regulatory impact analyses will far outweigh the costs. 1 This paper was funded by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce’s Global Regulatory Cooperation Project. ii As regulators are often legally mandated to focus on their domestic responsibilities, regulators will need to be so convinced of these benefits that they will seek legislative authority to be able to recognize the product safety decisions of their transatlantic counterparts. As detailed in Annex A, such a process would build on, and build up, nearly two decades of cooperation between U.S. and EU regulatory agencies by studying whether outcomes are in fact similar, and then seek public comment on those studies. If regulators decide they do have compatible regimes, they would ask legislators for the ability to accept the product safety determinations of their transatlantic counterpart, while retaining the right to suspend this recognition for individual products where they have reason to believe a problem may exist. Such a determination would initiate consultations with their regulatory counterpart, which clearly would be interested in any evidence that its product safety ruling might be incorrect. TARIA would help build regulator-to-regulator confidence by coupling existing U.S. and EU regulatory cooperation with domestic “better regulation” initiatives coordinated through the U.S.’s Office of Information and Regulatory Analysis (OIRA) and the EU Commission’s Impact Assessment Board (IAB). The Transatlantic Regulatory Impact Assessments would help identify and justify divergences in existing and new “major” U.S. and EU product safety regulations, guided by the recently agreed common principles of transparency and stakeholder involvement, consideration of costs and benefits, analysis of alternatives, preference for the least burdensome approach, and use of flexible tools. We suggest ten specific questions each TARIA should answer, including identifying the specific problem to be addressed, the cost savings of complying with one set of regulations rather than two different ones, and the regulatory spillover benefits of similar approaches. If properly done, these two initiatives should result in greater regulatory efficiency and effectiveness, enhanced consumer welfare and safer products, deeper transatlantic economic integration and competitiveness, and the added growth and jobs our two societies need. All that’s required now is the political will to begin the process. 

     Solves Economic Relations
Counterplan solves economic interoperability.

Morrall 11 (Determining Compatible Regulatory Regimes between the US and the EU. http://www.uschamber.com/sites/default/files/grc/Determining%20Compatible%20Regulatory%20Regimes%20-%20Final.pdf.  John Morrall is currently an economic consultant and Affiliated Senior Scholar with the Mercatus Center of George Mason University. He worked for six Presidents on regulatory policy in the Executive Office of the President from 1975 until September 2008. He was Acting Deputy Administrator for the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) of the Office of Management and Budget from 2006 to 2007, the highest career position in OIRA. In 2004, he was awarded a SES Presidential Rank Award. Dr. Morrall has been both a Visiting Economist at the American Enterprise Institute and a Brookings Institution Economic Policy Fellow. Prior to his government service he was an Assistant Professor of International Economics at the University of Florida and attained an A.B. from Tufts University, Magna Cum Laude, and a Ph.D. from the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. The author would like to thank Peter Chase, Sean Heather, Sophia Chase, and Ivy Broder for ideas, suggestions and edits.)

Mutual Recognition of Compatible Product Safety Regulatory Regimes As democratic developed societies, the U.S. and EU strive for similar levels of protection for consumers, the environment and investors. Previous attempts to benefit from this through mutual recognition agreements floundered as they were seen as driven by trade policy concerns, were product-specific and technical “bottom-up” approaches, and pre-dated the extensive regulatory cooperation built up over the past decade. With that experience and sharp increases in imported products from poorly regulated markets, many U.S. and EU regulators are concerned that limited enforcement resources are misdirected toward policing relatively low-risk transatlantic products. This initiative would create a 2-3 year process to allow related transatlantic regulators to determine where they have “comparable regulatory regimes” and use this to seek legislative authority to accept product/service/supplier approvals from the other jurisdiction unless they have reason not to (retaining a right to intervene). The initiative could be launched as a series of pilot sectors (motor vehicles, chemicals, and pharmaceuticals) or could nominally cover all regulated sectors, although the work would have to be staggered and would surely take at least a decade to complete. In some cases regulators may end up choosing not to pursue this “comparable regulatory regime” determination. Under this approach, regulatory agencies would work with transatlantic peers toward a determination of “comparable regulatory regime;” this would be used to pursue legislative authority to accept decisions made by their counterparts, while retaining a right to disregard those approvals when necessary (safeguard). Properly constructed, the process would:  be regulator driven and controlled, based on an agency’s determination self-interest;  focus scarce enforcement resources from relatively low-risk but immense volume markets to policing growing import flows from poorly-regulated areas;  establish an operational role for the High Level Regulatory Cooperation Forum, a body where a wide range of senior U.S. and EU regulators exchange best practices on risk analysis, impact assessments, cost-benefit analysis, etc. In brief, the process could be:  Inventory regulated product/service sectors and their U.S. and EU regulators (e.g., for toys, CPSC and SANCO; for pharmaceuticals, FDA and DG ENT; for motor vehicles, NHTSA and DG ENT; for securities, the SEC and DG MARKT); 29  Identify all or some (pilots) to go through the comparable regimes process;  Ask independent body (academic/consultant/think-tank) to conduct in-depth study on whether the regulators strive to achieve broadly similar regulatory outcomes (three months);  Allow respective regulators to comment on the reports, and then have them comment on one another’s comments (three months);  Publish the report and comments for public comment (three months);  Agencies review comments, and consult and present conclusions and recommendations to the U.S.-EU High Level Regulatory Cooperation Forum (HLRCF) (by following HLRCF);  HLRCF advises whether agencies should proceed to determine whether they have “comparable regulatory regimes;”  If so, they each undertake to obtain legislative authority to recognize/accept the other agency’s decisions within a certain period;  If obtained, they conclude an agreement on Mutual Recognition of Comparable Regulatory Regimes which, inter alia, obliges them to accept approval decisions of the other authority but allows them to retain a right not to do so with reason, consultation (presumably the other authority would share the concerns) and potentially mediation. 

   Counterplan—Consult EU

     1NC
The United States federal government should propose [the plan] to the European Union. The United States should consistently advocate bilateral cooperation over [the plan] in negotiations. The resulting bilateral negotiations should be release in a joint statement and implemented based on the conclusions of the negotiations. 

Consultation is the best way to resolve tensions.

Occhipinti 10 (“Partner or Pushover? EU Relations with the U.S. on Internal Security” by John D. Occhipinti from Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership: Edited by Daniel S. Hamilton. John D. Occhipinti is Professor of Political Science, Department Chair, and Director of the European Studies Program at Canisius College in Buffalo, New York. He has lectured for the U.S. Foreign Service Institute and spoken at the U.S. State Department. In 2005 and 2009, he briefed the newly appointed U.S. Ambassadors to the European Union regarding transatlantic relations on internal security. His recent publications include “Justice and Home Affairs: immigration and policing” in Smith, Weber, and Baun, Governing Europe’s Neighbourhood (Manchester University Press, 2007), “A secure Europe?” in Bomberg, Peterson, and Stubb, The European Union: How Does it Work? (Oxford University Press, 2008), and “Parallel Paths and Productive Partners: the E.U. and U.S. on Counter- Terrorism,” in Frederic Lemieux (ed.), Emerging Initiatives and Contemporary Obstacles in Police Cooperation (Willan Publishing, forthcoming). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

In sum, the post 9/11 era in transatlantic relations is notable for greater, not lesser, EU- U.S. collaboration on internal security matters, and in this is best explained by policy convergence. Where there has been friction, the worst of this has not stemmed from significant differences on substantive issues, but from other sources. For example, the cases of container security and new passport requirements reveal differences on timing. In these instances, the U.S. was often more concerned about achieving results and doing so quickly, than it was about maintaining healthy relations with the EU. Consequently, when it was expedient, the U.S. bypassed the EU level when making new policy and, instead, worked directly with effected industries or individual European governments. In other instances, contending policy styles of Brussels and Washington were the main sources of tension. Especially during the first term of the Bush administration, the U.S. often employed an approach of launching new initiatives with implications for the EU without first consulting the European Commission— even on issues where policy competence was on the EU level. On these occasions, the Commission’s response to new U.S. proposals focused mainly on the diplomatic approach of the United States, rather than on the substance of the issues at hand. As argued above, the policies of the EU and U.S. were alike or eventually became alike on a variety of issues. Thus, a main concern of the Commission was simply not to be bypassed by the U.S. in the course of its transatlantic relations. Starting in 2004, this problem in transatlantic relations decreased when the U.S. began its ongoing practice of consulting more regularly with the EU at a variety of levels and across a number of internal security issues. When the bypassing of the EU level arose anew in February of 2008 over the expansion of the Visa Waiver Program, a solution involving talks at the EU level was quickly found. Partner or Pushover? EU Relations with the U.S. on Internal Security PRT 32 Renata Goldirova, “EU unveils plans for biometric border controls,” EUobserver.com, February 13, 2008; and European Report, ‘Justice and home affairs: EU plans to fingerprint visitors by 2015,’ February 14, 2008. Present and Future By the second term of the Bush Administration, increased EU- U.S. dialogue had already reduced friction in transatlantic relations. Because this relationship was already much healthier at the end of the Bush Administration compared to the historic low point in 2002-2003, the impact of the new Obama administration was not as dramatic as one might imagine. Consequently, the pattern of EU- U.S. relations established since 2001 had simply continued during the first year of the new U.S. presidency.

   Counterplan—10 Initiatives

     1NC
The United States federal government should implement the 10 initiatives plan for improving US-EU relations. 

The 10 initiatives plan solves relations.

Hamilton 10 (“Forging a Strategic U.S-EU Partnership: An Agenda for Action” in Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership by Daniel S. Hamilton. Daniel S. Hamilton is the Richard von Weizsäcker Professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University, and Founding Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations, named by Foreign Policy magazine as one of the “Top 30 Global Go- To Think Tanks” in 2009. He also serves as Executive Director of the fiveuniversity American Consortium for EU Studies, named by the European Commission as the EU Center of Excellence Washington, DC. He leads international policy work for the Johns Hopkins- based Center for the Study of Preparedness and Catastrophic Event Response (PACER), one of five merit- awarded U.S. university- based Centers of Excellence in homeland security. He has held a variety of senior positions in the U.S. Department of State, including Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs; U.S. Special Coordinator for Southeast European Stabilization; and Associate Director of the Secretary’s Policy Planning Staff. In 2008 he served as the first Robert Bosch Foundation Senior Diplomatic Fellow in the German Foreign Office. Recent publications include The Transatlantic Economy 2010; Humanitarian Assistance: Improving U.S.-EU Cooperation (2009); France, America and the World (2009); Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century (2009); Europe and Globalization (2008); ‘The U.S.: A Normative Power?’ (2008); The Wider Black Sea Region (2008); The New Eastern Europe (2007); and Terrorism and International Relations (2006). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

10 Initiatives for 2010 To win the moment, the transatlantic partners are called to a new kind of politics, not simply a new kind of process. The central problem of U.S.-EU relations is less a question of organization than of purpose. Mobilizing leadership is the primary challenge. That will only happen if there is a shared vision, built on underlying values, of how the transatlantic partnership can be relevant and effective. Are the two sides of the Atlantic in general agreement about what is to be done to deal with global challenges, and are they willing to share the burdens— and the credit— for addressing them? If they are, it is urgent that they act. What is required is a joint political commitment to reach some ambitious goals. That political commitment must be tied to concrete and pragmatic steps forward. Both the U.S.-EU partnership, and the EU itself, work best when challenged in this way. The EU never worked more effectively than during the ambitious phase that created its Single Market. The U.S. and the EU worked effectively together to extend the space of democratic stability in Europe. Similarly today, the U.S. and the EU should focus on priority initiatives and let them drive institutions, procedures and agreements, rather than the other way around. U.S.-EU partnership should be conceived as a common enterprise rather than as a common structure. And we can— and must— use our capacity for common enterprise to do some big things— together.  SHoUlDER To SHoUlDER: FoRGING A U.S.–EU STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP 9 For a review, see John Bruton, “ EU- US transatlantic relations: the obama moment,” in Vasconselos and Zaborowski, op. cit. We recommend that the U.S. and the EU launch 10 Initiatives in 2010 in areas that are central to the transatlantic relationship, and where the EU can and should be a strategic partner with the U.S. These initiatives are outlined in the following chapters. This transatlantic agenda is ambitious. It cannot be accomplished overnight, and neither the United States nor Europe can meet the many challenges on its own. But by charting ambitious goals, tied to concrete steps forward, the U.S. and the EU can build a strategic partnership that can do much to promote the security, democracy, and prosperity of their citizens. By working with new rising powers, the U.S. and EU together can face the challenges of the 21st century and build a stronger, better future for us all. Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership  Forging a Strategic U.S.-EU Partnership: 10 Initiatives for 2010 1. Adopt a Transatlantic Solidarity Pledge—Anchor transatlantic resilience strategies in a common space of justice, freedom and security. 2. Create a barrier- free Transatlantic Marketplace. 3. Reform global economic governance. 4. Build a partnership for energy sustainability. 5. Complete a Europe that is whole, free and at peace. 6. Address conflicts more effectively. 7. Redouble efforts to halt the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 8. Improve the effectiveness of development policies and humanitarian assistance. 9. Forge an open and competitive transatlantic defense market. 10. Explore an Atlantic Basin Initiative. 

     1: Security
Transatlantic Solidarity Pledge creates security.

Hamilton 10 (“Forging a Strategic U.S-EU Partnership: An Agenda for Action” in Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership by Daniel S. Hamilton. Daniel S. Hamilton is the Richard von Weizsäcker Professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University, and Founding Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations, named by Foreign Policy magazine as one of the “Top 30 Global Go- To Think Tanks” in 2009. He also serves as Executive Director of the fiveuniversity American Consortium for EU Studies, named by the European Commission as the EU Center of Excellence Washington, DC. He leads international policy work for the Johns Hopkins- based Center for the Study of Preparedness and Catastrophic Event Response (PACER), one of five merit- awarded U.S. university- based Centers of Excellence in homeland security. He has held a variety of senior positions in the U.S. Department of State, including Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs; U.S. Special Coordinator for Southeast European Stabilization; and Associate Director of the Secretary’s Policy Planning Staff. In 2008 he served as the first Robert Bosch Foundation Senior Diplomatic Fellow in the German Foreign Office. Recent publications include The Transatlantic Economy 2010; Humanitarian Assistance: Improving U.S.-EU Cooperation (2009); France, America and the World (2009); Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century (2009); Europe and Globalization (2008); ‘The U.S.: A Normative Power?’ (2008); The Wider Black Sea Region (2008); The New Eastern Europe (2007); and Terrorism and International Relations (2006). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

If Europeans and Americans are to be safe at home, national efforts must be coupled with more effective transatlantic cooperation. Since 2001, cooperation between the U.S. and EU (including the member states) has grown, and now takes place in many ways, formal and informal, and on a daily basis, including through ongoing operational activities. But successes have been ad hoc, low-priority achievements rather than integrated elements of a comprehensive approach. The well-being of our societies depends on highly integrated, complex systems that move people, goods and services, money and information around the world. Daily life is sustained by transnational networks of unprecedented complexity and uncharted dependencies. Disruption of such critical functions as transportation, energy flows, medical services, “just-in-time” food supply chains and business systems, communications, and financial networks can have consequences for everyone in society. Thus, traditional goals of ensuring territorial integrity must be complemented by the goal of securing the critical functions of society. Those functions can be endangered by Mother Nature, in the form of major hurricanes such as Katrina or fast-moving epidemics such as SARS or H1N1. They can be compromised by human accident, such as Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, or the Bhopal chemical disaster; or by intentional actors, whether states, groups, networks, or individuals. Actions by both state and non-state actors to disrupt energy flows, for instance, have become a new tool of political intimidation. Such actors could target civilian populations, our military forces, or the networks of our society. It is our complete reliance on such networks, together with their potential susceptibility to catastrophic disruption, that make them such tempting targets. The 9/11 hijackers used the very instruments of free society to attack that society. They exploited U.S. immigration systems, benefited from poor informationsharing within the U.S. government and used our own airplanes as weapons against our centers of finance and government. As they were flying airplanes into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, they were engaged in simultaneous manipulation of currency markets. As The Economist commented at the time, it was not only an attack on freedom; it was an attack through freedom.20 In the 21st century, we must defend our connectedness.21 A transformative approach to security would supplement the traditional focus on territorial security with a clearer emphasis on protecting the critical functions of society. This approach would seek to safeguard critical nodes of activity while resisting intimidation and attacking the critical nodes of those networks that would do us harm -- all while protecting individual liberties. It would actively engage the private sector, which owns most of our infrastructure – both actual facilities and networks -- yet has its own views of protection that may differ from those of governments. Resilience -- the ability at every relevant level to anticipate, pre-empt, and resolve disruptive challenges into healthy outcomes -- is key to this new security approach. It is not simply a matter of dealing with consequences; anticipation and preemption are crucial. A strategy of resiliency seeks to ensure that the basic structures and critical functions of our interconnected societies remain strong and can continue even in the face of natural or man-made disasters. The Need for Transatlantic and International Resilience Strategies 15 Given the interdependence of these networks, this approach must also merge domestic and international efforts. Any effort to ensure the protection of critical domestic functions and mitigate “connectiveness vulnerabilities” must also act to protect the broader international networks to which they are linked. Events that affect global arteries, such as the cyber-system, shipping lanes, and air transport systems, will demonstrate our interdependent vulnerabilities. The security and functionality of critical infrastructure and systems within the United States and Europe depend on the security and resiliency of the global economy, especially the movement systems that are its essential arteries. These include the global supply chain, systems for moving energy resources around the world, systems for moving people lawfully across borders, the cyber and telecommunications infrastructure that moves data around the world, and the banking and money movement systems. While some international efforts22 are intended to protect the arteries of the global economy, most efforts have been country specific. Most critical infrastructure is dynamic, tied to flows of information, power, and substances constantly coursing and shifting. This dynamism creates vulnerabilities that can lead to cascading failures through the system. Both Europe and North America have critical vulnerabilities based abroad, the disruption of which could ripple back along interconnected networks to cause domestic disturbances. Concerted efforts are needed to identify such vulnerabilities and to devise joint strategies to address them. A vigorous transatlantic and international resilience effort should be a core priority for a U.S.-EU strategic partnership. This must include everything from law enforcement and intelligence cooperation to disaster prevention and response. The United States and Canada, together with the EU member states and institutions, should as a matter of high priority boost dynamic joint capacity to establish standards and harness resources to prevent or respond to international threats to societal resilience. The U.S and the EU should establish a framework for cooperation that is based on the concept of resilience as the best form of deterrence. Resilience lowers rewards for attacks to the point where an attack may not be worth pursuing. The focus should be on heterogeneity of systems, processes, and responses in order to maintain the highest degree of capacity possible and to restore full capacity quickly after disruptions. We should strengthen efforts with core allies and partners; reach out to others, including third countries and non-state actors to project resilience “forward;” and retell this effort within a new narrative that identifies the resilience of European and North American societies with that of other societies. In a globalized world, a nation can only be as resilient as its neighbors. This is especially true for the U.S. and EU, which are deeply embedded in that integrated, globalized world. Because our resilience depends on that of others, helping others build their own resilience is not only morally compelling, it is in our own self interest. Changes on both sides of the Atlantic provide an opportunity to advance a new initiative in this area. The Obama administration has integrated the White House national security and homeland security staff, effectively invalidating the anti-terrorism paradigm dominant since 9/11. Over the past eight years the U.S. has done much to address threats to the homeland, yet too often those efforts were reduced to a onedimensional fight against terrorists. Little was done to link efforts to address both man-made and natural threats to domestic society and or to relate the resiliency of American society to that of other societies. The U.S. has largely failed to recognize the potential for international cooperation to help the U.S. develop its own domestic capacities to combat disasters. The U.S. has also failed to build and integrate such capacities internationally. As a result, many U.S. policies after 9/11 were advanced with inadequate appreciation of their effects on other U.S. interests, such as flourishing trade, support for the rule of law, or respect for human rights. This approach undermined the values and principles that made the U.S. a model for the world, dismayed our friends, jeopardized their cooperation with us, and provided ammunition for terrorist recruitment. 16 Europe has also changed: when the NTA was created in 1995, the EU had only recently been assigned any real authority in justice and home affairs. Today, while EU member states still have primary responsibility for internal security, the Lisbon Treaty moves virtually all interior and home matters to qualified majority voting, and accords new responsibilities to the European Commission, the European Council and the European Parliament. New methods of cooperation are being considered to speed European solutions. The new European External Action Service will also need to focus on the external dimension of internal security. The EU President and the European Council of Ministers will be served by an Internal Security Committee, or COSI, which could take on some functions resembling those of the U.S. National Security Council. The EU has acted to support the new approach of the Obama administration. It quickly responded to the U.S. request for assistance with Guantanamo detainees by designing mechanisms of information sharing among member states – the first time an intelligence channel was used in this way within an EU framework, even though the EU has no legal competence in this area. Second, to facilitate tracking of potential terrorist finances, the EU acted to extend by one year a plan to move data in the SWIFT financial tracking system from being completely stored in the United States to a 60/40 split in storage between Switzerland and the United States. Third, the European Commission is currently reorganizing its policy responsibilities and administrative tools to improve its internal coherence on what U.S. officials might call "homeland security." This should provide U.S. officials with stronger, more efficient partners. This new spirit of cooperation was codified in the October 2009 U.S.-EU “Washington Statement” by justice and home affairs ministers. The Statement sets forth common objectives regarding mobility in a secure environment, strengthened law enforcement and judicial cooperation, fostering preparedness and resilience, protecting individual rights and promoting international cooperation. The U.S. Department of Homeland Security and the EU border security agency Frontex have also signed a working arrangement, and the U.S. and the EU also exchanged instruments of ratification for two treaties on mutual legal assistance and extradition that give the transatlantic partners important new tools to fight terrorism and transnational crime. The extradition agreement will modernize U.S. bilateral extradition treaties with each of the EU member states, in many cases replacing lists of offenses that are deemed extraditable with a dual criminality standard. The mutual legal assistance agreement contains provisions for future legal cooperation, including the authority to identify bank accounts associated with subjects in the other’s jurisdiction in the case of terrorism and other serious crimes; to conduct joint task forces across national lines directed against terrorism and serious crime cases, rather than merely "coordinating’ inquiries; to obtain assistance in administrative matters that may lead to criminal investigations in matters involving terrorism and serious crimes; to acquire evidence, including testimony, by means of video conferencing; and to use data acquired via the agreement for additional serious offenses other than just the one triggering the initial request. Despite these promising developments, there are still some challenges. Establishing a legal convention for the fight against terrorism, and reaching a legal accord on data protection will be difficult, given different legal regimes in the EU and the U.S. Cooperation is also hampered by the reality of the EU’s multi-level governance structure, with authorities divided between EU member states and Brussels-based institutions, and by the role played by state governments in the United States in some areas of homeland security and “first response” to disasters. Nevertheless, on both sides of the Atlantic there appears to be greater understanding of this dimension of security and our mutual dependence in addressing it. A strategic transatlantic partnership must put forward practical measures that go beyond protecting our territories from armed attack with new approaches that enhance the security of critical functions of our societies. Strategies of “pursue and protect” must be balanced with greater attention to prevention and response. The transatlantic partners 17 should advance a multidimensional strategy of societal resilience that goes beyond “justice affairs” and “homeland security.” They cannot afford to rely just on traditional tools but must advance new forms of diplomatic, intelligence, counterterrorism, financial, economic and law enforcement cooperation. Such a strategy must involve customs, air and seaport security; equivalent standards for data protection and information exchange; biodefense and critical infrastructure protection. This effort must begin with the transatlantic community, not only because European societies are so inextricably intertwined, but because no two continents are as deeply connected as the two sides of the North Atlantic. Our ultimate goal should be a resilient Euro-Atlantic area of justice, freedom, and security that balances mobility and civil liberties with societal security. With this in mind, the U.S. and EU should:  Adopt a Transatlantic Solidarity Pledge. Together, Europeans and Americans must supplement their traditional focus on territorial security against armed attack with an additional focus on the security of critical functions of society – from whatever source. At the May 2010 U.S.-EU Summit the transatlantic partners should issue a joint political declaration that they shall act in a spirit of solidarity ― refusing to remain passive ― if either is the object of a terrorist attack or the victim of a natural or man-made disaster, and that they shall mobilize all instruments at their disposal to:  prevent terrorist threats to either partner;  protect democratic institutions and civilian populations from terrorist attack;  assist the other, in its territory, at the request of its political authorities, in the event of a terrorist attack, natural or man-made disaster. 
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A Barrier-Free Transatlantic Marketplace solves the economy and cooperation.
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Build a Barrier-Free Transatlantic Marketplace Although rapidly developing countries have earned much attention, the U.S. and the EU remain the anchor of the world economy. No two regions of the global economy are as economically fused as the two parties straddling the Atlantic, making the transatlantic economy the largest and wealthiest in the world. The financial crisis and attendant recession have only underscored the deep integration of the transatlantic economy. Europeans and Americans have never had a greater stake in each other’s economic success. Notions of “decoupling” are mistaken and lead to serious policy errors. The U.S. and the EU are the two largest economies and financial markets in the world. Together they represent 54 percent of global GDP and roughly 80 percent of all development assistance and humanitarian assistance in the world. The dollar and the euro are the world's foremost currencies, accounting for roughly 90 percent of total holdings of central bank reserves in mid-2009. The transatlantic economy generates $5 trillion in total commercial sales a year and employs up to 14 million workers in mutually "onshored" jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. These workers enjoy high wages and high labor and environmental standards. Europe is by far the most important source of "onshored" jobs in America, and the U.S. is by far the most important source of "onshored" jobs in Europe. We are each other's most important investment partners, and investment flows between Europe and North America dwarf those among any other continents. From the start of this decade through the first half of 2009, Europe accounted for 60 percent of total U.S. foreign direct investment, on par with Europe's share in the 1990s and 1980s. Over this decade 7 of the top 10 U.S. investment markets have been in Europe. U.S. investment in the BRICs totaled $70 billion from 2000 to mid-2009, 7% of total U.S. investment in the EU. U.S. firms invested $28.5 billion in China between 2000 and mid-2009, less than U.S. investment in Belgium and three times less than U.S. investment in Ireland. Europe accounted for 57 percent of total foreign direct investment in the U.S. in 2008 ($3.2 trillion). EU investment in the U.S. is 27 times the level of EU investment in China and more than 55 times the level of EU investment in India.24 Every day roughly $1.7 billion in goods and services crosses the Atlantic, representing about one-third of total global trade in goods and more than 40 percent of world trade in services. Europe accounts for more than half of total U.S. services sales around the world. While the U.S. continues to record trade deficits in goods with Europe, the U.S. has a trade surplus in services with Europe. Europe also accounts for 5 of the top 10 services providers to the United States. Current economic difficulties underscore the importance of healthy transatlantic economic ties for millions of U.S. and European workers, consumers and companies. Substantial gains would result from initiatives designed to boost flows of goods, services, capital and knowledge between U.S. and the EU. Moreover, deep integration means that the transatlantic partners face issues particular to their relationship. The main obstacles to transatlantic commerce are not traditional “at the border” trade barriers but rather “behind the border” non-tariff barriers -- different regulations, barriers to foreign investment, or different public preferences on issues such as product safety.25 The OECD estimates that reforms that included the elimination of tariffs on goods, reductions of regulations and barriers to mutual investment would 23 permanently boost GDP per person by up to 3.5 percent on both sides of the Atlantic. This is the equivalent of giving every American and every European a year’s extra salary over their working lifetimes. Even partial successes could have significant positive benefits for jobs, trade and investment.26 Despite this potential, U.S.-EU economic cooperation punches well below its weight. Niggling disputes over chlorine-washed chicken and other issues, which together account for less than 1 percent of U.S.-EU commerce, suck the political oxygen out of efforts that could create far greater economic opportunities for American and European workers, consumers and companies. To unleash this potential, the United States and the EU should commit to a barrier-free Transatlantic Marketplace by 2020. This would require coordinated strategies to reduce remaining tariff barriers, overcome regulatory obstacles, remove investment restrictions, and align future standards in ways that promote mutual and sustainable prosperity while protecting health and safety. 
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Reform Global Economic Governance The global financial crisis has set the stage for a new world economic order. Necessity created the G20 and will push it to succeed the outmoded G8. As a result, the rapid changes in global economic power were much better represented at the G20 summits in London and Pittsburgh than ever before. In Pittsburgh, governments representing 85 percent of global GDP sought to restructure the international financial system to guarantee a durable economic recovery. They pledged to regulate certain funds and 28 other instruments that had proven unstable, promised to continue pumping money into their own economies to stimulate growth, and modestly shifted the balance of voting in the IMF toward emerging economies. Pittsburgh also exposed the G20’s limitations, however, as it has no mechanisms for follow-up, accountability or enforcement. Real power still resides with national governments. Arguably, the G20’s greatest feat so far has been to survive its own creation. The question now is whether it can meet the challenge of guiding the global economy to a new age of sustained and balanced growth. Most energy has been invested in the G20 rather than in the reform of existing institutions and arrangements, but they also demand attention. The IMF, for example, has consistently failed to exercise effective surveillance over policies of its major members or to create mechanisms to promote coordination of either their macroeconomic policies or their financial regulation. Current WTO negotiations do not fully address the real problems confronting the world and the trading system itself.33 The WTO has failed to address the trade dimensions of such issues as climate change, security concerns, foreign direct investment, or competition policy.34 Global economic governance suffers from deficits in effectiveness, coherence, representation and, perhaps most importantly, political legitimacy. The economic crisis offers the possibility that efforts at reform, long stalled, could be revived. In this turbulent time, a key test of strategic U.S.-EU partnership will be the ability of the transatlantic partners to work with other key actors to restructure the world economy. There is still no substitute for transatlantic leadership, but in a G20 world this must be of a different kind -- a more nuanced role that works to preserve the principles that have guided the remarkable global growth of the last few decades, addresses risky behaviors, and engages emerging economies as responsible stakeholders. They must resist those who see protectionism as the best way to safeguard national prosperity. They must take the lead in keeping the global economy open, starting by reducing the remaining barriers and obstacles between their own economic spaces, and inviting others to join. They must also be pathfinders to new forms of global economic governance that recognize the rights and responsibilities of the emerging economies while strengthening a rules-based open market global economy.35
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Counterplan solves energy sustainability.
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Forge a Partnership for Energy Sustainability Together with the rest of the world, the transatlantic partners are facing two simultaneous crises.39 One is financial and economic and the other is environmental. The first makes it difficult to move forward with environmental investments and to pay the higher energy costs that may be required to achieve energy sustainability. The second makes it necessary to change radically how we produce and consume energy. Nevertheless, this situation offers a huge opportunity for positive change. In the coming years we cannot afford to continue with business as usual. The current path is unsustainable. Failure to transform the energy sector to address the dynamics of globalization, the rise of rapidly developing countries, and the threat of climate change will have very costly consequences for future generations. The transformation of the energy sector will impact virtually all segments of the energy industry. Fortunately, there are many technologies that can be brought to bear. The highest priorities involve energy efficiency and carbon capture and storage. Without significant and timely progress in these areas, including deployment of basic technologies on a massive scale, there is virtually no possibility of achieving the emission reduction targets major nations have proposed. Renewables for both power and transportation fuels, smart grid developments, and the expansion of safe nuclear power with a secure fuel cycle will all play essential roles in meeting this challenge. These new technologies will in turn require a radical overhaul of our current infrastructures. With the election of President Obama, an opportunity now exists for strategic convergence between the U.S. and the EU. As the U.S. Congress is now moving forward legislation on climate change, and the transatlantic partners now understand they each must address more effectively and urgently their dependency on foreign sources of energy. This is an opportune moment for the U.S. and EU to forge a partnership for energy sustainability, guided by practical steps forward. At the November 2009 U.S.-EU Summit both sides agreed to promote an ambitious and comprehensive international climate change agreement in Copenhagen. They pledged to work together towards an agreement that will set the world on a path of low-carbon growth and development by setting a global 31 goal of a 50 percent reduction in emissions by 2050; and reflecting the mid-term mitigation efforts of all major economies, both developed and emerging. They also agreed to mobilize substantial financial resources for adaptation for the most vulnerable and to support enhanced mitigation actions by developing countries. As they design and implement their own cap and trade systems, they agreed to strengthen efforts to develop strong and well-functioning carbon markets, which are essential to maximize climate finance and to engage emerging and developing countries in ambitious emissions reduction actions. This is a good start. But more effective transatlantic cooperation is required. These new steps must go beyond U.S.-EU channels and individual national government actions and engage regional and local actors, NGOs, and the private sector. Diplomatic action can help, but the real breakthroughs in energy efficiency and climate change mitigation will come when societies realize that such actions will safeguard their security and grow their economies. Moreover, private business will ultimately make the investments, create the markets and implement the technologies needed to transform the energy sector. Business input is thus critical to the creation of realistic legislation, policies, regulations, standards, and programs. 
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Twenty years after the European revolutions of 1989, dictatorships have become democracies. Economies have been integrated into European markets and the global economy. Nations from the Baltic to the Black Sea have joined the European space where war simply does not happen. It's a marvel. But Europe is not yet whole, free or at peace. Throughout the unsettled spaces of wider Europe other walls remain historical animosities, ethnic hatreds, unresolved borders, struggles for power and control. Festering tensions can explode, as we discovered in the Balkans and again in 2008 when Russia clashed with Georgia. Overall, this region is significantly less democratic, less secure, and less aligned with the West than it was at the beginning of this decade. The EU and the U.S. and its European allies must avoid democratic backsliding in countries that experienced promising initial breakthroughs, but have since bogged down or regressed. Successful reforms in wider Europe beyond the EU and NATO could resonate significantly across the post-Soviet space and into the broader Middle East. Failures risk destabilizing competition and confrontation. And whenever we have ignored the twilight zones of Europe, we have always paid a higher price later.43 While much depends on the people of the region, much also depends on the nations of the West. Further deterioration of democracy in wider Europe could severely damage Europe’s stability, its close alignment with the U.S., and its ability to act as an effective partner on the global stage. It would be a serious mistake to dismiss democratic regression and unresolved tensions in this region as issues of lower-order strategic import. These are core issues facing European security, stability, and unity today – and the U.S. has a strong interest in the outcome. These trends can and should be reversed, drawing upon the lessons of the last twenty years of post-communist transition experience. To restore lost momentum, however, the EU and the U.S. must give higher priority to this region, both in terms of high-level attention and in the quantity and quality of resources devoted to supporting democracy and addressing conflicts.44 
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In short, there is now the necessity and opportunity to forge a more strategic and effective U.S.-EU effort toward managing regional conflicts and crises. The U.S. and the EU share similar views on the dangers of ungoverned spaces and failing states, and both recognize the vital need to build capacity for dealing with these situations. But they must learn to work together, harnessing their assets, both civilian and military, to the goal of preventing conflicts and stabilizing and rebuilding those societies that are threatened by violence and instability. The U.S., EU and NATO all have important roles to play. Effective interactions among these actors are key. To this end:  The U.S. and EU Must Improve their Civilian-Civilian Coordination and Cooperation. To move ahead on U.S.-EU security cooperation, it may be best to start by staying away from ideologically fraught areas, such as military-military or even civilian-military relations. Improving coordination between civilian forces, however, is an area of great promise where both sides recognize a need. The U.S. has recognized its deficiencies in civilian crisis management and is acting to build new capacity in this area.56 The Civilian Response Corps (CRC) is designed as a civilian expeditionary force primarily for deployment to conflict zones. The Active Component (CRC-A) will be composed of 250 full-time employees who can deploy within 48 hours to put into place all aspects of an interagency mission, such as assessments, planning, base standup and field coordination. The Standby Component (CRC-S) will contain 2,000 federal employees ready to deploy within 30-60 days. The Reserve Component (CRC-R) — not yet funded — would be composed of 2,000 specialists outside the federal government who sign on for four-year terms that involve two weeks training annually, deployable within 45-60 days. The goal is to be able to have 900-1,200 people in the field at any one time, and to be able to sustain them for a lengthy operation. However, State Department’s Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) has only limited staff (just over 120). Funding has also been limited, although now that the active component is being set up, Congress has increased funding for S/CRS from $45 million in FY09 to $323 million in FY10. Even with this funding increase, S/CRS resources are clearly insufficient to lead, coordinate, and develop all U.S. 46 government civilian crisis management capacities. There are also doubts about the size of the CRC itself, with one report suggesting that the CRC must have at least 5,000 readily deployable government civilians and 10,000 civilian reserves57. And, while CRC-A is designed to remain in the field for only six months, past experience demonstrates that its function -- approaching planning, problems and tasks from an interagency perspective -- will usually be needed for far longer. Finally, the CRC is currently organized around a unilateral mission, with no contingency plan for operating in a multilateral setting. This is a major gap, one that will limit its ability to cooperate in operations with the EU or UN. Thus, although civilian capacity is improving, the U.S. military continues to shoulder most of the burden of stabilization operations. While the U.S. government is still building civilian capacity for reconstruction and stabilization, the EU has already established substantial capabilities, as described above. In 2000, the European Council defined four primary areas of civilian action in crisis management: police, strengthening the rule of law; strengthening civilian administration; and civil protection. The EU has since developed these areas further, strengthening its police actions, expanding the rule of law sector and monitoring peace accords and borders. The EU is currently engaged in 8-9 civilian missions, involving 3,000 deployed civilians. Such a deployment levels require an overall roster of 9-10,000, given rotational and training requirements. The strong demand for such civilian forces has pushed the EU to its limits and it currently struggles to meet its requirements in some areas. For example, while EU-led police missions have the training and expertise required, they do not always have the numbers. EUPOL Afghanistan has been authorized to increase its numbers to 400, but it is having difficulties recruiting beyond its current 218 officers. France has suggested sending the European Gendarmerie Force to supplement EUPOL, but this may further complicate an already complex operation of many separate police initiatives in Afghanistan. While not an ideal solution in Afghanistan, increasing the EGF’s role in future EU police missions could add great value. A partnership between France, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Romania, Poland and, most recently, Turkey, the EGF knows how to operate in a multinational environment. It can deploy up to 800 gendarmes (2,300 with reinforcements) within 30 days, and can provide rapid civil security in crisis situations, either alone or under military command. It offers expert training, and is willing and able to perform under the most difficult circumstances -- a real advantage given the difficulties of recruiting police for dangerous environments. The European Union can also offer experienced rule of law specialists -- prosecutors, judges and prison officers -- to S&R operations. These missions aim to strengthen the rule of law and promote human rights by building and supporting properly functioning judicial and penitentiary systems. The EU’s largest civilian mission under the ESDP is the ongoing EULEX Kosovo but it also continues to support its EUJUST LEX mission to Iraq. EU monitoring missions work to deter conflict through their physical presence. The ongoing EUBAM Rafah mission monitors operations at the border crossing point in Rafah in support of Israel and the Palestinian Authority’s “Agreement on Movement and Access.” The Aceh Monitoring Mission oversaw the implementation of the August 2005 peace agreement between the Indonesian government and the Free Aceh movement. Currently, the EU also has a monitoring mission in Georgia, which is the only international presence observing -- although not enforcing -- the implementation of the agreements with Russia.58 The United States and the EU have a mutual interest in developing their civilian capacities and to build synergies between both efforts. The priority focus should be on successful conduct of operations; development of capacity; and openness to cooperate across the full crisis management relationship. 47  At a minimum, the U.S. and EU should establish a standing common task force on civilian crisis management. Both U.S. and EU staffs involved in civilian crisis management recognize the need for much greater and more constant cooperation, but with no institutional framework, progress in that direction has been spotty. A recent suggestion to exchange personnel from civilian planning staffs -- a good first step -- has so far come to nothing. It is urgent to leap ahead. This task force could first take on a role in conflict prevention, sharing intelligence about developing conflicts, especially given the data sharing agreement signed in 2007. The task force could also produce joint analyses and propose conflict-mitigating strategies for discussion by U.S. and European leaders. If a deployment of U.S. and EU civilian assets is required, this task force could also take on a role in coordinating national planning and force generation efforts, and even encourage cooperation between national forces deployed to the field. It would also be critical to include advice from military planning staffs regarding requirements.  Eventually, the United States and EU should establish a joint planning center for civilian crisis operations. More effective than a task force would be a permanent joint planning capability that would integrate U.S. and EU efforts from the beginning, rather than simply finding intersections between separately designed plans. The EU and U.S. would maintain their own independent planning capacity for civilian operations, and lessons learned from national staffs could be integrated in the joint staff process (and vice versa). The U.S.-EU joint center could also include UN and NATO staff so that operations with those institutions might be better coordinated. Such a planning center could develop into the core of a joint headquarters for civilian operations.  Once joint civilian planning is well established, the U.S., EU, and NATO should build a “Transatlantic Fusion Center,” designed to bring together planning for missions requiring both civil and military assets. In time, a joint planning center for civilian operations is unlikely to prove sufficient, given the close coordination that must happen between civilian and military capabilities in areas of crisis. The EU is already discussing integration of its pre-operational civilian and military planning staffs to create better planned responses.59 As for coordinating military planning, the EU already has access to SHAPE’s planning and operations capabilities for missions coordinated with the Alliance, but there is as yet no consensus on how or whether to engage. The EU has considered establishing its own integrated military operational headquarters for autonomous EU missions, but planning for integrated civilian-military operations does not yet exist. But the plain fact is that the United States and Europe have no serious capability to plan joint civilian-military operations, even though that is exactly the type of operation that is likely to be most common in the 21st century. This initiative would not address the need for greater capabilities, but it could give the U.S. and EU integrated civil-military planning, perhaps allowing each to do more with less.60  The U.S. and EU should develop a joint focus on conflict prevention. Too often, we are only engaged after a country descends in to chaos and conflict. Not only are untold lives lost or ruined, but when we do get engaged, stopping the conflict is far more expensive and dangerous than preventing a crisis. The U.S. and EU should especially focus policy cooperation in areas where future conflicts could emerge. Of the ten countries on The Failed States Index from 2008 published by the magazine Foreign Policy, real U.S.-EU cooperation can be said to take place towards Sudan, Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan. But in the remaining countries, including Zimbabwe, Congo, Chad, Cote d’Ivoire, and the Central African Republic -- all of which could suffer from large-scale violence in the future -- U.S.-EU diplomatic cooperation has largely been a matter of routine. There has been little sign of genuine collaboration such as joint situational analysis or development of common or complementary strategies. The U.S. and EU should: 48  Share intelligence-based “watch lists” of countries-at-risk. This will involve some sharing of intelligence but does not have to compromise sensitive sources.  Work to develop civilian capacities in third states and in relevant multilateral organizations. Use development assistance funds and other resources to develop local capacities that can prevent conflict. And providing technical and financial assistance to the African Union, for example, can reinforce regional efforts to ameliorate or prevent conflict.  Focus on a few key countries including Somalia and Yemen. Al-Qaeda is building capacity in both countries.  The U.S. and EU should develop a common framework, including doctrine and training, for civilian/military state-building missions. Any military operation must have a firm base in doctrine and training, especially if multiple nations are involved. To date, U.S.-EU cooperation between deployed forces (both civilian and military) has relied on ad hoc coordination, often arranged by commanders in the field. It is urgent to develop a shared doctrine that would provide a framework for that cooperation, establishing some agreed objectives for such missions, along with providing more standardized structures and procedures for such operations. Doctrine, along with regular joint training and exercises, would make the transatlantic partners more effective in addressing the key regional conflicts and crises that affect their interests. If successful, any doctrine developed by the U.S. and EU for joint operations could also be shared with NATO and the UN. Establishing appropriate objectives will be especially vital to the success of any future U.S.-EU missions. There is already some consensus on the goals for such stabilization and reconstruction missions. A comprehensive review of major strategic policy documents from U.S. and European ministries of defense, foreign affairs, and development and from key inter-governmental and nongovernmental organizations reveals that there is neither a strictly American nor a strictly European approach. Instead, five end-states seem to be common: a safe and secure environment; rule of law, stable governance, sustainable economy, and social well-being.61 The United Nations went some distance toward identifying these objectives in its Peacekeeping Principles and Guidelines -- often known as the Capstone Doctrine -- but much of that document is occupied with issues unique to UN operations. The U.S. Army’s Stabilization Doctrine explicitly recognizes the over-arching importance of these five end-states. The USIP study that identified these end-states notes that international interventions (unilateral and multilateral, UN and non-UN) since the end of the Cold War seem to share these end-states, either explicitly or implicitly, and virtually without exception. Establishing a strategic approach to achieve certain end-states will bring some significant benefits. First, it will establish commonality of purpose among a wide range of actors, from military forces and government agencies to non-governmental entities. In many S&R operations, the bulk of the work is actually done by non-governmental entities, whether private contractors, small and large NGOs, or international organizations. It may be necessary to make adjustments for particular contingencies, and there is certainly a need in any contingency to define intermediate objectives appropriate to the particular circumstances. But having a framework agreed between Europeans and Americans would enable a good deal of cooperation in the assessment and planning phases of an operation that is not in fact being done today. Each participant could expect that there will be a focus on “social well-being,” for example, that would deal with access to and delivery of basic needs services and education; right of return and resettlement; and social reconstruction issues. The leadership and priorities might shift over the course of a contingency, but the end-state focus would remain. This process will be neither easy nor smooth. The U.S. has a hard enough time creating and supporting its own interagency operations, so developing a new shared transatlantic approach may seem daunting. But without a common strategic framework, the international community will 49 continue to reinvent the organization of each intervention from scratch for each contingency, often spending a year or two figuring out how it should be set up while missing some of the best peacebuilding opportunities. A straightforward framework agreed between the U.S. and Europe could help overcome bureaucratic obstacles as well as legitimize an intervention in the public eye by providing a clear vision of the mission’s purpose. It would help ease the difficulties inherent in civilian/military cooperation, which is undeniably about melding two very distinct organizational cultures; for the first time, for example, military officers would know where to look in a civilian operation for particular functions. This framework would make clear which capabilities are essential and where needed capacities are lacking and need to be enhanced. Today we largely organize international interventions by assembling those who are willing, without regard to requirements, and the gaps are too often only revealed once the effort is underway. Finally, such a framework makes up for the lack of unity of command. Although a unified command would clearly be desirable in U.S.EU combined military-civilian operations, it is unlikely to be achieved anytime soon. The U.S. will not generally put its troops under any civilian command other than its own, and Europeans are often unwilling to put their civilians under a military commander. Unity of purpose is the best we are going to get -- but we have not been good about spelling out what it means. We can and should do better.  A shared U.S.-EU doctrine for crisis and conflict management should address the treatment of civilians and irregular militias in the area of operations. U.S. and European forces -- both military and police -- should have shared guidelines for determining who is detained and under what circumstances. These rules should be based on the Geneva Conventions and other relevant legal documents agreed by both the U.S. and EU.  Reinforce this shared doctrine by establishing a U.S.-EU school for conflict prevention, management, and post-conflict stabilization. This facility, which could be similar to the NATO College in Rome or the Marshall Center in Garmisch, should be open to others from outside the U.S. and EU who wish to contribute to such operations. It would thus spread a common approach to crisis management. The goal would be to build a golden generation of planners, 200 people from EU, its member states and various parts of the U.S. government, who would have opportunities to work together over a multi-year period.  A U.S.-EU Diplomatic Center in Washington, perhaps based at the U.S. Institute of Peace, could bring U.S. and European diplomats together on courses, workshops, and training programs as well as facilitating secondments between the different foreign services. As part of this, a “Marshall-Monnet Fellowship” for younger U.S. and European officials from the European Commission, Council Secretariat, European Parliament and EU governments could be set up, with a program to include an annual retreat, six-month secondments, and course work. Dealing with crisis and conflict could be a core focus for the U.S.-EU Diplomatic Center and the fellows.  The U.S. and NATO should facilitate having European constabulary forces participate in the post-combat phase of multinational military operations, and the U.S. should develop a similar capacity.62 Unlike the United States, a number of European countries have militarized national police units that are well suited for policing in areas of low-intensity conflict. Several governments of the European Union, drawing on longstanding paramilitary national police forces, are creating a multinational European Gendarmerie Force (EGF), which could be very valuable in S&R operations by filling some of the security gap between the end of military combat, peace support, relief operations, and the restoration of civil authority. Ideally, these European constabulary forces would be incorporated into U.S. and NATO military planning from the beginning. When necessary, the U.S. could provide European gendarmerie with necessary transport and intelligence support. If this integration into combined U.S.-EU missions is to succeed, however, the EGF and other similar forces must first establish liaison and training relationships with NATO and the U.S. that allow for regular military forces, constabulary forces, and civilian police and law enforcement officials to explore 50 techniques and procedures for stabilization missions. This will encourage the adoption of best practices and facilitate coordination, cooperation, and planning. Specifically, the EGF might establish liaison relationships with the Department of State’s Office of Civilian Police and S/CRS, as well as the Department of Justice’s International Criminal Investigative Training and Assistance Program and the Department of Defense. The United States could also encourage interoperability by permitting officers from European constabulary forces to participate in U.S. military academies, service schools, and think tanks. NATO’s Allied Command Transformation and U.S. Joint Forces Command may be able to facilitate inclusion in both NATO and U.S. training centers. The United States also must consider the best way to develop these kinds of capabilities itself, as it does not possess them today. While the American military should retain its multi-mission character, the U.S. should have available a mix of capabilities that allow for a seamless shift from ground combat to operations of a law enforcement character. In addition, the United States should capitalize on its combat/ stabilization/reconstruction experiences by creating a cadre of expert military trainers. This could be comprised of individuals returning from operations in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq who have experience in special forces, military police, or civil affairs, but who have retired from active-duty service or no longer meet military worldwide deployability criteria. Capturing this expertise and focusing it on the retraining of combat veterans to constabulary or local security forces would benefit and complement EU expertise.  The U.S. and the EU should work together to reinforce and enhance UN capabilities in peacekeeping and crisis management. Aside from their efforts at overall UN reform, the U.S. and Europe, especially the members of the UN Security Council, should push that organization to reform and strengthen its capacity for peacekeeping, peace-enforcement, and humanitarian intervention. U.S. and European planning -- along with “lessons learned” from recent operations -- should be shared with the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, and UN staff should be included in U.S.-EU joint planning efforts. Even if the UN is not engaged in a particular operation, the experience will help build UN capability and make it more likely that U.S., EU, NATO, and UN cooperation will be effective in the future. The U.S. and the EU need to develop a clear agenda for conflict prevention and crisis management at the UN. In many of the world’s unstable regions, it will not be U.S. soldiers or European diplomats who will broker ceasefires, police demilitarized zones or staff the post-conflict reconstruction missions (though the US and EU will likely continue to carry the costs). The burden will in the main fall to the UN, which in turn will rely on contributions from Asia and Africa. This makes it all the more important for the U.S. and EU to join forces in building both UN and developing world capacity, while agreeing common approaches where conflicts are likely to occur.  Support the development of a truly strategic partnership between NATO and the EU. For the foreseeable future, NATO will remain the transatlantic partnership’s premier military alliance for high-end defense requirements, including force transformation, demanding expeditionary missions, and major war-fighting. The EU does not aspire to such high-end military operations, but it could help promote transatlantic armaments cooperation, common R&D and procurement, standardization and interoperability, training, multinational logistics, and other activities in ways that conserve scarce resources and thereby benefit European and NATO defense preparedness. Our proposals for more effective NATO-EU cooperation are in Alliance Reborn; we simply summarize them below. However, any serious progress on NATO-EU cooperation will require progress toward a settlement to the Cyprus dispute. Differences among Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus over this issue have blocked the strategic common good for too long and impeded the development of a more viable NATO-EU relationship. The situation has been further worsened by the fact that Turkey was an associated member of the WEU, but lost that status when the institution was superseded by ESDP. 
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These steps can solve proliferation.
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Initiative Seven Redouble Efforts to Halt the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction Among all the foreign policy challenges facing the U.S. and the EU, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) potentially could have the most lethal consequences. Although the U.S. and Europe lived together under the shadow of the Bomb for most of the Cold War, that was a relatively stable bipolar balance of terror. Today, proliferation threatens to undo regional and perhaps even global balances. While the development of a nuclear weapon by Iran or North Korea is a serious consequence in itself, the regional arms races likely to follow make such proliferation even more dangerous. If Iran succeeds in its effort to develop weapons, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Egypt and others may consider similar steps. When the balance of terror is multilateral, it is unlikely to be stable or predictable. Nor is proliferation an issue concerning only states. Higher risks could be posed by the acquisition or development of WMD by terrorists. With little or no territory and a demonstrated willingness to sacrifice themselves for a cause, they cannot be deterred from using a weapon if that is their aim. 52 At first glance, stopping WMD proliferation may not seem to be a logical initiative for a strategic U.S.EU partnership. Europe is divided, as its two nuclear weapons states -- Britain and France -- strive to keep enough of their deterrent alive to provide protection and a seat at the table. Those countries without nuclear weapons have a different set of interests, more focused on advancing the nonproliferation agenda. Reducing weapons stockpiles -- a critical part of the nonproliferation agenda -- relies on arms control negotiations, which have generally been dominated by the Americans and the Russians, at least in the case of nuclear weapons. Nonetheless, there is much the U.S. and the EU can do together to advance the nonproliferation agenda. The EU3 (Britain, France, and Germany) took a leading role in defining the U.S.-EU approach to Iran, and their effort was later adopted as the EU’s own. The EU has long had a unified approach to the multilateral nonproliferation regime, aimed at strengthening the treaty and discouraging new proliferation. The EU has also been a supporter of international treaties that have limited the development or possession of WMD, such as the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) or the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC). It has also supported the growth of restraints on conventional weapons, including the de-mining treaty and the proposed arms trade agreement. While the Bush administration was skeptical of the need for arms control or non-proliferation measures, the Obama administration has made this a key foreign policy priority. The President’s Prague speech established the immensely ambitious objective of creating a world without nuclear weapons, and -- more important in the short term -- totally changed both the atmosphere and rhetoric on this issue across the Atlantic.63 With this renewed and robust U.S. commitment, now is the moment for the U.S. and EU to work together in pursuing a strong nonproliferation and arms control agenda. They should:  Advance a bold initiative in biosecurity. Successful global approaches to biosecurity must begin with the transatlantic community. Europe and North America together represent the largest repository of resources, skills, talents, leadership and international engagement to make health an integral part of societal resilience. The U.S. and various European countries have advanced domestic biodefense efforts, but relatively little has been done to strengthen international biodefense. Efforts to graft nuclear nonproliferation regimes onto the biological realm have been fraught with difficulties and are of questionable merit. Successes can improve our health as they improve our security. Areas for cooperation include  improved global biosurveillance capabilities;  better early warning and detection systems;  robust information-sharing, investigational and preparedness mechanisms;  harmonized standards; and  cooperative medical countermeasures and stockpiles.64  Continue efforts to stop Iranian nuclear proliferation. Prospects remain highly uncertain; yet it is critical that the U.S. and EU work closely together on this issue. The U.S. and EU must also work with Russia to ensure that Iran receives the same message from all the parties. The U.S., EU, Russia and China must continue to explore a wide range of options, but also be ready to implement a tougher sanctions regime if required. The U.S. and EU should discuss the impact of Iranian proliferation with other governments in the region and begin, sooner rather than later, efforts to discourage proliferation elsewhere in response to Iranian moves.  Strengthen the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).  Provide enhanced resources and other support. The IAEA is fundamental to the nonproliferation regime. By relying on the Agency to monitor proliferation-related activities and to provide certain judgments, the U.S. and the EU improve the credibility of their own efforts. As an important step in that direction, the U.S. and EU should work to make the 2010 Nuclear 53 Security Summit effective in establishing greater capacity to track and protect nuclear materials, and safeguard against nuclear terrorism.  Enhance the security of civilian nuclear power programs by establishing an international nuclear fuel cycle bank supervised by the IAEA. As more countries develop civilian nuclear power programs, the fuel cycle will present greater and greater proliferation challenges. Instead, fuel should be provided from internationally supervised reserves, and countries would be restricted from developing uranium-enrichment and plutonium separation capabilities. Even the spent fuel would be returned to the international authority, presumably working under the IAEA. Such an arrangement would reduce the amount of sensitive material freely available. Such a step has immediate relevance to efforts aimed at bringing Iran back into NPT compliance, but participation by all nuclear weapons states would provide a strong demonstration of their commitment to an international nuclear regime.  Assist third countries in developing the expertise and capacity to comply with IAEA requirements. Since 2005, the U.S. and EU have conducted a dialogue on compliance and verification, including an exchange of views on countries that are having difficulty complying with IAEA rules. In some cases, non-compliance exists simply because the government in question does not have sufficient technical expertise or administrative capability to implement all the rules. By providing training and perhaps funds, the U.S. and EU could encourage these countries to develop a greater stake in preventing proliferation. 
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Counterplan solves humanitarian issues.
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To make the humanitarian system fit for the challenges it faces and ensure that it becomes more effective and efficient at saving lives and alleviating human suffering, humanitarian actors need to improve their policies and operations, enhance the coherence of the humanitarian system, and redefine the position and role of humanitarianism within the broader aid and policy spectrum. The transatlantic partners play a critical role in achieving these goals. Together, the European Commission, EU member states, and the U.S. Government provide almost two thirds of global humanitarian assistance. Through their policies and funding decisions, they have an important influence over implementing partners. They shape norms and policies at the global level through their participation in multilateral organizations and multi-stakeholder initiatives, including the United Nations, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the Good Humanitarian Donorship Initiative (GHDI), and the Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP). Due to their extensive field presence, they also have a direct impact on activities on the ground. In its funding, institutions and senior personnel, international humanitarian assistance remains a predominantly European and North American enterprise, rather than an area of broad global engagement. Within the small group of official donors that provide the majority of international emergency response funding, the United States and the European Commission Humanitarian Office (DG ECHO) dwarf most of their counterparts not only in total contributions but also in their staff presence and operational capacity in emergency affected countries. Although American and European governments historically may have adopted different views regarding humanitarian assistance and its place within broader foreign policy, it is this divergence in capacity, rather than difference in view, that lies behind the more practical policy and operational differences between the major humanitarian donors. A closer working relationship between the EU and the U.S. promises to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of humanitarian assistance. First, it could generate greater policy coherence and ensure that the transatlantic partners do not duplicate their activities and do not undermine each other’s efforts. Situations in which the mass delivery of Western food commodities undermines efforts to strengthen local food markets by purchasing food regionally or locally or using cash hand-outs, for example, could be avoided. Second, closer cooperation would create opportunities for joint or mutual learning. This is critical to adapt humanitarian policies and practices to changing circumstances and to address existing gaps in analytical capacity in the humanitarian arena. Third, a joint effort of the transatlantic partners could be very effective at promoting reforms in the humanitarian sector as a whole. Acting in concert, they could provide critical impulses for promoting the implementation of lessons learned concerning, for example, local capacity and gender; determining a coherent approach to linking relief, rehabilitation, and 59 development; and developing consistent, risk-minimizing ways to include business and military actors into relief and preparedness activities. Finally, further improvements in humanitarian cooperation will require not only creating stronger, more strategic links between the U.S. and DG ECHO, and between these two donors and other EU and Western donors, but also, and perhaps most importantly, between this entire assembly and the multitude of ‘non-traditional’ or ‘emerging’ donors that have yet to be brought into the humanitarian system in a substantive way. If the EU and U.S. act to enhance their cooperation, they should do so in ways that avoid some potential pitfalls. First, cooperation should be structured so as not to exacerbate perceptions that the humanitarian system is dominated by and biased towards the “West” or that humanitarian agencies are pursuing other political aims. This perception makes many non-Western governments hesitant to support the humanitarian system. Even more problematic is that a growing number of governments, including Myanmar, Sudan, Zimbabwe, and Sri Lanka, are using this argument as a reason or pretext for at least temporarily or partly denying humanitarian agencies access to those in need. Some insurgency movements have tried to portray aid organizations as agents of Western domination and have increasingly targeted them for violence. Second, enhanced transatlantic cooperation should not threaten the independence of humanitarian assistance. That means enhancing cooperation primarily because it would improve the delivery and impact of humanitarian assistance, rather than treating humanitarian issues simply as an instrument with which to improve diplomatic relations. It also means ensuring that the transatlantic partners are careful not to abuse their joint influence over implementing partners, and thus potentially undermining their independence. Finally, high levels of cooperation and coordination can be costly, not only in terms of transaction costs, but also because less diversity in the humanitarian system could diminish its capacity for innovation.

On the whole, therefore, the transatlantic partners should choose cooperation modalities that can address

current challenges while being mindful of these risks. To achieve this, enhanced cooperation should remain

open to other parties and strengthen the voices and participation of affected populations; focus on

improving the delivery of humanitarian assistance; respect the independence of implementing partners;

and allow for a certain level of diversity within the humanitarian system. 
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ITAR reform solves US-EU relations.

Hamilton 10 (“Forging a Strategic U.S-EU Partnership: An Agenda for Action” in Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership by Daniel S. Hamilton. Daniel S. Hamilton is the Richard von Weizsäcker Professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS), Johns Hopkins University, and Founding Director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations, named by Foreign Policy magazine as one of the “Top 30 Global Go- To Think Tanks” in 2009. He also serves as Executive Director of the fiveuniversity American Consortium for EU Studies, named by the European Commission as the EU Center of Excellence Washington, DC. He leads international policy work for the Johns Hopkins- based Center for the Study of Preparedness and Catastrophic Event Response (PACER), one of five merit- awarded U.S. university- based Centers of Excellence in homeland security. He has held a variety of senior positions in the U.S. Department of State, including Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs; U.S. Special Coordinator for Southeast European Stabilization; and Associate Director of the Secretary’s Policy Planning Staff. In 2008 he served as the first Robert Bosch Foundation Senior Diplomatic Fellow in the German Foreign Office. Recent publications include The Transatlantic Economy 2010; Humanitarian Assistance: Improving U.S.-EU Cooperation (2009); France, America and the World (2009); Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century (2009); Europe and Globalization (2008); ‘The U.S.: A Normative Power?’ (2008); The Wider Black Sea Region (2008); The New Eastern Europe (2007); and Terrorism and International Relations (2006). http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

The U.S. should review ITAR; reform defense export controls; and consider merging export control and national disclosure regimes. U.S. defense trade controls are a barrier significantly impeding transatlantic cooperation and the evolution of a transatlantic defense market. Numerous studies, including some by the Defense Science Board (which is tasked to advise the DoD), have pointed out the problems inherent in the U.S. export control system. The time for study is past.  Reform ITAR rules, policies and practices with a view toward a balanced approach that safeguards those technologies, products and systems that warrant protection but allows release to close allies in order to develop a more open and competitive transatlantic defense market and promotes interoperability among coalition forces. Changes are warranted in both procedures (which are too complex and arcane) and release policies. Allowing greater release of technologies and technical information for low intensity operations should be a priority and should pose fewer challenges than sensitive information relevant to high intensity operations.  Ratify the U.S.-UK and Australia export control treaties signed in 2008. These agreements offer a new model for technology sharing among a community of trusted friends.  Reform related national disclosure policies that pertain to the release of classified information. These policies today inhibit U.S. ability to engage in coalition operations and also undermine defense industrial collaboration. One option to consider is the merger of national disclosure and export control regimes — they are really two sides of the same coin. 
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Counterplan solves relations and all impacts in the Atlantic Basin.
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The Atlantic Basin Initiative The rise of developing Asia has captured the world’s attention, and rightly so. The dynamism of that region is dramatic, and will change the world. Yet by its very nature globalization is not confined to one region of the world. In fact, for all the talk of the Pacific, it is important to recognize that the Atlantic Basin is a central arena of globalization. The peoples of the North and South Atlantic are engaging and interacting in a whole host of ways that present both opportunities and challenges. This new dynamic should prompt American and European leaders to consider ways to work more effectively together with other Atlantic nations in an initiative for the Atlantic Basin. There a number of reasons why. Globalization has generated more connections across the Atlantic than perhaps ever before. The wellbeing of people across this vast region is increasingly influenced by interrelated flows of people, money and weapons, goods and services, technology, toxins and terror, drugs and disease. It has given them greater access to each other’s markets and resources. It has also created issues particular to the nations of the Atlantic Basin that deserve concerted attention.68 67 Energy is a key issue connecting the people of the Atlantic Basin. This region includes the world’s largest consumers and producers of energy and most of its largest emitters of greenhouse gases. The United States depends considerably more on the Atlantic Basin for its imported energy than it does on the Middle East. Europe and North America require open and secure access to resources available in Latin America and Africa, just as those two continents require open and secure access to European and North American markets. Traditional terms of trade are also shifting, as technological and scientific innovation spreads across the Atlantic Basin, offering potential benefits for people across the hemisphere. The volume of Atlantic commerce is staggering. Despite the rise of the Pacific, more trade and investment flow across the Atlantic than any other part of the world. Never have so many workers and consumers entered the Atlantic economy as quickly or as suddenly as in the past fifteen years. The U.S. and the EU are the largest trading partners of both Latin America and Africa. Rapidly developing Atlantic countries are best known for the inexpensive goods and commodities they supply to the rest of the world. But their consumers are also connecting with the global marketplace, and in coming years they will become a major engine of the global economy. Moreover, when the dust clears from the current financial crisis, the character of economic globalization may be significantly changed with respect to capital flows, production chains, and trade patterns. Brazil, in effect, has become the China of Latin America, a strong and influential regional and global player, notably in agriculture and energy. Parts of Africa are among the fastest growing regions of the world. The Atlantic Basin’s growing web of connections include major nuclear weapons states and major states that have chosen to foreswear nuclear weapons, three of the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council, and a number of prominent candidates for a reformed Security Council mechanism. The African continent has more countries, and therefore UN votes, than any other continent. In key decisions, such as over sanctions on Iran, or on climate change, winning the votes of African countries is crucial. Yet in recent years the U.S. and the EU have neglected this diplomatic channel, leaving the field to others. Most nations along the Atlantic rim take multilateral arrangements seriously and see them as essential to the development of their region. U.S. and European credibility depends on whether and how the United States and Europe adapt to interests, judgments, and goals being voiced in Latin America and Africa. Atlantic opportunities are matched by significant challenges. The nations of the Atlantic Hemisphere are connected in their concerns about depletion of non-renewable resources, degradation of regional biotopes providing renewable resources, destruction of rain forests and disruption caused by climate change. Free movement of people can bring talent and innovation, but it can also bring conflict and disease. What were once local scourges can now have global reach. Africa is a major global supplier of oil, gas and other commodities, yet remains vulnerable to HIV/AIDS, economic disruption, population stresses, civil conflict, corruption and failed governance. Many states lack the capacity to break up terror cells, thwart trafficking in arms, drugs or people, or provide domestic security. The stability of some regions of West Africa are being undermined by drugs coming from Latin America. While Africans are assuming more of their own security responsibilities, Europeans and Americans are called to provide emergency an development assistance, deploy and train peacekeepers, and mediate disputes.69 Despite the rise of Brazil and broadening commercial relations with North America and Europe, Latin America has yet to add its potential to broader Atlantic partnership. Some areas in this region continue to be among the most violent in the world, due to the activities of drug trafficking organizations, criminal cartels, and persistent weaknesses in governance and the rule of law. Yet democratic and economic improvements in a number of countries suggest that a broad, interwoven, multi-directional hemispheric cooperation initiative is possible. The new U.S. Administration has expressed a renewed commitment to 68 Latin America and the Caribbean based on mutual respect and collaboration. This positive attitude should open the way for a Euro-American partnership to forge a structured, joint dialogue on Latin America and the Caribbean that includes also Canada. There is an awareness that the U.S. cannot -- and no longer wants to -- stabilize the Latin American region alone. Collaboration with the countries of the region, together with the EU and Canada, could re-engage the U.S. at a lower political and material cost. Across the Atlantic hemisphere we have a shared an urgent interest in helping those who have been bypassed by the growth of recent decades. The challenge is to free many of these countries from their dependence on a few basic commodities by creating conditions that encourage trade and attract investment. Yet both the UN Millennium Goals and our state-building efforts are floundering, at the same time as our will and resources are becoming overstretched. As the growing latticework of interdependencies across the Atlantic Basin spawns new opportunities, it also generates also new vulnerabilities along the interconnected arteries and nodes that support the movement of people, goods, services, capital, ideas, and technology upon which our societies depend. As our interconnections widen and deepen, our mutual vulnerability to breaks in these flows will increase, requiring mutual efforts to enhance the resilience of these networks and the critical functions of societies across the Atlantic space. Together we are called to protect our connectedness, not just our territorial security. These developments call for close interactions between governments, the private sector, the scientific community, and non-governmental organizations. In addition, without active U.S.-EU engagement, mechanisms could emerge that exclude the United States and Europe, or new privileged partnerships or resource arrangements could be built without the involvement of the U.S. or Europe. Restrictive trade deals or discriminatory financial arrangements could threaten our interests. Moreover, even in an era of rising powers and tough economic times the United States and Europe continue to bring the greatest capacity to the greatest number of issues vital to the future of the Atlantic region. As we have emphasized throughout this report, the U.S.-EU partnership remains indispensable to the broad range of challenges we face. But today it is also insufficient, in and of itself, to most of these challenges. A key driver of a more strategic transatlantic relationship should be to find new patterns of cooperation with emerging powers, to engage them as responsible stakeholders in the institutions and networks needed to address common challenges. The Atlantic Basin is an excellent place to start. Perhaps most important, however, is the fact that the global environment in which Atlantic nations will be operating will be vastly different from the past. As we look to future challenges, an Atlantic Basin Initiative offers an opportunity to erase the historic line dividing the North and South Atlantic. For all of these reasons, we must act as midwife for the new Atlantic system that is emerging under globalization, characterized by new interdependencies, the rise of new actors, a new technological and ecological environment, and new power relationships. This requires concerted efforts to enhance and protect the global economic, political, technological and human flows on which the globalized Atlantic system depends; and to ensure that societies along the Atlantic Basin are resilient enough to capitalize on the opportunities and deal with the potential disruptions they may face. The growing interdependence of the Atlantic Basin offers untold opportunities and considerable dangers. It demands not only a new orientation but new Atlantic networks, matched by a new capacity by governments to engage with diverse societal stakeholders. In this increasingly interconnected region, capacity is derived from connectivity. This should prompt Atlantic leaders to strengthen connections to solve shared problems. With this in mind, the U.S. and EU should join together with other like-minded nations to launch a joint four-continent Atlantic Basin Initiative to examine cooperation within the Atlantic Basin in the 69 face of the opportunities and challenges of globalization -- resource and energy connections; transportation, trade and investment; migration and integration; building resilient societies; promoting good governance, health and human development; fighting organized crime, drugs and other transnational challenges. Where appropriate, there could be opportunity for the progressive incorporation of additional Atlantic nations into existing U.S.-EU networks and mechanisms. An initiative of this type should avoid becoming just another acronym in the alphabet soup of new multilateral groups. In fact, it may do best by avoiding formal structures to direct and control in favor of orchestrating networks and facilitating robust functional linkages among the Atlantic continents organized around the principle of open regionalism.  This initiative might be launched initially in a modest way through the creation of an Eminent Persons Group to examine the notion of the Atlantic Hemisphere and to recommend ways governments and societies may best address both the opportunities and challenges presented by growing Atlantic interconnections.  Foundations and policy-oriented research institutes should be encouraged to further examine the notion and its possibilities. The best focus would be to engage potential stakeholders on ways new networks might be created and orchestrated to capitalize on the dynamism of the Atlantic Basin.  Any realistic initiative should start with recognition of the enormous asymmetries within this vast region. In this respect, it makes sense to focus initial attention on political and institutional networks that are more consolidated. In the area covering the Americas and the EU, for instance, a EuroAmerican dialogue could eventually lead to common actions on energy, climate change, development, humanitarian assistance, security, or migration. Also, the existing network could work in a more effective way if the U.S. and the EU make a mutual commitment to guarantee their presence in the diverse summits, forum and institutions of the Euro-American area. 
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The United States federal government should negotiate and agree to a TAFTA with the European Union.

TAFTA solves relations.

Ries 10 (“The Emerging Atlantic Security Agenda: Joint Challenges” by Tomas Ries, from Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a Strategic U.S.–EU Partnership: Edited by Daniel S. Hamilton. Tomas Ries has been Director of the Swedish Institute of International Affairs since 2005. He has worked on security studies since 1979. During the Cold War he focused on Soviet military interests and grand strategy in the North, Nordic security and Finland’s security policy. Since 1992 his main interest is the globalizing security environment and future trends. Previous positions include Senior Researcher at the National Defence College in Finland (1997-2004), Deputy Director of the Geneva Centre for Security Policy (1996-1997), Director of the International Training Course in Geneva, Switzerland (1992-1996), Senior Researcher at the Institute for Defence Studies, Oslo (1988-1992) and Researcher at the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, Oslo (1986-1988). He holds a B.Sc. (Econ) from the London School of Economics and Political Science and a Ph.D. from the Graduate Institute of International Studies at Geneva University. He has written two books and over one hundred articles and research studies. His professional networks include the research community in the private and public sectors as well as civil society. http://transatlantic.sais-jhu.edu/bin/k/u/shoulder-to-shoulder-book-finaltext.pdf.)

In 1995, there was serious consideration, even advocacy, from many prominent figures on both sides of the Atlantic of a Transatlantic Free Trade Agreement (TAFTA). Klaus Kinkel, Malcolm Rifkind, the AFL- CIO’s Lane Kirkland, the Transatlantic Policy Network, the TransAtlantic Business Dialogue, and many others recommended that the U.S. and the EU complement the just completed NAFTA and Uruguay Round with a TAFTA. Some reasoned that the U.S. and the EU needed a new common project to cement the transatlantic relationship with the end of the Cold War; others considered the TAFTA the next logical step in trade liberalization and an example of how bilateral and multilateral liberalization could work together in a virtuous circle. However, neither the Washington nor Paris trade establishments were very interested in a TAFTA for a variety of reasons. Thus the “New Transatlantic Agenda,” (NTA) proclaimed at the Madrid Summit in December 1995, made significant substantive and procedural improvements to U.S.-EU relations, but relegated the TAFTA boomlet to a provision merely charging USTR and DG Trade to conduct “joint study” of the trade liberalization possibilities. The joint study, and another one commissioned at the US- EU Summit in 1998, never really subjected transatlantic tariff elimination, in the context of a comprehensive WTO Article 24-consistent free trade agreement (FTA), to careful analysis. At the time, there was analysis of the proposal, however. Notably, Bruce Stokes edited a very valuable volume for the Council on Foreign Relations on the debate entitled Open for Business, Creating a Transatlantic Marketplace (Council on Foreign Relations, 1996), which summarized the work of a year- long study group in the issue. In the 1990s a TAFTA was a non- starter politically for a number of reasons. Most important were probably the following five: 1. It was feared a TAFTA would indicate that the U.S. and the EU had given up on the multilateral system at the very birth of the WTO, and were not committed to bringing the developing countries into the management of the trade system, as had been promised at the conclusion of the Uruguay Round. 2. It was thought that subsidies and trade restrictions on agriculture were so pervasive and systemic that an FTA could not succeed, or would be opposed by agricultural Chapter 8 175 interests on both sides of the Atlantic, and/or that agricultural subsidies and market access were better dealt with in a multilateral setting. 3. That tariff barriers between the U.S. and the EU were so trivial (5 percent or less) the trade creation would not be worth the political effort, or that the peaks (especially textiles and apparel, but also chemicals) were too high. 4. The focus of U.S. trade policy in the 1990s was the Pacific, where the U.S. had hopes to convert the APEC process to a more consequential basin- wide free trade arrangement of some sort, and therefore concern in Washington was that a transatlantic approach would annoy our Asian partners, who provided most of the more significant “emerging markets.” 5. The more important trade barriers between the U.S. and EU are regulatory differences that either prevent trade from taking place altogether, or burden exporters with standards and testing requirements that increase costs beyond those of nominal (and explicit) tariff barriers. So the TAFTA moment passed. Soon the focus was on the Doha Development Round, launched with great hope in 2001, but also in the aftermath of the disastrous Seattle WTO Ministerial. Seattle made clear that in the post- NAFTA, post- Uruguay Round environment there were many other global groups that asserted an interest in trade policy and negotiations, to the detriment of the old traditional reasoned, reciprocal and economic approach to trade negotiations. The Doha Round has been underway for eight years. In many ways the agenda of the Round has been overtaken by events in the broader economy. No longer are major developing countries on the sidelines of the global economic system. The G-20 Summit last week cemented what has been evident for some years, that China, India, and other emerging economies are major players in the global economic system. Yet asymmetries continue to exist, to the detriment of trade and economic policy. In trade policy, the asymmetry is in barriers: by and large, the developed wealthy economies have low tariff barriers and service export surpluses. The emerging markets have significant trade barriers in goods and services. The fundamental problem holding up resolution of the Doha Round is that the emerging markets don’t have much to gain in terms of market access in rich countries, and believe they have much to lose in terms of protection of their own goods and services markets. So we see inadequate offers in non- agricultural market access (NAMA), proposed reductions in only bound rates, and difficult demands in terms of agriculture. At Pittsburgh at Heads of State level in September 2009, and earlier in the month at New Delhi among major trade ministers, promises were once again made to conclude the Doha Round in 2010. Will it happen this time? Maybe, but the balance of bargaining power is not propitious without some new leverage. With formal transatlantic trade liberalization delegated to the Doha Round, in the U.S.-EU dialogue we experimented with a variety of means to tackle behind- the- borders regulatory barriers. We completed a first Mutual Recognition Agreement covering six sectors, but affecting few commercially significant trade restrictions. For several years beginning in 1998, USTR and DG Trade ran the “Transatlantic Economic Partnership, or TEP, which was designed to IKJ SHOULDER TO SHOULDER: FORGING A U.S.–EU STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP encourage the regulatory agencies like FDA or OSHA and their EU counterparts to tackle hidden but significant barriers. In 2004, the TEP announced agreement on “principles” for regulatory cooperation. The U.S. brought and won cases in the WTO against the EU’s hormone beef and GMO bans that hurt our trade in ways that we thought were not justified by the Sanitary and Phyto- sanitary Standards agreement of the Uruguay Round. And in 2007, the U.S. and EU established the Transatlantic Economic Council designed to bring cabinet level attention— and a peer group approach— to tackling stubborn regulatory barriers. With the benefit of hindsight, it seems all of these hortatory efforts have largely failed to create significant new trade opportunities, despite occasional successes. In the meantime, both the U.S. and the EU negotiated free trade agreements of various sorts with a wide variety of other partners. The U.S. has negotiated FTAs with a variety of Middle Eastern and Latin American partners, and in the Pacific with Australia, Singapore and Korea, although the Korean and Panamanian agreements have not been approved by Congress. The EU negotiated an FTA with Mexico, is negotiating with Canada, and has other partial preferential trade agreements with a variety of other partners. A new U.S. Administration has taken office. In the light of the global economic crisis and enhanced attention to labor and environment objectives, the Administration is subjecting U.S. trade strategy trade strategy to a full policy review. The question thus becomes whether in this context and at this juncture, a new look is merited at the pros and cons of a transatlantic free trade agreement. And if so, what kind of a FTA should be examined? In my view, the TAFTA is a good idea and its time may be coming. I was heartened by analysis by Fredrik Erixon and Gernot Pehnelt of ECIPE and share their general perspective. I agree that what the transatlantic community needs is an exciting project that holds the prospect of economic stimulus, but not an initiative so big that it would take years of disputatious talks to complete. A WTO- consistent, “substantially all trade” tariff- only TAFTA would meet that criteria, perhaps with balanced add- on bells and whistles (such as government procurement, or geographical indicators) only if doable. More controversial topics— such as investment, many service sectors or standards harmonization— should be deferred to a followon agreement. Step by step, like the road from the Treaty of Rome to the European Union. This would be a big project that could reinvigorate the transatlantic process with benefits beyond trade and economics. The obstacles? Obviously agriculture above all. But I have long thought that agriculture is not so impossible to deal with any more. There is, for example, now a substantial transatlantic trade in agricultural commodities, not just Kennedy Round- bound items like soy and feed grains, but fresh fruits and vegetables, wine and other agribusiness products. American cranberries are as common in European markets as they are here (except at Thanksgiving of course). If each side were allowed to set aside a handful of products as “sensitive,” tariff elimination for most of the tariff lines should be manageable with long phase- outs and WTO limits on subsidies. The real problem will be those public opinion- based European restrictions (hormone beef, GMOs, and livestock products of cloned animals). A way must be found around these obstacles, but I think with creativity it would be possible. Certainly it is worth considering, and consulting with industry and agricultural groups to see what may be possible. Is it Time to (Re) Consider a TAFTA? IKK In the 1990s, we worried about the impact of a TAFTA on the multilateral trade system and the prospect for a new multilateral round. For eight years of Doha, and for several years before that, we tested that proposition. We didn’t have a TAFTA, but we didn’t succeed in the multilateral arena either. But in the 1990s, one could have also made the argument that a TAFTA would have concerned other major partners and helped to incentivize emerging market countries to make their own market opening concessions to advance a round. In fact, that may have been the effect of NAFTA on the Uruguay Round. So I think at this juncture a TAFTA is an idea worth re- considering. It would be an ambitious big project for the U.S. and EU to tackle, suitable for a revived post- Lisbon Treaty relationship. It could reduce costs and stimulate economies on both sides of the Atlantic, and set the stage for a second more ambitious behind- the- barriers harmonization process in the years ahead. And it just might help the multilateral process also. It is, in short, a good idea whose time may have come. 
*****India*****

***India ICBM DA*** 
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US-India space cooperation leads to Indian ICBM and MIRV development - threatens nuclear first strike on the US

Speier 7 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation who spent more than 25 years in the government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Gauging US-Indian Strategic Cooperation,” Chapter 6: U.S. SATELLITE SPACE LAUNCH COOPERATION AND INDIA’S INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/s%20ICBM%20Program_pdf.pdf, EMM)
1. Do not be naive about the nature of India’s program. After more than 2 decades of reports about India’s interest in an ICBM—including reports from Russia, statements on India’s ICBM capability by the U.S. intelligence community, and the firing of an Indian official after he publicly described the Surya program— there should be no illusions. The reports consistently state that India’s ICBM will be derived from its space launch vehicle technology. • The United States should not believe that it is possible to separate India’s “civilian” space launch program—the incubator of its longrange missiles—from India’s military program. • There should be no illusions about the target of the ICBM. It is the United States—to protect India from the theoretical possibility of “hightech aggression.” • The U.S. intelligence community’s semi-annual unclassified reporting to Congress on India’s nuclear and missile programs was discontinued after April 2003. This reporting should be resumed. 2. Do not assist India’s space launch programs. The United States should not cooperate either with India’s space launches or with satellites that India will launch. India hopes that satellite launches will earn revenues that will accelerate its space program—including rocket development. U.S. payloads for Indian launches— such as the envisioned cooperative lunar project—risk technology transfer (see recommendation #3) and invite other nations to be less restrained in their use of Indian launches. • The United States should resume discouraging other nations from using Indian launches, while encouraging India to resume the practice of launching satellites on other nations’ space launch vehicles. • Given the frequent reports of Russian cryogenic rockets being used in the Surya, the United States should work with Russia to ensure that Russian space cooperation with India does not undercut U.S. restraint. • Because there is no meaningful distinction between India’s civilian and military rocket programs, the United States should explicitly or de facto place ISRO back on the “entities” list of destinations that require export licenses.51 • Congress should insist that the United States explain its “red lines” regarding space cooperation with India. If these lines are not drawn tightly enough, Congress should intervene. 3. Review carefully any cooperation with India’s satellite programs. India reportedly is developing multiple nuclear warheads for its long-range missiles. If India develops an ICBM, the next step will be to develop countermeasures to penetrate U.S. missile defenses. Certain satellite technologies can help India with both of these developments. • The United States should review its satellite cooperation to ensure that it does not aid India inappropriately in the technologies of dispensing or orienting spacecraft, of automated deployment of structures in space, or of other operations that would materially contribute to multiple warheads or countermeasures against missile defenses. 
Indian ICBM development causes Iranian and global proliferation, collapses US-India relations, and leads to Sino-Indian conflict

Speier 7 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation who spent more than 25 years in the government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Gauging US-Indian Strategic Cooperation,” Chapter 6: U.S. SATELLITE SPACE LAUNCH COOPERATION AND INDIA’S INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/s%20ICBM%20Program_pdf.pdf, EMM)
India has a close historical relationship with Iran.40 The United States and Israel have urged India to cool this relationship—specifically in areas of military and energy cooperation and with respect to IAEA deliberations on Iran’s nuclear program.41

But the relationship is strong. In January 2003 Iranian President Khatami joined Indian President Kalam to watch Agni missiles roll by in the Indian Republic Day parade; and the two presidents signed a strategic accord providing India with access to Iranian bases in an emergency in return for Indian transfers of defense products, training, maintenance, and military modernization support.42 This relationship is strongly supported by India’s left-wing, and India cannot seem to extricate itself.43 Even if the current ruling party could disentangle itself from Iran, the underlying political support for Iranian ties might lead a future Indian government to resume the relationship. 
Indian entities have supplied sensitive military technology and WMD-related items to Iran, triggering U.S. sanctions. The United States has imposed sanctions on Bharat Electronics Ltd, Dr. C. Surendar, Dr. Y. S. R. Prasad, NEC Engineers, the Nuclear Power Corporation of India, Projects and Development India Ltd, Rallis India, and Transpek Industry Ltd.44 Moreover, Indian entities have engaged in WMD-related transfers to Libya and Iraq.45

India’s potential customers do not stop there. India’s DRDO has aspirations to export missiles—below the MTCR threshold at present—to “many African, Gulf and Southeast Asian countries,” subject to government approval.46 
Analysis.

The story of India’s ICBM illustrates shortsightedness on the parts of both India and the United States. If India completes the development of an ICBM, the following consequences can be expected:

• An incentive to preempt against India in times of crisis (especially if the ICBM is of PSLV dimensions and, consequently, is easily targeted), 
• A diversion of India’s military funds away from applications that would complement more readily “strategic partnership” with the United States,

• Increased tensions and dangers with China,

• Confusion and anger on the part of India’s friends in Europe and the United States,

• A backlash against India that will hinder further cooperation in a number of areas, and 

• A goad to other potential missile proliferators and their potential suppliers to become more unrestrained. 

The governments of India and the United States have nothing to be proud of in this business. In seeking to become a global power by acquiring a firststrike WMD, the Indian government is succumbing to its most immature and irresponsible instincts. The U.S. Government, by offering India the “Trinity” of cooperation, is flirting with counterproductive activities that could lead to more proliferation. 
Proliferation causes global nuclear war - multiple scenarios
Utgoff 2 - Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources @ the Institute for Defense Analyses (Victor, Survival, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, 44:2, Summer, p. 87-90)

Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons falling into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Increased prospects for the occasional nuclear shootout Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.3 These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples. Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain’s efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat.4 And Japan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?’5 If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states.6 Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognise clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.7 Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants beforehand.8 Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible.In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.  

Sino-India war goes global and nuclear

Kahn 9 - Writer for Newsweek (Jeremy, “Why India Fears China,” October 10, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/10/09/why-india-fears-china.html, EMM)

The implications for India's security—and the world's—are ominous. It turns what was once an obscure argument over lines on a 1914 map and some barren, rocky peaks hardly worth fighting over into a flash point that could spark a war between two nuclear-armed neighbors. And that makes the India-China border dispute into an issue of concern to far more than just the two parties involved. The United States and Europe as well as the rest of Asia ought to take notice—a conflict involving India and China could result in a nuclear exchange. And it could suck the West in—either as an ally in the defense of Asian democracy, as in the case of Taiwan, or as a mediator trying to separate the two sides.
   Iranian Prolif Impact

Iran prolif causes Israel first strike
Schoenfeld 98 - Senior Fellow @ The Hudson Institute and Scholar @ The Witherspoon Institute (Gabriel, “Thinking about the unthinkable in the Middle East,” December, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/article/thinking-about-the-unthinkable-in-the-middle-east/#, EMM)

Now, once again, the question has arisen of what forcible steps Israel might take in order to deny nuclear weapons to its enemies. This past September, Ephraim Sneh, a general in the Israeli army reserves and a leading member of the opposition Labor party, spoke publicly of the possibility that the IDF might be compelled to “deliver a conventional counterstrike or preemptive strike” against Iranian atomic facilities. This was not long after Teheran tested its Shahab-3 missile—to the yawns of the international community—and then displayed the missile in a military parade with banners draped from it reading, “Israel should be wiped from the map”—to still more yawns by the international community. Sneh was roundly criticized at home for his remarks, not because he was wrong but because, as Uzi Landau, the chairman of the Knesset’s foreign-affairs and security committee, explained, “unnecessary chatter” could heighten the likelihood of Israel’s being targeted for attack.  But whether or not Sneh should have spoken out, the option he referred to may be less viable than it once was. Both Iran and Iraq have already taken measures—concealment, dispersion, hardening, surface-to-air defense—to ensure that the feat performed by Israel’s air force in 1981, and for which it was universally condemned at the time, including by the United States, could not easily be repeated.  If preemption is largely ruled out as an option, what then? To reduce its vulnerability—enemy missiles can arrive within ten minutes from firing—Israel may well be compelled to adopt a “launch-on-warning” posture for both its conventional and nuclear forces. For the purpose of considering this eventuality, we may assume that Israel has indeed developed a secure retaliatory force of the kind Tucker saw as essential to stability. Even so, however, this would not offer much reassurance. Unlike its neighbors, and unlike the U S., Israel is a tiny country, and in a nuclear environment it would not have the luxury of waiting to assess the damage from a first strike before deciding how to respond.  Thus, in any future crisis, at the first hint from satellite intelligence or some other means that a missile fusillade was being prepared from, say, Iran or Iraq, Israel, to protect its populace, would have to punch first. And it would have to strike not only at missile sites, some of which it might well miss, but at a broader range of targets—communications facilities, air bases, storage bunkers, and all other critical nodes—so as to paralyze the enemy and thus rule out the possibility of attack. These are the implications of launch-on-warning.  Clearly, such a posture presents grave problems. Lacking secure second-strike forces of their own, and aware that Israel would no doubt try to hit them preemptively, Iran and Iraq would be under tremendous pressure to launch their missiles first—to “use them or lose them.” In other words, what this scenario leads to is the prospect of both sides’ moving to a permanent position of hair-trigger alert. It is a nightmarish prospect. The possibility that nuclear war might break out at any moment—by accident, miscalculation, or design—would inevitably place an intolerable strain on Israel’s freedom of military movement, and take a no less heavy toll on civilian morale. 

Extinction

Hirsch 5 - Professor @ UC San Diego (Jorge, “Can a nuclear strike on Iran be averted,” November 21st, EMM)

The Bush administration has put together all the elements it needs to justify the impending military action against Iran. Unlike in the case of Iraq, it will happen without warning, and most of the justifications will be issued after the fact. We will wake up one day to learn that facilities in Iran have been bombed in a joint U.S.-Israeli attack. It may even take another couple of days for the revelation that some of the U.S. bombs were nuclear. Why a Nuclear Attack on Iran Is a Bad Idea Now that we have outlined what is very close to happening, let us discuss briefly why everything possible should be done to prevent it.  In a worst-case scenario, the attack will cause a violent reaction from Iran. Millions of "human wave" Iranian militias will storm into Iraq, and just as Saddam stopped them with chemical weapons, the U.S. will stop them with nuclear weapons, resulting potentially in hundreds of thousands of casualties. The Middle East will explode, and popular uprisings in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and other countries with pro-Western governments could be overtaken by radical regimes. Pakistan already has nuclear weapons, and a nuclear conflict could even lead to Russia's and Israel's involvement using nuclear weapons.  In a best-case scenario, the U.S. will destroy all nuclear, chemical, and missile facilities in Iran with conventional and low-yield nuclear weapons in a lightning surprise attack, and Iran will be paralyzed and decide not to retaliate for fear of a vastly more devastating nuclear attack. In the short term, the U.S. will succeed, leaving no Iranian nuclear program, civilian or otherwise. Iran will no longer threaten Israel, a regime change will ensue, and a pro-Western government will emerge. However, even in the best-case scenario, the long-term consequences are dire. The nuclear threshold will have been crossed by a nuclear superpower against a non-nuclear country. Many more countries will rush to get their own nuclear weapons as a deterrent. With no taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, they will certainly be used again. Nuclear conflicts will occur within the next 10 to 20 years, and will escalate until much of the world is destroyed. Let us remember that the destructive power of existing nuclear arsenals is approximately one million times that of the Hiroshima bomb, enough to erase Earth's population many times over. 
   XT Space Cooperation --> ICBM

Space cooperation causes rapid Indian nuclear modernization as well as ICBM and MIRV development (their current nuclear arsenal doesn’t trigger any of the impacts)

Speier 7 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation who spent more than 25 years in the government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Gauging US-Indian Strategic Cooperation,” Chapter 6: U.S. SATELLITE SPACE LAUNCH COOPERATION AND INDIA’S INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/s%20ICBM%20Program_pdf.pdf, EMM)
It is true that India already has developed nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. But India has a long way to go to improve their performance, and it has a history of using nuclear and space launch assistance to do just that. Some areas in which India can still improve its missiles are: 

• Accuracy. For a ballistic missile, accuracy deteriorates with range. India’s ICBM could make use of better guidance technology, and it might obtain such technology with “high-tech” cooperation with the United States.

• Weight. Unnecessary weight in a missile reduces payload and range. Or it forces the development of gigantic missiles such as India’s PSLV-derived ICBM. India is striving to obtain better materials and master their use to reduce unnecessary missile weight.47 

• Reliability. India’s space launch vehicles and medium-range missiles have suffered their share of flight failures. Engineering assistance in space launches could improve India’s missile reliability—as was demonstrated with unapproved technology transfers incident to launches of U.S. satellites by China.48

• Multiple warheads. India’s reported interest in missile payloads with multiple nuclear warheads means that certain elements of satellite technology may get diverted to military use. Deliberate or inadvertant transfers of technology associated with dispensing and orienting satellites could, as in the Chinese case, make it easier to develop multiple reentry vehicles.
• Countermeasures against missile defenses. Assistance to India in certain types of satellite technology, such as the automated deployment of structures in space, could aid the development of penetration aids for India’s long-range missiles. Given that the United States is the obvious target for an Indian ICBM, such countermeasures could stress U.S. missile defenses. 
Space technology is the critical enabler of Indian ICBM development

Rao 11 (Radhakrishna, Writer on the subject of Indian defense and aerospace issues, “ India's need for an ICBM,” 5/7, Indian Review of Global Affairs, http://www.irgamag.com/?page=ICBM_20110706, EMM)

For sometime now, there has been an animated debate in India over the need to bolster the country’s strike capability with an Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) equipped to hit targets at a distance of 10,000 kms. Indian strategic analysts argue that the country cannot afford to remain a silent spectator to the massive build up of an ICBM arsenal by China. Moreover, an ICBM capability is considered a natural corollary to India’s emergence as an economic, technological and military power of global standing. Further looking beyond the possibility of a Chinese threat, India should build up a sturdy ICBM capability to sustain its evolution into a truly global military power in the none too distant future. Right at the moment only a handful of countries in the world possess an ICBM strike capability. India’s strides in designing and developing a range of military missiles and civilian space vehicles could easily be exploited to put in place a technological building blocks of an ICBM. As it is, the Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO) has time and again made it clear that developing an ICBM along with realising the technology of MIRV (Multiple Independently Targettable Re-entry Vehicle) is well within its capability .What is more, DRDO has also highlighted the need for India to develop an anti-satellite system with a view to prepare India for futuristic warfare in which space assets will play a key role in determining the outcome of the battle. The political leadership, though, in the national capital, New Delhi has not given serious thinking on the necessity for an ICBM. DRDO can take up a project to develop India’s ICBM only after permission from the Government of India. Since India is not a signatory to the so-called Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), the Indian government is not bound by “any treaty commitment” to cap the development of ICBM capability. But occasional reports appearing in a section of the media suggest that there is a voluntary moratorium on developing missiles beyond the range of 5,000 km. As things stand now, the possibility of the US exerting pressure on India to abandon the plan for an ICBM – in the event of New Delhi giving a green signal for such a project cannot be ruled out. Both the US State Department and many privately funded think tanks in the country hold the view that DRDO has been “silently and subtly” making use of technologies that Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) has developed for its space vehicles. Many of the technologies including electronics and communications devices, guidance and navigation packages as well as propulsion systems are common to both a civilian launch vehicle and a military missile. 
Space technology achieved through international cooperation is the lynchpin of India’s ICBM program

Mahanty 11 (Manasi, PhD Scholar in the Dept. of Social Science @ Fakir Mohan University, “ INDIA’S ROLE IN SPACE WEAPONISATION AND ITS IMPACT ON SOCIAL PROGRESS,” www.space4peace.org/actions/gnconf_11/bostn%20pre-rev%201.rtf, EMM)

The history of Indian Missile Program illustrates the close connectivity between space launch and missile technology. 1 The history of Indian rocketry is based on space launch vehicle technology which developed along with peaceful scientific development. It has been the basis for the Indian ICBM. 2 The path to India’s ICBM capability spans over more than four decades. It is largely based on space-launch vehicle technology obtained from foreign sources. 3 India’s biggest nuclear capable missile is a product of international collaboration. Under the mantle of peaceful space cooperation, the United States, United Kingdom, Germany, Russia and France helped to create the most advanced nuclear missiles in South Asia. 
ICBM’s will be developed through US/India space cooperation - leads to first use and proliferation

Mahanty 11 (Manasi, PhD Scholar in the Dept. of Social Science @ Fakir Mohan University, “ INDIA’S ROLE IN SPACE WEAPONISATION AND ITS IMPACT ON SOCIAL PROGRESS,” www.space4peace.org/actions/gnconf_11/bostn%20pre-rev%201.rtf, EMM)

After seeing India’s interest in an ICBM over decades and US’s help to strengthen India’s capability of ICBM, there should be no illusion that India’s ICBM will be derived from its space launch vehicle technology. 35 The apprehension still continues that India will keep its civilian space launch program for its long range missiles/military program. In the process of becoming strategic partners that US and India may become each other’s strategic targets. There may be theoretical possibility of ‘high tech aggression’ among the nuclear-warheads capable countries. It may provoke other counties to enter the process.36 

   XT India Will First-Strike US

India’s ICBM’s are directly being designed to target the US - small issues could escalate to first use

Speier 7 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation who spent more than 25 years in the government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Gauging US-Indian Strategic Cooperation,” Chapter 6: U.S. SATELLITE SPACE LAUNCH COOPERATION AND INDIA’S INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/s%20ICBM%20Program_pdf.pdf, EMM)
Indian commentators generally cite two reasons for acquiring an ICBM: To establish India as a global power, and to enable India to deal with “high-tech aggression” of the type demonstrated in the wars with Iraq.12 Because there is no obvious reason for India to want a military capability against Europe, there is only one target that stands out as the bullseye for an Indian ICBM—the United States. The reported 12,000 kilometer Surya-2 range is tailor-made to target the United States. 
   AT: Tech Transfer to India Now

Despite high relations, the US still isn’t transferring the most important space missile tech to India

Geospatial Today 7/18 (“US reluctant to transfer high end technologies including satellite navigation and GPS to India,” 2011, http://geospatialtoday.com/gst/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2009:us-reluctant-to-transfer-high-end-technologies-including-satellite-navigation-and-gps-to-india&catid=1:latest-news, EMM)

India: Despite growing bilateral strategic and defence ties, the US has refused to provide high technology in critical areas like conventional warfare and space to India. Top defence sources said that during the last six months, the US had rejected India’s demand for transfer of technology for night vision devices, including telescopes and goggles as well as Global Positioning systems (GPSs) and “seeker” technology, which gives ballistic missiles pin-point accuracy. 

   AT: India Doesn’t Want ICBM

Newest evidence proves India is strongly considering ICBM development

Asian Defense News 6/20 (“Indian Development of 10,000-KM Range ICBM on Cards,” 2011, http://asian-defence.blogspot.com/2011/06/indian-development-of-10000-km-range.html, EMM)
India is seriously contemplating to enhance the reach of it's strategic missiles. The DRDO will carry out preliminary tests of Agni-V in December this year or early next year. This missile will have a range of 5,000 km.
India is seriously contemplating to enhance the reach of it's strategic missiles. The Defence Ministry is considering a proposal to develop intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capable of hitting targets 10,000 km away. 

At present, there is a voluntary cap on developing missiles beyond 5,000-km range and the ICBM capabilities will propel India into the elite league of nations possessing the deterrent with nuclear warheads - China, the US, Russia and the UK.

Don’t listen to Indian diplomatic statements - they are secretly planning on developing ICBM

Asia News 7 (“India’s secret ICBM ambitions,” 4/16, http://www.asianews.it/index.php?l=en&art=9007&size=A, EMM)
 New Delhi (AsiaNews/Agencies) – India can extend the range of its nuclear range beyond Asia. The announcement was made by the Indian government's Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO) which said that it had the technology to build inter-continental ballistic missiles (ICBM) that could extend nuclear-armed India's reach even beyond Asia. For some India harbours a secret ambition to develop an ICBM that could reach the United States.

“We have achieved the capability to make missiles with a range of 5,500km but the decision to develop an ICBM has to be taken by the political leadership,” DRDO Chief M. Natarajan said.

Last Thursday, the DRDO test-fired the intermediate-range Agni-III missile which has a range of 3,500 km (2,200 miles) and can carry a 1.5-tonne nuclear or conventional payload. This is within striking distance of Beijing and Shanghai.

India’s other long-time rival Pakistan was already vulnerable to India’s Agni-I (700-800 km range) e Agni-II (more than 2,000 km range).

Agni-III project Chief Avinash Chander said that a second test of the intermediate-range missile would take place in August or October.

Referring to Pakistan and China, former DRDO Chief K. Santhanam said that “India does not plan to be a global superpower but in the regional perspective a 3,500-plus-kilometre range IRBM (intermediate-range ballistic missile) is enough to deter adventurism from across our two borders.”

Commenting on the development, official sources said that the test was carried out with the tacit approval of the United States which looks favourably to India’s power as a counterbalance to China.

In Beijing authorities reacted by saying that they hope that a country as important as India would work to maintain and promote peace and stability in the region.

In order to allay any concern, New Delhi said that the new missile was not intended to threaten any country but only to increase its national security.

China and North Korea helped Pakistan develop the Shaheen 2 missile which has a range of more than 2,000 km. The rocket was tested in March 2004 and puts the whole of India within a striking distance.

India started working secretly on nuclear weapons after China conducted its first atomic test in 1964—two years after Beijing fought a brief but bloody border war with its neighbour.

New Delhi detonated its first atom bomb in 1974 and in 1998 declared itself a full-fledged member of the nuclear weapons state club.

For some experts the DRDO's dream—denied in public—remains an ICBM with a 15,000 km range, named ‘Surya’ or Sun, that could strike US cities. (PB) 

India wants ICBM’s, and even if they don’t the aff would change that

Speier 7 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation who spent more than 25 years in the government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Gauging US-Indian Strategic Cooperation,” Chapter 6: U.S. SATELLITE SPACE LAUNCH COOPERATION AND INDIA’S INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/s%20ICBM%20Program_pdf.pdf, EMM)
It is true that India has not necessarily made the final commitment to develop an ICBM. But many, many steps have been taken to this end. And, even if India has no current intention to develop the Surya, intentions (and ruling parties) can change. Unwise U.S. space cooperation would facilitate India’s final steps toward an ICBM. 
   AT: India Likes the US

India’s alliance with the US is only lip-service and could easily change during a crisis

Speier 7 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation who spent more than 25 years in the government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Gauging US-Indian Strategic Cooperation,” Chapter 6: U.S. SATELLITE SPACE LAUNCH COOPERATION AND INDIA’S INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/s%20ICBM%20Program_pdf.pdf, EMM)
It is true that India is our friend and “strategic partner”, at least at the present time. History raises  questions whether such friendship would continue through an adverse change in India’s ruling party or through a conflict with Pakistan. And India’s interest in an ICBM, which only makes sense as a weapon against the United States, raises questions whether the friendship is mutual. Moreover, nonproliferation policy often is directed against programs in friendly nations. Argentina, Brazil, Israel, Pakistan, South Africa, South Korea, Taiwan, and Ukraine are all friendly nations for which the United States has attempted to hinder WMD and missile programs without undermining broader relations. An exception for India is certain to be followed by more strident demands for exceptions elsewhere. Is the space-launch component of “friendship” worth a world filled with nations with nuclear-armed missiles? 
   AT: No Prolif Spillover

Indian ICBM prolif would spillover

Speier 7 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation who spent more than 25 years in the government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “Gauging US-Indian Strategic Cooperation,” Chapter 6: U.S. SATELLITE SPACE LAUNCH COOPERATION AND INDIA’S INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/s%20ICBM%20Program_pdf.pdf, EMM)
It is true that there is considerable value to strategic cooperation with India. But nuclear and space launch cooperation are not the only kinds of assistance that India can use. It has a greater use for conventional military assistance, development aid, and access to economic markets. Moreover, nonproliferation has a strategic value at least as great as that of an Indian partnership. A little proliferation goes a long way. It encourages other nations (such as Pakistan, Brazil,  Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan) to consider similar programs. And the example of U.S. cooperation encourages other suppliers to relax their restraint. 
   AT: Asia Prolif Good

New asian proliferation will be uniquely destabilizing - lack of rationality, bad command and control and short distances
Cimbala 8 [Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld] 

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.
***Case***
India Relations f/l 

Big progress in U.S. - India relations

Blake 5/13 – Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs Center for Strategic and International Studies (Robert O, “State’s Blake on U.S.-India Strategic Partnership”, http://iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/texttrans/2011/05/20110513154202su0.6654888.html#axzz1QbBc9tGL)

There is a common refrain that U.S.-India relations have progressed further in the last ten years than ever before. I myself have been privileged to serve this effort since 2003, as the Deputy Chief of Mission in New Delhi and now as Assistant Secretary. I have seen first-hand how committed government leaders working hand-in-hand with the business community and buttressed by strong people-to-people ties can transform a bilateral relationship. Another striking asset of the U.S.-India relationship is the rock-solid bipartisan support in both of our countries for our partnership. That bipartisanship has helped drive significant and uninterrupted progress over the last decade across administrations from both major political parties in both countries. The most recent milestone in this exponential growth in U.S-India ties came last November. President Obama’s trip will be remembered as a watershed, when the U.S. and India embarked at a new level on concrete initiatives to build a global strategic partnership. When we reflect upon the arc of U.S-India relations, let us remember that our strong ties should be measured by this long-term perspective – not just today’s news cycle.

Relations inevitable – 8 common interests 

Tellis 07 -  senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. Former Department of State senior adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs. Former senior policy analyst at the RAND corporation 

CHAPTER 8 Gauging U.S.-Indian strategic cooperation Edited By Henry D. Sokolski, Army War College (U.S.). Strategic Studies Institute WHAT SHOULD WE EXPECT FROM INDIA AS A STRATEGIC PARTNER? Ashley J. Tellis http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:AN0FEcbqUQ0J:scholar.google.com/+india+author:%22Ashley+Tellis%22&hl=en&as_sdt=0,23
These links are only reinforced by the new and dramatic convergence of national interests between the United States and India in a manner never witnessed during the Cold War. Today and for the foreseeable future, both Washington and New Delhi will be bound by a common interest in: • Preventing Asia from being dominated by any single power that has the capacity to crowd out others and which may use aggressive assertion of national self-interest to threaten American presence, American alliances, and American ties with the regional states; • Eliminating the threats posed by state sponsors of terrorism who may seek to use violence against innocents to attain various political objectives, and more generally neutralizing the dangers posed by terrorism and religious extremism to free societies; • Arresting the further spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and related technologies to other countries and subnational entities, including substate actors operating independently or in collusion with states; • Promoting the spread of democracy not only as an end in itself but also as a strategic means of preventing illiberal polities from exporting their internal struggles over power abroad; • Advancing the diffusion of economic development with the intent of spreading peace through prosperity through the expansion of a liberal international economic order that increases trade in goods, services, and technology worldwide; • Protecting the global commons, especially the sea lanes of communications, through which flow not only goods and services critical to the global economy but also undesirable commerce such as drug trading, human smuggling, and WMD technologies; • Preserving energy security by enabling stable access to existing energy sources through efficient and transparent market mechanisms (both internationally and domestically), while collaborating to develop new sources of energy through innovative approaches that exploit science and technology; and, • Safeguarding the global environment by promoting the creation and use of innovative technology to achieve sustainable development; devising permanent, self-sustaining, marketbased institutions and systems that improve environmental protection; developing coordinated strategies for managing climate change; and assisting in the event of natural disasters. 

Disagreements won’t matter

Tellis 07 -  senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. Former Department of State senior adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs. Former senior policy analyst at the RAND corporation 

CHAPTER 8 Gauging U.S.-Indian strategic cooperation Edited By Henry D. Sokolski, Army War College (U.S.). Strategic Studies Institute WHAT SHOULD WE EXPECT FROM INDIA AS A STRATEGIC PARTNER? Ashley J. Tellis http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:AN0FEcbqUQ0J:scholar.google.com/+india+author:%22Ashley+Tellis%22&hl=en&as_sdt=0,23

Third, that there are no differences in vital interests, despite the tensions in the competing grand strategies, which would cause either party to levy mortal threats against the other or would cause either country to undercut the other’s core objectives on any issue of strategic importance. These two realities—informed by the convergence in interests, values, and intersocietal ties—provide a basis for strong practical cooperation between the United States and India. They are realities that do not define U.S. bilateral relations with any other major, continental-sized, state in Asia. The fact that the United States and India would never threaten each other’s security through the force of arms—and have never done so historically despite moments of deep disagreement—provides an enormous cushion of comfort in the bilateral relationship because it insulates policymakers on both sides from having to confront the prospect of how to manage the most lethal threats that may otherwise be imagined. U.S. relations with neither Russia nor China enjoy any comparable protection. Therefore, even when U.S.-Indian relations may be confronted by profound disagreement, these altercations would be no better and no worse that those arising with other friends and allies. This reality in effect, then, bounds the lowest limits of the relationship: While disagreements between friends and allies are never desirable, they at least hold out the reassurance that these disputes will not end up in violent conflict and that by itself provides an opportunity for exploring some reasonable “positive sum” solutions. 

Any cooperation is purely symbolic – no trust 

Bidwai 4 * Praful Bidwai is a reporter at Anti-war.com [http://original.antiwar.com/bidwai/2004/10/06/us-and-india-unequal-allies-uneasy-partners/, October 7th 2004, “U.S. and India: Unequal Allies Uneasy Partners]

NEW DELHI – Four years ago, they exuberantly declared they were "natural allies," being two of the world’s biggest democracies. Last year, they vowed to pursue their "strategic partnership" and their campaigns against "terror" with full gusto. And now, the United States and India have re-designated their relationship as an "evolving partnership, based on mutual confidence and concern." If this sounds like the addition of a qualifying note of caution, in keeping with a slight downgrading of the lofty rhetoric about Indo-U.S. relations, then that is not too far off the mark as far as ground realities are concerned. Although the U.S. and India have announced "the beginning of a new era of cooperation and trust," they are still somewhat uneasy partners. President George W. Bush and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh held their first-ever meeting as heads of government on the sidelines of the United Nations General Assembly on Sept. 21. By all accounts, the one-hour long breakfast meeting was successful: the joint declaration said the Indo-U.S. bilateral relationship "had never been as close as now." In some sense, this is true. The U.S. recently – just four days before the Bush-Singh meeting – lifted sanctions on the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) under the Department of Commerce’s Entity List imposed soon after India’s nuclear tests in 1998. The two governments announced completion of Phase I of what they call the "Next Steps in Strategic Partnership" (NSSP) initiative, launched last January. The U.S and India have recently held four major army and air force joint exercises, including one in Alaska and another in a cold desert in northwestern India. They are about to commence two major naval exercises off the Kerala coast, in which U.S. nuclear-propelled and nuclear-weapons-bearing warships are expected to participate. The two governments have been sharing intelligence with each other. India has emerged as a major potential buyer of U.S.-made armaments, including the Orion submarine surveillance airplane and the Hercules C-130 transport aircraft. This has added a new dimension to India-U.S. relations, which have recently acquired a strong commercial content thanks to the outsourcing of computer software development and especially information technology-enabled services such as call centers and medical transcription. In general, relations between the two countries have substantially improved since former president Bill Clinton’s visit to India in March 2000. However, in some respects, the U.S.-India "partnership" has more symbolic than real strategic value. It is strongly influenced by the "Pakistan angle" in India’s foreign and strategic policies. And there is competition and contestation in the relationship, as well as cooperation. For instance, although the U.S. lifted ISRO from the "Entity List," the major importers of equipment for India’s space program are seven agencies under the space agency. These have not been removed from the list, although procedures for imports have been simplified, with "presumption of approval" for all items not controlled for "nuclear proliferation" reasons. The U.S. has delinked India’s military space program from its military program to facilitate "cooperation" (read, U.S. exports) in the civilian component. But NSSP, whose second phase is meant to start in mid-October, will not resolve ticklish disputes over imports of "dual-use" (military as well as civilian) technologies. Already, Washington has given indications of its tough stance on any nuclear non-proliferation-related issue. On Sept. 29, it imposed sanctions on two former chairmen of the Nuclear Power Corporation (which builds India’s atomic power plants) on the mere suspicion that they might have helped Iran’s nuclear programs. One of them has never been to Iran, and the other visited it once, reportedly only to "observe" the installation of a Russian nuclear power reactor of a type India is itself planning to import. The U.S. has accepted India (and Pakistan) as a de facto nuclear-weapons power but won’t do so legally. Owing to its own laws, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and the obligations imposed by the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the U.S. cannot grant India the same nuclear and missile status as that of the recognized nuclear powers. Says former U.S. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott: "Right now the U.S. and India may feel that they are moving in the same direction, but their destination could be different. I am particularly worried about NSSP. There is this great fixation in India with NSSP, but it is going to set Indians up for a great disappointment. . . . (If) we equate NSSP to a thermometer, then it could register fever at times in Indo-U.S. relations. The two red zones are nuclear technology and ballistic missile technology." Talbott says India and the U.S. are not opening a new chapter, they are merely turning over a new leaf in the same chapter – aiming for incremental growth, not a quantum jump. In particular, Talbott, in a comment on CNBC television, warned that the United States is unlikely to share any part of the advanced technology pertaining to ballistic missile defense ("Son of Star Wars"), which the U.S. is deploying at a limited level – despite public protest and at the risk of greatly heightening the global nuclear danger. In May 2001, India became the first nation, even before the U.S.’ own NATO allies, to welcome Bush’s announcement on implementing the ballistic missile defense (BMD). Many Indian policymakers saw this warm, unreserved welcome as an opportunity to acquire the high technology and equipment needed for India’s nuclear-military programs and fulfill its own BMD ambitions. Critics saw India’s support as "collusive" and compromising the national interest. Yet, none of this has gained New Delhi special leverage against Pakistan within the triangular relationship the two have with Washington. India’s growing strategic proximity to the U.S. coincided with the period, especially post-Sept. 11, 2001, when Washington greatly needed – and received – Pakistan’s help against al-Qaeda. Pakistan’s geographical location as Afghanistan’s neighbor, and its proximity to Iran, is of great significance for Washington. Washington has mounted pressure on President Pervez Musharraf to choke off support to Islamic militants in Kashmir. But the United States also realizes that if Musharraf is pushed too far, he could lose domestic support and be replaced by someone Washington does not trust. From the Indian point of view, this puts limits on the extent to which Pakistan’s support to the separatist militancy in Kashmir can be reduced. Pakistan, for its part, cannot influence Washington enough to get India to make major concessions on Kashmir. (India, too, counts as a friendly state for the U.S.) All that the United States can do, and has done, is to encourage the two neighbors to talk to each other and "facilitate" their dialogue, without overt mediation. The Indians are not entirely happy with Washington’s role in the South Asian region. In particular, they are suspicious of its growing presence next door in Nepal, where U.S. advisers are believed to be encouraging the king to use military force against Maoist insurgents. Recently, the U.S. State Department hired a Bulgarian aircraft to deliver arms and ammunition to fight "terrorism" in Nepal. The plane stopped in Ahmedabad in India for refueling amidst reports that it had been "detained" by the Indian authorities. New Delhi was acutely embarrassed by the episode and tried to minimize it as a "scheduled stopover," although its security agencies reportedly inspected the aircraft for its "objectionable cargo." Washington claimed this cargo was a "diplomatic consignment" meant for "training and equipping the Nepalese anti-terrorist police unit." India sees Nepal, with which it has a porous border, as its zone of influence. The episode only highlights the grossly asymmetrical Indo-U.S. relationship, which the former government of prime minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee tried to play down for six years partly because of the right-wing Bharatiya Janata Party’s ideological affinity for Washington – which goes back to the Cold War days. The Singh government says it will return to its commitment of a multi-polar world and to the policy of non-alignment. If this happens, occasional divergences and tensions between Washington and New Delhi are likely to grow. A smooth "natural" partnership does not seem to be in the cards.

Zero trust-India sees the NSSP as a gambit and a double standard

Ollapally 4 *Deepa M. Ollapally Senior Fellow at the Sigur Center for Asian Studies, Elliott School of International Aﬀairs, at The George Washington University. was Assistant Professor of Political Science at Swarthmore College from 1991-1995, and then Associate Professor from 1995-1997. She has been a visiting professor at Bryn Mawr College and Georgetown University [http://www.gwu.edu/~sigur/assets/docs/scap/SCAP22-Ollapally.pdf, April 2004, “U.S. India Relations: Ties That Bind?”]

In contrast, the skeptics have a long list of concerns and an even longer memory. The major criticism of the NSSP is that it provides no substantive movement forward, and that expectations of increased ﬂow of dual use goods into India’s civilian space and nuclear activities, are highly misplaced. 39 In fact, Anil Kakodkar, Chairman of India’s Atomic Energy Commission, does not see the NSSP as being particularly useful for developing India’s civilian nuclear power technology, unlike the NSSP’s proponents. 40 The modiﬁcations to U.S. export licensing policies are dismissed by many as cosmetic, pointing out they are to be reciprocal for India’s “implementation of measures to address proliferation concerns and to ensure compliance with U.S. export controls.” 41 Moreover, the relaxation amounts to a presumption of approval only for dual use items not controlled for proliferation reasons. On the most important issue for space cooperation–i.e., the export of U.S. satellites, subsystems and components–critics note that there seems to be a blank. Given that U.S.-made systems dominate the satellite market, India is prevented from entering the launch service market despite lower costs since a launch from India would require a license for reexport by the customer, which is usually denied. The bottom line from the skeptics is that “you cannot expect trust from someone you are still targeting.” 42 Many hark back to the U.S. decision to discontinue supplies of low-enriched uranium for India’s Tarapore atomic power plant after 1974, despite the existence of an Indo-U.S. agreement that had the force of an international treaty. 43 Some are also deeply concerned that the U.S. will now target Indian scientists, thus “moving up the value chain.” 44 Their belief is that technology denial can only work up to a point in the new knowledge economy, hence innovative sanctions against intangibles are likely to be developed, adding yet another layer of distrust between India and the U.S. As far as this group is concerned, the fundamental American goal of ensuring asymmetry in technology, including full spectrum dominance, will continue to dictate U.S. policies. This goal will lead the U.S. to try and put a ceiling on scientiﬁc development elsewhere. The defense technologists and scientists at least, believe that as in the earlier period, the U.S. will only be able to slow down India, but not stop it in new arenas. Many Indian analysts and policymakers are incredulous at what is seen as continuing American double standards in the region on protecting sensitive nuclear technology. (This is a view shared by both skeptics and supporters.) The American sanctions on two Indian scientists for allegedly assisting Iran is a case in point. The U.S. appears to believe that Indian scientists are valuable to would-be proliferators because they represent the only pool of talent outside the nuclear weapon states familiar with “the start up stage” of nuclear weapons and missile programs. 45 As far as India is concerned, its track record on not passing sensitive technology and information over the past decades is above reproach. In the words of a former Chairman of the Indian Atomic Energy Commission. 
US Cooperation with India on Space collapses relations in the future – dual use tech

Speier, 06 (Richard, private consultant on nonproliferation and counterproliferation issues. Speier spent more than 25 years in government at the Office of Management and Budget, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, “US Space Aid to India: On a Glide Path to ICBM Trouble”, March 2006, 

http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2006_03/March-IndiaFeature)


In the weeks leading up to this month’s presidential visit to India, the U.S. nonproliferation community has been preoccupied with one facet of President George W. Bush’s push to bolster ties with New Delhi: his proposal for enhanced U.S.-Indian nuclear cooperation. Another element, however, also deserves close scrutiny: proposals, largely unexamined, for greater space ties. Given India’s reported ICBM development, these plans could destabilize international relations and potentially even threaten the United States. The Bush administration risks repeating in India the same errors that previously allowed damaging U.S. space technology transfers to China. The Glide Path U.S. officials have described both the nu clear and space cooperation agreements as part of a “glide path” that it has charted to improve relations with India. A glide path is the gentle course that an airplane follows as it descends to a safe landing. If the plane encounters an unexpected development, it can divert, regain altitude, and change its course. Because India has been developing nuclear weapons and the missiles to deliver them, U.S.-Indian technology relations have for many years remained up in the air, not heading for a safe landing. As then-Secretary of State Colin Powell told The Washington Post in October 2003, the “glide path” was seen as “a way of bring ing closure” to a debate over three issues that had plagued U.S.-Indian relations. “There was a basket of issues that they were always asking us about called, well, we called it—we nicknamed it, ‘The Trinity,’” Powell said. “How can we expand our trade in high tech areas, in areas having to do with space launch activities, and with our nuclear industry?” Powell also said that U.S. officials wanted to “protect certain ‘red lines’ that we have with respect to proliferation, because it’s sometimes hard to separate within space launch activi ties and industries and nuclear programs, that which could go to weapons, and that which could be solely for peaceful purposes.”[1] Nearly two years later, in July 2005, Bush and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh reached an agreement on space that was said to have accomplished these goals. New Delhi got what it wanted when the two leaders resolved to “build closer ties in space exploration, satellite navigation and launch, and in the commercial space arena .”[2] Washington won India’s agreement to adhere to Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) guidelines. Yet, the agreement falls short on several grounds. First, it does nothing about India’s long-range missile development. As the 2005 deal was being negotiated, reports per sisted that India was preparing to produce an ICBM based on its massive Polar Space Launch Vehicle (PSLV). Second, depending on its precise form, the MTCR agreement could provide a shield against sanctions for some Indian exports to countries such as Iran —as U.S. law largely exempts certain types of MTCR adherents from U.S. missile proliferation sanctions. Third, India has expressed an interest in exporting missile technology (said to be below the MTCR threshold) to many countries. The White House and Congress urgently need to reconsider this deal. The Surya President John F. Kennedy was once asked the difference between the Atlas space launch vehicle that put John Glenn into orbit and an Atlas missile aimed at the Soviet Union. He answered with a one-word pun: “Attitude.” The established path to a space launch capability for China, France, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States was to adapt a ballistic missile as a space launch vehicle. India turned the process around, adapt ing a space launch vehicle as a ballistic missile. In the 1980s, India adapted a space launch vehicle, the SLV-3, to become the Agni medium-range ballistic missile. In keeping with India’s practice of describing nuclear and missile programs as civilian until their military character cannot be denied, India originally claimed that the Agni was a “technology demonstrator.” The Agni program now consists of three missiles with ranges, respectively, of approximately 700, 2,000, and 3,000 kilometers. For nearly two decades, reports have indicated that India sought to use a simi lar tactic to develop an ICBM.[3] It appears, though, that India may have officially begun the ICBM project (commonly known as the Surya, although sometimes also known as Agni IV) in 1994.[4] Reports cite various dates, perhaps because the project has had several decision points. Reports generally agree that the Surya program will result in several different missiles with ranges from 5,000 to 20,000 kilo meters.[5] It is widely claimed that the Surya will have the option of a nuclear payload, and sometimes the claim is made that the payload will consist of multiple nuclear warheads. Reports also generally agree that the Surya will be a three-stage missile with the first two stages derived from the PSLV’s solid-fuel rockets. India obtained the solid-fuel tech nology for the SLV-3 and the PSLV from the United States in the 1960s.[6] India is said to be planning for the third Surya stage to use liquid fuel and to be derived either from the Viking rocket technology supplied by France in the 1980s (called Vikas when India manu factured PSLV stages with the technology) or from a more powerful, Russian-supplied cryogenic upper stage for the Geosynchro nous Satellite Launch Vehicle (GSLV), which is an adaptation of the PSLV. If the Surya uses PSLV rocket motors, as is most frequently reported, it will be an enor mous rocket with solid-fuel stages 2.8 me ters (about nine feet) in diameter and a total weight of up to 275 metric tons. This would make it by far the largest ICBM in the world, with a launch weight about three times that of the largest U.S. or Russian ICBMs. There appears to be no literature on Indian plans to harden or conceal the Surya launch site, which would be difficult to do because of the missile’s size and weight. If a cryogenic third stage is used, the launch process will be lengthy. This means that the Surya is likely to be vulnerable to at tack before launch, making it a first-strike weapon that could not survive in a conflict. Indeed, the Surya’s threatening nature and its pre-launch vulnerability would make it a classic candidate for pre-emptive attack in a crisis. In strategic theory, this leads to “crisis instability,” the increased incentive for a crisis to lead to strategic attacks because of each side’s premium on striking first. The one report of a mobile ICBM based on a combination of PSLV and Agni technology makes more military sense.[7] Yet, as described below, it entails other serious concerns. Why would India want the Surya? Its reported ranges suggest the answer. •A 5,000-kilometer Surya-1 might overlap the range of a reported 5,000-kilometer upgrade of the Agni missile.[8] Surya-1 would have only one advantage over such an upgraded Agni: a far larger payload with the ability to carry a large, perhaps thermonuclear warhead or multiple nuclear warheads. India has no reason to need a missile of this range for use against Pakistan. The missile’s range is arguably appropriate for military operations against distant targets in China: the range from New Delhi to Beijing is 3,900 kilometers; the range from New Delhi to Shanghai is 4,400 kilometers; and the range from Mumbai to Shanghai is 5,100 kilometers. •An 8,000-to-12,000-kilometer Surya-2 would be excessive for use against China, although the distance from New Delhi to London is 6,800 kilometers; to Madrid, 7,400 kilometers; to Seattle, 11,500 kilometers; and to Washington, D.C., 12,000 kilometers. In 1997, an article based on information from officials in India’s Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO) or higher levels of India’s defense establishment stated flatly, “Surya’s targets will be Europe and the U.S.”[9] •A 20,000-kilometer-range Surya-3 could strike any point on the surface of the Earth. Indian commentators generally cite two reasons for acquiring an ICBM: to estab lish India as a global power and to enable India to deal with “high-tech aggression” of the type demonstrated in the wars with Iraq.[10] Because there is no obvious reason for India to want a military capability against Europe, there is one target that stands out as a bull’s-eye for an Indian ICBM: the United States. The reported 12,000-kilometer Surya-2 range is tailor- made to target the United States. India ’s Export History and the MTCR The United States now might have dimin ished leverage if India decided to export missile technology to countries such as Iran , given that certain types of MTCR agreements tend to provide a shield from U.S. sanctions.[11] India historically has had a close relation ship with Tehran.[12] Indian entities have supplied sensitive military technology and weapons of mass destruction (WMD)-re lated items to Iran. In diplomatic talks, the United States and Israel have urged India to cool this relationship, specifically in areas of military and energy cooperation and with respect to deliberations on Iran’s nuclear program by the International Atomic Energy Agency.[13] Additionally, the United States has imposed sanctions on several Indian firms and individuals for providing the militarily sensitive and WMD-related items.[14] Nonetheless the Indian-Iranian relationship is strong. In January 2003, then-Iranian President Mohammad Khatami joined Indian President A.P.J. Abdul Kalam to watch Agni missiles roll by in the Indian Republic Day parade; and the two presidents signed a strategic accord providing India with access to Iranian bases in an emergency in return for Indian transfers of defense products, training, maintenance, and military mod ernization support.[15] This relationship is strongly supported by India’s left wing, and India cannot seem to extricate itself.[16] Even if the current ruling party could disentangle itself from Iran, the underlying political support for Iranian ties might lead a future Indian government to resume the relationship. Aside from Iran, Indian entities have engaged in WMD-related transfers to Libya and Iraq,[17] India appears to be seeking new customers. India’s DRDO has aspirations to export missiles—said to be below the MTCR threshold at present—to “many African, Gulf and South-East Asian coun tries,” subject to government approval.[18] Analysis The possibility of an Indian ICBM illustrates short-sightedness on the part of India and the United States. In seeking to become a global power by acquiring a first-strike weapon of mass destruction, the Indian government may be succumbing to its most immature and irresponsible instincts. The U.S. government, by offering India the “Trinity” of cooperation, is flirting with counterproductive activities that could lead to more proliferation. If India completes the development of an ICBM, several consequences can be antici pated. Other countries will acquire an incentive to launch pre-emptive attacks against India in times of crisis, especially if the ICBM is of PSLV dimensions and, consequently, is easily targeted. India’s military funds will be diverted away from applica tions that would more readily complement “strategic partnership” with the United States. Tensions and dangers in Asia will rise. Indian and U.S. foreign relations are also likely to suffer. An Indian ICBM would breed confusion and anger on the part of India ’s friends in Europe and the United States . That would likely spark a backlash against India that will hinder further co operation in a number of areas. India’s acts will serve as a goad to other potential missile proliferators and their potential suppliers to become more unrestrained. To be sure, arguments can be—and have been—made in favor of such cooperation. Robert Blackwill,[19] Bush’s first ambassador to India, has contended that the value of a strategic alliance with India exceeds what some have dubbed “theological” concerns about proliferation. One can point out that India has already developed nuclear weapons and medium-range missiles, so continued resistance to such proliferation is futile. Some claim that India has not necessarily made the final decision to develop and ICBM. And Blackwill and others will say that in any case, India is our friend so we need not worry about its strategic programs. India has already developed nuclear weapons and medium-range missiles, but supplier restraint can slow down India’s missile progress and make such missiles more expensive and unreliable, perhaps delaying programs until a new government takes a fresh look at them and considers de-emphasizing them. Apart from the technical assistance that the United States is considering supplying, the relaxation of U.S. objections to foreign use of Indian launch services will augment the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) budget for rocket development.[20] Moreover, India has a long way to go to improve the performance of its missiles, and it has a history of using nuclear and space launch assistance to do just that. Some areas in which India can still improve its missiles are: 1) Accuracy. For a ballistic missile, accuracy deteriorates with range. India’s ICBM could make use of better guidance technology, and it might obtain such technology through high-technology cooperation with the United States . 2) Weight. Unnecessary weight in a missile reduces payload and range or forces the development of massive missiles, such as India’s PSLV-derived ICBM. India is striving to obtain better materials and master their use to reduce unnecessary missile weight. [21] 3) Reliability. India ’s space launch vehicles and medium-range missiles have suffered their share of flight failures. Engineering assistance in space launches could unintentionally improve India’s missile reliability, as was dem onstrated with the incident of unapproved technology transfers to China through launches of U.S. satellites.[22] 4) Multiple warheads. India ’s reported interest in missile payloads with multiple nuclear warheads means that certain elements of satellite technology could be diverted to military use. Deliberate or inadvertent transfers of technology associated with dispensing and orienting satellites could, as in the Chinese case, make it easier to develop multiple re-entry vehicles. 5) Countermeasures against missile defenses. Assistance to India in certain types of satellite technology, such as the automated deployment of structures in space, could aid the development of penetration aids for India’s long-range missiles. Given that the United States is an obvious target for an Indian ICBM, such countermeasures could help counter U.S. missile defenses. Even if India’s missile programs were not materially aided by U.S. space launch cooperation, other countries might fill the gap. France and Russia, India’s traditional and less-restrained rocket technology suppliers, are certain to want a piece of any space action. It is true that India has not necessarily made the final commitment to develop an ICBM, but many steps have been taken to this end. Even if India has no current intention to develop the Surya, intentions (and ruling parties) can change. Unwise U.S. space cooperation would facilitate India’s final steps toward an ICBM. It is true that India is our friend and “strategic partner,” at least at the present time. History raises questions whether such friendship would continue through an adverse change in India’s ruling party or through a conflict with Pakistan. India’s interest in an ICBM, which in many ways only makes sense as a weapon against the United States, raises questions about whether the friendship is mutual. More over, nonproliferation policy is often directed against programs in friendly nations. Argentina, Brazil, Israel, Pakistan, South Africa , South Korea, Taiwan, and Ukraine are all friendly states for which the United States has attempted to hinder WMD and missile programs without un dermining broader relations. An exception for India is certain to be followed by more strident demands for exceptions elsewhere. Is the space launch component of “friendship” worth a world filled with states with nuclear-armed missiles? India ’s missile program has evolved over more than four decades. The history of proliferation demonstrates the difficulty of holding to a strong nonproliferation policy over years, let alone decades. There will always be temptations to trade non proliferation for some bilateral or strategic advantage of the moment. In the current situation, India may have outnegotiated the United States . After India’s 1998 nuclear-weapon tests, the United States imposed sanctions and then gradually lifted them. In nuclear and rocket matters, this was not enough for India. Once the United States began easing up on India, the United States kept easing up. The United States professes to be hold ing to its “red lines”—Powell’s words—in whatever kind of cooperation it is considering. Yet, the world needs to know where these lines are when it comes to space launch cooperation. It is one thing for the United States to provide launch services for Indian satellites. It is another for the United States to use or help improve India’s ICBM-capable rockets. Are the red lines firm or flexible? Is the glide path a slippery slope? These questions lead to a number of recommendations. Recommendations Under the July 2005 joint statement, the United States and India committed themselves to closer space ties. This does not require, nor should it encourage, U.S. cooperation on India’s ICBM pro gram directly or indirectly. In fact, the United States has already taken a step in the right direction by offering to launch Indian astronauts in upcoming space shuttle missions and to involve them to the fullest extent in the International Space Station. The United States should do more to encourage India to launch its satellites and science packages on U.S. and foreign launchers by making these launches more affordable. The United States also should be forthcoming in offering India access, as appropriate, to the benefits of U.S. satellite programs, including communications, earth resource observation, and exploration of the cosmos. India , in fact, has some of the world’s best astrophysicists and cosmologists. It is in our interest, as well as the world’s, that we welcome these Indian experts into the search for basic answers about the universe. We should make the data from the Hubble telescope and similar systems available to Indian scientists and encourage them to become full partners in its analysis. On the other hand, there are some critical cautions to be observed. 1) Do not be naive about the nature of India’s program. After more than two decades of reports about India’s interest in an ICBM, includ ing reports from Russia, statements on India ’s ICBM capability by the U.S. intelligence community, and the firing of an Indian official after he publicly described the Surya program, there should be no illusions. The reports consistently state that India’s ICBM will be derived from its space-launch vehicle technology. The United States should not believe that it is possible to separate India’s “civil ian” space-launch program—the incubator of its ballistic missiles—from India’s military program. The United States would be the primary target of an Indian ICBM, which would be used to protect India from the theoretical possibility of “high-tech aggression.” The U.S. intelligence community should resume its semi-annual unclassified report ing to Congress on India’s nuclear and missile programs, which was discontinued after April 2003. 2) Do not assist India’s space launch programs. The United States should not cooperate either with India’s space launches or with satellites that India will launch. India hopes that satellite launches will earn revenues that will accelerate its space program, including rocket development. U.S. payloads for Indian launches, such as the envisioned cooperative lunar project, risk technology transfer and invite other states to be less restrained in their use of Indian launches. The United States should resume dis couraging other states from using Indian launches, while encouraging India to re sume the practice of launching satellites on other states’ space launch vehicles. Given the frequent reports of Russian cryogenic rockets being used in the Surya, the United States should work with Russia to ensure that Russian space cooperation with India does not undercut U.S. restraint. Because there is no meaningful distinc tion between India’s civilian and military rocket programs, the United States should explicitly or de facto place ISRO back on the “entities” list of destinations that require export licenses.[23] In addition, Congress should insist that the administration explain its red lines regarding space cooperation with India. If these lines are not drawn tightly enough, Congress should intervene. 3) Review carefully any cooperation with India’s satellite programs. India is reportedly developing multiple nuclear warheads for its ballistic missiles. If India develops an ICBM, the next step will be to develop countermeasures to penetrate U.S. missile defenses. Certain satellite technologies can help India with both of these developments. The United States should review its satellite cooperation to ensure that it does not aid India inappropriately in the technologies of dispensing or orienting spacecraft, of automated deployment of structures in space, or of other operations that would materially contribute to mul tiple warheads or countermeasures against missile defenses. 4) Stop using cooperation in dangerous technologies as diplomatic baubles. India is the current example of a broader, dysfunctional tendency in bilateral relations to display trust and friendship by opening up the most dangerous forms of cooperation. The United States should not fall further into this trap with India or with any other state. India needs many other forms of eco nomic and military cooperation more than it needs nuclear and space technology. If India insists on focusing technology co operation in these areas, the United States should interpret that it as a red flag. The U.S. removal of technology sanctions imposed after India’s 1998 nuclear tests was an adequate and perhaps exces sive display of friendship. Further tech nology cooperation should be limited to areas that do not contribute to nuclear weapons or their means of delivery. Conclusion A primary target of an Indian ICBM would be the United States. The technology of an Indian ICBM would be that of a space launch vehicle, either directly via the PSLV or indirectly via the Agni, which is based on India’s SLV-3. The United States should not facilitate the acquisition or improve ment of that technology directly or indirectly. In this matter, U.S. clarity and restraint are what the world and India need. The United States needs to divert from the present glide path and reorient itself and India onto a more produc tive course of cooperation. It would be a cruel irony if, in the hope of becoming strategic partners, we became each other’s strategic targets. 

Cooperation with India creates unrealistic expectations – US can’t manage future relations

Sinha and Dorschner 10 -*Associate Professor of Political Science at University of Wisconsin-Madison AND **First Secretary for Economic Affairs at U.S. Department of State (January 2010, Aseema and Jon, “India: Rising Power or a Mere Revolution of Rising Expectations?*”, https://www.gwu.edu/~power/literature/dbase/sinha1.pdf)
Paul Kennedy and other scholars have drawn parallels between the world order dominated by the British Empire and the current state of affairs. Kennedy attributes Britain’s decline to its squandering of economic power and dominance to fund ever greater military entanglements and expansion. It has become commonplace to point to U.S. military involvement in Iraq and the draining impact of the American ‘‘war on terror’’ as indicators that the U.S. is replicating the British pattern, condensed into a much shorter period. By this view, it is a question not of whether but when the ‘‘Pax Americana’’ will come to an end.46 While most regard a transition to a multipolar world order as inevitable, it remains unclear as to how this transition will take place and whether it will be a violent transition marked by confrontation or a peaceful one characterized by cooperation. While most Indian foreign policy experts and members of the Indian power elite share this assessment, they view a return to a multipolar world as a long-term goal rather than an imminent possibility. There is a broad consensus that multipolarity is destined to return, with India as one of the natural poles. In India the argument therefore usually centers not on whether unipolarity will come to an end, but when. Indian analysts subsume this belief in the inevitability of Indian participation as a pole in a restored multipolar system under their conviction that India must always act in its own best interests. Since the current unipole (the U.S.) will remain dominant for the foreseeable future, they argue that India should therefore cultivate close ties with the unipole during its period of dominance, which will continue over the medium term. During this period India will continue to gain strength so that it will be prepared for the day when U.S. power recedes and multipolarity returns. While India is a rising nation eager to play an expanded role on the world stage consistent with its growing economic, political, and military status, it is also patient and willing to wait until the world order shifts. In the interim, India will continue to cultivate close ties to the world hegemon. Seen in this light, India’s participation in the BRIC process is a concrete manifestation of its interest to increase its participation on the world stage and its prestige in the international community. Following a remarkable rise from an impoverished former British colony to a major world player,47 India now stands ready to assume a greater international role. However, the country is only beginning to break out of the bounds of a regional power and assert its role on the world stage within the confines of a unipolar setup. It is aware that it will take time for this transition to take place. In the interim, India will continue to determine its course of action in international affairs by cultivating its relationship with the sole remaining superpower, the U.S. 

Hold impact cards to a high threshold: relations and common interests doesn’t mean they work on it or solve it

Tellis 07 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. Former Department of State senior adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs. Former senior policy analyst at the RAND corporation (Ashley J. “What should we expect from india as a strategic partner?” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2007/03/01/what-should-we-expect-from-india-as-strategic-partner/961
It would not be an exaggeration to say that for the first time in recent memory Indian and American interests in each of these eight issue-areas are strongly convergent.10 It is equally true to assert that India’s contribution ranges from important to indispensable as far as achieving U.S. objectives in each of these issue-areas is concerned. That does not mean, however, that the United States and India will automatically collaborate on every problem that comes before the two countries. The differentials in raw power between the United States and India are still too great and could produce differences in operational objectives, even when the overarching interests are preeminently compatible. Beyond the differentials in raw power, bilateral collaboration could still be stymied by competing national preferences over the strategies used to realize certain objectives. And, finally, even when disagreement over strategies is not at issue, differences in negotiating styles and tactics may sometimes divide the two sides. 

   Exts – Relations High Now 
U.S. – India relations have expanded to bilateral accomplishments

Blake, 5/13 – Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs Center for Strategic and International Studies (Robert O, “State’s Blake on U.S.-India Strategic Partnership”, http://iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/texttrans/2011/05/20110513154202su0.6654888.html#axzz1QbBc9tGL)

The pioneers of the values and principles that define our U.S.-India relationship would have no doubt been pleased by our recent bilateral accomplishments. Beginning with President Clinton’s landmark visit in 2000, and the civil nuclear agreement negotiated by the Bush Administration, to the whole-of-government vision of partnership articulated by President Obama, we have finally crafted a U.S.-India relationship that reflects the ideas that have crossed the oceans for over sixty years. In November, President Obama’s visit resulted in new milestones across virtually every field of human endeavor, from non-proliferation, to joint satellite research, to food security. Chester Bowles would have been proud.
   Exts – Disagreements 

Relations resilient

Overdorf 11— Jason, covers India for GlobalPost and has a frequent contributor to the Far Eastern Economic Review, and has degrees in English literature and creative writing from Columbia University, Washington University and Boston University

(April 29, 2011 “Outgoing US ambassador says India ties will survive jet debacle” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatches/globalpost-blogs/bric-yard/outgoing-us-ambassador-says-india-ties-will-survive-jet-debacl) 

Outgoing US ambassador Timothy J. Roemer (jokingly) scotched rumors that he's resigning to run for president and downplayed speculation that India's decision to oust Boeing and Lockheed Martin from the competition for the $10 billion multi-role combat aircraft would be a blow to Indo-US relations. Speaking at a meeting of the American Chamber of Commerce in New Delhi, Roemer said, "We respect Indian procurement process but we are deeply disappointed... But I am forever an optimist and positive," according to the Indian Express. "No single issue can decide the Indo-US relation. Our partnership is resilient and global in nature. It will make us inextricable in coming decades." Earlier, local media reported that Roemer had communicated his decision to resign to his Indian counterparts before it was announced that the US companies had been eliminated from the multi-role combat aircraft competition, following some speculation (twitter, mostly) that his lobbying failure in the jet deal played a role in his decision to head home. 

Indo-US strategic alliance is resilient – 6 reasons

Garretson 2010 – former Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) International Fellow in India, Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) New Delhi.  Previously the Chief of Future Science and Technology Exploration for Headquarters Air Force, former Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) Service Academy Research Associate, recipient of the National Space Society’s (NSS) Space Pioneer Award

Peter A. Garretson “Sky’s No Limit:  Space-based Solar Power, the Next Major Step in the Indo-US Strategic Partnership” http://www.idsa.in/sites/default/files/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf

Despite the concerns of sceptics, the Indo-US strategic partnership seems to rest on very sound fundamentals that are not likely to change over several decades. First, is a shared cultural history in colonialism, with the attendant struggle for freedom, and the important influence of the enlightenment thought, British political organisation, commerce and trade routes and prominence of the English language in matters of science, state-craft and commerce. Second, the significant and growing bilateral trade. Third is the asymmetric but aligned economic needs–where India needs investment today to maintain a high rate of growth for development and cohesion, and the US is looking for high growth places to invest, and places that provide both a market for its own goods and a costcompetitive manufacturing base to manufacture the ideas it conceives and finances. Fourth is the large and politically active diaspora that is actively seeking to build closer ties. Fifth is a shared interest in limiting the damage of those extremists that undermine pluralism and sew extremism and violence. Finally, both wish to take part in the the economic rise of a vibrant Asian market where a normative rule set prevails that allow all members to benefit from the use of global commons and work on collective problems and human security is possible. Within this framework, both nations see the need to make space for and engage China as it evolves as a responsible stakeholder with greater transparency, but to ensure that accommodation takes place respecting important equities of themselves and their neighbours, and is free of any element of coercion.

   Exts – No Impact to Disagreements 

India will never abandon the US—key to strategic interests

Das 11 – Premvir, former Director General, Defence Planning Staff, and member of the National Security Advisory Board (May 1, 2011 http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/premvir-das-indo-us-engagement-atcrossroads/434038/ AMB)

For more substance to be given to the relationship, a larger overview of national interest is needed. If a multipolar Asia is what India wants and a unipolar continent is what China seeks, then the US becomes a very important factor in our calculus. Its interests in Asia are enormous and it cannot let China assume a hegemonic role. Without ‘using’ the US, it is not possible for India to secure the Asia that it wants. On another plane, none of its global aspirations can be met without the proactive support of the US — seats in the Security Council, on the high table of world trade, in groups controlling nuclear technology or in several other multilateral forums, fall in this category. The real question is whether a close engagement impacts adversely our relations with other countries — for example, Russia, Iran and Myanmar, even China, our core interests in South Asia and, indeed our concerns vis-a-vis Pakistan. These cannot be easily brushed aside but close scrutiny will show that while all these are manageable by us, the larger canvas is not. In sum, close relations with the US are critical to India’s rise, first as an Asian power and then as a global player of consequence. If this is true, then defence cooperation between the two countries must be taken a few notches further. Its contours can be four-fold.

India will never abandon the US—economic reasons

Schaffer 10-Teresita, Ambassador and director of the South Asia Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (October 2010 “U.S.-India Initiative Series the United States and India 10 Years Out” http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_10YearsOut_Schaffer.pdf)

India and the United States have transformed their relationship in the past 20 years. Looking ahead a decade or more, this trend is likely to continue. The two countries can expect strong economic ties and a lively security relationship, including increased defense trade and especially stronger cooperation in the Indian Ocean. Economic issues will remain important drivers of Indian foreign policy. Cooperation on the global scene will have ups and downs, but the two countries will gradually find more areas where they can work together. As India’s international trade encompasses more sophisticated and knowledge-based products, India will pursue economic interests that do not necessarily dovetail with those of the developing countries as a group. India-Pakistan relations are likely to remain brittle. India will continue to see China as its major strategic challenge. Over the next decade, India will become more comfortable with a higher international profile – but slowly, and with considerable nervousness about the risks involved in departing from its comfort zone focused on the nonaligned movement. The “wild cards” most likely to produce real discontinuities in U.S.-India ties relate to the domestic coherence and international behavior of Pakistan and China, to international conflict involving Iran and to changes in the global distribution of power over the next decade. In addition, externally driven changes in climate or technology could limit India’s economic growth and in the process make India a much more inwardoriented country. Looking behind this broad-brush projection, it is instructive to take apart the elements of continuity and change, and to see what lessons these hold for policymakers. Growing Economies, Expanding Linkages India’s economic growth after 1990 was one of the most important factors in transforming U.S.-India relations. This economic growth had two consequences, both of which are likely to continue through the next decade: It led to an increasingly large and vibrant U.S.-India economic relationship, and it put economic success – trade, investment and securing energy supplies – at the heart of India’s foreign policy and strategic calculus. Projections for India’s economy over the next five years consistently foresee growth rates of upwards of 8 percent, possibly higher. Even if India’s economic expansion falls somewhat short of these levels, one can expect economics to remain one of the drivers of U.S.-India relations, and a very positive one. In the next decade, trade will continue to grow as a share of India’s economy. The United States will remain one of India’s top three trading partners, and probably the largest when one includes services and information technology trade as well as goods. India’s economic growth will make it an increasingly important partner for the United States, though its share of U.S. trade will not be as impressive (about 1.4 percent of U.S. trade in 2009; even dramatic growth will leave it well short of the top tier). The geography and composition of India’s trade will be increasingly diverse. India has already begun implementing free-trade areas with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and Korea, and will negotiate one with Japan. With each new trade opening, the next one will become slightly easier, and India will approach the next multilateral trade negotiation with more flexibility and a greater expectation that it can benefit from global trade liberalization. A free-trade agreement with the United States is conceivable toward the end of this period, but only if the U.S. economy picks up enough to counteract the politics of getting such an agreement enacted by the U.S. Congress.

   Exts – Turn – Kills Relations 

Cooperation with India on launches is bad- would allow Iran to develop ICBMs to target the US, tanking overall cooperation with India

Sokolski, 07 (Harry, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, a Washington-based nonprofit organization, “Negotiating the Obstacles to US-Indian Strategic Cooperation”, pg. 10-11, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:wLB5v_ykblEJ:scholar.google.com/+us+india+cooperation+space&hl=en&as_sdt=0,23) AFL
Restrict satellite launch cooperation with India to activities that avoid transferring even “safeguarded” MTCR-controlled know-how until New Delhi clearly ends its military and high-technology cooperation with Iran. Iran and India previously have discussed cooperation in space launch vehicle (SLV) technology. SLV technology, however, is interchangeable with intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) technology. If there should be any revelations that India has helped Iran develop long-range missiles that could threaten North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies and the United States, this news would seriously undermine European and American public support for high-technology and defense cooperation with India generally. Meanwhile, the prospects that India will cut off its military-to-military cooperation with Iran in the near term is not very high. But, then, neither is India’s need to develop its own satellite launch vehicle or ICBM. The former is cost ineffective as compared to launching satellites off other nations’ existing space launch vehicles, and the latter is provocative militarily and self-defeating regarding sound relations with Pakistan and China. As long as the United States is eager to uphold and strengthen the MTCR, it would be wise do nothing to undermine its strictures against member states sharing satellite integration and satellite launch technology as it did in the commercial space satellite launch cooperation with China in the l990s. The latter was supposedly “safeguarded.” However, the effectiveness of such safeguards is limited and such protections are virtually useless if the recipient has a strong incentive to cheat. Here, careful, routine congressional oversight of the U.S. export licensing process regarding space-related transfers to India is the first order of business. Under no circumstances should the United States undermine existing MTCR restrictions for India or tolerate others doing so as the United States did in the case of China. On the other hand, the United States and other satellite launching nations can and should provide their launch services to India without discrimination and cooperate in space science ventures whenever possible. Until India demonstrates tight missile technology controls over its private and public entities (something it has so far failed to do in the case of Iran) and clearly severs its military and strategic cooperative ties with the Revolutionary Iranian government, the United States should oppose the sharing even of “safeguarded” space launch vehicle technology with New Delhi.

India won’t want future cooperation—ban prevents effective cooperation

Hindustan Times 8—newspaper in India (April 30, 2008  “ISRO worries over US restrictions” lexis)
Bangalore associated with the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) is worrying the scientists. In an exclusive interview, the chairman of ISRO G. Madhavan Nair in Bangalore on Tuesday has said that the ban on some of the sister concerns by US was a cause of worry and wants to take up the issue with US. After the successful launch of ten satellites from one space vehicle, India plans to launch Chandrayaan-1, the satellite system to the moon in the third quarter of this year. Madhavan Nair said: "We are definitely making an attempt to improve our relation with the US space agency, NASA. I have already established a good contact with Michael Griffin, Chief of NASA." He said that the effort had helped in bringing two instruments on board the Chandrayaan-1. However, Madhavan Nair said that the ban on some of the sister concerns by US was a cause for worry. He said: "Normally the US system has got many checks and balances within them and that takes lot of time to get through the hurdles. Yes I think even today the fact that some of the ISRO units are under the entity list, that's not a happy situation so we have expressed to them also and I hope it will improve in time to come." Madhavan Nair said that ISRO is going to launch its space vehicle GSLV using India's indigenous cryogenic engine by the end of 2008. "As far as cryogenic stage is concerned we have fully qualified it on the ground. Close to 7000 seconds of testing has been done on that and we have full confidence on the performance of the engine., April 30 -- Even though the Indo - US cooperation has given impetus to joint space research, the ban on some of the concerns.

   Exts – Turn – Rising Expectations

Bilateral cooperation creates unrealistic expectations – Bush confirms it tanks relations

Perkovich 10 (11/4/10, George, vice president for studies and director of the nonproliferation program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Obama in India,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41876)
There are unrealistic expectations. U.S.-India relations were on a positive trajectory from the middle part of the Clinton administration onward—and this was a very good thing. The success of American Presidents Clinton, Bush, and Obama and Indian Prime Ministers Rao, Vajpayee, and Singh basically helped the two countries on a positive trajectory. And then what happened in the Bush administration with the U.S.-India nuclear deal was that the positive trajectory spiked—it was like injecting amphetamines into a runner. So, it spiked up and that was seen as a good thing. And it was seen as a good thing in India, but inevitably it came back down to the normal trend line, which is positive. But as it comes down from the spike there are people in India and the United States who say the relationship is falling, Obama hasn’t paid enough attention to it, and so on. But the reality is that it was an unsustainable spike. When the countries come back down it feels different, but they are coming back down to what is still a very positive trend line. The more normal thing is to have this positive trend line and the relationship has little ups and downs. For instance, India passes a law that frustrates the United States and there’s a little down. And vice versa. But you won’t see these big spikes one way or the other. 

Solvency f/l 

Solvency takes forever 

a.) Tech transfers 
Aubrecht 9 *Dr. Richard Aubrecht is vice Chairman of the Board and Vice President of Strategy and Technology Incorporate [http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg54449/html/CHRG-111hhrg54449.htm, December 10th 2009 “DECISIONS ON THE FUTURE DIRECTION AND FUNDING FOR NASA: WHAT WILL THEY MEAN FOR THE U.S. AEROSPACE WORKFORCE AND INDUSTRIAL BASE?”]

A2. Involving foreign nations in the space program can be beneficial. With the Space Station, foreign nations developed high-level modules that had relatively few and well-defined interfaces to the Station. These modules could be developed mostly with their own in country technologies. Therefore, there was not a significant amount of leading edge USA-based technologies needing to be transferred. This model is not likely to be applicable to the Constellation Program because it is a highly integrated system. In this case, there would have to be a very significant amount of technology transfer to the foreign suppliers for them to design their modules and components. With the current export control regulations, processes, and resources, the program delays would be intolerable.

b.) Negotiations 
Times of India 08 [“India, US should move forward on space cooperation: ISRO Chief” Jan. 31st 2008, http://articles.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2008-01-31/us/27745394_1_isro-space-cooperation-g-madhavan-nair,]

WASHINGTON: India on Thursday said though its understanding with the United States at the political front is good but there is a need to expedite the process of moving forward on the issues of space cooperation and space commerce. "At the political level there is a good understanding. In 2005, our Prime Minister visited here and with President Bush agreed to strengthen the relations in space cooperation, space commerce and so on. We are trying to move forward on this," Chairman of Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) G Madhavan Nair said. Nair was participating in a seminar on "Global Space Agenda" under the aegis of the Space Initiatives of the Centre for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) a top think-tank in Washington DC. "There are positive signs and there are negative signs," he remarked going on to make the point that recently there was success with Raytheon on GPS but with "another" company on semiconductor fab, the export control regulations kicked in. "There are pluses and minuses. But we have to be patient... we have to convince," the ISRO chief said adding "the process is rather slow and I wish it was faster". Brushing aside the apprehensions that military programmes could siphon funds out of the ISRO, he said "right from its inception, ISRO has been working on the peaceful application of outer space. There can be no weaponsiation of outer space. That has been our stand."

India Never gets the tech – mistrust 
CNS 06 – (Center for NonProlif Studies, July 20, “U.S.-India Space Cooperation Reaches New Heights, Despite Lingering Proliferation Concerns By Jennifer Kline” http://cns.miis.edu/other/kline_060720.htm)
The Chandrayaan project notwithstanding, concerns of this kind continue to constrain U.S. space-related exports to India, making some Indian analysts skeptical that the new U.S.-India space cooperation agreement will result in significant high-technology transfers from the United States. One editorial writer noted, for example, that: An effort by Boeing and ISRO to jointly build satellites for the international market collapsed, largely on account of onerous U.S. licensing procedures...Another area of friction is commercial satellite launches, which Washington is able to control because many satellites contain critical U.S.-made components. ISRO has reportedly lost a commercial launch contract as a result of uncertainty over securing American clearances. [32] Fears have also been voiced that expanded cooperation will lead to U.S. interference in Indian scientific programs. [33] 

***India Space Exploration Bad***

   Turn – Asian Instability 

Indian space expansion creates south Asian instability, leads to nuclear conflict with Pakistan, turns case

Khattak 6/10 - works at the South Asian Strategic Stability Institute (SASSI) Islamabad as Research Fellow (Masood-Ur-Rehman, “ Indian Military’s Space Program: Implications For Pakistan”, http://www.theprophecyblog.com/?p=4235, accessed on June 27, 2011 )

Military space satellites are used both for peacetime collection of intelligence of the enemy, as well as the location of targets, troops deployment and to support combat operations in modern warfare. Therefore India is heading towards development of space capabilities; such capabilities would revamp their overall surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities which is an essential element in the modern Warfare. Indian military have used satellite imagery from Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) civil satellites since the early 1990s. Most civil satellites can also be used for military purposes. Most militaries in the world use commercially available imagery from satellites. Space satellites are vital for the C4I systems. India has acquired an Israeli RISAT-2 satellite in 2009 that has day and night viewing capability. This satellite will keep a 24/7 watch over Pakistan even when the landmass is covered by a thick cloud cover. This capability puts the satellite in the class of what are often called spy satellites. The launch of RISAT-2 satellite will give India the capability to closely track down military activities in Pakistan. Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) is also developing its very own RadarSat at the cost of almost 400 million Indian rupees. Indian Defense and Research Development Organization’s Chief Saraswat has announced “We are looking at launching one or two satellites every year to fulfill the requirements of all three military formations………………“Once these satellites are operational, we will be able to see troop movements along the borders,”………. “The key is high-resolution images with precision…………………“……….”Data and commands can be sent through these satellites to cruise missiles.” These satellites in place would give India an edge in any future conflict or war against Pakistan. These satellites will be developed and launched by ISRO based on requirements projected by the armed forces. Another important factor which needs an attention is the flow of high tech technology to India after the Indo-US deal 2008. Such a discriminatory policy of the international community would create strategic imbalance in south Asia, Pakistan’s security will be in frenzy if India acquired such capabilities. In addition to that India is also developing Communication-Centric Intelligence Satellite (CCI-Sat). This satellite is being developed by the Defense Electronics Research Laboratory (DLRL) under the Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO). This satellite will help Indian intelligence agencies to considerably improve their surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities vis-à-vis Pakistan and other neighboring countries. Director (DLRL) G. Bhoopathy revealed this project on February 2010 and said, that “We are in the process of designing and developing a spacecraft fitted with an intelligent sensor that will pick up conversations and communications across the borders,”. The satellite will be operational by 2014 and will also serve as a test bed for anti-satellite weapon development. India is also developing a dedicated satellite to facilitate Indian Naval communication and network centric warfare will be launched into geostationary orbit by ISRO in 2010. This satellite will facilitate networking of Indian Naval warships, submarines and aircraft among themselves as well as with operational centres ashore through high-speed data-links, allowing Maritime threats to be detected and shared in real-time to ensure swift reaction. Indian military is developing a first dedicated Indian Air Force satellite which is scheduled for launch in 2011-12. According to IAF Chief Fali H. Major, the satellite will serve as the Air Force’s eye in the skies. It will link up the six AWACS that the IAF is acquiring with each other as well as other ground and airbased radars. Indian Military is regularly improving its surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. From 2004-2011 it has carried out 12 major war games and in these exercises it has practiced its surveillance, reconnaissance and space imaging capabilities. In 2004 Indian army introduced Long-Range Reconnaissance and Observation System (LORROS) in this Exercise Divya Astra, which it has bought from Israel. LORROS is a high quality, remotely controlled ground based observation system designed for medium and long range surveillance. This kind of a system is good for intelligence gathering and reconnaissance purposes. In 2005 Indian military carried out Exercise Vajra Shakti. In this exercise Indian military practiced its satellite imaging facilities. First time, a Force Multiplication Command Post (FMCP) was set up to integrate real-time flow of information as a principal tool for decision making and NCW capabilities in the Indian Army. Most significant war game as far as satellite imagery is concerned was Exercise Hind Shakti in 2009. In this particular exercise Indian military practiced satellite imagery, helicopter borne surveillance systems, UAVs and ground-based surveillance resources such as LORROS, Battlefield Surveillance Radars (BFSRs) and Weapon Locating Radars (WLRs). In this exercise, India practiced latest weapons and equipments with the help of NCW and EW systems. Satellite imagery, modern surveillance and reconnaissance equipment will enhance Indian military’s effectiveness to carry out synergized, limited, quick and swift operations. In 2011 Indian military practiced Exercise Pine Prahar. In this Exercise Indian military rehearsed the capabilities to employ real time intelligence from unarmed aerial vehicles, geostationary satellites, ground-based sensors and human intelligence. These capabilities will enable the Indian military to fight a war in Network Centric environment and assist the field commanders in battlefield precision, fast decision-making and rapid execution of operations. It is a possibility that in next five to ten years Indian military will be able to fully employ satellite capabilities in its armed forces which could be a significant threat to Pakistan’s military, nuclear and other sensitive installations. Indian Military satellites would have wide range of implications for Pakistan and for the entire region. These satellites will improve Indian military’s surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities; that would provide Indian military with round the clock coverage of Pakistan’s military installations, deployment of Pakistan army close to the border with India. After acquiring such capabilities Indian military would be confident to launch a preemptive conventional strike against Pakistan’s nuclear weapon delivery systems at their bases. Therefore Pakistan’s missile forces and launching site will also be vulnerable of detection, monitoring and target by Indian military. Furthermore India’s accesses to high tech international market after the Indo-US deal will impact negatively on strategic stability of south Asia. Therefore it is imperative for Pakistan Military’s decision makers to closely monitor Indian military’s space program and come up with adequate response to counter any future challenges and threats to Pakistan’s security. 

   Turn – Sino-Indian Relations 
Turn – the CP is perceived as encirclement, this destroys indo-sino relations 

Garver and Wang 10 *John W. Garver is a professor at the Sam Nunn School of International Affairs at the Georgia Institute of Technology **Fei-Ling Wang is a Professor at The Sam Nunn School of International Affairs, Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta. Dr. Wang received his B.A. and Master of Law from Anhui Normal University, Beijing Institute of International Relations, and his Ph.D. in political science from the University of Pennsylvania. [http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14799855.2010.507412#tabModule, Sep. 29th 2010, Published in the Journal of Asian Security]
Joint India-US military exercises of all types burgeoned throughout the first decade of the twenty-first century: joint naval exercises, air combat and warfare, command post exercises, high-altitude operations, and (according to the US ambassador to India) exercises in covert warfare. 20 India conducted a few joint military exercises with China, but there was a great asymmetry of the Indo-US and Indo-China military relations. Sino-Indian interactions were mostly talks, dialogues, and declarations of principles. Indo-American interactions were far more substantive, involving the enhancement of Indian military capabilities: joint research and development efforts, space and missile defense, transfer of advanced dual use technology and some weapons systems, nuclear energy, operational training of forces, and so on. Indo-US military cooperation was institutionalized in June 2005 when the two countries signed a New Framework for the Defense Relationship laying out a ten-year program of expanded military cooperation, including joint research and development, in space and other high-tech areas. This agreement along with the nuclear cooperation agreement that began to move forward about the same time seem to have been the “straw that broke the camel's back” for Beijing. Chinese analysts made clear China's view that Indian alignment with the United States against China, as judged by Beijing, would spoil Sino-Indian relations. Former Chinese ambassador to India Zhou Gang argued in 2004 at a conference on Sino-Indian relations and Asian security convened by the Chinese Communist Party's (CCP) Central Liaison Department, that the United States was trying to use India to contain China and that this “will have negative impact on Sino-Indian relations.” 21 By 2009, an analyst from China Institute of Contemporary International Relations (CICIR) wrote that to elevate Sino-Indian relations, India needs to “increase trust and decrease suspicion at the level of Sino-Indian strategic dialogue” regarding “third party factors of the 2008 US-India nuclear agreement and US-India space cooperation.” 22
Draws in other major powers – goes global and nuclear

Kahn 09 – Jeremy (writer for Newsweek) October “Why India Fears China” http://www.newsweek.com/id/217088
‘
The implications for India's security—and the world's—are ominous. It turns what was once an obscure argument over lines on a 1914 map and some barren, rocky peaks hardly worth fighting over into a flash point that could spark a war between two nuclear-armed neighbors. And that makes the India-China border dispute into an issue of concern to far more than just the two parties involved. The United States and Europe as well as the rest of Asia ought to take notice—a conflict involving India and China could result in a nuclear exchange. And it could suck the West in—either as an ally in the defense of Asian democracy, as in the case of Taiwan, or as a mediator trying to separate the two sides. Beijing appears increasingly concerned about the safe haven India provides to the Dalai Lama and to tens of thousands of Tibetan exiles, including increasingly militant supporters of Tibetan independence. These younger Tibetans, many born outside Tibet, are growing impatient with the Dalai Lama's "middle way" approach—a willingness to accept Chinese sovereignty in return for true autonomy—and commitment to nonviolence. If these groups were to use India as a base for armed insurrection against China, as Tibetan exiles did throughout the 1960s, then China might retaliate against India. By force or demand, Beijing might also seek to gain possession of important Tibetan Buddhist monasteries that lie in Indian territory close to the border. Both politically and culturally, these monasteries are seen as key nodes in the Tibetan resistance to Chinese authority. Already Beijing has launched a diplomatic offensive aimed at undercutting Indian sovereignty over the areas China claims, particularly the northeast state of Arunachal Pradesh and one of its key cities, Tawang, birthplace of the sixth Dalai Lama in the 17th century and home to several important Tibetan monasteries. Tibet ceded Tawang and the area around it to British India in 1914. China has recently denied visas to the state's residents; lodged a formal complaint after Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh visited the state in 2008; and tried to block a $2.9 billion Asian Development Bank loan to India because some of the money was earmarked for an irrigation project in the state. All these moves are best understood in the context of China's recent troubles in Tibet, with Beijing increasingly concerned that any acceptance of the 1914 border will amount to an implicit acknowledgment that Tibet was once independent of China—a serious blow to the legitimacy of China's control over the region and potentially other minority areas as well. The reports of Chinese incursions can be read as a signal that it is deadly serious about its territorial claims. The exact border has never been mutually agreed on—meaning one side's incursion is another side's routine patrol—but the Chinese have clearly stepped up their activity along the frontier. The Indian military reported a record 270 Chinese border violations last year—nearly double the figure from the year before and more than three times the number of incidents in 2006, says Brahma Chellaney, an expert in strategic studies at New Delhi's Centre for Policy Research, an independent think tank. Noting that there was a reported incursion nearly every day this summer, Chellaney says this amounts to "a pattern of Chinese belligerence." In June the People's Daily criticized recent moves by India to strengthen its border defenses and declared: "China will not make any compromises in its border disputes with India." It asked if India had properly weighed "the consequences of a potential confrontation with China." 

   Exts – Kills Sino-Indian Relations 
Increasing US-India space cooperation angers China and risks an arms race

Brown, 09 Peter (is a Maine-based freelance writer who has specialized in satellite technology for more than two decades. He is a former senior multimedia editor for “Via Satellite” magazine; has written about the role of satellites in major disasters for “Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness”, a journal of the American Medical Association, among other publications. His coverage of Asian-related satellite developments has appeared in “Asia Times Online” as well as “Japan Security Watch), "India and US build stronger ties in space", August 7,2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KH07Df02.html
Rajagopalan points out that although ISRO represents the civilian side of Indian space research, the level of advancement has created a certain amount of wariness, and raised potential fears of a possible shift underway at ISRO involving its role in direct support of military space programs. And while China has not responded to the signing of the TSA - or the EUMA - per se, any strengthening or streamlining of relations between India and the US will not be taken lightly. "Beijing will maintain a strict watch on India's advancing defense/space technological ties with the US, Israel or the European countries. As one of the Chinese internal studies brought out, China will continue to undertake various measures to maintain its current strategic leverage in terms of territory, P-5 membership [the United Nations Security Council], and [participation in] the nuclear club, [while retaining] its important diplomatic advantages through its special relationships with India's neighboring countries," said Rajagopalan. Greater India-US cooperation in space will likely intensify the competition between India and China over the coming years. If India's space sector suddenly surges ahead as a result, this will do more than lightly annoy Beijing. "[While] high-technology trade and interaction with the US has an inherent sensitivity and strategic component built into it, it [also] signals that Washington is keen to expand and deepen its strategic ties with India," said Gupta. "And further, to the extent that Beijing remains under de facto high-technology embargoes initiated by the West, [US space cooperation with India] signals that strategic cooperation in highly sensitive sectors continues, at minimum, to remain weighted against Chinese interests 

   Turn – Space Militarization Disad 
US Indian space cooperation key to Indian space weaponization, leads to preemptive strikes

Sokolski 07 – the Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, (Henry, March “Gauging U.S.-Indian Strategic Cooperation”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubid=755, accessed on June 27, 2011)

Reports agree that the Surya will have the option of a nuclear payload—and sometimes the claim is made that the payload will consist of multiple nuclear warheads. Reports generally agree that the Surya will be a three-stage missile with the first two Surya stages derived from PSLV’s solid-fuel rockets. India obtained the solid-fuel technology for the SLV-3 and the PSLV from the United States in the 1960s.8 The third Surya stage is to use liquid fuel and will be derived either from the Viking rocket technology supplied by France in the 1980s (called Vikas when India manufactured PSLV stages with the technology) or from a more powerful Russian-supplied cryogenic upper stage for the Geosynchronous Space Launch Vehicle (GSLV), which is an adaptation of the PSLV. If—as is most frequently reported—the Surya uses PSLV rocket motors, it will be an enormous rocket with solid-fuel stages 2.8 meters (about nine feet) in diameter and a total weight of up to 275 metric tons. This will make it by far the largest ICBM in the world—with a launch weight about three times that of the largest U.S. or Russian ICBMs. There appears to be no literature on Indian plans to harden or conceal the Surya launch site, which would be difficult to do because of the missile’s size and weight. If a cryogenic third stage is used, the launch process will be lengthy. This means that the Surya is likely to be vulnerable to attack before launch, making it a “first-strike” weapon that could not survive in a conflict. Indeed, the Surya’s threatening nature and its prelaunch vulnerability would make it a classic candidate for preemptive attack in a crisis. In strategic theory this leads to “crisis instability,” the increased incentive for a crisis to lead to strategic attacks because of each side’s premium on striking first. The one report of a mobile ICBM based on a combination of PSLV and Agni technology makes more sense militarily.9 But, as described below, it entails other serious concerns. Why would India want such a weapon? The reported ranges of the Surya variants suggest the answer.

Space relations lead to Indian space weaponization and militarization. We are supplying India with the mean

Hoey and Johnson-Freese 10 – the director of the Military Space Transparency Project. AND professor at the Naval War College. (Matthew, and John “India: Militarizing Space with U.S. Help” November 3, 2010 
India says that its space program is for peaceful purposes. The United States agrees. They're both wrong.
India, not surprisingly, says that its space program is for “peaceful” purposes only. The parallels between India’s nuclear program development and its current space program development, however, suggest otherwise. Former Indian President Abdul Kalam was a key developer and explicator of India’s nuclear and missile programs, as well as its current space vision. His definition of “peaceful” provides India considerable latitude. Kalam once stated that, “In the 3,000-year history of India, barring 600 years, the country has been ruled by others. If you need development, the country should witness peace, and peace is ensured by strength. Missiles were developed to strengthen the country.” This philosophy of peace through strength also provides the rationale for developing a wide range of new and emerging space technologies with far-reaching military applications. India considered its nuclear program peaceful right up to and including its 1974 test. Now, India considers its expanding space program peaceful as well. Despite contrary indications, Washington is apparently also willing to do so. India’s space program dates back to the launching of its first sounding rocket in 1963. Recently, however, the character of the Indian program has changed dramatically from utilitarian to more far-reaching. India is developing capabilities, including human exploration of space and expanded utilization of many dual-use technologies, to enhance its geostrategic position. This dual-use space technology can be used not just for military force enhancement but potentially for space weapons as well. Though most Indian politicians profess that India is not pursuing space weapons, some blur the lines. In February 2007, for example, Indian Defense Minister A.K Antony stated that, “It may be difficult to demarcate distinctly between peaceful and military uses. However, we have always advocated peaceful use of technology. Thus, we are of the view that weaponization of space must be discouraged.” The Indian military is not so circumspect and in fact at times directly contradicts the politicians. An alarming 2000 report titled “Military Dimensions in the Future of the Indian Presence in Space” caused waves within official circles but drew little international attention, probably due to its lack of availability outside of India. Perhaps most controversial was its suggestion that India could deploy a directed-energy weapon, such as a particle beam weapon, in space by 2010. At the time of publication, the paper’s author, V. Siddhartha, was an officer on special duty in the secretariat of the scientific advisor to the defense minister. The paper is testament to, at the very least, a longstanding interest within the Indian military of deploying not only a space-based laser, but also a kinetic anti-satellite (ASAT) system. Although India clearly has not deployed an ASAT system that utilizes directed energy technology to date, Siddhartha’s forecast of India having the potential to develop an ASAT system still appears officially supported. In January of 2010 Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO) Director General V K Saraswat stated at the 97th Indian Science Congress that, "India is putting together building blocks of technology that could be used to neutralize enemy satellites.” All the while Indian officials continue to heavily lobby the United States to remove export restrictions on DRDO and ISRO, with a continuingly favorable reaction from the United States. Perhaps most clearly and most recently, the Indian ministry of defense published a document that serves as a technological roadmap for the Indian military’s future to the year 2015. This Technology Perspective and Capability Roadmap confirms the pursuit of a formal anti-satellite program, stating “development of ASAT for electronic or physical destruction of satellites in both LEO and GEO-synchronous orbits” as a goal for 2015. Not only is the United States not speaking out against such Indian efforts, it has become more accommodating in providing the technology to accomplish them. Meanwhile, international attention continues to focus on China’s military space activities and, given China’s overt ASAT test in 2007, rightfully so. But shortly after China’s satellite shoot-down, Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and then-Russian President Vladimir Putin convened a joint press conference where Singh declared; “Our position is similar in that we are not in favor of the weaponization of outer space.” This was just one day after then-Indian Air Force (IAF) chief Shashi Tyagi had stated, “As the reach of our air force is expanding, it has become extremely important that we exploit space, and for it you need space assets.” India’s contradictory intentions concerning its space program are hard to miss, yet Washington seems intent on doing so. 

***Politics Links***
   Obama Good Links 
Cooperation costs political capital – UTSR Backlash

Brown, 09 - Maine-based freelance writer who has specialized in satellite technology for more than two decades. He is a former senior multimedia editor for “Via Satellite” magazine; has written about the role of satellites in major disasters for “Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness”, a journal of the American Medical Association, among other publications. His coverage of Asian-related satellite developments has appeared in “Asia Times Online” as well as “Japan Security Watch (Peter, August 7, "India and US build stronger ties in space", http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KH07Df02.html) 

Still, it is unlikely that US and European commercial satellites will be launched atop ISRO rockets until well into the next decade. Among other things, another potentially enormous political obstacle exists in the form of the Office of the US Trade Representative (USTR). Despite the fact that none of the 17 large commercial communications satellites which were launched in 2008 flew aboard a US-built rocket - France-based Arianespace accounted for almost half the payloads placed successfully in orbit last year - one cannot rule out the possibility that USTR may intercede on behalf of some US-based launch service providers. So, in addition to the tension between the State and Commerce departments over who might become the primary overseer of US satellite exports, one must also be aware that USTR could erect an unwelcome roadblock in the future, too. Gupta wants to see more details related to liability, insurance, pricing and intrusive monitoring requirements for space launches. "[When these details] become more widely known, and very difficult political decisions have to be taken in this regard, a more sobering understanding of what high-technology cooperation entails will likely take hold," said Gupta. "We are already seeing some of these issues rearing themselves in New Delhi by way of the recently signed End-User Monitoring Agreement [EUMA] which is small beer compared to the intrusiveness of a CSLA  
CP links to politics, politicians are scared of tech diffusion, saps obama’s capital 

Hauser and Walter-Range 8 *Marty Hauser is VP of research and analysis for the Space Foundation **Micah Walter-Range is a research analyst for the Space Foundation [http://www.spacefoundation.org/docs/SpaceFoundation_ITAR.pdf, August 5th, 2008, Published on the Space Foundation’s website)

The control of space exports under the International Traffic in Arms Regulations is a contentious issue that pits national security concerns against the desire to cooperate with foreign entities for purposes of profit or scientific research. By working together, it should be possible to create a regulatory environment that protects militarily critical technologies and technical expertise, while allowing commerce and international partnerships to flourish and the space industry to prosper. The difficulty lies in overcoming the arguments of parties on both sides who have become entrenched in their positions and who are more willing to recount the injustices or misdemeanors of the past than to work toward a better future. To succeed, it will be necessary to muster the political will of the Executive Branch to oversee the necessary alterations in the regulatory process, and the cooperation of the Legislative Branch with regard to adjusting the laws to allow the State Department more latitude in terms of determining the trustworthiness of end-users. The space industry must also play a role in the process and it will need to make solid information available to policymakers so that any policy changes will be helpful and well-reasoned. 

   Obama Bad Links
Bipartisan support for cooperation

Burns 10 - Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations (William J.,  June 1, " India's Rise and the Promise of U.S.-Indian Partnership by Mr. William J. Burns, Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC", http://www.idsa.in/resources/speech/US-IndianPartnership.1.6.10. ) 

While the potential of our bilateral relationship is limitless, I want to assure you that my remarks this afternoon are not. So let me conclude simply by re-emphasizing the central, transformational fact about our relations in the years ahead: India and the United States have reached the stage where our individual success at home and abroad depends on our cooperation. That is what is different about our relationship today. That is the promise unlocked by the civil nuclear agreement, and all the advances of recent years. That is the "big idea" that can animate our partnership for decades to come. And that is the challenge before us, symbolized by the inauguration of the first-ever Strategic Dialogue: how to widen the arc of our cooperation, how to build systematic habits of collaboration, how to turn the transformational accomplishment of the civil nuclear accord into partnership across a much broader front. I have no illusions that this will be neat or easy. It will take a lot of time, and a lot of effort. Differences will occur, and doubts will linger.. I have no illusions that this will be neat or easy. It will take a lot of time, and a lot of effort. Differences will occur, and doubts will linger. But at this extraordinary moment, we have leaderships who understand and respect one another, broad public and bipartisan support, a growing record of trust on which to build, and remarkable scope for partnership in Asia, in promoting global security and prosperity, and in India's historic modernization. If we get this moment right, Indians and Americans can have an enormously positive influence on each other's future, and on the course of the new century unfolding before us.

Cooperation avoids scrutiny- resources and unwilling to break agreements

Rendleman and Faulconer, 2010 James D. and J. Walter (USAF (Ret); is the new business area executive for civilian space at The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory (APL)), " Improving international space cooperation: Considerations for the USA ", 16 July 2010, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610000640#sec2. 6/22/11. JD

International cooperation has the wonderful, if sometimes wasteful, capacity to increase the political will to sustain and fund space programs and associated budgets. As noted, cooperation provides a spacefaring state the basis to draw on additional resources. It also enables a program to weather attempts to rein it in even when faced with contentious and devastating cost-growth or budget realities (which most space programs invariably face). Thus, within the USA, a program often wins some sanctuary from cancellation threats or significant budget reductions to the extent that Congress and the administration feel compelled not to break, stretch, or withdraw from international agreements. Political good will is generated by funding these programs. As an example of the power of this good will, one only need look at the politics surrounding NASA’s manned program. Money has been allocated to the program even when the perceived justification has collapsed. Now the new internationalist US president doesn’t care much for the NASA manned mission, and has even less understanding of its science mission. But critics concede that the president sees value in the votes its engineering and contractor community represents, key especially in vote rich states such as Florida which serve as a nexus for manned US launches. 

Bipartisan support in both countries for cooperation

Blake 6-21 – Robert O., Jr. Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs, 2011 U.S.-India Business Links and Prospects for the Future Press Release: US State Department http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00487/us-india-business-links-and-prospects-for-the-future.htm (date accessed 6/27/11) (OTT)

I have been privileged to help advance the US-India partnership since I first started working in India in 2003. I have seen first-hand how committed government leaders working hand-in-hand with the business community and buttressed by strong people-to-people ties can transform a bilateral relationship. Broad, bipartisan political support in both countries has driven our countries closer together over the last decade, and ensures that this relationship will continue to be a mainstay of American and Indian foreign policy, regardless of who is in power. Over the last decade, beginning with President Clinton’s landmark visit in 2000, to the civil nuclear deal negotiated by the Bush Administration, to the greatly expanded strategic partnership established by President Obama and Prime Minister Singh, we have fundamentally transformed the way the United States and India work together. President Obama’s trip last November will be remembered as a watershed, when the U.S. and India embarked for the first time on concrete initiatives to work together globally. Reflecting the comprehensive nature of our bilateral engagement, the President’s visit resulted in new milestones across virtually every field of human endeavor, from civil nuclear cooperation to regional consultations, from energy to food security.

Congress wants India cooperation

Business Standard 6-28 – Senate pushes Pentagon on US-India defence ties / New Delhi http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/senate-pushes-pentagonus-india-defence-ties/440718/ (date accessed 6/28/11)

The United States Congress has moved decisively to bridge a widening gulf between the defence establishments of India and America. In an unprecedented initiative, the powerful Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC), which oversees the US Department of Defense, has ordered the Pentagon to submit a report by November 1 with a detailed assessment of the current state of US-India security cooperation; and a five-year plan for enhancing that cooperation in the Indo-Pacific region and globally. The SASC has also ordered “a detailed assessment of the desirability and feasibility of the future sale of F-35 Joint Strike Fighters to India, and a potential US partnership with India to co-develop one or more military weapon systems, including but not limited to the anticipated program to replace the US Air Force T-38 trainer jet”.

High Tech Cooperation is popular – India Caucus 

Ratnam and Rupert, 6/21 – Gopal and James, Bloomberg Writers, Lockheed May Pitch F-35 to Rejoin India’s $11 Billion Fighter Jet Contest”, Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-20/lockheed-may-pitch-f-35-to-rejoin-11-billion-india-jet-contest.html)

The Senate committee report accompanying the Pentagon’s 2012 budget “opens the window to fifth-generation fighter technology release to India, however the Indian services want to deal with it,” Dewar said. The Senate committee request for a Pentagon study on selling F-35s to India was part of a broader amendment on U.S.- India military ties offered by Senators John Cornyn, Republican of Texas, where the fighter is produced, and Joseph Lieberman, independent of Connecticut, home to United Technologies Corp. (UTX), which makes the plane’s engines. Cornyn’s spokeswoman, Jessica Sandlin, said the amendment was “overwhelmingly adopted” by the Senate defense panel. Cornyn is the co-founder and co-chairman of the Senate India Caucus. The provision is a so-called “Item of Special Interest” that takes effect immediately after the bill report is issued. It doesn’t need House approval and “takes effect regardless of what happens to the bill itself,” she said.
*****China*****

***Case Defense***

   A2: Mars

Decision is not under the jurisdiction of NASA; China remains a concern because of external issues.

Delgado 10 (International Cooperation is Good, But China Presents Challenges, Conference Participants Conclude.  Laura M. Delgado is pursuing an M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy at the George Washington University's Space Policy Institute (SPI). She is also a 2009 Harry S. Truman Scholar and a Northrop Grumman Fellow at SPI.  Sunday, 12 September 2010. http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1099:international-cooperation-is-good-but-china-presents-challenges-conference-participants-conclude&catid=99:news&Itemid=92.)

With major challenges in U.S.-China relations, space cooperation with China - which was not ruled out as a possibility in the new policy - still may be some time off. When asked about cooperating with China in human spaceflight missions, the Deputy Administrator of NASA, Lori Garver, who delivered the afternoon's keynote speech, joked "I'm so sorry, that's all the time we have." She could only add that just like the inclusion of Russia in the International Space Station, "human spaceflight cooperation will not be a NASA decision." Her response echoed Cheng's earlier comments that "whether we can cooperate in space [with China] depends on whether we can cooperate on the ground" and that "cooperation needs to start with baby steps." The first challenge may prove to be the United States' own understanding of Chinese activities and motivations, what Cheng described as its "opacity." Looking to "problems on the horizon," MacDonald agreed with this description and said that "China is our biggest concern in space...that China will continue to be opaque."  The hope is, he argued, that by showing China that such a stance is counterproductive, it will become "less opaque, more transparent...at least translucent."
Plan is a flip-flop. Obama’s science advisor has promised no Mars mission. 

LaRouche 11 (http://www.larouchepac.com/node/18109.  No Space Cooperation with China, or Mission to Mars, in Our Lifetimes, Says Holdren. May 6, 2011)

John Holdren, Obama's science (sic) advisor, testifying Wednesday before the House Appropriations subcommittee that does NASA's budget, assured the Committee Members that the U.S. would not cooperate with China on manned missions for decades; perhaps on a mission to Mars, which the Admistration's space policy has nowhere in sight. Manned missions to Mars will be "extremely expensive," Holdren said, so why not have the Chinese pay for some of it. His perfidy was matched by the stupidity of Rep. Frank Wolf (R-VA), who chairs the subcommittee, and who described cooperation with China as "fundamentally immoral." Wolf authored a provision in NASA's current budget prohibiting any space cooperation with China. 

Need competition with China to solve, and China isn’t developed enough yet. 

Street 2003, Jonathan, He is an analyst who covers space news and cooperation in that field with other countries, “In Whose Hands is our Destiny?” The Red Colony, http://www.redcolony.com/art.php?id=0308110 

Today this drive and determination is lacking. The first probes to land on Mars were the Viking probes which landed in July and September of 1976. 28 years on and a manned mission to Mars is still only a dream. Something is lacking. Technologically, we have been ready to go visit Mars for many years. We are far more prepared to visit Mars today than we were to visit the Moon in 1969. It is not the technology that is holding us back, constraining us to exist solely on one planet, one celestial body. What we are lacking is the drive and determination so crucial and so evident in 1961 that just 8 years later saw a human being set foot on the Moon. In 1961 the World was a very different place, the Cold War saw the two superpowers of the time, America and the USSR, vying to outdo each other. Neither, fearing the others nuclear capability, dared to directly attack the other. They were left to boast and display at each other. The Apollo programme was one way to do this. It wasn’t about getting to the Moon, it was about beating the Russians to the Moon. Today the USSR is just a memory and America seems to be the only superpower left. America is not without its enemies however. The last few years have borne witness to this fact. The enemies of today however aren’t interested in boasts and display. The enemy today is a far less tangible entity and another trip to the Moon will do nothing to dissuade their attacks, or weaken their resolve. The drive and determination of the American government was lost with the end of the Cold War and is unlikely to re-appear until another superpower develops. The most likely candidate to become the next superpower is China and true to form they have been talking about a mission to Mars. What better way, after all, to demonstrate your countries power than by another audacious propaganda stunt? However, at the moment, China’s space program is not nearly ready to head to Mars in the near future and they have far more pressing issues to attend to. With over 1 billion people, China, for the moment at least, is the most populous country in the World. The Three Gorges Dam project has shown they are capable of achieving projects on a scale never before seen on this planet but the SARS epidemic has shown another side to the country. A third world country, with third world health problems. Whether they decide to tackle these problems before or after a mission to Mars will mean a difference of decades, and as has been seen in the changes following the Apollo program, a lot can change in a few decades. It seems as if we will never make it to Mars, and if we do the price, another Cold War, could be unbearably high. However, the future need not be so disheartening. Governments are only one way via which we can travel to Mars.

   Impossible—China Self-Reliance

No cooperation – china wants self-reliance and are militarizing in the squo.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

China investing to achieve self-reliance in space China’s announcement to replace all of its communications and broadcast satellites with indigenous models by 2010 is indicative of its efforts to achieve self-reliance in space,195 which appears to be driven through the development of advanced dual-use capabilities. Reports emerged in 2007 that China is developing 15 different types of satellites, including Earth observation, intelligence, signals intelligence, small, and micro,196 all of which would have dual-use capabilities. China launched the Compass-M1 test satellite into MEO in April 2007. It is intended for system in-orbit validation and to secure the frequency filings for the Compass regional navigation system following launch of a Beidou Test System satellite into GEO on 2 February 2007.197 The Beidou Test System for China’s satellite navigation plans is currently active and provides service to navigation terminals in China. Unlike other navigation systems, Beidou is composed of four satellites in GEO. The Compass system is intended to build on the Beidou Test System, first by providing regional service either in 2008 or 2009. Plans for a global system of 30 satellites in MEO and five in GEO are currently conceptual, but entail 24-hour all-weather coverage to provide precise time and orbit information on L-band frequencies. Although Compass falls under China’s defense ministry, it is intended to provide both an Open Service with position accuracy of 20 meters and an Authorized Service that will be “highly reliable even in complex situations.”198 Concerns have been expressed that Compass 131 Space Support for Terrestrial Military Operations Space Security 2008 will use the same radio frequencies as Galileo and possibly GPS (see Space EnvironmentTrend 1.4); however, China maintains that this is still under negotiation. Some analysts have suggested that using the same radio frequencies would make it more difficult for the Compass system to be jammed.199 China also launched Yaogan-3 (Remote Sensing Satellite-3) on 11 November 2007. A civilian satellite intended to monitor Earth resources, estimate crop yields, and assist with natural disasters, this SAR satellite is also described by some unsourced Western reports as having a military designation, Jian Bing-6, and as funded by the People’s Liberation Army.200 SAR provides a wide range of powerful civilian and military applications. Like other SAR satellites launched in 2007, including Italy’s Cosmo-SkyMed and Canada’s Radarsat-2, it is possible that Yaogan-3 will be used for both civilian and military purposes. Yaogan-3 and an optical imaging satellite, Yaogan-2, were both launched secretly and little information has been provided on their uses, aside from the generic description of China’s remote sensing program.201 China also launched the civilian China-Brazil Earth Resources Satellite (CBERS-2B) developed with Brazil. Unlike previous satellites launched through this partnership, the CBERS-2B carries a high-resolution camera capable of providing black-and-white images with a resolution of 2.5 meters, which could support some military applications.202 Brazil has plans to boost its military spending by over 50 percent in 2008. The amount is pegged at $5-billion; however, it is unclear how much of it will be directed to military space infrastructure. Brazil has pointed out that it plans to overhaul all areas of its armed forces.203 Its space activities are under the authority of the Brazilian Air Force. 

   Impossible—US Military Policy

No cooperation—U.S. space focused on military policy.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

Fueled by the revolution in military affairs, the military doctrine of a number of states increasingly reflects a growing focus on space-based applications to support military force enhancement functions (see Space Support forTerrestrialMilitary Operations). Related to this trend is a tendency among major space powers and several emerging space powers to view their space assets as an integral element of their national critical infrastructure. While there is a specific hierarchy in US military space doctrine documents, some emphaize space control, defined as the “freedom of action in space for friendly forces while, when directed, denying it to an adversary.”120 It is US policy, under Joint Publication 3-14 and Department of Defense (DOD) Space Control Policy, to emphasize tactical denial, meaning that denial should have localized, reversible, and temporary effects.121 There is currently an active debate within the US on how best to assure the security of vulnerable national space assets. Some advocate the development of space control capabilities, including enhanced protection, active defense systems, and space-based counterspace weapons. The 2003 US Air Force (USAF) Transformation Flight Plan in particular calls for onboard protection capabilities for space assets, coupled with offensive counterspace systems to ensure space control for US forces.122 The 2004 USAF document on Counterspace Operations doctrine makes explicit mention of military operations conceived “to deceive, disrupt, deny, degrade, or destroy adversary space capabilities.”123 Others in this debate advocate enhanced protection measures, but oppose the deployment of weapons in space.124Much official US military space doctrine has remained focused primarily on force enhancement, as reflected in the US DOD 1999 Space Policy.125 The authoritative US joint doctrine on such matters, Joint Publication 3-14, as well as the 2004 USAF Posture Statement reflect a continuing emphasis on using space assets for traditional force enhancement or combat support operations, as well as other passive measures such as space systems protection and responsive space access.126 Interest in developing an antiballistic missile system in the US has fuelled discussion and plans for space-based interceptors and space-based lasers. Most notable was President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative of 1983. The National Missile Defense Act of 1999 makes it the policy of the US to “deploy as soon as is technologically possible an effective National Missile Defense…against limited ballistic missile attack.”127 While not explicitly mentioning particular space-based systems, the 2006 National Space Policy calls on the Secretary ofDefense to provide space capabilities to support “multi-layered and integrated missile defenses.”128

   Impossible—Economic Tensions

Economic tensions make cooperation difficult.

Hays 09 (Dr. Peter L. Hays is a senior policy analyst supporting the plans and programs division of the National Security Space Office. A retired Lieutenant Colonel with 25 years of service in the Air Force, he has focused his studies and research on U.S. national security space. “Space and Sino-American Security Relations.” .” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

United States and Chinese commercial space objectives probably align most closely but they are also out of sync and face considerable friction due to economic competition, protectionist policies, and export controls. The United States was first to develop space services such as communications, remote sensing, launch, and positioning, navigation, 8APSCO is headquartered in Beijing and began formal operations in December 2008. China, Bangladesh, Iran, Mongolia, Pakistan, Peru and Thailand are member states and Indonesia and Turkey also signed the APSCO convention and timing capabilities but did so within the public sector. This approach began to change in the 1980s, first with the November 1984 Presidential Determination to allow some private sector communication services to compete with Intelsat, and continued with subsequent policies designed to foster development of a commercial space sector. By the late 1990s commercial space activity worldwide had outpaced government activity and although government space investments remain very important, they are likely to become increasingly overshadowed by commercial activity. Other clear commercial and economic distinctions with the Cold War era have even more significant implications: whereas the Soviet Union was only a military superpower, China is a major U.S. trading partner and an economic superpower that recently passed Germany to became the world’s third largest economy, is poised to pass Japan soon, and is on a path to become larger than the U.S. economy, perhaps within only ten years. Because of its economic muscle, China can afford to devote commensurately more resources to its military capabilities and will play a more significant role in shaping the global economic system. For example, China holds an estimated $1.4 trillion in foreign assets (mainly U.S. treasury notes), an amount that gives it great leverage in the structure of the system 

Cooperation impossible – China wants to develop competiveness.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

On 10 May 2007 China’s State Council released the country’s 11th five-year Space Development Plan for 2006–2010, which follows a blueprint developed by the Commission of Science, Technology, and Industry for National Defense (COSTIND).110 Program priorities include manned space flight, lunar exploration, launch vehicle development, and high-resolution Earth observation. The plan also emphasizes China’s determination to promote the commercial development of space, particularly in the areas of telecommunications, navigation, and remote sensing.111 While stressing the peaceful nature of China’s exploration of space, the Chinese President called on space exploration efforts to help to build China’s social, economic, and technological strength.112 This is in keeping with the 2006 White Paper on Space Activities, which suggests that China intends to be a major competitor in the space industry and links space activities to its national interests and “comprehensive national strengths.”113 While focused on civil space efforts, the technologies are dual-use and the policy resonates with theWhite Paper China’s National Defense in 2006, which stresses “informationization” as a key strategy in the modernization of the People’s Liberation Army. 114 

   Impossible—Technology and Experience
Technology and experience are barriers to cooperation.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 
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Organizational and Technical Asymmetries At the most basic level, one of the key obstacles to increased Sino-American space cooperation is the disparity in space-related experience. The United States has placed over a thousand objects into orbit; by contrast, the PRC has only orbited a hundred. In the realm of human spaceflight, the disparity is even greater. The United States has nearly fifty years of experience with manned missions; the PRC, as of 2008, had thus far engaged in only three actual crewed flights. Paralleling the differences in experience, there are also differences in technological capability. Chinese systems often have a shorter lifespan than their Western counterparts. The Chinese Fengyun-2 geostationary weather satellites, for example, had projected lifespans of only two years; by contrast, the US GOES (Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellite) has a projected lifespan of 5 years, but often exceeds that (GOES-10, for example, was launched in 1997, and exhausted its fuel in 2006). Chinese literature does suggest that the latest generation Fengyun weather satellite and Dongfanghong-4 communications satellite will have life-spans approaching those of their Western counterparts. These differences complicate any effort at cooperation, since it is not clear what the United States would necessarily gain from cooperating with the PRC, at least in terms of technology and experience.

   Impossible—Talks Fail

Talks fail – different negotiating styles.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 
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In particular, the absence of a legacy of interactions goes to the heart of the Chinese approach to negotiations. President Richard Nixon’s visit to China in 1972 and the subsequent establishment of diplomatic relations in 1979, for example, was the culmination of nearly twenty years of meetings in Geneva and Warsaw.20 “From the Chinese perspective, these [Ambassadorial] Talks and the events leading to the Talks established the boundaries within which the ultimate solutions were found. Like building a stone house, a solid foundation for the 20 For further details on the Ambassadorial Talks, see Kenneth T. Young, Negotiating with the Chinese Communists (NY: McGraw-Hill, 1968). relationship had to be laid, if the relationship was to endure.”21 The absence of such a foundation means that any effort to foster cooperation in space arena, which touches on sensitive issues of national capabilities as well as being potentially highly technical, will also have to reconcile very different approaches to the process of negotiation. “Top-Down” versus “Bottom-Up” In this regard, American and Chinese negotiators tend to take very different approaches. Chinese negotiators in general seek first to establish sets of principles that will then govern all subsequent interactions.22 For example, in many international negotiations, the Chinese emphasize the importance of both sides starting from the “five principles of peaceful co-existence”: • Mutual respect for territorial integrity and sovereignty • Mutual non-aggression • Mutual non-interference in internal affairs • Equality and mutual benefit • Peaceful coexistence23 This is in direct contrast to the American approach, in which negotiations begin by establishing specifics, “avoiding debates about generalities which can easily become entangled in political or philosophical 
   Impossible—Barriers Laundry List
Too many obstacles.

-ideologies

-human rights

- trade policy

- Taiwan

- COPUOS and PAROS inefficiency

- PPWT

- fissile materials

-technological disparities

- government structures

-space organization

- cultural and historical differences.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 
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In considering the potential for cooperation, the discussions undertaken at the three workshops have served to highlight the very real obstacles to cooperation that exist between the PRC and the United States. At its most basic, cooperation between the two sides has to operate within the political realities that mark the Sino-American relationship. There are a number of outstanding issues that separate the two, from their respective political ideologies, to such issues as human rights, trade policy, and the status of Taiwan that make any improvements in relations a delicate process. An especially prominent obstacle to greater cooperation of any sort are the mutual suspicions over security issues. US-Chinese military-to-military contacts, for example, have varied greatly, reflecting the vagaries in the general tenor of Sino-American relations—and space was no exception. In October 2006, the commander of the US Strategic Command (STRATCOM), Marine General James Cartwright, expressed interest in engaging the PLA on such space issues as collision avoidance and perceptions of attacks on satellites. He hoped to raise these topics in discussions with his counterpart, General Jing Zhiyuan, commander of the Chinese Second Artillery force (which is responsible for China’s nuclear forces). Indeed, Jing’s visit had been discussed as part of the same April 2006 Hu-Bush summit that had led to NASA Administrator Griffin’s visit.8 As of the end of 2008, however, Jing had still not visited the United States, despite repeated invitations. The security issue is especially prominent in the multilateral arena, which directly affects prospects for space cooperation. Although both the US and the PRC are members of the UN Outer Space Committee (also known as the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space or COPUOS) and the Ad Hoc Committee for Preventing an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) within the UN Conference on Disarmament, little movement has occurred in either body. Significant differences of opinion on the utility of a new arms control agreement (proposed by the PRC and Russia, and opposed by the United States), coupled with complicating linkages to such issues as limits on new fissile materials, have led to few new space-related developments in these multilateral security arenas. Beyond these broad strategic political concerns that affect all aspects of relations between Beijing and Washington, are a number of factors that are specifically likely to affect US Chinese space cooperation. These include issues of technological disparities and non-parallel government structures and space organizations, as well as deeper differences rooted in fundamental approaches to negotiations, as well as cultural and historical differences that color both sides’ views. 

   Impossible—Media

Media pressures mean the aff fails.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 
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The pressures of today’s media environment also would militate against high-visibility projects. On the one hand, news that the US was negotiating with China to cooperate on space issues would generate correspondingly heightened expectations from the American mass media—which the Chinese media would happily abet. The push to initial some kind of agreement would run counter to the need for patience when negotiating with Beijing. Ironically, these same pressures might also undermine Sino-American cooperation. Beijing’s release of a “transcript” of conversations between the Beijing mission control center and the Shenzhou VII even before the mission had begun suggests that the PRC retains a skeptical view of free reporting. Conversely, Western coverage of the 2008 Beijing Olympics aroused some indignation despite its generally positive tenor, as the press noted the lip-synching by Lin Miaoke and the age controversy of the Chinese women’s gymnastics team.42 This mutual suspicion (if not antagonism) would likely be exacerbated in the event of a high-profile mission such as a Sino-American counterpart to Apollo-Soyuz. While such a mission would likely provide moments of high drama, as well as significant public relations value, the reality is that the media pressures would be far greater in today’s media environment than thirty years ago.

   Impossible—Delay

Lack of status quo cooperation means the plan will be delayed.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 
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Should the US and the PRC actively seek to cooperate, any ventures will first require extensive negotiations. As noted earlier, there has been only minimal interaction between American and Chinese space authorities. This means that there is not an extensive foundation of personal relationships or even negotiating experience on space issues between the two countries upon which to build. With neither institutional nor personal relations, the process is likely to be extremely lengthy.

Barriers mean cooperation will be delayed.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 
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At this point, it is not clear that the American side has done this. Nor is it clear that the groundwork necessary for negotiations, as noted above, has begun. To balance this, however, it is unlikely that Sino-American space cooperation will be a “front-burner” topic for the new administration. Consequently, even the initiation of discussions for cooperation is likely to be delayed. This means that the American side has been granted a reprieve to learn the record, understand the issues, and arrive at an American bottom line, to which it can then adhere. What the Eisenhower Center workshop experience suggests, however, is that the Chinese are unlikely to be helpful in gaining an understanding of the PRC’s political context. Judging from their comments, there is an apparent indifference towards, if not rejection of, transparency. This is complicated by the lack of American analysts on Chinese space policy. It remains to be seen whether the Chinese will value providing clarity of intent to the American side.
   Impossible—Security Concerns
Security dilemma means US-China space cooperation is impossible.

David 06 (“U.S.-China Space Ties Weighed” by Leonard David, Senior Space Writer for Space.Com. 20 April 2006. http://www.space.com/2318-china-space-ties-weighed.html)

U.S.-China space relations are a classic security dilemma, where two states are drawn toward conflict though neither really wants that, Johnson-Freese explained. The reasons are fairly straightforward and strongly influenced by the technology involved, Johnson-Freese suggested. "Specifically, there is no distinction between space technology for civil or military use, since 95 percent of space technology is dual-use, and further--and really problematic--there is often little or no distinction between military technology that is offensive or defensive in nature," Johnson-Freese explained. "So, fear of being exploited drives countries to view actions of others in zero-sum terms." All this is further exacerbated when there is a predisposition by one state to view the other as an adversary ... or even a "potential" adversary. While strategically the U.S. talks about working with China, there are still other voices that talk about China as a potential near-peer competitor, due to Taiwan, the growth of their military, resource competition, and other issues of alarm, Johnson-Freese explained. All that said, she added: "It is very likely that the lens through which the U.S.--as the currently dominate space power--will view any expansion of Chinese space power will be a military one."

No cooperation – China views space as a military arena.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

China’s military space doctrine, should it exist, is not made public. China’s 2006White Paper on Space Activities identifies national security as a principle of China’s space program.137As part of the modernization of its armed forces, the 2004 National Defense White Paper describes China’s plans to develop technologies, including “dual purpose technology” in space, for civil and military use.138 A subsequent White Paper in 2006 describes “informationization” as a key strategy of its military modernization, although there is no express mention of the use of outer space for national defense purposes, and asserts an international security strategy based on developing cooperative, non-confrontational, and non-aligned military relations with other states.139 Nonetheless, in contemporary Chinese military science, the military use of space is inextricably linked to attaining comprehensive national military power.140 China demonstrated significant counterspace capabilities via missile intercept of an orbiting satellite on 11 January 2007, but maintains that the test was “not targeted at any country and will not threaten any country,” and has remained publicly committed to the non-weaponization of space.141

No cooperation—China’s space program is run by the PLA: attempts to cooperate would be blocked by the U.S.

Richburg 11 (Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation | Keith B. Richburg: Washington Post Staff Writer | Saturday, January 22, 2011 | http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/21/AR2011012104480.html)

Hainan also has another advantage: Parts of the island are already zoned for military use under the PLA's control. China's space program has a civilian component, under the China National Space Administration, but it is run primarily by the military. That could make enhanced cooperation with the United States difficult - and not just from the Chinese side. Last fall, when NASA administrator Charles F. Bolden Jr. visited China to explore areas where the two countries could cooperate in space, two senior Republican members of Congress - Reps. Frank R. Wolf (Va.) and John Abney Culberson (Tex.) - wrote to Bolden beforehand to protest, saying they had "serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program" and warning that "China's intentions for its space program are questionable at best." Since Republicans won control of the House in November's elections, Wolf now chairs the House Appropriations Committee's commerce, justice and science subcommittee, which oversees NASA's budget, and Culberson is a senior subcommittee member.

Aff will fail – China needs to have an independent civilian space program first.

Foust 06 (Jeff Foust (jeff@thespacereview.com) is the editor and publisher of The Space Review. He also operates the Spacetoday.net web site and the Space Politics and Personal Spaceflight weblogs. Views and opinions expressed in this article are those of the author alone, and do not represent the official positions of any organization or company, including the Futron Corporation, the author’s employer. “US-China space cooperation: the Congressional view.” 07/17/06. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/661/1.)

Inevitably, when the issue of cooperation with China comes up, so does the concept of competition: that China might be racing the US back to the Moon, for example. Neither Kirk nor Larsen, though, saw much of a race between the two nations. Speaking about China’s manned spaceflight program, Kirk noted that “my sense is it’s slightly slowed despite the technical prowess and achievement and the PR attention put on the program. The tangible transparent financial commitments by the central government of China to the space program could be larger than they are and so I have got some sense that the momentum on the civilian side is not as big as it could be.” Or, as Larsen put it: “I don’t know that we’re in a space race with China. If this thing is a marathon, we have got 385 yards left and they are still at the starting line.” The two made it clear that while US perceptions of China need to change for cooperation between the two on space issues to grow, there also needs to be changes in how China runs its space program, particularly the role of the People’s Liberation Army. “We’re just not sure who runs it and who sets the policy,” Larsen said. “I don’t know that we’re in a space race with China,” said Larsen. “If this thing is a marathon, we have got 385 yards left and they are still at the starting line.” “I think one of the things that would be necessary is a vast upgrade in the transparency of the Chinese civilian space program, its budget, its operation, its command, and its direction,” Kirk said. “Over the long haul, if China had an entirely civilian space agency that was completely run and administered and even guarded by a civilian agency, that would improve potential for cooperation an international context.”

Cooperation is impossible – integrated command

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

This is further complicated by the integrated nature of the Chinese space program. Any cooperation between the two states, from the American perspective, should not result in a transfer of militarily significant technology to the PRC. Indeed, it was precisely charges to this effect, leveled against the Loral and Hughes Aerospace corporations, which brought a halt to US use of Chinese launchers for commercial and civilian purposes. As the Cox Commission Report notes, “the guidance system used on the Long March-2C, Long March-2E, and Long March-3 rockets is also used on the CSS-4 intercontinental ballistic missile.”9 The commonality of systems between Chinese civilian space launch vehicles and current Chinese missile systems means that any cooperation between the two nations’ space programs, even in ostensibly civilian or commercial areas, could well lead to improvements in China’s offensive missile capabilities. According to some of the Chinese participants in the Eisenhower Center workshops, they had been unaware of this concern.

Cooperation is impossible – dual-use systems prove.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 
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Nor is the integration of Chinese civilian and military space capabilities limited to issues of dual-use systems. Broadly speaking, there is no bright dividing line between Chinese military and civilian space authorities, either. That the Chinese should have a closely integrated civilian and military space sector is not surprising. When Deng Xiaoping came to power in 1978, he set forth the general Chinese guideline (zong fangzhen) of “civil military combined, wartime-peacetime combined, give preference to military goods, have the civilian nurture the military” [(junmin jiehe, pingzhan jiehe, junpin youxiang, yi min yiang jun)]. This general guideline remains a cornerstone in China’s efforts to foster broad national development. Deng’s call for close civil-military integration is echoed in the PRC’s 2006 space white paper. This paper (and its 2000 predecessor) issued by China’s State Council, the highest governmental body in the People’s PRC, was specifically cited by Chinese delegates to the 2008 workshop as essential for understanding China’s space program. The paper notes that a key principle underlying the development of China’s space industry is that it is “a strategic way to enhance its economic, scientific, technological, and national defense strength, as well as a cohesive force for the unity of the Chinese people.”10 

   Impossible—Rollback

US-China space cooperation would cause Congress to cut all funding for NASA and the project. 

Svitak 11 (Amy Svitak| China Viewed as Potential U.S. Partner in Future Mars Exploration| May 4th 2011 |Space News | http://www.spacenews.com/policy/110504-china-partner-mars-exploration.html)

WASHINGTON — U.S. President Barack Obama views China as a potential partner for an eventual human mission to Mars that would be difficult for any single nation to undertake, a senior White House official told lawmakers. Testifying May 4 before the House Appropriations commerce, justice, science subcommittee, White House science adviser John Holdren said near-term engagement with China in civil space will help lay the groundwork for any such future endeavor. He prefaced his remarks with the assertion that human exploration of Mars is a long-term proposition and that any discussion of cooperating with Beijing on such an effort is speculative. “[What] the president has deemed worth discussing with the Chinese and others is that when the time comes for humans to visit Mars, it’s going to be an extremely expensive proposition and the question is whether it will really make sense — at the time that we’re ready to do that — to do it as one nation rather than to do it in concert,” Holdren said in response to a question from Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), a staunch China critic who chairs the powerful subcommittee that oversees NASA spending. Holdren, who said NASA could also benefit from cooperating with China on detection and tracking of orbital debris, stressed that any U.S. collaboration with Beijing in manned spaceflight would depend on future Sino-U.S. relations. “But many of us, including the president, including myself, including [NASA Administrator Charles] Bolden, believe that it’s not too soon to have preliminary conversations about what involving China in that sort of cooperation might entail,” Holdren said. “If China is going to be, by 2030, the biggest economy in the world … it could certainly be to our benefit to share the costs of such an expensive venture with them and with others.” Wolf, who characterizes China’s government as “fundamentally evil,” said it is outrageous that the Obama administration would have close ties with Beijing’s space program, which is believed to be run primarily by the People’s Liberation Army, or PLA. “When you say you want to work in concert, it’s almost like you’re talking about Norway or England or something like that,” an irate Wolf told Holdren, repeatedly pounding a hand against the table top in front of him. “As long as I have breath in me, we will talk about this, we will deal with this issue, whether it be a Republican administration or a Democrat administration, it is fundamentally immoral.” Holdren said he admired Wolf’s leadership in calling attention to China’s human rights record, but noted that even when then-U.S. President Ronald Reagan referred to the former Soviet Union as “the evil empire” in the late 1980s, he continued to cooperate with the communist bloc in science and technology if doing so was deemed in the U.S. national interest. “The efforts we are undertaking to do things together with China in science and technology are very carefully crafted to be efforts that are in our own national interest,” Holdren said. “That does not mean that we admire the Chinese government; that does not mean we are blind to the human rights abuses.” Holdren said that as White House science adviser, his capacity to influence the president’s diplomatic approach to Beijing is limited. “I am not the person who’s going to be whispering in the president’s ear on what our stance toward China should be, government to government, except in the domain where I have the responsibility for helping the president judge whether particular activities in science and technology are in our national interest or not,” Holdren said. Recently enacted legislation prohibits U.S. government collaboration with the Chinese in areas funded by Wolf’s subcommittee, whose jurisdiction also includes the U.S. Commerce and Justice departments, the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Standards and Technology. When asked how he interpreted the new law, part of a continuing resolution approved in April that funds federal agencies through Sept. 30, Holdren said the administration will live within the terms of the prohibition. “I am instructed, after consultation with counsel, who in turn consulted with appropriate people in the Department of Justice, that that language should not be read as prohibiting actions that are part of the president’s constitutional authority to conduct negotiations,” Holdren said. “At the same time there are obviously a variety of aspects of that prohibition that very much apply and we’ll be looking at that on a case by case basis in [the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy] to be sure we are compliant.” Rep. John Culberson (R-Texas), who joined Wolf last fall in opposing an official visit to Beijing by Bolden, accused Holdren and the White House of plotting to circumvent the law. “It’s not ambiguous, it’s not confusing, but you just stated to the chairman of this committee that you and the administration have already embarked on a policy to evade and avoid this very specific and unambiguous requirement of law if in your opinion it is in furtherance of negotiation of a treaty,” Culberson said. “That’s exactly what you just said. I don’t want to hear about you not being a lawyer.” Holdren said a variety of opinions and legal documents indicate the president has exclusive constitutional authority to determine the time, scope and objectives of international negotiations and discussions, as well as the authority to determine the preferred agents who will represent the United States in those exchanges. Culberson reminded Holdren that the administration’s civil research and development funding flows through Wolf’s subcommittee, and that funding could be choked off if the White House fails to comply with the law. “Your office cannot participate, nor can NASA, in any way, in any type of policy, program, order or contract of any kind with China or any Chinese-owned company,” Culberson said. “If you or anyone in your office, or anyone at NASA participates, collaborates or coordinates in any way with China or a Chinese-owned company … you’re in violation of this statute, and frankly you’re endangering your funding. You’ve got a huge problem on your hands. Huge.” 

If the aff happens regardless of the ban, it causes Republican backlash that slashes NASA funding, making the aff impossible.

Johnson-Freese 11 (Joan Johnson-Freese is a Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College. The views expressed in this article are the author’s alone and do not represent the official position of the Department of the Navy, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. government. June 10, 2011. US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown. http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown/.)

While the ban only covered expenditures through September 30, 2011, it could be an issue in Fiscal Year 2012 as well since Representative Frank Wolk (R-VA), a fierce critic of China and chair of the House spending committee that oversees NASA and several science agencies, and other committee Republicans, are clearly focused on the issue. Tetchy exchanges between ban supporters and presidential science advisor John Holdren occurred at subsequent Congressional hearings on the FY 2012 budget when Holdren stated that the ban did not apply to the President’s ability to conduct foreign policy.  Wolf and company pushed back against anything that would provide a loophole for presidential discretion in working with China, tacitly threatening future NASA funding if the intent of their ban were to be evaded.

   Impossible—ASAT Test
No cooperation with China – 2007 ASAT test proves.

Logan 08 (China’s Space Program: Options for U.S.-China Cooperation. Jeffrey Logan: Specialist in Energy Policy, Resources, Science, and Industry Division. CRS Report for Congress. 09/29/08 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22777.pdf)

China has a determined, yet still modest, program of civilian space activities planned for the next decade. The potential for U.S.-China cooperation in space — an issue of interest to Congress — has become more controversial since the January 2007 Chinese anti-satellite test. The test reinforced concerns about Chinese intentions in outer space and jeopardized space assets of more than two dozen countries by creating a large cloud of orbital space debris. Some argue that Chinese capabilities now threaten U.S. space assets in low earth orbit. Others stress the need to expand dialogue with China. 

Cooperation is not possible – ASAT test proves.

Logan 08 (China’s Space Program: Options for U.S.-China Cooperation. Jeffrey Logan: Specialist in Energy Policy, Resources, Science, and Industry Division. CRS Report for Congress. 09/29/08 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22777.pdf)

On January 11, 2007, China conducted its first successful anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons test, destroying one of its inactive weather satellites.14 No advance notice of the test was given, nor has China yet explained convincingly the intentions of the test.15 The international community condemned the test as an irresponsible act because it polluted that orbital slot with thousands of pieces of debris that will threaten the space assets of more than two dozen countries, including China’s, for years. Understanding the nuances of China’s intent in conducting the test is important, but remains open to interpretation. How was the decision made to conduct a test that would contradict Beijing’s publicly-held position on the peaceful use of outer space, and that would almost certainly incur international condemnation? Some speculate that the United States’ unilateral positions encouraged China to conduct the test to demonstrate that it could not be ignored.16 In particular, the U.S. National Space Policy issued in September 2006 declares that the United States would “deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests.”17 Given China’s apparent commitment to space, the growing U.S. dependence on space for security and military use, and Chinese concerns over Taiwan, the ASAT test may have been a demonstration of strategic Chinese deterrence.18 Others saw a more nefarious display of China’s space capabilities, and a sign that China has more ambitious objectives in space.19 Still others speculate that the engineers running China’s ASAT program simply wanted to verify the technology that they had spent decades developing and significantly underestimated the international outrage the test provoked.20 The Chinese ASAT test seemed to derail any movement to build on the meeting between NASA and CNSA. Some believe that China’s ASAT test will continue to dampen momentum that might have been building for the two countries to expand cooperation, while others argue that it is a pressing reason to boost dialogue.21 

   Impossible—Empirics

Cooperation is not possible – empirics prove.

Logan 08 (China’s Space Program: Options for U.S.-China Cooperation. Jeffrey Logan: Specialist in Energy Policy, Resources, Science, and Industry Division. CRS Report for Congress. 09/29/08 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22777.pdf)

China and the United States have a limited history of both civilian and military collaboration in space. China has publicly pushed for more dialogue and joint activities. Mistrust of Chinese space intentions grew in the mid-1990s when U.S. companies were accused of transferring potentially sensitive military information to China.12 Since then, cooperation has stagnated, often roiled by larger economic, political, and security frictions in the U.S.-China relationship. In September 2006, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin visited his Chinese counterpart, Laiyan Sun, in China. He couched the visit as a “get acquainted” opportunity rather than the start of any serious cooperation in order to keep expectations low. No follow-on activities were announced after the trip, although the Chinese issued a fourpoint proposal for ongoing dialogue between the two organizations that stressed annual exchanges and confidence building measures.13

   Impossible—Legal Barriers

No cooperation – it’s illegal and the plan doesn’t overturn Section 1340 of NASA’s budget.

Johnson-Freese 11 (Joan Johnson-Freese is a Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College. The views expressed in this article are the author’s alone and do not represent the official position of the Department of the Navy, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. government. June 10, 2011. US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown. http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown/.)

In early May when the US government was scrambling to pass a budget, a provision was slipped into the NASA appropriations bill that while counter to Obama Administration policy of expanded space cooperation, was not as important as getting a continuing resolution passed and so allowed to slide through. Section 1340 of NASA’s budget prohibited NASA and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) from spending funds to “develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company.” It also prohibited the hosting of “official Chinese visitors” at any NASA facility. Clearly, a comprehensive ban on US-China space cooperation was intended. 

Huge barrier to the plan—it’s illegal.

Space Politics 11 (What’s the Future of US-China Cooperation in Space? | May 5th, 2011 | http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/05/05/whats-the-future-of-us-china-cooperation-in-space)

One of the few specific space policy provisions included in the final continuing resolution that funds the federal government through the rest of fiscal year 2011 has to do with cooperation with China–or, rather, prohibiting cooperation with China. The CR prevents NASA and OSTP from using any funds to “develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company” unless specifically authorized in a future law. That also prevents NASA from using any funds “to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized by” the space agency. That would appear to put the brakes on any prospects for cooperation with China, at least through this fiscal year.

The Wolf Clause blocks space cooperation with China 

Young, 11 - Connie Young, CBS News Producer, 7/7/11 (“Can U.S. afford to snub China in space quest?” CBS News, Accessed online at http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503543_162-20077462-503543.html, Accessed on 7/11/11)

The fast-approaching end of the U.S. space shuttle program is about to leave America entirely dependent on its international partners to carry astronauts to and from space for the foreseeable future, just as a tenuous relationship with China - whose space program is advancing rapidly - hits an all-time low in the area of space exploration. Beijing was deeply offended when two journalists from China's state-run Xinhua news agency were barred from covering the historic launch of the shuttle Endeavour in May, the second-to-last mission for the U.S. shuttle program. Endeavour blasted off from Florida's Kennedy Space Center on May 16, carrying an Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer-2 particle detector - a $1.5 billion apparatus developed, in part, by Chinese scientists. It became a source of national pride in China. Banned from covering the launch, the government mouthpiece lashed out in a report two days blasting "discriminative" new U.S. legislation which bans any of NASA's government-apportioned funding being used in partnership with, to support or host any entity of the Chinese government. The Xinhua article refers to a clause added by Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), chairman of the House committee which oversees NASA's budget - and a fierce critic of China's human rights record, to an emergency national budget bill passed in April to keep the U.S. government running for six months. Xinhua's article claimed "even Americans themselves" viewed the so-called "Wolf Clause" as discriminatory. The emergency budget averted a government-wide shutdown, and it was passed in spite of vocal objections by members of both parties to many of the restrictions included. However, there has been little talk in Washington specifically about the clause on space cooperation with China, and no U.S. lawmakers have publicly labeled it "discriminative," as Xinhua suggested. "Obviously, the 'Wolf Clause' runs counter to the trend that both China and the United States are trying to push ahead their exchanges and cooperation in science and technology," said the Xinhua article. In remarks to the House Appropriations subcommittee explaining his stance, Wolf made it clear China's dismal record on human rights was behind the legislation blocking any NASA interaction with China's military-run space program. "Consider our differing worldviews," said Wolf. "The U.S. was founded on the premise that liberty is a birthright, that individual human life is sacred, that the freedom to worship according to the dictates of your conscience is paramount. The Chinese government operates antithetically to these beliefs." "There is no clearer indication of the gulf that exists between our two countries than the Chinese government's treatment of its own people." But experts in U.S.-China relations accuse Wolf of seeking to "ram through a potentially unconstitutional assault on the president's ability to conduct scientific diplomacy." Gregory Kulacki, a Beijing-based global security analyst and member of the Union of Concerned Scientists wrote in the journal "Nature" that the restrictions placed on NASA may, in part, be partisan U.S. politics threatening to further exacerbate a relationship already fraught with distrust. The scientist tells CBS News that Wolf's amendment was "prompted by efforts by the Obama administration to reach out to the Chinese (on space cooperation) even though the Bush Administration had been doing the same thing for years." "The ban should be lifted," wrote Kulacki bluntly. "The progress of Chinese space activity during the previous US administration suggests that the prohibitions that have stifled Sino-American scientific cooperation for decades have not achieved their aims, and have arguably been counterproductive. China has shown that it has the talent and resources to go it alone. The sanctions have only severed links between the countries and made a new generation of Chinese intellectuals resentful and suspicious of the United States. And they stand in contrast to the tradition of scientists strengthening diplomatic relations." Other experts agree that cooperation between the two countries, particularly on space and science projects, is mutually beneficial. Mitigating space debris and collecting data for weather and natural disasters around the globe, once spearheaded by former Secretary of State Collin Powell, are a few examples of common interests. Joan Johnson-Freese, Chairman of the National Security Decision Making Department at the U.S. Naval War College, an expert on China's space program, agrees with Kulacki's assessment. "I think (the bill) is fool-hearted," she told CBS News in a telephone interview. "We ought to be working with them on things like space debris and we also should be working with them so that we can learn more about their program." "There are a number of members of Congress who are adamant we will not work with China," said Johnson-Freese. "Meanwhile, China is reaching out and working with many, many countries." Beijing now has cooperative agreements with Russia, Canada, Europe, Venezuela as well as neighboring countries. Collaborations include joint satellite projects, aerospace university exchanges, export of communication satellites and the sharing of some of its satellite imaging data for natural resources. "About the only country that has said 'no thank you' to cooperation with China, is the United States," noted Johnson-Freese.

No way of getting around the ban.

Mervis 4/21/2011, Jeffery, He reports on and coordinates coverage of science policy in the United States and around the world for the Science Magazine. A former newspaper editor, he's been a science writer since 1981, “Spending Bill Prohibits U.S.-China Collaborations,” Science Magazine, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/04/spending-bill-prohibits-us-china.html

A little-noticed clause in the 2011 spending bill signed into law last week cuts off funding for a host of scientific exchanges between the United States and China. Representative Frank Wolf (R-VA), a fierce opponent of the Chinese government and chair of a key appropriations panel, inserted two sentences into the legislation that prohibits any joint scientific activity between the two nations that involves NASA or is coordinated by the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP). White House officials say that they are still reviewing the language. On the surface, it appears to apply only to those two entities, and the bill extends only for the rest of the 2011 fiscal year, which ends on 30 September. But that still cuts a wide swath. And Wolf makes it clear that he would like to permanently shut down all collaborations between the two governments. "We don't want to give them the opportunity to take advantage of our technology, and we have nothing to gain from dealing with them," says Wolf. "And frankly, it boils down to a moral issue. ... Would you have a bilateral program with Stalin?" The language in the spending bill says that no government funds can be used by NASA or OSTP "to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company." It also prevents any NASA facility from hosting "official Chinese visitors." Wolf says that he singled out NASA because China's space program, although nominally independent, "is run by the People's Liberation Army." But the inclusion of OSTP is meant to cast a much bigger net, he adds. "It addresses everything, the entire bilateral relationship on science and technology with respect to NASA and everything that involves OSTP," he says. "It's the whole ball of wax." In January the two countries signed an extension of a 1979 agreement on science and technology cooperation that has spawned dozens of projects sponsored by several U.S. agencies and their Chinese counterparts. A fact sheet accompanying the 19 January event at the White House between presidential science advisor John Holdren and Chinese science minister Wan Gang cites cooperative research covering "fisheries, earth and atmospheric sciences, basic research in physics and chemistry, energy, agriculture, civil industrial technology, geology, health, and disaster relief." In November 2006, the National Science Foundation (NSF) opened an office in Beijing to foster such research collaborations, for example, and in November 2009 the two countries announced what may be the largest single joint activity: a $150-million Clean Energy Research Center with matching contributions from the U.S. Department of Energy and China's Ministry of Science and Technology and its National Energy Administration. Wolf has long criticized China's suppression of religious and minority leaders and political dissidents, as well as its policies toward Tibet. He's also used his position as chairman of the House spending panel on Commerce, Justice, and Science-which funds NASA, NSF, the National Institute of Standards and Technology, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration as well as the Justice and Commerce departments-to berate federal agencies on their vulnerability to cyberterrorism. Earlier this year, for example, NSF's Inspector General described a recent 2010 attack on NSF computers that, ironically, affected grant applications to its Office of Cyber Infrastructure. "China is spying against us, and every U.S. government agency has been hit by cyberattacks," says Wolf in explaining why he opposes any collaboration with the Chinese government. "They are stealing technology from every major U.S. company. They have taken technology from NASA, and they have hit the NSF computers. ... You name the company, and the Chinese are trying to get its secrets." Although Wolf says that ban is confined to activities funded by the Chinese government or government-owned companies, he says that "maybe next year we'll include NGOs [non-governmental organizations]." He adds that anyone who thinks the Chinese NGOs can operate independently of the government "is really naïve."

   Impossible—China Say No
No cooperation – China doesn’t want it.

Johnson-Freese 11 (Joan Johnson-Freese is a Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College. The views expressed in this article are the author’s alone and do not represent the official position of the Department of the Navy, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. government. June 10, 2011. US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown. http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown/.)

Just as clearly, ban supporters are under the impression that Chinese space officials are anxiously banging on the proverbial US door, waiting and hoping for the opportunity to work with the United States – which just isn’t the case. China has energetically and broadly moved out on their own in space, and based on watching on-going US political kabuki dances about its future space plans, and seeing how difficult and tenuous it can be for other countries to partner with the US – on the International Space Station (ISS), for example – most Chinese space officials consider working with the United States as a potential liability to their own already-underway plans. In fact, many countries consider that they can afford only so much US friendship, though Congress continues to act as though the US is the only game in town if countries want to develop a robust space program.

No impact – China doesn’t care what we think about their space program. And, lack of cooperation helps U.S. security initiatives.

Johnson-Freese 11 (Joan Johnson-Freese is a Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College. The views expressed in this article are the author’s alone and do not represent the official position of the Department of the Navy, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. government. June 10, 2011. US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown. http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown/.)

So what does a legislative prohibition such as this achieve?  It is pile-on evidence that the United States, or at least some of the Congress, is oblivious to the state of the world and the US position in it. That is not a declaration of US “decline,” another popular though misplaced cry frequently heard.  It simply says that, realistically, the gap between the US and countries such as China (and India, and Brazil) that were once “developing” and are now increasingly “developed” world has shrunk – which is to the benefit of the US if one believes that security risks largely originate in underdeveloped areas not connected to the globalized world. It will likely be read internationally with a certain degree of bemusement; Congress now declaring who NASA can talk to and who it can’t, as though snubbing China will either result in a change in the Chinese domestic policies (such as human rights) of concern to Congressional supporters of the ban, or inhibit its space plans.

No cooperation—Chinese economics and exceptionalism mean they say no.

Richburg 11 (Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation | Keith B. Richburg: Washington Post Staff Writer | Saturday, January 22, 2011 | http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/21/AR2011012104480.html)

The new system "can cover the civilian and military sides," said Xu Shijie, a professor of astronautics at Beihang University in Beijing. "For the military side, it's more urgent." Xu, who heads a space research team, acknowledged that even some Chinese might question the government's decision to fund a costly space program at a time when there are other pressing concerns, such as developing the country's western provinces to bring living standards and incomes there into line with those in the more prosperous east. But he called the space program "a long-term investment," with the potential for beneficial spillover effects on the civilian economy. "The government is concerned with social welfare issues," Xu said. "But a scientist is also trying to look 20 years down the road." There is also the matter of prestige. As with other grandiose projects - high-speed rail, the world's biggest airport in Beijing, staging the 2008 Olympics - China's Communist leaders view the space program as a way to show citizens that they can produce successes, thus fostering patriotism and support for the party's continued rule. ad_icon "National pride will increase," Xu said. "It's a selling point used by leading scientists." As part of the effort to expand public awareness of and excitement about the space program, the government broke ground in December for a 3,000-acre space-launch center and theme park on the southern island of Hainan, modeled after the Kennedy Space Center in Florida. When the center opens in 2014, the public will be able to watch rocket launches there from an elevated platform. The adjacent Hainan Space Park, meanwhile, will be divided into four sections, replicating the moon, the sun, Mars and Earth. "We want to combine tourism with education," said Liu Xianbo, an official with China Aerospace International Holdings, which is building the theme park. Hainan offers several advantages as a launch site, compared with China's existing, secrecy-cloaked sites in sparsely populated areas of Shanxi province, Sichuan and the Gobi Desert. It is already a major tourist destination. Its southern location, closer to the equator, maximizes the effects of Earth's rotation, boosting rocket thrust. And in the event of a mishap, launches over water, rather than land, would make rescues easier. 

China perceives a status quo space race. 

Dingli 09 (Shen Dingli is a professor and Director of Center for American Studies at Fudan University. He is also the Executive Dean of Fudan’s Institute of International Studies. He has a Ph.D. in physics and did arms control post-doc at Princeton University from 1989-1991. He was an Eisenhower Fellow (1997) and advise the UN Secretary General for strategic planning (2002). Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)
Obviously there emerges a space race among the three Asian states. Among them, China seemed to have started the earliest, while Japan and India are following closely. So far, they have demonstrated different features in terms of their space programs and achievements. Roughly within a year, all of them launched their respective first lunar orbiter successfully, with each possessing quite advanced launch capability for space vehicles. 

China won’t cooperate with the US on space

Foust, 11 – editor of the Space Review (Jeff, “Space challenges for 2011,” The Space Review, 1/3, 

http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1752/1
For several years observers have pointed to what appeared to be an emerging space race among Asian nations, including China, India, Japan, and South Korea. What 2010 demonstrated was that if there is a race, it’s not a particularly close one. China carried out 15 orbital launches in 2010: the same number as the US, and more than India, Japan, and South Korea combined. Moreover, both India and South Korea suffered launch failures in 2010, including back-to-back failures of India’s GSLV, raising doubts about Indian plans for launching humans by the middle of the decade. Japan, while suffering no launch failures, is instead facing fiscal pressures after government officials there rejected a proposed modest budget increase for the space agency JAXA. China’s increasing capabilities in space have come at a time when the United States has shown renewed interest in cooperating with China on space issues. In October, NASA administrator Charles Bolden visited China and met with some of their leading space officials. Those meetings, though, and other efforts, including a mention of cooperation in space exploration in a joint statement after the November 2009 meeting of President Obama and China’s President Hu Jintao, have yet to result in concrete activities between the two countries. Why is that? One expert on China’s space program believes the problem is that China doesn’t need to cooperate with the US as much as American officials think it does. Gregory Kulacki, senior analyst and China project manager for the Union of Concerned Scientists, said at a forum in Washington last month that China’s space efforts were kicked into high gear by President Ronald Reagan’s 1983 speech announcing the Strategic Defense Initiative. “The United States was going to make another Kennedy-sized investment in this whole area of technology and China just could not be left behind,” he said. If China didn’t invest in space, “in the way the scientists put it in their letter to Deng Xiaoping, [it] ‘would make us a second-rate power again.’” China’s space capabilities, therefore, are tied closely to their national prestige and status, he said. That growth in capabilities in the following three decades means that, from a technical perspective, there’s little incentive for China to cooperate with the US on space issues, Kulacki argued. “We need to get past the idea that the Chinese need us more than we need them,” Kulacki said. “We have to find something of value to bring to China if China is going to be enthusiastic about our efforts to engage them on this.” However, the US has been unwilling to offer anything of value, thus the limited prospects for cooperation. “The United States doesn’t want to bring anything major to the table, but the Chinese need something major on the table in order for cooperation to get started,” Kulacki said. What could that “major” thing be? He suggested some kind of unspecified civil space project: “Somewhere to go together, something to do together, something to build; an actual, important project.” That could be especially difficult now, as Rep. Frank Wolf (R-VA), a leading critic of China’s human rights record, takes over as chairman of the appropriations subcommittee with oversight of NASA’s budget.

China won’t cooperate in space

Sabathier and Faith, 11 – *more than 20 years of experience in aerospace, from rocket and satellite design to space policy, also a senior associate with the technology and public policy program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies AND ** research analyst at the Space Foundation. Prior to that, he was a program manager for space initiatives at CSIS (Vincent and G. Ryan, World Politics Review, “The Global Impact of the Chinese Space Program,” 5/17, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8878/the-global-impact-of-the-chinese-space-program)

Although China has relied on cooperation in the past to develop its space capabilities, it is increasingly willing to go it alone, proceeding slowly and steadily in a "long march" fashion. China might cooperate on space activities to accelerate a particular program or to gain prestige and recognition along the way, but ultimately its aim is to become a global competitor in space. Over time, Chinese policymakers have studied, analyzed and understood both the successes and failures of the U.S.-Soviet space race as well as the benefits China can derive from space. One such benefit, increased national pride, is more important in China than in any other current major spacefaring power -- with the possible exceptions of India and Russia -- because it helps unify the country during periods of great stress and transformation. In addition to showing considerable signs of determination and an enormous ambition, China has the resources needed to comprehensively develop its space assets in all areas. This will eventually allow China to compete across the board, around the globe and throughout space. China will probably catch up with European commercial space assets and policies before 2020. Its navigation system, Beidou, will be operational before its European counterpart, Galileo, and the Long March 5 family of launch vehicles, slated for use starting in 2014, will outperform Ariane 5 and its foreseen successors. China will subsequently land a "taikonaut" on the moon in the middle of the next decade, at roughly the same time that China's GDP is projected to exceed that of the U.S. -- a subtle soft-power means of highlighting China's growing influence. 

   Impossible—SQ
Tensions
No cooperation—tensions in the space relationship means China says no.

Richburg 11 (Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation | Keith B. Richburg: Washington Post Staff Writer | Saturday, January 22, 2011 | http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/21/AR2011012104480.html)

China's grand ambitions extend literally to the moon, with the country now embarked on a multi-pronged program to establish its own global navigational system, launch a space laboratory and put a Chinese astronaut on the moon within the next decade. The Obama administration views space as ripe territory for cooperation with China. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has called it one of four potential areas of "strategic dialogue," along with cybersecurity, missile defense and nuclear weapons. And President Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao vowed after their White House summit last week to "deepen dialogue and exchanges" in the field. But as China ramps up its space initiatives, the diplomatic talk of cooperation has so far found little traction. The Chinese leadership has shown scant interest in opening up the most sensitive details of its program, much of which is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA). At the same time, Chinese scientists and space officials say that Washington's wariness of China's intentions in space, as well as U.S. bans on some high-technology exports, makes cooperation problematic. For now, the U.S.-China relationship in space appears to mirror the one on Earth - a still-dominant but fading superpower facing a new and ambitious rival, with suspicion on both sides. ad_icon "What you have are two major powers, both of whom use space for military, civilian and commercial purposes," said Dean Cheng, a researcher with the Washington-based Heritage Foundation and an expert on the Chinese military and space program. NASA's human spaceflight program has been in flux in recent years, fueling particular concern among some U.S. observers about the challenge posed by China's initiatives in that area. There is "a lot of very wary, careful, mutual watching," Cheng said. Song Xiaojun, a military expert and commentator on China's CCTV, said that substantial cooperation in the space field is impossible without mutual trust. Achieving that, he said, "depends on whether the U.S. can put away its pride and treat China as a partner to cooperate on equal terms. But I don't see that happening in the near future, since the U.S. is experiencing menopause while China is going through puberty." But while China may still be an adolescent in terms of space exploration - launching its first astronaut in 2003 - it has made some notable strides in recent months and years, and plans seem on track for some major breakthroughs. On the day Hu left for his U.S. trip, Chinese news media reported the inauguration of a new program to train astronauts - called taikonauts here - for eventual deployment to the first Chinese space station, planned for 2015. As part of the project, two launches are planned for this year, that of an unmanned space module, called Tiangong-1, or "Heavenly Palace," by summer, and later an unmanned Shenzhou spacecraft that will attempt to dock with it. On a separate track, China is also working through a three-stage process for carrying out its first manned moon landing. The first stage was completed in October with the successful launch of a Chang'e-2 lunar orbiter. In 2012 or 2013, an unmanned landing craft is scheduled to take a rover to the moon to collect rock and soil samples. By 2020, according to the plan, a taikonaut could land on the moon. Chinese academics involved in the space program said Beidou is crucial for China's military. Without its own navigational system, Chinese troops and naval vessels must rely almost exclusively on the American GPS system, which could be manipulated or blocked in case of a conflict. 

Aff will fail—overall US-China relations will determine the direction of space cooperation.

Foust 06 (Jeff Foust (jeff@thespacereview.com) is the editor and publisher of The Space Review. He also operates the Spacetoday.net web site and the Space Politics and Personal Spaceflight weblogs. Views and opinions expressed in this article are those of the author alone, and do not represent the official positions of any organization or company, including the Futron Corporation, the author’s employer. “US-China space cooperation: the Congressional view.” 07/17/06. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/661/1.)

Inevitably, any China-US space cooperation will get tangled up in bigger issues between the two countries, like economic policy and human rights, something that the congressmen said shouldn’t be avoided. “The fact is when you talk to the United States you have to talk democracy and human rights; it’s just part of who we are. We’re going to talk jobs, and we’re going to talk about the economy. We’re going to talk about military issues,” said Larsen. “They may be uncomfortable to talk about, but we’re going to have to address these issues if we’re going to even get to a point where we can talk about moving forward.” This gets back to the question of what each country has to gain by cooperating with one another in space exploration, an issue that arguably has not yet been convincingly answered in either country. Larsen, looking at the big picture, notes that China is working hard on a number of fronts to become more technologically advanced. “The space program is part of that economic development goal,” he said. “US policy needs to understand that, address it, and find ways to engage China on any number of issues because that country is thinking more strategically in terms of goal of competitiveness than I think we are.” How space fits into that big picture—or even if it does—has yet to be determined. 

Overall relations key.

Hays 09 (Dr. Peter L. Hays is a senior policy analyst supporting the plans and programs division of the National Security Space Office. A retired Lieutenant Colonel with 25 years of service in the Air Force, he has focused his studies and research on U.S. national security space. “Space and Sino-American Security Relations.” .” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

Although each is far from monolithic, China and the United States often view the costs and benefits of exploring and using space in different ways; their perspectives reflect the times and environments in which their space capabilities developed and the challenges they were designed to address. Sometimes it can also be difficult to synthesize the statements and actions of China and the United States into a single perspective about space since each has a number of powerful domestic space actors and these organizations at times speak and act in conflicting ways. In addition, their perspectives about space have evolved due to shifts in the relative power of China and the United States and other changes in the global environment. 

Can’t solve – tensions too high. 

Christensen 11 (Sunday July 17, 2011 | The Advantages of an Assertive China: Responding to Beijing's Abrasive Diplomacy | 

China, Foreign Policy, International Relations, Diplomacy, Asia | Thomas J. Christensen, Nonresident Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, John L. Thornton China Center | The Brookings Institute | http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2011/03_china_christensen.aspx?p=1)

Over the past two years, in a departure from the policy of reassurance it adopted in the late 1990s, China has managed to damage relations with most of its neighbors and with the United States. Mistrust of Beijing throughout the region and in Washington is palpable. Observers claim that China has become more assertive, revising its grand strategy to reflect its own rise and the United States' decline since the financial crisis began in 2008. In fact, China's counterproductive policies toward its neighbors and the United States are better understood as reactive and conservative rather than assertive and innovative. Beijing's new, more truculent posture is rooted in an exaggerated sense of China's rise in global power and serious domestic political insecurity. As a result, Chinese policymakers are hypersensitive to nationalist criticism at home and more rigid -- at times even arrogant -- in response to perceived challenges abroad. A series of recent standoffs and tough diplomatic gestures certainly seem a world apart from China's previous strategy, set in the 1990s, of a "peaceful rise," which emphasized regional economic integration and multilateral confidence building in an effort to assuage the fears of China's neighbors during its ascendance to great-power status. Examples of China's recent abrasiveness abound. In 2009, Chinese ships harassed the unarmed U.S. Navy ship Impeccable in international waters off the coast of China. At the ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) Regional Forum in July 2010, Chinese Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi warned Southeast Asian states against coordinating with outside powers in managing territorial disputes with Beijing. Later that year, Beijing demanded an apology and compensation from Tokyo after Japan detained -- and then released, under Chinese pressure -- a Chinese fishing boat captain whose boat had collided with a Japanese coast guard vessel. Also in 2010, Chinese officials twice warned the United States and South Korea against conducting naval exercises in international waters near China -- even after North Korea sank a South Korean naval vessel in March, revealed a well-developed uranium-enrichment program in November, and then shelled a South Korean island, Yeonpyeong, that same month.

Space cooperation isn’t enough.

Christensen 11 (Sunday July 17, 2011 | The Advantages of an Assertive China: Responding to Beijing's Abrasive Diplomacy | 

China, Foreign Policy, International Relations, Diplomacy, Asia | Thomas J. Christensen, Nonresident Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, John L. Thornton China Center | The Brookings Institute | http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2011/03_china_christensen.aspx?p=1)

Even if U.S.-Chinese ties improve and China reverses the negative trends in its regional diplomacy, Washington may still be unsatisfied if the shift does not include enhanced Chinese participation in international efforts to tackle global problems, especially proliferation in North Korea and Iran. For the United States and its allies, securing this kind of Chinese cooperation may be the highest hurdle to clear. Obama has an impressive group of advisers on Asia, but the domestic political and psychological factors in China will create reasons for pessimism, at least until China's succession is complete in 2012. Unfortunately, without such a change in China's policies, solving problems from proliferation to climate change will be much more difficult for the United States and the rest of the international community. In this one important sense, the United States needs a more assertive China. 

   Impossible—Unsustainable

The aff is too big of a step; makes the relationship not sustainable.

Foust 06 (Jeff Foust (jeff@thespacereview.com) is the editor and publisher of The Space Review. He also operates the Spacetoday.net web site and the Space Politics and Personal Spaceflight weblogs. Views and opinions expressed in this article are those of the author alone, and do not represent the official positions of any organization or company, including the Futron Corporation, the author’s employer. “US-China space cooperation: the Congressional view.” 07/17/06. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/661/1.)

Larsen said that the working group was developing an agenda of issues for NASA administrator Mike Griffin to discuss with Chinese officials when he travels to the country in September. Such issues range from a common docking adaptor to scientific exploration and orbital debris tracking. Another “highly symbolic” but important thing Griffin could do, he added, would be to meet with Fei Junlong and Nie Haisheng, the two Chinese astronauts who flew on the Shenzhou 6 mission last year. Kirk even suggested that the US ask China to loan the Shenzhou 6 capsule to a US museum. The general theme of these proposals were their relatively small scale, rather than much larger initiatives like Chinese participation on the International Space Station or joint lunar exploration, an emphasis that Larsen said was deliberate. “There are a lot of folks who are looking for grabbing the thousand-dollar bill instead of trying to pick up nickels and dimes in the relationship with China,” he said. “If China sees our relationship as really long term, we may want to as well, and focus on picking up nickels and dimes along the way in order to build up to a place where we can grab that thousand-dollar bill, grab the big prize, whatever that prize is in terms of our relationship with China and theirs with us.” 

***Politics***

   US-China Cooperation Unpopular

     Generic

Plan would be incredibly unpopular, and there are barriers to cooperation. 

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

The political situation in the United States, unfortunately, suggests that there may be significant obstacles to implementing a more extensive bilateral cooperative approach. In particular, there was little optimism among attendees to the various workshops that ITAR would be changed anytime soon—although there was broad agreement that the ITAR system needed significant overhauling and revamping. Similarly, longstanding restrictions on technology transfer to the PRC (for reasons of not only national security but also intellectual property rights and questions of competitiveness), as well as concerns about human rights and other aspects of the Chinese situation suggest that there would be significant political opposition to any effort to radically upgrade Sino-US bilateral cooperation in space. It remains to be seen how the incoming Obama administration might deal with these concerns. While the US has not engaged the PRC in negotiations over cooperating in space, it has engaged in a variety of other cooperative efforts, both commercial and political. From these past instances, it is clear that, should there be an effort to expand cooperation in space, there are certain essential preconditions that need to be met, if one is to be successful when working with the PRC.

     Misc. Republicans
Multiple members of House – Rep. Smith (R-NJ), Rohrabacher (R-CA), Sires (D-NJ) and Manzullo (R-IL) – don’t trust China, ensuring backlash against the plan

Boles 11 (Corey, staff writer at the Wall Street Journal, “Rep. Smith: Hu ‘Presides Over Gulag State’”, The Wall Street Journal, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2011/01/19/rep-smith-hu-presides-over-gulag-state/. 1/19/11 )

Rep. Christopher Smith (R., N.J.), a leading congressional critic of China, said Mr. Hu “presides over a gulag state, clearly a dictatorship.” Among other things, he said that Mr. Hu “is directly responsible for the systematic detention and torture of millions of peaceful Chinese, Tibetans and Uighurs.” Both Republicans and Democrats at the House Foreign Affairs panel hearing castigated the Chinese government for imprisoning political activists, ignoring human rights concerns, taking advantage of African countries for their natural minerals, saber-rattling against neighbors including Taiwan and Japan, and exploiting its economic relationship with America. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R., Calif.) said that the head of a “monstrous regime” that is “engaged in the world’s worst human rights abuses” shouldn’t be given access to the White House. Democratic Rep. Albio Sires (D., N.J.) said he thought Beijing’s hidden agenda is “world domination” and that rather than condemn the country, Washington was helping it achieve its goal. Rep. Don Manzullo (R., Ill.) expressed concern that China’s economic activities were damaging the interests of the U.S.’s already beleaguered small manufacturing sector. “China’s unfair trade practices, including currency manipulation, illegal subsidies, and lax enforcement of intellectual property theft” make it difficult for American firms to compete, he said.

Rep. Wolf and Rep. Smith don’t trust China – they would bash the plan

Wolf and Smith 08 (Frank and Chris, Representatives of Virginia and New Jersey, “China Trip Report”, http://wolf.house.gov/uploads/China2008TripReport-Enews.pdf, accessed 6/28/11) 

I travelled to China for the second time in June 2008 in the lead up to the Beijing Olympic Games. A detailed trip report is available below. All that we experienced and saw during our visit was consistent with the heartbreaking accounts that we have heard from political dissidents and persecuted people of faith in China for years. During the debate over granting China permanent normal trade relations status, proponents argued that economic liberalization would lead to political liberalization in China, and that the U.S. and other industrialized nations could influence China through economic activity to better respect the rights of its citizens to fundamental human rights and the unfettered practice of their faith. Instead, we have seen that the Chinese government is unmoved and, in fact, emboldened in its ongoing repression, while at the same time experiencing explosive economic growth. Ultimately the China we see today is worse than the China of yesterday, or of last year, or of the last decade. China is not progressing. It is regressing. It is more violent, more repressive, and more resistant to democratic values than it was before we opened our ports to freely accept Chinese products.
     GOP
The GOP hates space cooperation with China

Allen 11 (Jonathan, 2-12-11, “CR would bar NASA from China ties” Jonathon Allen is a POLITICO senior congressional reporter)

House Republicans want to ban NASA from developing a relationship with China. The nations' suddenly star-crossed space programs are the subject of a funding-limitation provision in a spending measure released by GOP leaders Friday night. The language is the latest salvo in a battle between the White House and congressional conservatives over the future of the U.S. space program. "None of the funds made available by this division may be used for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration or the Office of Science and Technology Policy to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company unless such activities are specifically authorized by a law enacted after the date of enactment of this division," the bill's drafters wrote. It's a small provision in a big bill that, if enacted, would fund government agencies from March 4 through Sept. 30 at levels $100 billion below those envisioned in President Barack Obama's fiscal 2011 budget. But it reflects a long-running fight between the Obama administration and Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), a critic of China on human rights, national security and economic grounds. Wolf is chairman of the House appropriations subcommittee that funds the space program. Last fall, he and a handful of colleagues wrote a letter objecting to NASA Chief Charles Bolden's visit to China. "As you know, we have serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program and strongly oppose any cooperation between NASA and China," Wolf wrote, along with Republican Reps. John Culberson of Texas, Robert Aderholt of Alabama and Dana Rohrabacher of California. Culberson and Aderholt also serve on the Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice and Science. Wolf also pilloried the Obama administration's fiscal 2011 space budget, saying in an April 2010 op-ed in Space News that it "radically scales back U.S. ambition, access, control and exploration in space" and that "in terms of national security and global leadership, the White House's budget plan all but abdicates U.S. leadership in exploration and manned space flight at a time when other countries, such as China and Russia, are turning to space programs to drive innovation and promote economic growth." In November, Space News reported that Bolden told an audience that a relationship between the two countries could be mutually beneficial - but that they don't need each other to advance. The prohibition in the House "continuing resolution" goes beyond cracking down on substantive collaboration and forbids NASA from providing for visits by Chinese dignitaries. "The limitation in subsection (a) shall also apply to any funds used to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration," it admonishes.

     Wolf 
Wolf hates the plan.

Robertson 11 (Matthew Robertson is the China writer for the Epoch Times. 6/15/11.  “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans”, The Epoch Times, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/bill-keeps-nasa-technology-out-of-china-57689.html)

WASHINGTON—Two Chinese journalists were supposed to watch the U.S. space shuttle Endeavour take off from the Kennedy Space Center in Florida in mid-May. The shuttle was using the Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer-2 particle detector, a component developed by Chinese scientist Samuel Ting, and their story would have made useful provender for China’s state media apparatus. But they were turned away at the gates. It was the doing of Rep. Frank Wolf, a long-term critic of the CCP, after he became chairman of the House Commerce, Justice, and Science Appropriations Subcommittee in January. The language he inserted into the spending bill for those agencies in April prevents NASA and the White House's Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) from using federal funds. The agencies are not allowed to “develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company.” Additionally, it prevents NASA from hosting "official Chinese visitors." The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program. —Frank Wolf, Chairman of the House Commerce, Justice, and Science Appropriations Subcommittee “I think the Chinese are shocked,” said one of Wolf’s staffer’s in a telephone interview, responding to the Xinhua counterattack. “They're so used to the administration caving to them and bending over backward. I think they’re truly taken aback that this policy was put in place.” The clause is part of a larger debate about how the United States should deal with a Chinese communist regime that, while gathering ever more glo, engages in state-sanctioned human rights abuses, technology theft, and persistent cyberwarfare against the U.S. government and American companies. While none of that is new to Rep. Frank Wolf, the straw that broke the camel’s back was the suggestion by the Obama administration—first made when the president went to Beijing in November 2009, and reiterated when Chairman of the Communist Party Hu Jintao visited Washington in January—that the United States cooperate with China in human space flight. Wolf made his position clear in his testimony to the U.S.-China Commission in May: “The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program.” Cooperation with China on human space flight, would, according to Richard Fisher, an analyst and author on the Chinese military, “In essence … constitute a free transfer of technology.” The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) leads China’s space efforts, and there is no real difference between China’s military and civil space programs, experts say. Wolf thus asserts, “There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture.” His clause to combat this cooperative venture and others like it was passed as part of the budget negotiations, and is valid until Sept. 30. The item will have to stand on its own merits in new legislation to be introduced into the House. Though the area of acute concern was human space flight cooperation, Wolf made the language cover OSTP as well “to send a signal to the White House and NASA” that “this is unacceptable,” according to Wolf’s staffer. “To engage China increasingly in bilateral areas is not appropriate until we see some changes in China,” the staffer added.

Wolf would backlash – budget cuts prove.

Pennington 11 (http://www.kansascity.com/2011/07/15/3016919/us-lawmaker-wields-budget-ax-over.html. US Lawmaker Wields Budget Ax Over China Space Ties. July 15th, 2011. Matthew Pennington – Associated Press and The Kansas City Star.)

A Republican lawmaker is looking to make the Obama administration pay a price for what he sees as its defiance of Congress in pursuing cooperation with China in science and space technology. A proposal by Rep. Frank Wolf, a fierce critic of Beijing, would slash by 55 percent the $6.6 million budget of the White House's science policy office. The measure was endorsed by a congressional committee this week, but faces more legislative hurdles, and its prospects are unclear. President Barack Obama has sought to deepen ties with China, which underwrites a major chunk of the vast U.S. national debt and is emerging a challenge to American military dominance in the Asia-Pacific region. Among the seemingly benign forms of cooperation he has supported is in science and technology. Last year NASA's administrator visited China, and during a high-profile state visit to Washington by China's President Hu Jintao in January, the U.S. and China resolved to "deepen dialogue and exchanges in the field of space." Wolf, R-Va., argues that cooperation in space would give technological assistance to a country that steals U.S. industrial secrets and launches cyberattacks against the United States. He says Obama's chief science adviser, John Holdren, violated a clause tucked into budget legislation passed this year that bars the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy and NASA from technological cooperation with China. He says Holdren did so by meeting twice with China's science minister in Washington during May. "I believe the Office of Science and Technology Policy is in violation of the law," Wolf told The Associated Press, adding that cutting its budget is the only response available to him. Wolf chairs a House subcommittee that oversees the office's budget. The punishment he proposes reflects his deep antipathy toward China, which he accuses of persecuting religious minorities, plundering Tibet and supporting genocide in the Darfur region of Sudan by backing Sudanese President Omar al-Bashir. He described the Obama administration's policy toward the Asian power as a failure and railed against the president for hosting Hu at the White House. Caught at the sharp end is Holdren's office, whose mandate is to develop sound science and technology policies by the U.S. government and pursue them with the public and private sectors and other nations. Holdren told a Congressional hearing chaired by Wolf days before his May meetings with Chinese Science Minister Wan Gang that he would abide by the prohibition on such cooperation with China, but then spelled out a rather large loophole: that it did not apply in instances where it affected the president's ability to conduct foreign policy. At another Congressional hearing shortly afterward, Wolf's annoyance was clear. He threatened to "zero out" Holdren's office. Space cooperation between the two world powers like the U.S. and the Soviet Union pursued in the Cold War still seems a long way off. NASA Administrator Charles Bolden Jr. visited China in a little-publicized trip in October and discussed "underlying principles of any future interaction between our two nations in the area of human space flight," but no specific proposals. China sent an astronaut into space in 2003, and plans to send the first building block of a space station into orbit this year, but it still has comparatively limited experience. Another constraint on cooperation is that its manned space program is dominated by its military, whose other capabilities - most clearly demonstrated by a 2007 test that destroyed an orbiting satellite - have alarmed American officials. But one benefit of basic forms of cooperation, such as sharing data and basic design criteria, could be to learn a little more about China's opaque space program. Since 1999, the U.S. effectively banned use of its space technology by China. That also has a commercial downside for American producers in an increasingly globalized marketplace. "Renewing civil and commercial space cooperation with China ... is not a blank check and need not provide China with sensitive technologies," wrote James Clay Moltz of the Naval Postgraduate School in testimony at a congressional hearing on China's civilian and military space programs in May. Wolf has included the prohibition on cooperation with China by NASA and the White House science policy office in the bill approved Wednesday by the House Appropriations Committee. The bill budgets $50.2 billion for a raft of federal agencies involved in law enforcement, trade promotion, space and science for the fiscal year starting in October. The 55 percent reduction faced by the science policy's office far exceeds the overall 6 percent cut in spending across all government agencies covered by the bill. Holdren's office could not be reached for comment Friday. The bill now goes to the Republican-led House of Representatives for approval. A version also must pass the Democrat-led Senate, and the two bills would have to be reconciled before legislation can be sent to Obama to be signed into law.

Wolf would backlash – hates China with a passion.

Svitak 11 (Amy Svitak| China Viewed as Potential U.S. Partner in Future Mars Exploration| May 4th 2011 |Space News | http://www.spacenews.com/policy/110504-china-partner-mars-exploration.html)

WASHINGTON — U.S. President Barack Obama views China as a potential partner for an eventual human mission to Mars that would be difficult for any single nation to undertake, a senior White House official told lawmakers. Testifying May 4 before the House Appropriations commerce, justice, science subcommittee, White House science adviser John Holdren said near-term engagement with China in civil space will help lay the groundwork for any such future endeavor. He prefaced his remarks with the assertion that human exploration of Mars is a long-term proposition and that any discussion of cooperating with Beijing on such an effort is speculative. “[What] the president has deemed worth discussing with the Chinese and others is that when the time comes for humans to visit Mars, it’s going to be an extremely expensive proposition and the question is whether it will really make sense — at the time that we’re ready to do that — to do it as one nation rather than to do it in concert,” Holdren said in response to a question from Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), a staunch China critic who chairs the powerful subcommittee that oversees NASA spending. Holdren, who said NASA could also benefit from cooperating with China on detection and tracking of orbital debris, stressed that any U.S. collaboration with Beijing in manned spaceflight would depend on future Sino-U.S. relations. “But many of us, including the president, including myself, including [NASA Administrator Charles] Bolden, believe that it’s not too soon to have preliminary conversations about what involving China in that sort of cooperation might entail,” Holdren said. “If China is going to be, by 2030, the biggest economy in the world … it could certainly be to our benefit to share the costs of such an expensive venture with them and with others.” Wolf, who characterizes China’s government as “fundamentally evil,” said it is outrageous that the Obama administration would have close ties with Beijing’s space program, which is believed to be run primarily by the People’s Liberation Army, or PLA. “When you say you want to work in concert, it’s almost like you’re talking about Norway or England or something like that,” an irate Wolf told Holdren, repeatedly pounding a hand against the table top in front of him. “As long as I have breath in me, we will talk about this, we will deal with this issue, whether it be a Republican administration or a Democrat administration, it is fundamentally immoral.” Holdren said he admired Wolf’s leadership in calling attention to China’s human rights record, but noted that even when then-U.S. President Ronald Reagan referred to the former Soviet Union as “the evil empire” in the late 1980s, he continued to cooperate with the communist bloc in science and technology if doing so was deemed in the U.S. national interest. “The efforts we are undertaking to do things together with China in science and technology are very carefully crafted to be efforts that are in our own national interest,” Holdren said. “That does not mean that we admire the Chinese government; that does not mean we are blind to the human rights abuses.” Holdren said that as White House science adviser, his capacity to influence the president’s diplomatic approach to Beijing is limited. “I am not the person who’s going to be whispering in the president’s ear on what our stance toward China should be, government to government, except in the domain where I have the responsibility for helping the president judge whether particular activities in science and technology are in our national interest or not,” Holdren said. Recently enacted legislation prohibits U.S. government collaboration with the Chinese in areas funded by Wolf’s subcommittee, whose jurisdiction also includes the U.S. Commerce and Justice departments, the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Standards and Technology. When asked how he interpreted the new law, part of a continuing resolution approved in April that funds federal agencies through Sept. 30, Holdren said the administration will live within the terms of the prohibition. “I am instructed, after consultation with counsel, who in turn consulted with appropriate people in the Department of Justice, that that language should not be read as prohibiting actions that are part of the president’s constitutional authority to conduct negotiations,” Holdren said. “At the same time there are obviously a variety of aspects of that prohibition that very much apply and we’ll be looking at that on a case by case basis in [the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy] to be sure we are compliant.” Rep. John Culberson (R-Texas), who joined Wolf last fall in opposing an official visit to Beijing by Bolden, accused Holdren and the White House of plotting to circumvent the law. “It’s not ambiguous, it’s not confusing, but you just stated to the chairman of this committee that you and the administration have already embarked on a policy to evade and avoid this very specific and unambiguous requirement of law if in your opinion it is in furtherance of negotiation of a treaty,” Culberson said. “That’s exactly what you just said. I don’t want to hear about you not being a lawyer.” Holdren said a variety of opinions and legal documents indicate the president has exclusive constitutional authority to determine the time, scope and objectives of international negotiations and discussions, as well as the authority to determine the preferred agents who will represent the United States in those exchanges. Culberson reminded Holdren that the administration’s civil research and development funding flows through Wolf’s subcommittee, and that funding could be choked off if the White House fails to comply with the law. “Your office cannot participate, nor can NASA, in any way, in any type of policy, program, order or contract of any kind with China or any Chinese-owned company,” Culberson said. “If you or anyone in your office, or anyone at NASA participates, collaborates or coordinates in any way with China or a Chinese-owned company … you’re in violation of this statute, and frankly you’re endangering your funding. You’ve got a huge problem on your hands. Huge.” 

     Wolf Key

Even Bolden tries to prevent alienating Wolf.

Space Politics 11 (http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/01/20/resetting-us-china-space-cooperation/. Resetting US-China Space Cooperation. 1/20/11.)

In November NASA administration Charles Bolden suggested any US-China space cooperation would proceed at a slow pace after his visit to China in October. That meeting, set up after a meeting of Presidents Hu and Obama in China in 2009, was also to feature a visit to the US by “the appropriate Chinese counterpart” to Bolden in 2010. That visit didn’t come, though, as Aviation Week suggested that Bolden was trying not to “alienate” Rep. Frank Wolf (R-VA), a leading critic of China and the new chairman of the appropriations subcommittee whose jurisdiction includes NASA. In a joint statement yesterday during Hu’s visit to Washington, the issue of space again appeared, with a new offer by the US for hosting a Chinese space meeting: The United States and China agreed to take specific actions to deepen dialogue and exchanges in the field of space. The United States invited a Chinese delegation to visit NASA headquarters and other appropriate NASA facilities in 2011 to reciprocate for the productive visit of the U.S. NASA Administrator to China in 2010. The two sides agreed to continue discussions on opportunities for practical future cooperation in the space arena, based on principles of transparency, reciprocity, and mutual benefit. The statement this time refers to a “Chinese delegation” instead of the “appropriate Chinese counterpart” to the NASA administrator, perhaps getting around one issue Chinese space experts like Dean Cheng have observed: China has apparently never designated who the counterpart to the NASA administrator is in the Chinese space program.

Congress backs Wolf – Wolf Clause proves

Robertson 11 (Matthew Robertson is a China writer for the Epoch Times. 5/15/11.  “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans”, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/bill-keeps-nasa-technology-out-of-china-57689.html.) 

Cooperation with China on human space flight, would, according to Richard Fisher, an analyst and author on the Chinese military, “In essence … constitute a free transfer of technology.” The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) leads China’s space efforts, and there is no real difference between China’s military and civil space programs, experts say. Wolf thus asserts, “There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture.” His clause to combat this cooperative venture and others like it was passed as part of the budget negotiations, and is valid until Sept. 30. The item will have to stand on its own merits in new legislation to be introduced into the House. Though the area of acute concern was human space flight cooperation, Wolf made the language cover OSTP as well “to send a signal to the White House and NASA” that “this is unacceptable,” according to Wolf’s staffer. “To engage China increasingly in bilateral areas is not appropriate until we see some changes in China,” the staffer added. The administration and Congress have locked horns on the issue already, and they may do so again.

Wolf is key in terms of space policy. 

DiMascio 11 (Jen Dimascio is the congressional editor for Aviation Week and Space Technology, 4-25-11, “The Stopper” Aviation Week & Space Technology)

But plenty of other Republicans agree with Wolf that manned space flight is not the best issue on which to cooperate with China—and they now hold the majority in the House. Rep. Randy Forbes (R-Va.), the co-chairman of the House China Caucus, has taken on China as an interest area since he visited there in 2005 and saw steel production facilities being moved to near seaports, a move he interpreted as the first sign that China was building aircraft carriers. Beyond security though, Forbes worries about U.S. competitiveness. He says the nation needs to shore up its own finances so it can prioritize space research and reclaim its leadership role. A European ambassador came to his office asking about China because he had to advise his government on whether to enter into an agreement with China or the U.S. «We don't know if you're going to have the financial capability or the will to honor those commitments,» the ambassador told Forbes. Earlier this month, the European Union announced it planned to cooperate with China on manned space flight. Other critics of space cooperation with China complain that Congress was not fully consulted on NASA's White House-led initiative. Dean Cheng, a research fellow with the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank that opposes cooperation on manned spaceflight, says the Obama administration has only itself to blame for reaching too far—without extending a hand to Republicans in Congress. «By going directly to manned space, we have short-circuited the possibility of these other areas that might have created an audience and given each side more comfort in dealing with that,» he says. It might have been smarter, he and others suggest, to warm relations on issues that require less trust and build toward cooperation on manned space. Wolf warns that cooperating with China isn't worth the risk of compromising cutting-edge U.S. spaceflight technologies. «It is a moral issue. It is a jobs issue. It is a science issue. To give them the crown jewel of this nation is wrong,» he says. «They will take it and run with it, and our space program will be in decline.» 

   A2: US-China Cooperation Popular
Pro-cooperation arguments are just rhetoric; no proposals show lack of support.

Johnson-Freese 11 (Joan Johnson-Freese is a Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval War College. The views expressed in this article are the author’s alone and do not represent the official position of the Department of the Navy, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. government. June 10, 2011. US-China Space Cooperation: Congress’ Pointless Lockdown. http://www.chinausfocus.com/peace-security/us-china-space-cooperation-congress%E2%80%99-pointless-lockdown/.)

After a hiatus following the Cox Commission Report, small gestures of space outreach between the US and China began with NASA Administrator Mike Griffin’s 2006 trip to China during the Bush Administration, though the overall US policy toward China on cooperation remained largely negative. While the Obama Administration has been much more generally positive about cooperation, including with China, there have been no US-China cooperative programs put on the table by either side to consider, nor are any apparently in the works. Since 2006, US-China space cooperation has been treading water at best, so why the need now to make this bold, and pointless, political statement is unclear. Perhaps supporters were just waving a “pay attention to us” flag at NASA regarding any potential future plans, though if that was the case there were certainly other ways to send that message while still considering the broader aspects of US strategic communication.

There’s no tangible political support—Chinagate, lack of interest, and lack of official constituency.

Dinerman 04 (Taylor Dinerman is editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/212/1. Monday, August 23rd, 2004. Dancing on Eggs: US Space Cooperation with China.)

The US response to China’s increasing role in space has been low key—so low key, as to be almost nonexistent. As far as one can tell, official Washington confined itself to a single statement of congratulations from NASA Administrator Sean O’Keefe. This is not a sign of any carefully laid-out strategy, and if there is any quiet space diplomacy going on, it is exceptionally well hidden. Instead, the US response to China’s space programs is based on several political factors. First of all, there is the failure of the US government to satisfactorily resolve the “Chinagate” issue left over from the Clinton Administration. The Cox Committee report conclusions that showed China’s comprehensive effort to steal US space technology to improve their ICBMs has been challenged but not disproved. Until there is some definitive answer to the question, “Did China use its commercial launch industry to steal militarily significant technology?” the US Government is going to find it difficult to cooperate with Beijing on anything other than a superficial level. In the near and medium term, the most important need for China’s central government is accurate, timely, and comprehensive information from remote sensing satellites. Second, there is the lack of any desire on the part of NASA to stick its collective neck out and risk being told “Hell No!” by the Congress and the Administration. The agency has enough problems to deal with right now and does not need the added stress of trying to push forward a relationship that will not help achieve NASA’s vision or its goals. China might be able to help marginally, but not in the short run. Third, there is no real constituency inside the Washington foreign policy establishment pushing for US-Chinese space cooperation. The China desk at the State Department does not seem to be interested and the think tanks that deal with Asian issues also seem to lack any interest in making a real effort to work on space cooperation.

     Political Unpopular = No Solvency

Cooperation with China or Russia is impossible in the status quo – political pressures and empirics prove.

Morring 10 (http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2010/11/25/02.xml&headline=Bolden%20Treads%20Softly%20On%20China,%20Other%20Issues&prev=10. Bolden Treads Softly on China, Other Issues. 11/29/10. Aviation Week. Frank Morring is the Senior Space Editor.)

The Chinese space officials who NASA Administrator Charles Bolden met in Beijing will not be coming to the U.S. for a reciprocal visit in December, as they had hoped, but there may be a visit in 2011. Nor is Anatoly Permanov, the head of the Russian space agency Roscosmos, likely to get much traction soon with a list of possible cooperative projects he discussed with Bolden in Washington Nov. 18. Like Wang Wenbao, director general of the China Manned Space Engineering Office, Permanov will have to wait until the U.S. political climate becomes more stable. In a rare one-on-one interview with a U.S. reporter Nov. 23, Bolden tiptoed around a range of sensitive issues as he looks for bipartisan support in the 112th Congress for the new U.S. space program that is still evolving at NASA. Deeper engagement with foreign space powers will have to go through the cumbersome interagency review process, he said, while NASA must complete its own assessment of how far over budget the James Webb Space Telescope has become before deciding how to tackle the problem. But one thing he made clear, despite some evidence to the contrary. “I have all the support that I want from my higher command, which is the president of the United States.” After a sometimes-contentious year of wrestling with the White House and his own deputy, Lori Garver, over the direction of space policy (see Aviation Week & Space Technology, Sept. 20, p. 24), Bolden says he has been working Capitol Hill to win support in the next session of Congress for an appropriation to go with the compromise authorization bill President Barack Obama signed in October. “I have reached out to all the people elected, without regard to party,” he says. “I tried to call everybody the day after the election, and I continue to communicate with people that I missed personally, because space has always been a bipartisan effort and I would like to keep it that way.” To that end, he is being particularly careful not to alienate Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), the expected chairman of the appropriations subcommittee that funds NASA in the House. Wolf criticized Bolden sharply for meeting with the China Manned Space Engineering Office (Cmseo) during an October visit to the emerging space power, and the NASA administrator was careful to stress that he made no deals. Chinese officials who were expecting a reciprocal visit to U.S. facilities in December will have to wait, he says. “There is not a delegation coming next month as far as I know,” he says. “A reciprocal visit is something that we continue to work with the interagency organizations, mainly the State Department, trying to figure out the timing for that,” Bolden says. “I wouldn’t even say there is a reciprocal visit planned. I think everyone would like to see one, but everybody’s still in conversations.” Bolden suggested space cooperation has been subsumed in larger financial issues that will be addressed when Chinese President Hu Jintao visits the U.S. in January, with the Executive Office of the President, the White House science office and the National Security Council working to coordinate a bilateral space meeting through the State Department. Similarly, Permanov’s list of possible new space ventures with NASA, including development of a nuclear propulsion system, joint missions to low lunar orbit and asteroids, and a robotic landing on Mercury, is going nowhere fast. The Russian space leader presented the list at a Nov. 18 meeting of the bilateral Space Cooperation Working Group, but Bolden says the most substantive work involved protocols for future meetings. The U.S. hopes to use the list of possible bilateral projects as a way to encourage Russia to take a more active role in the multilateral working group coordinating long-term space exploration plans. “If the international partners think it’s worthwhile, we the United States would be more than happy to do a bilateral effort with the Russians, but we wanted that to be international instead of just the United States and Russia deciding something off on the side.” Republicans will regain control of the House of Representatives through the Nov. 2 elections in part because of fears over government borrowing, which makes domestic discretionary spending for programs like space exploration vulnerable. Bolden told a staff all-hands meeting at the Marshall Space Flight Center Nov. 16 that even if the agency’s spending levels are rolled back to 2008 levels – as some “budget hawks” have suggested, it “would not be devastating.” “We’re going to look at it and we’re going to make determinations as to what we think we can realistically do,” he told the NASA employees. “And what we don’t think we can do is going to come off the table.” One target, however, is the James Webb Space Telescope, recently hit with a finding that it is another year late and $1.5 billion more over budget (AW&ST Nov. 15, p. 50). That report, by an expert panel set up at the direction of Senate appropriations space subcommittee Chair Barbara Mikulski (D-Md.), was only “back-of-the-envelope,” Bolden says, and will get more study by a new management organization before NASA decides how to absorb the blow. The authorization bill gives the agency enough flexibility to adjust to the Webb overrun and other issues that arise, he says, and the agency will use it to its advantage. “[The Webb] management team has been asked to go in and do a bottoms-up review of where we are in terms of cost and schedule so we can go back and present a creditable story to the science community as well as all of our stakeholders,” he says. “I’m hoping we can do that in the new year. So I am cautiously optimistic that the changes I have effected so far will all have a positive effect.” 

Cooperation fails – human rights and nonproliferation pressure

Hayes, 9 - Lt Col, USAF, paper submitted to the Faculty of the Joint Advanced Warfighting School in partial satisfaction of the requirements of a Master of Science Degree in Joint Campaign Planning and Strategy (Tracey, “PROPOSAL FOR A COOPERATIVE SPACE STRATEGY WITH CHINA”, http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada530117.pdf)

Political Will. Political will by both countries are required for successful cooperation. There are two issues that could negatively affect this – human rights and non-proliferation.

China is widely criticized for human rights violations and non-democratic governance. The military response to the 1989 Tiananmen Square protests still lurks in the memories of the democratic West. The 1989 Tiananmen Square incident was sparked by the death of pro-democracy official Hu Yaobang. While the protests lacked a unified cause, participants were generally against the authoritarianism and voiced the need for economic liberalization and democratic reform within the PRC government structure.132 The military response resulted in massive civilian injuries and deaths. China continues to limit freedoms and access to information of the Chinese public today through many controls. The Chinese government has created an information control regime intended to regulate nearly every venue that might transmit information to China’s citizens: the print and broadcast media, the Internet, popular entertainment, cultural activities, and education.133 Personnel working in the media, educational, and cultural fields have been conditioned into self-censorship by the rewards and punishments of China’s information control system. These personnel also face possible fines, demotion, termination of employment and even prison for publishing information contrary to the Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) preferred narratives.134 Further, the Central Propaganda Department’s central purpose is to perpetuate the political authority of the CCP by concealing negative information about the party and its history and by propagating articles intended to bolster the party’s authoritarian rule. The propaganda system also actively seeks to inflame Chinese nationalism as a means of legitimizing the party’s authority.135 Lack of basic freedom and a democratic government conflicts starkly with the U.S. principles and could affect any future agreement with China. In fact, the U.S imposed an arms embargo following the Tiananmen Square incident, which remains in force today.136 This is certainly an issue that will require resolution as cooperation progresses, but does not legally prevent strategic dialogue. When U.S. values and the Chinese premise of mutual noninterference intersect, strong diplomatic influence with a clearly defined way ahead will be mandatory. Since the 1990s, the PRC government has been criticized for its proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, missiles and technology associated with both. The U.S.China Economic and Security Commission have observed a gradual improvement in the China’s nonproliferation behavior since 2001. Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for International Security and Nonproliferation, Patricia McNerney, acknowledged that this change has occurred in part because, ‘‘the Government of China has come to recognize that it has a fundamental security interest in becoming a responsible nonproliferation partner.’’137 There are, however, two pertinent nonproliferation agreements that China has not joined, the International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation and the Wassenaar Arrangement. The International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation is intended to “end the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD)-capable ballistic missiles, to exercise restraint in developing and testing such technology, and to participate in transparency measures such as annual declarations of missile and space launch programs.”138 The Wassenaar Arrangement “establishes lists of dual-use goods and technologies and conventional arms for which members are to develop export controls in order to promote transparency and greater responsibility in international transfers of such arms, goods, and technologies.”139 By not joining these conventions, China continues to increase suspicion as to what they would be willing to share with third-party countries and if they would compromise revealed U.S. technology. In fact, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary McNerney affirmed that China’s export control enforcement lacks transparency. She said that even when the U.S. alerts the PRC government that specific sales may result in the illicit use of weapons or technology, the trade deals continue.140 This must be curtailed in order to wage successful space cooperation. Similarly, the U.S. continues to sell Taiwan massive amounts of military equipment to include fighter jets, maritime patrol and anti-submarine aircraft, torpedoes, anti-ship cruise missiles and helicopters. In Taiwan’s 2008 defense budget, $11B was allocated toward U.S. arms purchases.141 The U.S. government has drawn harsh criticism from China as China claims territorial control over Taiwan and wishes to prevent Taiwan’s independence as discussed in Chapter IV. In response to the 2008 Congressional notification of arms sales to Taiwan, a spokesman for the PRC’s Ministry of Defense denounced the sales as “reckless” and said they “violated the atmosphere for bilateral military relations and gravely jeopardized China’s national security.”142 Consequently, Bejing abruptly cancelled a few military-to-military contacts with the U.S., threatened to halt port calls by the U.S. Navy and threatened to withdraw from meetings concerning the restriction of the proliferation of WMD.143 Perceived violations of human rights and weapons proliferation promulgation clearly affect the political will to successfully negotiate a cooperative space strategy. Another impediment to U.S.-China space cooperation is the export controls levied by the U.S.

***Case Turns***

   Cooperation Bad—1NC Shell

China is truly evil. Space cooperation enables proliferation, Chinese military modernization, human rights abuse, a decline of U.S. competitiveness, cyber-terrrorism and violates the constitution.

Wolf 11 (“WOLF STATEMENT AT U.S. - CHINA COMMISSION HEARING ON MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA Says U.S. ‘Has No Business’ Helping China Develop Its Space Program.” May 11th, 2011. http://wolf.house.gov/index.cfm?sectionid=34&itemid=1724. Frank Wolf (R-VA), chairman of the House Appropriations subcommittee that oversees the budgets of NASA, the National Science Foundation and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, at the U.S. - China Economic and Security Review Commission hearing on the implications of China’s military and civil space programs.)

"I appreciate the commission’s leadership and I strongly support its work in this area. I believe that this review of the Chinese space program is both necessary and long overdue. "Before I start, I want to express my sincere disappointment that NASA has chosen not to participate in this important hearing. As the agency responsible for our nation’s civil space program, NASA has a unique responsibility to lead in this area and to ensure that the American space program remains preeminent. NASA’s absence is reflective of this administration’s abysmal record on American leadership in space. "Last year, Congress wisely repudiated an administration proposal to take a ‘time out’ from NASA’s Exploration program. Fortunately, Congress rebuked this proposal in the 2010 NASA Authorization Act and has provided funding for a robust Exploration program beyond Low Earth Orbit. "Space is the ultimate ‘high ground’ that has provided the U.S. with countless security and economic advantages over the last 40 years. As the victor of the Cold War ‘space race’ with the Soviet Union, the U.S. has held an enormous advantage in space technology, defense capabilities, and advanced sciences. "Our space program has been the envy of the world. Federal investments in NASA have generated entirely new sectors of our economy, creating hundreds of thousands of private sector jobs for Americans. "It should not be surprising that many countries have taken notice of the tremendous benefits that the American space program has yielded. It is clear that we are now entering an era of much greater civil, defense and commercial competition in space. "Most countries expanding their space programs are strong U.S. allies that are primarily interested in advancing science research or building a commercial space industry. The Chinese, however, do not fall into this category. Over the last decade, China has developed its space program at a surprising pace. In less than 10 years the Chinese have gone from launching their first manned spacecraft to unveiling plans last week for an advanced Chinese space station designed to rival the International Space Station. "However, the Chinese are not only focusing on establishing a significant presence in Low Earth Orbit. In March, the Chinese state news agency announced its plans for ‘a powerful carrier rocket for making a manned moon landing and exploring deep space.’ This announcement confirms what space experts have long believed: the Chinese have their sights set on the pinnacle of American achievement - landing a man on the moon. "According to the article, the Chinese are planning a heavy lift rocket capable of carrying up to 130 tons. This would provide the capacity to launch the critical components for a lunar landing. The announcement made clear that if the United States does not get serious about its own Exploration Program, the next flag planted on the moon may be a Chinese flag. "What concerns me most about the Chinese space program is that unlike the U.S., it is being led by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA). There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture. "For example, according to the Congressional Research Service, ‘on March 9, 2009, the Pentagon reported that PRC ships and aircraft operating in the South China Sea had been acting in increasingly aggressive ways toward two U.S. Navy ocean surveillance ships operating in the area...’ "China is taking a more assertive posture globally, and their interests rarely intersect with ours. Consider the 2008 Senate testimony of then-director of National Intelligence Michael McConnell: ‘China continues to develop and field conventional theater range ballistic and cruise missile capabilities that will put US forces and regional bases throughout the Western Pacific and Asia at greater risk.... China’s arms sales in the Middle East are also destabilizing and a threat to US forces, while missile sales to Iran pose a threat to US forces in the Persian Gulf.’ "The U.S. intelligence community notes that China’s attempts to penetrate U.S. agencies are the most aggressive of all foreign intelligence organizations. The Chinese regime has launched some of the most aggressive and widespread espionage and cybersecurity attacks against U.S. agencies and contractors. Several years ago, the Chinese attacked my office computers and those of many other members of Congress and committees. China's aerospace industry for decades has provided missile technologies and equipment to rogue regimes such as Iran and North Korea. "China’s aims globally are often directly at odds with those of the U.S. According to the Pentagon, weapons that PRC entities supplied to Iran were ‘found to have been transferred to terrorist organizations in Iraq and Afghanistan.’ "China has failed to use its influence to bring about a peaceful resolution to the multiple crises in Sudan. It is a major arms supplier and source of economic strength to President Bashir’s government in Khartoum. "China has been no friend in our engagement with Iran either. U.S. efforts to exert diplomatic pressure against Iran’s nuclear weapons program have been thwarted by China’s opposition to U.N. Security Council sanctions against Iran. In a column last year, Robert Samuelson summed it up this way, ‘China’s worldview threatens America’s geopolitical and economic interests.’ "Consider our differing worldviews. The U.S. was founded on the premise that liberty is a birthright, that individual human life is sacred, that the freedom to worship according to the dictates of your conscience is paramount. The Chinese government operates antithetically to these beliefs. "There is no clearer indication of the gulf that exists between our two countries than the Chinese government’s treatment of its own people. "According to the Cardinal Kung Foundation, currently every one of the more than 30 underground bishops of the Catholic Church is either in jail, under house arrest, under strict surveillance, or in hiding. Protestant house church pastors are routinely intimidated and imprisoned. Their congregations worship in secret. "An underground house church in Beijing - that I visited shortly before the 2008 Olympic Games - has come under growing harassment from the government for daring to hold a worship service in public. Dozens have been arrested or detained. "According to the Congressional Executive Commission on China's Political Prisoner Database, as of July 2009, there were 689 Tibetan prisoners of conscience, 439 of whom were monks or nuns. Uyghur Muslims face persecution by the Chinese government as well. China maintains an extensive system of slave labor camps as large as that which existed in the former Soviet Union. "This is but a snapshot of what can only be described as a grim human rights situation in China. But rather than being a voice for the voiceless, we see U.S. government officials - like the president’s science advisor - who spent three weeks in China last year kowtowing to the Chinese regime. "Ronald Reagan once spoke of the U.S. constitution as a covenant ‘we have made not only with ourselves, but with all of mankind.’ We risk breaking that covenant with the kind of posture we display today. "At the same time that the 2010 Nobel Prize recipient Liu Xiaobo was jailed, the 2009 Nobel Prize winner, President Obama, was hosting a state dinner for Chinese premier Hu Jintao and committing the U.S. to more cooperation on space with China. One of the world's worst human rights abusers does not deserve to be rewarded with greater ‘cooperation’ with the U.S. "For these reasons, I have been very concerned by this administration’s apparent eagerness to work with China on its space program. The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program. "That is why I included language in the Fiscal Year 2011 Continuing Resolution preventing NASA and the Office of Science and Technology Policy from using federal funds ‘to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company.’ "Last week, President Obama’s science adviser, Dr. John Holdren, told the House Commerce-Justice-Science Appropriations Subcommittee that the administration does not intend to comply with this statutory prohibition. One day after the hearing, Holdren was participating in a major bilateral summit with senior Chinese officials to discuss U.S.-China collaboration. I take this blatant disregard for the law very seriously and the committee is currently reviewing its options. "The PLA’s space program merits a serious and thorough review so the Congress and Administration can fully understand the recent developments in this area. "I want to thank you for holding this hearing today and look forward to the final report on the commission’s review."

Rampant proliferation incites nuclear power war

Muller, 08  (Harald, Director of the Peace Research Institute Frankfurt and professor of international relations at Frankfurt University,  The Future of Nuclear Weapons in an Interdependent World, Washington Quarterly 31.2)

The NPT is the cornerstone of the nuclear nonproliferation regime. It rests on a bargain between nuclear-weapon states and non–nuclear-weapon states. The latter agree to refrain from acquiring nuclear weapons but are guaranteed the [End Page 69] right to develop civilian nuclear energy without constraints as long as they are parties to the treaty in good standing. All parties are obliged to engage in civilian nuclear cooperation to give this right substance, and the nuclear-weapon states are committed to making serious moves toward nuclear disarmament. Until 2000, the non–nuclear-weapon states, particularly those belonging to the Non-Aligned Movement, were not uncritical of the nuclear-weapon states' record, but they were satisfied that the process of disarmament was underway. The 2000 NPT Review Conference brought the hard-fought compromise of the "13 steps" on nuclear disarmament, a series of moderate, incremental measures that would lead to some progress without questioning the nuclear-weapon status of the five in the foreseeable future.14 Nevertheless, in 2005 the nuclear-weapon states, led by the United States and to a certain degree by France, refused to recognize to what they had agreed in 2000, having apparently come to the conclusion that the concessions were too far-reaching. Among non–nuclear-weapon states, there is now the strong impression that the NPT's Article VI, the disarmament obligation, is dead in the eyes of the nuclear haves. With the bargain shattered, the iron law of armament would apply: the most powerful weapon of an era is inevitably either had by none or by all. The present state of the nuclear nonproliferation regime, combined with the fundamental insecurity of all states with whom the nuclear-weapon states have unfriendly relations, seems to be a dangerous precondition for rampant proliferation. A world populated by many nuclear-weapon states poses grave dangers. Regional conflicts could escalate to the nuclear level. The optimistic expectation of a universal law according to which nuclear deterrence prevents all wars15 rests on scant historical evidence and is dangerously naive. Nuclear uses in one part of the world could trigger "catalytic war" between greater powers, drawing them into smaller regional conflicts, particularly if tensions are high. This was always a fear during the Cold War, and it motivated nonproliferation policy in the first place. Moreover, the more states that possess nuclear weapons and related facilities, the more points of access are available to terrorists.  

China modernization leads to escalating space warfare.

O’Hanlon 08 (“Balancing U.S. Security Interests in Space” Michael E. O'Hanlon, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch21.html. Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institute. )

Scenario: Possible War Against China Over Taiwan Given trends in military reconnaissance, information processing, and precision-strike technologies, large assets (such as aircraft carriers and land bases) on which the United States depends are likely to be increasingly vulnerable to attack in the years ahead. Land bases can to an extent be protected, hardened, and made more numerous and redundant, but ships are a different matter. How fast, and whether, China can exploit these trends remains unclear. But the trends are real nonetheless. As a recent example, China reportedly has tested an antiship cruise missile with a 155mile range—more than twice that originally expected by U.S. intelligence. And its space assets are surely growing in scope. Even if it does not have an extensive imaging satellite network in a decade or so, it may be able to orbit one or two reconnaissance satellites that could occasionally detect large ships near Taiwan. That might be good enough. If China could find major U.S. naval assets with satellites, it would only need to sneak a single airplane, ship, or submarine into the region east of Taiwan to have a good chance of sinking a ship. Knowing the U.S. reluctance to risk casualties in combat, China might convince itself that its plausible ability to kill many hundreds or even thousands of U.S. military personnel in a single attack would deter the United States from entering the war in the first place. Such a perception by China might well be wrong (just as Argentina was wrong to think in 1982, in a somewhat analogous situation, that it could deter Britain from deciding to take back the Falkland Islands); but it could still be quite dangerous, given the resulting risks of deterrence failure and war. China is certainly taking steps to improve its capabilities in space operations. According to a Pentagon assessment, "Exploitation of space and acquisition of related technologies remain high priorities in Beijing. China is placing major emphasis on improving space-based reconnaissance and surveillance. . . . China is cooperating with a number of countries, including Russia, Ukraine, Brazil, Great Britain, France, Germany, and Italy, in order to advance its objectives in space." China will also surely focus on trying to neutralize U.S. space assets in any future such conflict; no prudent military planner could do anything else, and the early 2007 ASAT test would seem to confirm this logic. According to the Pentagon, in language written before that 2007 test: Publicly, China opposes the militarization of space, and seeks to prevent or slow the development of anti-satellite (ASAT) systems and space-based ballistic missile defenses. Privately, however, China's leaders probably view ASATs—and offensive counterspace systems, in general—as well as space-based missile defenses as inevitabilities. . . . Given China's current level of interest in laser technology, Beijing probably could develop a weapon that could destroy satellites in the future.12 Exactly how many U.S. satellites, and of what type, China might be able to damage or destroy is hard to predict. But it seems likely that low-altitude satellites as well as higher altitude commercial communications satellites would be vulnerable. Low-altitude imaging satellites are vulnerable to direct attack by nuclear-armed missiles, at a minimum, by high-energy lasers on the ground, and quite possibly by rapidly orbited or predeployed microsatellites as well. They are sufficiently hardened that they would have to be attacked one by one to ensure their rapid elimination. And they are sufficiently capable of transmitting signals through or around jamming that China probably could not stop their effective operation in that way. But they are few enough in number, and sufficiently valuable, that China might well find the means to go after each one. For higher altitude military satellite constellations, including the global positioning system (GPS), military communications, and electronic intelligence systems, China's task would be much harder. Such constellations often have greater numbers of satellites than do low-altitude imagery systems. They are probably out of range of most plausible laser weapons, as well as ballistic missiles carrying nuclear weapons. They might, however, be reached by microsatellites deployed as hunter-killer weapons, particularly if those microsatellites had been predeployed (a few might be orbited quickly just before a war, but launch constraints could limit their number, since microsatellites headed to different orbits would probably require different boosters). They might also be reachable by an ASAT similar to what China tested in 2007, once placed on a larger rocket.13 Finally, high-altitude commercial communications satellites are quite likely to be vulnerable. Their transmissions to Earth might well be interrupted for a critical period of hours or days by jamming or a nuclear burst in the atmosphere. For example, disruption of ultra-high-frequency radio signals due to a nuclear burst can last for many hours over a ground area of hundreds or even thousands of kilometers per dimension. Unhardened satellites might be damaged by a large nuclear weapon at distances of 20,000 to 30,000 kilometers.They might even be vulnerable to laser blinding. So it appears that China will remain quite far behind the United States in military capability, relatively rudimentary in its space capabilities and lacking in sophisticated electronic warfare techniques and similar means of disrupting command and communications. But it could hamper some satellite operations, and it could have an "asymmetric capability" to find, target, and attack U.S. Navy ships (not to mention commercial ships trying to survive the postulated blockade of Taiwan). Some might argue that the above analysis overstates the potential role of satellites. For example, even if China would have a hard time getting aircraft close enough to track U.S. ships, given American air supremacy, it might have other means. For example, it may be able to use a sea-based acoustic network. Such a system most likely would be deployed on the seabed, as with the U.S. sound surveillance system (SOSUS) array. On that logic, China may have so many options and capabilities that it need not depend on any one type, such as space assets. Or China may not be able to make good use of any improvements it can achieve in its satellite capabilities. To use a reconnaissance-strike complex to attack a U.S. carrier, one needs not only periodic localization of the carrier, but also real-time tracking and dissemination of that information to a missile that is capable of reaching the carrier and defeating its defenses. The reconnaissance-strike complex must also be resilient in the face of enemy action. The PRC is not close to having such a capability either in its constituent parts or as part of an integrated real-time network. But the case for concern in general, and for special concern about Chinese satellite capabilities in particular, is still rather strong. If China does improve its satellite capabilities for imaging and communications, the United States could be quite hard-pressed to defeat them without ASAT capabilities. Destroying ground stations could require deep inland strikes— and may not work if China builds mobile stations. The sheer size of the PRC also makes it difficult to jam downlinks; the United States cannot flood all of China continuously with high-energy radio waves. (Although the United States may be able to jam links to antiship cruise missiles already in flight, if it can detect them, it would be imprudent to count on this defense alone.) Jamming uplinks may be difficult as well if China anticipates the possibility and develops good encryption technology or a satellite mode of operations in which incoming signals are ignored for certain periods of time. Jamming any PRC radar-imaging satellites may work better, since such satellites must transmit and receive signals continuously to function. But that method would work only if China relied on radar, as opposed to optical, systems. In regard to the argument that China could use SOSUS arrays or other such capabilities to target U.S. carriers, making satellites superfluous, it should be noted that the United States has potential means for countering any such efforts. To deploy a fixed sonar array in the vast waters east of Taiwan where U.S. ships would operate in wartime, China would need to pre-deploy sensors in a region many hundreds of kilometers on a lateral dimension at least. This could be technically quite difficult in such deep waters. Although the United States has laid sonar sensors in waters more than 10,000 feet deep, the procedure is usually carried out remotely from a ship or by a special submarine, and hence becomes more difficult as depth increases. In addition, the United States would have a very good chance of recognizing what China was doing. Even though peacetime protocols would prohibit preemptive attacks, the United States could be expected to know where many of China's underwater assets had been deployed, allowing attacks of one kind or another in wartime. The United States is devoting considerable assets to intelligence operations in the region already, for example, with its attack submarine force. It would similarly have a good chance of detecting and destroying Chinese airborne platforms, including even small unmanned aircraft systems, used for reconnaissance purposes. On balance, growing Chinese satellite capabilities for targeting and communications could be an important ingredient in what Beijing might take (or mistake) for a war-winning capability in the future. China would not need to think it had matched the U.S. Armed Forces in most military categories, only that it had an asymmetric ability to pose greater risks to the United States than Washington might consider acceptable in the event of a future Taiwan Strait crisis. China might also have the means to attack U.S. space assets, particularly lower-flying reconnaissance satellites, by 2010 (if it does not already). It is not entirely out of the question that China might use nuclear weapons to do so systematically, knowing that such a strike might greatly weaken U.S. military capabilities without killing many, if any, Americans. China attaches enough political importance to holding onto Taiwan that it might well prove quite willing to run some risk of escalation in order to do so—especially if its leaders thought they had deduced a clever way to escalate without inviting massive retaliation. Whether it could disrupt or destroy most satellites is unclear. Whether it could reach large numbers of GPS and communications assets in medium Earth orbit and geosynchronous orbit is doubtful. But for these and other reasons, it is also doubtful that the United States could operate its space assets with impunity, or count on completely dominating military space operations, in such a scenario.

Decline space competitiveness kills hegemony and deterrence capabilities. 

Snead 7 (Mike Snead, Aerospace engineer, consultant focusing on Near-future space infrastructure development, “How America Can and Why America Must Now Become a True Spacefaring Nation,” Spacefaring America Blog, 6/3, http://spacefaringamerica.net/2007/06/03/6--why-the-next-president-should-start-america-on-the-path-to-becoming-a-true-spacefaring-nation.aspx)

Great power status is achieved through competition between nations.  This competition is often based on advancing science and technology and applying these advancements to enabling new operational capabilities.  A great power that succeeds in this competition adds to its power while a great power that does not compete or does so ineffectively or by choice, becomes comparatively less powerful.  Eventually, it loses the great power status and then must align itself with another great power for protection.  As the pace of science and technology advancement has increased, so has the potential for the pace of change of great power status.  While the U.S. "invented" powered flight in 1903, a decade later leadership in this area had shifted to Europe.  Within a little more than a decade after the Wright Brothers' first flights, the great powers of Europe were introducing aeronautics into major land warfare through the creation of air forces.  When the U.S. entered the war in 1917, it was forced to rely on French-built aircraft.  Twenty years later, as the European great powers were on the verge of beginning another major European war, the U.S. found itself in a similar situation where its choice to diminish national investment in aeronautics during the 1920's and 1930's—you may recall that this was the era of General Billy Mitchell and his famous efforts to promote military air power—placed U.S. air forces at a significant disadvantage compared to those of Germany and Japan.  This was crucial because military air power was quickly emerging as the "game changer" for conventional warfare.  Land and sea forces increasingly needed capable air forces to survive and generally needed air superiority to prevail. With the great power advantages of becoming spacefaring expected to be comparable to those derived from becoming air-faring in the 1920's and 1930's, a delay by the U.S. in enhancing its great power strengths through expanded national space power may result in a reoccurrence of the rapid emergence of new or the rapid growth of current great powers to the point that they are capable of effectively challenging the U.S. Many great powers—China, India, and Russia—are already speaking of plans for developing spacefaring capabilities.  Yet, today, the U.S. retains a commanding aerospace technological lead over these nations.  A strong effort by the U.S. to become a true spacefaring nation, starting in 2009 with the new presidential administration, may yield a generation or longer lead in space, not just through prudent increases in military strength but also through the other areas of great power competition discussed above.  This is an advantage that the next presidential administration should exercise.

   Cooperation Bad—Human Rights
Cooperation with China is bad – military, political, and human rights implications.

Whittington 06 (“Exploring Partnership: Why trust China in space? Nation is not that friendly on Earth.” September 26th, 2006. Mark R. Whittington is a Houston-based writer and space policy analyst. He is the author of "Children of Apollo," an alternate history novel about the early space program. http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/4208731.html.)

NASA Administrator Michael Griffin departs today for China, as part of a trip that also includes Japan. While this is being described by the space agency as a get acquainted visit, it will doubtless include discussions of how to promote cooperation between China's space program and that of the United States. Such discussions should be conducted with great caution. There are national security and other implications inherent in space cooperation with China. China's interests are often at odds with those of the United States. Its government has behaved on occasion with unseemly aggressiveness. Its human rights record is abysmal. In the early days of the Bush administration, before 9/11 changed everything, China decided to play rough as a test of the new president. In April 2001, a Chinese fighter collided with a Navy EP-3 Orion aircraft that was gathering intelligence on a new Chinese war ship. The EP-3 was forced to land on the Chinese island of Hainan, where the crew was held captive for several days while the Chinese presumably examined the Navy spy plane. Both the crew and the plane were eventually returned, but China's behavior was hardly that of a country eager to be an ally or a partner of the United States. For the past several years, the Chinese have embarked on a huge arms buildup in a bid to make China a superpower rival to the United States. China's space program is a crucial part of that buildup. While the Chinese manned space program is officially a civilian one, it does have a strong military component. Like the United States, China recognizes that outer space is the new high ground necessary to achieve military supremacy. China's diplomatic policy has not been that of a friend, either. The most grave foreign policy crisis of our time is the drive of the Islamic Republic of Iran to acquire nuclear weapons. Were the Iranians to build such weapons of mass destruction, the entire Middle East would become destabilized, and the possibility of a regional nuclear war between Iran and Israel would become real. Yet, China stands obstinately in the way of approving United Nations sanctions that would compel Iran to desist in its dangerous ambitions. Nor has China been entirely cooperative in the drive to restrain North Korea, which likely already possesses nuclear weapons. China's human rights record hardly makes it a country worthy of being a space partner with the United States. The Tiananmen Square massacre, in which Chinese troops shot, bayoneted and ran over with tanks student protesters, still stands as one of the most heinous atrocities in the long and bloody history of tyranny. Before and since, China has dealt with both political and religious dissidents with an iron hand — imprisoning, torturing and killing them. Despite heady talk of joint American/Chinese expeditions to the moon, making China a full partner in the exploration of space would seem not only unwise but immoral. As long as China regards itself as a rival power to the United States, it would use such a partnership as a means of acquiring the technology and skills needed to advance its own supremacy in space. And the question that advocates of space cooperation with China should ask is: Does a country that tortures and murders its own people make a worthy partner for space exploration? It could be argued that making China a space partner would ease tensions between the two countries, causing that country to be better disposed toward the United States. But that reminds of one of the loopier ideas advanced in the 1980s by the late Carl Sagan, to abandon the Strategic Defense Initiative in favor of a joint American/Soviet expedition to Mars, in order to ease tensions between those two countries. Wisely, that course was not followed. Through economic, diplomatic and military pressure, the Soviet Empire was eventually brought down. Despite these reservations, Griffin should go to China. A rocket scientist without peer, Griffin is well-suited to appreciate the extent of the Chinese space program and the progress it is making. And there are certain, practical arrangements that could be made, such as mandating compatible docking systems. 

Ignoring human rights violations is an existential risk.

Human Rights Web 97 ("An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement," 1/25, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)

Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.

   Cooperation Bad—Espionage

Cooperation leads to espionage. Even if cooperation is good, it needs to be postponed until intelligence is better.

Griffin 11 (Michael Griffin was the administrator of NASA under President George W. Bush. Michelle Van Cleave was the national counterintelligence executive under President Bush and assistant director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy under Presidents Reagan and George H. W. Bush. July 6th 2011. Working with China Opens Door to Espionage. http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/6/working-with-china-opens-door-to-espionage/?page=all#pagebreak.)

As America prepares to box up the last space shuttle for museum display, China is on a trajectory of explosive growth in space - under a highly disciplined veil of secrecy. We have precious few insights into what the Chinese are doing or why. Based on our experience with the Soviets during the Cold War and with Russia since, we think carefully managed cooperative space projects - not putting partners into the critical path, just selective joint efforts on interesting things - could be the single best window into Chinese plans and capabilities in space. At the same time, the Chinese have a far-reaching, multilayered program for illicit technology acquisition from the United States. They are keenly interested in space technology, in which America is still the world’s unquestioned leader. Just ask 30-year spy Dongfan Chung (Orange County, Calif.) or Shu Quan-Sheng (Newport News, Va.) or Lian Yang (Seattle), now serving time for passing inter alia space-shuttle communication technologies, space-launch cryogenic fuels data and satellite semiconductor devices, respectively. And that’s just the tip of the iceberg. We want to open channels that allow the possibility that in the long run, a potential adversary can become a partner and ally. Joint space projects characterized by transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit can be an excellent way to begin. Is it possible to manage the inherent risks while pursuing our larger goals? If we had an effective counterintelligence capability to identify and disrupt Chinese collection activities, this would be an easier call. Timely tripwires that signal when the other side is stepping across the line would enable us to manage the risk of close interaction and gain the advantage of rare insights into China’s space program. Unfortunately, U.S. efforts to build such a strategic capability against foreign intelligence threats have fallen by the wayside, while Chinese espionage continues to grow. We believe the United States is paying an opportunity cost by walking away from possible joint space projects with China, but without a more robust counterintelligence capability, we stand to lose more than we would gain. Nor does it make sense to venture into cooperative activities that may contribute to China’s military modernization or global strategic ambitions. The statutory prohibition against bilateral space projects wisely puts the brakes on a downhill rush to engage with the Chinese. In the absence of a larger strategy guiding policy and programs on China, it is unclear whether cooperative space projects would advance or hinder U.S. interests. The Obama administration should use this timeout to take stock and then return to Congress with a coherent approach to space cooperation with China that is more than a raw assertion of the president’s authority to conduct foreign affairs as he may please.

   Cooperation Bad—U.S. Competitiveness

Cooperation with China will hurt U.S. competitiveness.

David 06 (“U.S.-China Cooperation: The Great Space Debate.” April 12th, 2006. Leonard David: Research Associate for Secure World Foundation. He is an award-winning journalist and is SPACE.com’s Space Insider Columnist, a correspondent for Space News newspaper, a contributing writer for the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) Aerospace America magazine and also serves as a consultant to the Coalition for Space Exploration. Leonard has been a consultant to NASA, other government agencies, the aerospace industry and media outlets. In the mid-1980’s he served as Director of Research for the National Commission on Space, and he has received the Royal Aeronautical Society (RAeS) Award for Best Space Submission at the Aerospace Journalist of the Year Awards in England in 2006 and in Paris in 2003. Also in 2006, he received the Orbit award for Space Media from the Space Tourism Society. Later that year, he won the 2nd Annual Space Journalism award for best article on human spacefaring for January-September 2005 and in 2001 won the National Space Society’s Space Pioneer Award for Media. http://www.space.com/2284-china-cooperation-great-space-debate.html)

Those talks led to an array of cooperative ventures, from weather data exchanges to the docking detente of Apollo-Soyuz in 1975, setting the stage for working together on the International Space Station project. Defuse possible tensions "China civil space plans are ambitious and inevitable," said Joseph Fuller, Jr., President and Chief Executive Officer of the Futron Corporation based in Bethesda, Maryland. "It is not a question of if, but when. For the U.S. exploration vision to succeed on a grand scale, it must include China, India, Russia and other space faring nations," he said. "Substantial collaboration already exists in business and economics," Fuller said, "why not civil space?" As China expands its automated and human spaceflight abilities, how best should the United States look upon this blossoming work--from a military/civilian perspective? Denying NASA and U.S. space commercial vendors the right to work with China is a political, not a security issue, said James Clay Moltz, Deputy Director, Center for Nonproliferation Studies and Professor of International Policy Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California. "Space station technologies are available from other suppliers and are unlikely to lead to any meaningful military advantages," Moltz explained. "On the other hand, forcing China to develop its own space station with Russian or other partners simply sets up a possible competitor where there doesn't need to be one." Moltz told SPACE.com that cooperating with China would defuse possible tensions, promote cost-savings for NASA, and level the playing field for U.S. companies. The United States should continue to hold China to account for human rights violations and other problems, but not hold space hostage. "It's simply not in U.S. interests," he said. Elite club of countries Given success in the human spaceflight arena, Luo of CNSA said that his country intends to orbit its own space lab by 2015. Leading up to this effort, he added, Chinese astronauts are to carry out space walks, with rendezvous and space docking skills also to be demonstrated in coming years. China carried out its first human space voyage into Earth orbit in October 2003. That less-than-a-day flight catapulted China into an elite club of countries that has this independent space ability, following the former Soviet Union in 1961 and the United States in 1962. Last year, China sent a two-person crew into orbit on a five-day mission, substantially shaking out their Shenzhou spaceship. During his U.S. travels--including a stopover at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt, Maryland--Luo said his country will send a first robotic probe to the Moon next year, make a soft-landing of a robotic rover on the Moon in 2012, and conduct an automated lunar sample return effort in 2017. There was no direct mention by Luo of dispatching a crew to the Moon--or any timetable for such a feat--other than stating that he thought China will also consider the possibility of a manned mission to the Moon. Lunar desires "I happen to believe that their goal is to get to the Moon and that their schedule is probably more ambitious than ours is," said former Congressman Robert Walker and now chairman of Wexler & Walker Public Policy Associates in Washington, D.C. Walker also chaired the Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry and was a member of the Presidential Commission on the Implementation of the United States Space Exploration Policy. China's lunar desires will be seen by some people as a very direct challenge, Walker said, "but for the Chinese it will simply establish respect for their science and technology programs, which will then allow them, perhaps, to command a bigger price for a lot of their products in the world market." Walker told SPACE.com that China's growing space prowess is "a very strategic kind of concept for them," adding: "If we are going to be competitive in a world environment we need to respect and do our job of anticipating and responding." More assurances needed In terms of working with China on space matters, Walker said there is need for "more assurances" than the U.S. presently has about the Chinese willingness to respect technology, copyrights and patents. "We have challenges with the Chinese at the present time because the rule of law sometimes means different things to them than it means to us," Walker added. "We're trying to work that out through World Trade Organization arrangements and hopefully some day we will." Walker said that U.S.-China space cooperation should be very carefully measured. There is need to assure that the United States, he said, doesn't end up giving China technology that challenges, and possibly exceeds, American space expertise. Leadership in space technology is a very important part of the United States being competitive in the 21st century, Walker said. "We do not want to easily give up the technology that allows us to stay in the lead." Most Americans think that the United States is so far ahead in the space arena that no one will ever catch us, Walker concluded. "In my view, that's a mistake to believe that...because there are people with ambitions that rival our own." 
   Cooperation Bad—Destabilization/Arms Race
Cooperation could backfire and cause destabilization.

Manzo 08 (U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China by Vince Manzo, CDI Research Assistant, CDI 2008. http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/strategicdialoguepolicy.pdf)

However, cooperation between nations is difficult; uncertainty and suspicion can sour relations even when both countries have incentives to work together. China’s ASAT test was not helpful in this regard. It has aggravated U.S. suspicions about China’s military modernization programs and long-term intentions. For its part, China is concerned with U.S. missile defense, conventional long-range strike capabilities and the U.S. decision to shoot down a failing spy satellite in February 2008. If coupled with further negative developments in U.S.-China relations, both countries may come under increased domestic pressure to adopt more confrontational policies towards each other. This could prompt either China or the United States to alter its strategic forces in ways that are perceived as threatening and provocative by the other, igniting a tit-for-tat cycle of deployment-counter-deployment that contributes to a more competitive U.S.-China relationship. No one knows how a strategic competition between the United States and China would play out. However, the coupling of a fierce security competition with newly deployed and poorly understood weapon systems could be highly destabilizing.

Cooperation gives China HLV’s which enable weaponization of space.

David 06 (“U.S.-China Cooperation: The Great Space Debate.” April 12th, 2006. Leonard David: Research Associate for Secure World Foundation. He is an award-winning journalist and is SPACE.com’s Space Insider Columnist, a correspondent for Space News newspaper, a contributing writer for the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) Aerospace America magazine and also serves as a consultant to the Coalition for Space Exploration. Leonard has been a consultant to NASA, other government agencies, the aerospace industry and media outlets. In the mid-1980’s he served as Director of Research for the National Commission on Space, and he has received the Royal Aeronautical Society (RAeS) Award for Best Space Submission at the Aerospace Journalist of the Year Awards in England in 2006 and in Paris in 2003. Also in 2006, he received the Orbit award for Space Media from the Space Tourism Society. Later that year, he won the 2nd Annual Space Journalism award for best article on human spacefaring for January-September 2005 and in 2001 won the National Space Society’s Space Pioneer Award for Media. http://www.space.com/2284-china-cooperation-great-space-debate.html)

The most immediate thing we ought to agree to in my view is a joint docking device," Feeney pointed out. Having the ability to dock NASA's Crew Exploration Vehicle (CEV) to a future Chinese space station should be considered. So too is having a Shenzhou spacecraft capable of attaching to a stranded CEV if need be, he added. But putting such ideas aside, Feeney said there remains a "big caveat in all of this." There are "very legitimate concerns" raised by the U.S. military, he said, about the ultimate intention of the Chinese. With newly announced defense budget increases in China, the defense community finds it difficult to talk about sharing technology or capabilities between the two nations, Feeney explained. Furthermore, China's building of a new launch facility to handle heavy-lift rocket operations is worrisome to U.S. space defense officials. Take home messages While the heavy-lift Long March booster is key for building a space station, to hone near-Earth and lunar exploration operations, Feeney said the launcher's throw weight can seed space with killer satellites that could "incapacitate America's space communications and space predominance." "So as we talk about cooperation, we have to think about the really big issues," Feeney noted. "It's one thing to talk about human spaceflight ... rescue of astronauts ... other types of technology generates this concern." Asked what his take home messages were after viewing, in person, China's space program, Feeney said: "The Chinese have a long way to go to catch us in space capabilities. But they are very focused ... they have had huge success ... and they are very dedicated to being a space leader." 

China encourages proliferation – that leads to nuclear wars.

Whittington 06 (“Exploring Partnership: Why trust China in space? Nation is not that friendly on Earth.” September 26th, 2006. Mark R. Whittington is a Houston-based writer and space policy analyst. He is the author of "Children of Apollo," an alternate history novel about the early space program. http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/4208731.html.)

China's diplomatic policy has not been that of a friend, either. The most grave foreign policy crisis of our time is the drive of the Islamic Republic of Iran to acquire nuclear weapons. Were the Iranians to build such weapons of mass destruction, the entire Middle East would become destabilized, and the possibility of a regional nuclear war between Iran and Israel would become real. Yet, China stands obstinately in the way of approving United Nations sanctions that would compel Iran to desist in its dangerous ambitions. Nor has China been entirely cooperative in the drive to restrain North Korea, which likely already possesses nuclear weapons.
   Cooperation Bad—China Modernization

US-China cooperation bad: allows them to modernize their military

Griffin, 11 - Michael Griffin, the administrator of NASA under President George W. Bush, and Michelle Van Cleave, national counterintelligence executive under President Bush and assistant director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy under Presidents Reagan and George H. W. Bush, 7/6/11 (“GRIFFIN & VAN CLEAVE: Working with China opens door to espionage,” The Washington Times, Accessed online at http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/6/working-with-china-opens-door-to-espionage/, Accessed on 7/11/11)

As the former head of NASA and the first to visit China, and the former head of U.S. counterintelligence, we might be expected to reach different answers. Yet we are both in the realist camp. There are two schools of thought about space cooperation with China, each with its own self-fulfilling prophecy: c The Chinese are determined to steal our technology and get ahead militarily at our expense, so any cooperative space projects are a lose-lose for us. (The national security realists.) c Chinese espionage will succeed no matter what we do, so we might as well get what we can out of cooperative projects. (The science and technology “realists.”) We think both of these views are overly simplistic. As America prepares to box up the last space shuttle for museum display, China is on a trajectory of explosive growth in space - under a highly disciplined veil of secrecy. We have precious few insights into what the Chinese are doing or why. Based on our experience with the Soviets during the Cold War and with Russia since, we think carefully managed cooperative space projects - not putting partners into the critical path, just selective joint efforts on interesting things - could be the single best window into Chinese plans and capabilities in space. At the same time, the Chinese have a far-reaching, multilayered program for illicit technology acquisition from the United States. They are keenly interested in space technology, in which America is still the world’s unquestioned leader. Just ask 30-year spy Dongfan Chung (Orange County, Calif.) or Shu Quan-Sheng (Newport News, Va.) or Lian Yang (Seattle), now serving time for passing inter alia space-shuttle communication technologies, space-launch cryogenic fuels data and satellite semiconductor devices, respectively. And that’s just the tip of the iceberg. We want to open channels that allow the possibility that in the long run, a potential adversary can become a partner and ally. Joint space projects characterized by transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit can be an excellent way to begin. Is it possible to manage the inherent risks while pursuing our larger goals? If we had an effective counterintelligence capability to identify and disrupt Chinese collection activities, this would be an easier call. Timely tripwires that signal when the other side is stepping across the line would enable us to manage the risk of close interaction and gain the advantage of rare insights into China’s space program. Unfortunately, U.S. efforts to build such a strategic capability against foreign intelligence threats have fallen by the wayside, while Chinese espionage continues to grow. We believe the United States is paying an opportunity cost by walking away from possible joint space projects with China, but without a more robust counterintelligence capability, we stand to lose more than we would gain. Nor does it make sense to venture into cooperative activities that may contribute to China’s military modernization or global strategic ambitions. 

Cooperation bad: China modernization, human rights concerns, and ineffectiveness.

Logan 08 (China’s Space Program: Options for U.S.-China Cooperation. Jeffrey Logan: Specialist in Energy Policy, Resources, Science, and Industry Division. CRS Report for Congress. 09/29/08 http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22777.pdf)

Challenges of Cooperating with China. Some of the most important challenges of expanding cooperation in space with China include: ! Inadvertent technology transfer. From this perspective, increased space cooperation with China should be avoided until Chinese intentions are clearer. Joint space activities could lead to more rapid (dual-use) technology transfer to China, and in a worst-case scenario, result in a “space Pearl Harbor,” as postulated by a congressionally appointed commission led by Donald Rumsfeld in 2001.22 ! Moral compromise. China is widely criticized for its record on human rights and non-democratic governance. Any collaboration that improves the standing of authoritarian Chinese leaders might thus be viewed as unacceptable. Ineffectiveness. Some argue that increased collaboration will not produce tangible benefits for the United States, especially without a new bilateral political climate.23 

China is evil. Plan compromises national interest and aids China’s military.

Dinerman 04 (Taylor Dinerman is editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/212/1. Monday, August 23rd, 2004. Dancing on Eggs: US Space Cooperation with China.)

However, the Chinese military is still threatening Taiwan. They have yet to show that they are really ready to be America’s full-blown partner in East Asian peace maintenance. China’s military build-up continues but, at the moment, it seems to be fairly modest—at least by communist standards. They are putting resources into new missiles, new submarines and, perhaps, into new asymmetric warfare technologies. China wants to keep its political and military options open. Someday, they may want to pursue regional hegemony through military means. If they are going to confront the US or, perhaps, the US and Japan, they want to do it with as much technology and as little expenditure of blood as possible. This new doctrine is the ultimate repudiation of Mao’s old “people’s war” idea. Seen from the Chinese point of view, this is a moderate and sensible precaution. Their growing economy and their increasing role in world trade make it unlikely that they will launch any violent military operations any time soon. It makes more sense for them to look for ways to cooperate with the US and Japan, and to thus prove their good intentions. If they find it difficult to do so in the case of North Korea, they hope to find it easy to do so in space. International space cooperation has a long, and certainly mixed, history. The Apollo-Soyuz mission symbolized Nixon’s détente policy. It allowed American and Soviet astronauts to work together and to get to know each other. The spacefaring brotherhood that now exists can be traced back to that handshake in orbit. On the other hand, Apollo-Soyuz could also be seen as a symbol of America’s willingness to compromise its national interests in the name of good relations with a communist enemy. International space cooperation has a long, and certainly mixed, history. Aside from its obvious military utility, China’s ongoing remote sensing effort probably has an internal political aspect as well. Space imagery provides a relatively cheap and secure way to check up on the activities of local governments that may want to keep certain aspects of their performance hidden from both the financial and the planning authorities. Properly handled, remote sensing data can be a useful tool in any nation’s fight against both corruption and pollution. China’s human spaceflight effort is more obviously tied to the question of prestige. It was quite an accomplishment for China to become only the third nation on Earth to launch someone into orbit. They are planning to repeat the flight in 2005, and are working on plans that will lead towards a comprehensive human space presence, probably some time in the next decade. 
   Cooperation Bad—Aerospace

Cooperation undercuts US aerospace markets

Rendleman and Faulconer, 10 – *retired USAF Colonel  AND **President of Strategic Space Solutions, over 31 years in the aerospace industry (James and Walter, “Improving international space cooperation: Considerations for the USA,” Space Policy 26 (2010) 143-151, Science Direct)

Many other nations are eager to duplicate this success. They are working diligently to grow indigenous capabilities to exploit orbital space for their own commercial or military gain, or for national pride. This has all had the effect of generating considerable interest from other nations and commercial entities to seek space cooperation with USA and other potential partners. Initially such space cooperation might be perceived as inimical to the US aerospace industrial base: cooperation could cause decreased domestic employment because foreign nations could then build space systems and components that might otherwise have been constructed in the USA. India and China are producing huge numbers of science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) qualified manpower in their rush to become first-tier superpowers. This is problematic for the USA, as cooperation with such states could allow them eventually to better engineer and then undercut US markets. 
Declining aerospace leadership directly facilitates the emergence of hostile global rivals

Snead, 07 - Aerospace engineer and consultant focusing on Near-future space infrastructure development (Mike, “How America Can and Why America Must Now Become a True Spacefaring Nation,” Spacefaring America Blog, 6/3, http://spacefaringamerica.net/2007/06/03/6--why-the-next-president-should-start-america-on-the-path-to-becoming-a-true-spacefaring-nation.aspx)

Great power status is achieved through competition between nations. This competition is often based on advancing science and technology and applying these advancements to enabling new operational capabilities. A great power that succeeds in this competition adds to its power while a great power that does not compete or does so ineffectively or by choice, becomes comparatively less powerful. Eventually, it loses the great power status and then must align itself with another great power for protection. As the pace of science and technology advancement has increased, so has the potential for the pace of change of great power status. While the U.S. "invented" powered flight in 1903, a decade later leadership in this area had shifted to Europe. Within a little more than a decade after the Wright Brothers' first flights, the great powers of Europe were introducing aeronautics into major land warfare through the creation of air forces. When the U.S. entered the war in 1917, it was forced to rely on French-built aircraft. Twenty years later, as the European great powers were on the verge of beginning another major European war, the U.S. found itself in a similar situation where its choice to diminish national investment in aeronautics during the 1920's and 1930's—you may recall that this was the era of General Billy Mitchell and his famous efforts to promote military air power—placed U.S. air forces at a significant disadvantage compared to those of Germany and Japan. This was crucial because military air power was quickly emerging as the "game changer" for conventional warfare. Land and sea forces increasingly needed capable air forces to survive and generally needed air superiority to prevail. With the great power advantages of becoming spacefaring expected to be comparable to those derived from becoming air-faring in the 1920's and 1930's, a delay by the U.S. in enhancing its great power strengths through expanded national space power may result in a reoccurrence of the rapid emergence of new or the rapid growth of current great powers to the point that they are capable of effectively challenging the U.S. Many great powers—China, India, and Russia—are already speaking of plans for developing spacefaring capabilities. Yet, today, the U.S. retains a commanding aerospace technological lead over these nations. A strong effort by the U.S. to become a true spacefaring nation, starting in 2009 with the new presidential administration, may yield a generation or longer lead in space, not just through prudent increases in military strength but also through the other areas of great power competition discussed above. This is an advantage that the next presidential administration should exercise.

This could result in global nuclear conflicts 

Kagan, 7 - senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html)

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

   Cooperation Bad—STEM
Space cooperation is bad—American exceptionalism is key to technological leadership and education.

Bell 11 (Does The United States Still Care About Space Leadership? Larry Bell is the Independent Director of

Adams Resources & Energy . 07/12/11. http://blogs.forbes.com/larrybell/2011/07/12/does-the-united-states-still-care-about-space-leadership/. Forbes Magazine.)

There have been modern periods when our nation’s space exploration program fostered unapologetic pride in American exceptionalism. Phenomenal achievements of dreamers and pragmatists, conquest and innovation, human courage and commitment, triumphs over tragedies, and above all, spiritual inspiration to become ever better than we are — these seemed well worth the economic and human costs. Is this still the case? Did all this heroic stuff become passé — an outmoded patriotism to be archived along with John Wayne movies? Can’t we just subordinate our space and technology development to collaborations where international bureaucracies and committees charter the future and determine our place in it? Or is it perhaps time to kick the space exploration can down the road and over the cliff? If so, should we let NASA continue to focus more and more of its resources upon trying to protect the planet from natural climate change? Okay, I’ll admit to some strong bias here. I have had an uncommon privilege to know and work with pioneering leaders responsible for planning and directing American space missions. I have founded and co-founded successful university space programs and commercial companies that would not likely have been possible in any other country. I have enjoyed personal associations with many brave and remarkable people who have circled the Earth for weeks and months, and who walked on the moon. I have experienced real excitement and pride watching friends launched to the International Space Station aboard the U.S. Shuttle and Russian Rockets, followed by relief when they safely returned. I continue to pursue space system research and design initiatives in the company of remarkably dedicated and competent NASA, aerospace industry and academic colleagues. I draw vital energy from my students’ space career passions, derive satisfactions from their realized goal achievements, and hope that their future career prospects will be bright. Enough about me. Think back, if you will, to what the American space experience has meant to you and our country. Some of you are old enough to remember how our national psyche was jolted on Oct. 4, 1957 when a tiny Soviet satellite chirped alarming evidence of technological superiority. An emboldened Soviet President Nekita Kruschev banged that point home with his shoe on a table at a 1960 U.N. meeting, crowing “We will bury you.” Then, only one year later a young cosmonaut named Yuri Gagarin really rubbed it in, opening a new extraterrestrial era that threatened to leave the U.S. behind. Those times motivated a rude awakening, and tested our resolve. America responded to the challenge. On May 25, 1961, only a few weeks after Gagarin’s flight, President John Kennedy upped the ante, committing the U.S. to send a man to the moon and returning him safely back before the end of that decade. We did even better…putting four of our citizens on the moon’s surface and returning them by 1969, along with two others in lunar orbit and back on the same Apollo missions. Within three more years eight others had walked on the moon on successful round-trip voyages with four more orbital companions. April 1970 witnessed remarkable flight and ground crew resilience and ingenuity during an aborted Apollo 13 mission. In preparation, four Earth orbital Mercury launches (carrying one astronaut each), one suborbital and nine Earth orbital Gemini flights (two astronauts each), two Earth orbital Apollo tests (three astronauts each), and two orbit tests made the lunar landings possible. That was only the beginning. The Skylab program (1973-79), established our first true space station and demonstrated human abilities to adapt and undertake productive work under orbital weightless conditions. Apollo-Soyuz enabled U.S. and Russian engineers and flight crews to rise above Cold War rivalry and work together in a literal high ground. American astronaut visitations to the Russian MIR space station extended this spirit of cooperation and diplomacy. Development and assembly of the International Space Station now culminates the largest, most complex initiative in human history, a testament to great potentials and peaceful benefits of multi-national collaboration. Most unfortunately, Americans will soon need to hitch rides on Russian vehicles to access it from foreign locations. Our marvelous Space Shuttles will be relegated to the ignominious status of dormant hanger queens. So what have we really gained from these space developments up until now, thus warranting rededicated leadership and investment? Consider the answer from your personal experience, but with a few broad issues in mind. First, we’ve all heard about unexpected space technology spin-offs — everything from Teflon to the satellite-dependent internet network, with all manner of other “space age” innovations in between. Sure, those products and discoveries appear endless, but a lot of them might well have occurred as a result of free market innovation incentives anyway. Yes, space exploration programs produce technological innovations, but even more, don’t they produce inspiration for our children, grandchildren and other generations who follow to realize that the sky is literally no limit to what can be achieved with ambitious goals, solid educational foundations and disciplined commitment? They will be the ones that advance future innovation and progress in all fields. Contributions to encourage vision, leadership and competence are vital products that will drive our nation’s future – and theirs as well. Then there’s the matter of national security and prestige reflected by technological superiority. After all, that priority really got our space program off the ground from its inception. Despite diminished superpower competition that attended the Soviet Union’s implosion, it’s hard to dismiss some lingering concerns that validate needs for continuing progress in these areas as well. Of course, we could rely on a military space program for much of that, and forget about winning approval for appearing to be nice. But again, doesn’t our national security most fundamentally depend upon the continued vitality of our economy…our ability, among other things, to stay ahead of the technology curve? Here, space exploration has served to stimulate interests of young people in science – and engineering – based studies, providing lessons and problem-solving challenges that apply at all levels of learning. Sadly, however, many of the technical programs in top-ranked U.S. universities are now dominated by students from Asia and India. In China, strong math and science backgrounds are prerequisites for admittance to the best universities or to be hired by foreign corporations operating there. The Microsoft research center in Beijing is one of the most sought-after places there, and the competition is fierce. There is a popular saying: “If you are one in a million, there are 1,300 people just like you.” It’s difficult to ignore the symbolic and real benefits of international cooperation and national prestige gained through space exploration developments. But I submit that there is something else that our programs represent of equal or even greater value. Namely, it is less important how the rest of the world views us; instead it’s about how we see ourselves: as a culture willing to take risks in quests for uncertain, yet potentially unlimited rewards; as a nation

STEM key to economy, competitiveness, and hegemony.

CLA News 8 [Collins Learning Academy, “Report: Retool Instruction, or U.S. Will Fail,” Sept 10 http://www.collinslearningacademy.com/parents.htm] 

Creating a 21st-century education system that prepares students, workers, and citizens to triumph in the global skills race is the central economic competitiveness issue currently facing the United States, according to a new report from the Partnership for 21st Century Skills (P21). The report provides a sobering wake-up call for the nation's civic and education leaders. The report, called "21st Century Skills, Education, and Competitiveness," argues that for the United States to be globally competitive--and for states to attract growth industries and create jobs--the nation requires a fresh approach to education that recognizes the critical role 21st-century skills play in the workplace. The report summarizes the challenges and opportunities that, if left unaddressed, would curtail U.S. competitiveness and diminish the nation's standing in the world economy. It urges policy makers and leaders in business, education, and workforce development to use the report as a resource for shaping policies that are attuned to competitive needs. We need to recognize that education is the bedrock of competitiveness--the engine, not simply an input, of the economy," the report says. It notes that the country's economic output has changed dramatically over the past 30 years, and there is no sign this trend will stop. In 1967, the production of material goods (such as cars and equipment) and the delivery of material services (such as transportation and construction) accounted for nearly 54 percent of the country's economic output. However, by 1997, the development of information products (such as computers) and the delivery of information services (such as financial and broadcast services) accounted for 63 percent of the country's output. As the world continues to shift from an industrial economy to a service economy driven by information, knowledge, and innovation, cultivating 21st-century skills is vital to economic success, the report states. While the global economy has been changing, the United States has focused primarily on closing domestic achievement gaps and largely has ignored the growing necessity of graduating students capable of filling emerging job sectors, according to the report. And while focusing nationally on closing achievement gaps between the lowest and highest performing students has been a legitimate and useful agenda, the report asserts that this goal has skirted the competitive demand for advanced skills. "Equally important to the domestic achievement gap is the global achievement gap between U.S. students--even top performers--and their international counterparts," said Paige Kuni, worldwide manager of K-12 education for Intel Corp. and P21 chair. "Quite simply, for the United States to stay economically viable and remain a world leader, the country must make closing all achievement gaps a national priority." Abroad, developed and competing nations have focused on imparting a different set of skills--21st-century skills--to their graduates, because these skills increasingly power the wealth of nations, the report says. Furthermore, businesses now require workers who can handle more responsibility and contribute more to productivity and innovation. In fact, from 1995 to 2005, the United States lost three million manufacturing jobs, but, during that same time, 17 million service-sector jobs were created. It is critical that the United States graduate students capable of filling those jobs and keeping pace with the change in skill demands, the report warns. "It has become apparent that there isn't a lack of employees who are technically proficient, but a lack of employees who can adequately communicate and collaborate, innovate, and think critically," said Ken Kay, P21 president. "At this pivotal moment in our nation's history, legislators and policy makers must focus on the outcomes we know produce graduates capable of competing in the 21st century and forging a viable economic future." The report says every aspect of the U.S. education system--from pre-kindergarten to postsecondary and adult education, including after-school and teacher preparation programs--"must be aligned to prepare citizens with the 21st-century skills they need to compete." It encourages U.S. schools to do a better job of teaching and measuring advanced, 21st-century skills beyond simply assessing science, reading, and math. In addition, it outlines several actions at the national, state, and local levels that U.S. leaders must undertake to improve economic results and better prepare citizens to participate in the 21st-century economy. "All Americans, not just an elite few, need 21st-century skills that will increase their marketability, employability, and readiness for citizenship," the report says. These skills include critical thinking and judgment, complex problem solving, creative thinking, and communication and collaboration. P21 is a national advocacy group focused on infusing 21st-century skills into education. The report is sponsored by the Ford Motor Company Fund, KnowledgeWorks Foundation, and the National Education Association. 

Economic decline causes nuclear war and isolationism.

Friedberg and Schoenfeld 2008 - *Professor of politics and IR at Princeton’s Woodrow Wilson School, **senior editor of Commentary and visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute at Princeton (10/21, Aaron and Gabriel, Wall Street Journal, “The dangers of a diminished America”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html)

With the global financial system in serious trouble, is America's geostrategic dominance likely to diminish? If so, what would that mean? One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs. In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism. Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership.

Heg is key to global stability and to access every major impact 

Thayer, Professor of Strategic Studies, 6 - Associate Professor of Defense and Strategic Study @ Missouri State University, Former Research Fellow @ International Security Program @ Harvard Belfer Center of Science and International Affairs  (Bradley, “In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest, November/December)

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1  Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing.  Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies.  U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.  You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington.  Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.  The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations.  THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order ‑ free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world.  The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war.  Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars.  Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. 

   Cooperation Bad—Turns Case
Any risk that the project fails would hurt US-China relations more than success would help them.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

In particular, it is worth considering the consequences of potential failure—that is, if a given initiative were to fail, either due to internal political pressures from either side or external political developments (e.g., an EP-3 type incident), how would this affect the overall course of Sino-US cooperation in space and in other areas? The perceived failure of high-profile projects would likely generate a long-term adverse effect on US-Chinese cooperation in space and elsewhere. Conversely, while successes in small projects may not create as much benefit, they would provide additional data for subsequent cooperative efforts. In this regard, it is useful to consider that the Apollo-Soyuz mission occurred after the negotiation of the SALT I Accords, and in the midst of SALT II, as well as a variety of negotiations (e.g., Helsinki).

   Cooperation Bad—Hegemony

Cooperation would be asymmetric and force the U.S. to give up military superiority.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

Thus, from the Chinese perspective, it is not incumbent upon the weaker party to disclose information, or indeed, to even reciprocate concessions. This message was sounded by one Chinese delegate who attended the 2007 Eisenhower Center China conference, who noted that the weak are not obliged to reveal their secrets to the strong. A variation of this asymmetric view of obligations was sounded by the three Chinese delegates who attended the 2008 China conference. One specifically stated that the purpose of space arms control was to constrain the strong, by which she meant the United States. Such an attitude is deeply problematic under most circumstances. Coupled with some discussions about whether the very concept of transparency isn’t analogous to espionage, and it soon raises questions about whether cooperation with China would involve symmetric or asymmetric concessions and reciprocity. Where the issues are dual-use technologies, however, many of which are considered essential for national security, it dims the prospects for cooperation. 

Heg is key to global stability and to access every major impact 

Thayer, Professor of Strategic Studies, 6 - Associate Professor of Defense and Strategic Study @ Missouri State University, Former Research Fellow @ International Security Program @ Harvard Belfer Center of Science and International Affairs  (Bradley, “In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest, November/December)

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1  Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing.  Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies.  U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.  You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington.  Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.  The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations.  THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order ‑ free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world.  The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war.  Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars.  Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. 

   A2: No Cooperation → Arms Race

Even if that leads to an arms race, it would be a good thing.

Whittington 06 (“Exploring Partnership: Why trust China in space? Nation is not that friendly on Earth.” September 26th, 2006. Mark R. Whittington is a Houston-based writer and space policy analyst. He is the author of "Children of Apollo," an alternate history novel about the early space program. http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/4208731.html.)

But until China gives up its drive to superpower status and begins to adhere to human rights norms, it should not become a partner in space exploration to the United States. Does that policy mean a space race between China and the United States? Probably. But that is not something that should be feared, but rather welcomed. Competition breeds progress and innovation. The last space race took America to the moon from a dead stop in eight years. The next one could determine which system will spread civilization beyond the Earth: democracy and capitalism or tyranny.

***Counterplans***

   Counterplan—Canada

     1NC
The United States, Canada, and China should cooperate on [the plan].

In the status quo, cooperation will fail and cause miscalculation and extinction, but Canada solves this. 

Huntley 09 (Wade L. Huntley, Ph.D., is senior lecturer in the National Security Affairs department at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California, and an independent consultant on international security issues.  His publications include four edited volumes and over fifty peer-reviewed articles, book chapters and scholarly essays on topics of nuclear weapons proliferation, global security studies, security and arms control in space, US foreign policies, East and South Asian regional security, and international relations theory. Dr. Huntley previously was Director of the Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Research at the University of British Columbia in Vancouver, Canada; Associate Professor at the Hiroshima Peace Institute in Hiroshima, Japan; and Director of the Global Peace and Security Program at the Nautilus Institute in Berkeley, California. “Engaging China on Space: Implications for Canada.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)
The first concern is that the U.S. and China face a sharp security dilemma with respect to their encounters on military uses of space. Flowing from the basic postulates of “realist” international theory, this means that both countries find themselves with postures and interests compelling them to suspect the worst of each other.22 Even if each side were to pursue only its most vital interests in the most innocuous means possible, nevertheless those activities would still be threatening to the other, and perceived as such. Though neither side wishes conflict, each finds it exceedingly difficult to forsake defensive measures that would increase vulnerability in the absence of an impossibly complete confidence of reciprocation. This is the key feature of the security dilemma: it is a real dilemma, leaving the parties inescapably victims of circumstance.  The second concern is that the U.S. and China sometimes dangerously misunderstand each others’ intentions and fail to communicate effectively. International relations theory has long recognized the fundamental role of perception in shaping state relationships and global outcomes.23 Misunderstandings flowing from differences of language and strategic culture pose significant obstacles. Misperceptions of true intentions aggravate reactions to otherwise innocent actions and events. Domestic political dynamics on both sides produce mixed and/or opaque signals. In this context, gaps in understandings and expectations for future conduct invite unnecessary conflict; as if the parties willfully discarded the map before entering the minefield. In this view, there is no fundamental conflict beyond overcoming these communications challenges; in principle the U.S. and China could build a peaceful security partnership that would be selfsustainable into the indefinite future. In reality, the dynamics of the U.S.-China relationship probably comprise a combination of both concerns, though in varying degrees across issues and time. Moreover, the concerns are mutually reinforcing and the threshold between them is opaque. Hence, degradation of relations and crises involve both real conflicts of interest and intensifying mistrust; stabilization of relations and constructive engagement entail both improved understanding and practical reconciliations. But the distinction between these two types of concern is vital because the types of prescriptions for dealing with each concern are very different. 23 For classic treatments see Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press: 1976) and Graham Allison and P. Zelikow, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (New York: Longman, 1999). To the extent the security dilemma predominates, conflict of interest, though not necessarily combat of forces, is inevitable. The best that can be hoped for is to manage the relationship by thinking enough moves ahead to avoid a reciprocal spiral into violence. To the extent instead that miscommunication predominates, the possibilities for genuine resolution of interests are more promising. Diligent efforts to advance mutual understanding will inevitably ameliorate the dangers of military violence. Focusing only on one or the other concern carries considerable risks. The risk of presuming only a security dilemma is to miss opportunities to develop a more transformative relationship; to the extent that the security dilemma is not current reality, it instead becomes self-fulfilling prophecy. The risk of presuming only misperceptions and miscommunications, however, is to depend too much on political accommodation for security and fail to close vulnerabilities that the other side might someday exploit – indeed, that might tempt the other side to cast off political restraints for that very purpose. Here is where the contribution of moderate powers, such as Canada, can be most contributory. Moderate powers are as well acquainted with managing security dilemmas as with overcoming communication obstacles. More experienced with having the vicissitudes of international power thrust upon them, they are more attuned to the value of well-formed relationships to survival in an anarchic world. The U.S.-China relationship is more than ever a central feature in the Canadian conception of its own dealings with China.24 If the U.S.China relationship is the axis for the future of space security, Canada orbits it closely, and is suited to help the world understand and even stabilize how that axis spins. As the human presence in space develops into an integral aspect of global life, stabilizing that space axis may prove to be the center of gravity of a stable future for life on Earth as well. 

     2NC Solvency

Canada can help negotiate US-China space relations.

Boucher 11 (April 4th, 2011. Marc Boucher. “Canada as a Facilitator for US-China Relations.” http://spaceref.ca/space-policy/canada-as-a-facilitator-for-us-china-relations.html.)

 (CSA) President Steve MacLean is in China to for exploratory meetings on future possible cooperation between the countries. Last week he visited the China National Space Administration (CNSA) where he met with CNSA Administrator Chen Qiufa. He also met Zheng Guoguang, Administrator of the China Meteorological Administration. After his visit to China MacLean will visit Russia to participate in the commemorative ceremony scheduled for April 12th on the 50th anniversary of humanities first flight into space by Russia's Yuri Gagarin. The visit to China comes at a time when US-China space relations are in flux as some members of congress, mostly republicans, oppose cooperation with China. According to Wade Huntley, a Senior Lecturer at the Naval Postgraduate School there is an opportunity for Canada to be a facilitator between US-China space relations. Huntley is the author of a recently released paper titled Canada-China Space Engagement: Opportunities and Prospects from the Canadian International Council, a non-partisan research council established to strengthen Canada's foreign policy. Huntley describes Canada as a "moderate power", that being a country that has a "highly developed industrial/information economy and standards of living, but its relatively small population limits the absolute global impact of its qualitatively high capabilities." Relative to other moderate powers Huntley says Canada's space accomplishments stand out but that they are dependant upon continuing opportunities for cooperation with other countries. Huntley describes Canada as building effective space partnerships as the cornerstone of Canada's space activities of which the most important partnership is that with the US. And because of Canada's record of cooperation with other countries other than the US and including China, this may provide a foundation as a facilitator.

Canada has the unique ability to be a convening force and an innovation source.

Boucher 11 (April 4th, 2011. Marc Boucher. “Canada as a Facilitator for US-China Relations.” http://spaceref.ca/space-policy/canada-as-a-facilitator-for-us-china-relations.html.)

Huntley see two categories for future Canadian initiatives with respect to US-China space relations. The bilateral Canada-China relationship on space, and how development of that relationship would bear on US-China engagement indirectly and secondly how Canada could help facilitate the US-China relationship directly. There are obstacles, notably the US International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) which restricts transfers of technologies and information. These export controls have a serious impact on Canadian business according to Michael Minero who wrote in the journal Space Policy "US export controls place restrictions on Canada's freedom and independence to collaborate internationally if US-origin parts are involved." Huntley then goes on to describe how Canada could act as a facilitator and says that a window of opportunity is now opening and that Canada could act on it. cic_sm.jpg"Canada could productively operate in two facilitative modes: as a convening force and as an innovation source. To operate as a convening force means to provide the venue and forum within which the principal agents may better advance their engagement. It does not mean to be a "mediator," which would be a direct rather than facilitative role. It may mean providing a nurturing environment for low-key meetings or other expert exchanges at either official or Track Two diplomatic levels. But operating as a convening force can be less direct as well. For example, in pursuing project cooperation with China, Canada might prioritize initiatives that would also enable a US role (perhaps more remotely, perhaps not immediately) or at least have Canada-US counterpart initiatives. Such a focus would be especially useful in areas in which direct US-China engagement is most problematic, such as in inter-military contacts or analysis of longer-term prospects for military uses of space."

Being a middle power means Canada can solve miscalculation.

Boucher 11 (April 4th, 2011. Marc Boucher. “Canada as a Facilitator for US-China Relations.” http://spaceref.ca/space-policy/canada-as-a-facilitator-for-us-china-relations.html.)

Huntley concludes that future space activities between the US and China revolve around two basic elements. The first is that the US and China face a security dilemma with respect to encounters on the military use of space and secondly that the US and China sometimes dangerously misunderstand each others intentions and fail to communicate effectively. Canada as a moderate power, with a long history of partnership building, is well positioned to act as a facilitator being that it is well acquainted with managing security dilemmas and overcoming communication obstacles.

   Counterplan—ISS Inclusion

     1NC
The United States federal government should include China in the ISS program.

ISS inclusion solves cooperation and China’s human rights record.

Rhian 11 (Jason Rhian holds a Bachelor's in journalism and a Bachelor's in public relations and has completed two NASA internships. He can often be found at Kennedy Space Center, either volunteering for NASA or helping other media outlets cover the space program. Jason is a NASA/JPL volunteer and also assists numerous space-related groups and companies as either a writer or in media affairs; he has avidly followed the space program for years. Jan. 10th, 2011.Can China Enter the International Space Family? http://www.universetoday.com/82368/can-china-enter-the-international-space-family/)

It has often been called a ‘100 billion boondoggle’ – yet it is also unquestionably one of the most successful international programs in human history. The International Space Station (ISS) is just now starting to produce some of the valuable science that was the station’s selling point from the beginning. However, this delay can be attributed to the numerous tragedies, economic woes and other issues that have arisen on a global scale through the course of the station’s construction. The one thing that the world learned early on from the ISS experience is that space is a great forum for diplomacy. One time arch-rivals now work side by side on a daily basis. With much of the nations of the world talking about stepped-up manned exploration efforts it would seem only natural that the successful model used on the space station be incorporated into the highly-expensive business of manned space exploration. If so, then one crucial player is being given a hard look to see if they should be included – China. Will we one day see Chinese taikonauts working alongside U.S. astronauts and Russian cosmonauts? Only time will tell. Photo Credit: NASA “International partnership in space exploration has proven its worth over the last decade. It would be a positive step if the other space-faring nation of the world, China, were to join the assembled space explorers of humankind as we march outward into the solar system,” said former NASA Space Shuttle Program Manager Wayne Hale who writes a popular blog about space matters. China is only the third nation (behind Russia and the United States) to have a successful manned space program, having launched its first successful manned space flight in 2003. This first mission only had a single person onboard, and gave the world a new word – ‘taikonaut’ (taikong is the Chinese word for space). The country’s next mission contained two of these taikonauts and took place in 2005. The third and most current manned mission that China has launched was launched in 2008 and held a crew of three. Yang Liwei became the first of China's Taikonaut when he rocketed into orbit in 2003. Photo Credit: Xinhua China has steadily, but surely, built and tested capabilities essential for a robust manned space program. Considering that China very ambitious goals for space this would seem a prudent course of action. China has stated publically that they want to launch a space station and send their taikonauts to the moon – neither of which are small feats. China currently utilizes its Shenzhou spacecraft atop the Long March 2F booster from their Jiuquan facility. However, if China wants to accomplish these goals, they will need a more powerful booster. This has been part of the reason that the U.S. has been hesitant to include China due to concerns about the use of what are known as dual-use technologies (rockets that can launch astronauts can also launch nuclear weapons). Both China's rocket and spacecraft are derived from Soviet Soyuz designs. Photo Credit: Xinhua/Wang Jianmin Some have raised concerns about the nation’s human rights track record. It should be noted however that Russia had similar issues before being included in the International Space Station program. “In the early 1990′s, some at NASA thought having Russian cosmonauts on the Space Shuttle would mean giving away trade secrets to the competition,” said Pat Duggins, author of the book Trailblazing Mars. “It turned out Russian crew capsules saved the International Space Station when the Shuttles were grounded after the Columbia accident in 2003. So, never say never on China, I guess.” Duggins is not the only space expert who feels that China would make a good companion when mankind once again ventures out past low-Earth-orbit. “One of the findings of the Augustine Commission was that the international framework that came out of the ISS program is one of the most important. It should be used and expanded upon for use in international beyond-LEO human space exploration,” said Dr. Leroy Chiao a veteran of four launches and a member of the second Augustine Commission. “My personal belief is that countries like China, which is only the third nation able to launch astronauts, should be included. My hope is that the politics will align soon, to allow such collaboration, using the experience that the US has gained in working with Russia to bring it about.”

     Solvency

Counterplan solves relations and reinvigorates the ISS.

Kennedy 09 (Appointed by Virginia's Governor to the board of directors of the Virginia Commercial Space Flight Authority and to membership of the Virginia Aerospace Advisory Council, Jack Kennedy has taken active interest in space public policy especially in Virginia. He is also an elected "ADVOCATE" of the Space Frontier Foundation. The SFF presented him the "In Service of the Frontier Award" in 2009. Jack holds a B.Sc., B.A., M.A., M.Sc. J.D.  Is it Time to include China in International Human Space Effort? Some think so. July 27th 2009)

China is methodically building advanced space hardware for their own space station to be lofted to space sometime in the fall of next year, it will be sending the Asian nation's first interplanetary probe to Mars next year, the Chinese space agency will select its first female space-goers from a pool of 16 pilots next year; and it is planning further robot probes to the Moon as well. Clearly, China is building national pride in what is proving to be a solid national space program. Already there are hints of Sino-American diplomatic space efforts within Washington political circles with discussion of the inclusion of China in the International Space Station partnership and perhaps seeking the opportunity to loft an American astronaut aboard a Chinese-made space capsule in the years ahead. Efforts to cooperate in space with the Chinese should be given serious attention by President Barack Obama some now say. After seeing a full-scale mock-up of the Shenzhou/Long March 2F booster in Beijing this month, this blogger is impressed by the technology the Chinese are seeking to employ and develop for routine space access. Inquiry as to space facility tours in China by Americans now appears to be problematic however. Chinese officals will allow visits to the Xichang space launch facilities but as of yet will not agree to foreign nationals to visit the Jiuquan Space Launch Center where the Chinese boost their astronauts to space. To build space cooperation between the United States and the Chinese, perhaps Washington insiders should seek to enable: The launch of a Chinese astronaut to the International Space Station prior to the end of the space shuttle program next year; and, in return, the launch of an American astronaut on Shenzhou/Long March 2F in 2011 or 2012 to jump start greater space flight coperation for the coming decade. The Chinese should enable more transparency at the Jiuquan Space Launch Center and enable foreign nationals to tour the human space launch facilities and bear witness to the Shenzhou/Long March 2F human-rated space launches while in turn allowing the Chinese space tourists to witness civil space flight launches at the Kennedy Space Center in a People-to-People-like space launch exchange. The international space station partners should commence enabling the Chinese a birthing port at the orbiting lab and invite Chinese investment in the facility in the years ahead. The more capability to re-supply and provide two-way transport by humans to the $100-billion facility increases the return on investment in tangible and intangible ways to all of the international partners by adding the Chinese to the space access portfolio. 

China provides a key asset—launch capabilities.

Klotz 2010 (Irene Klotz, Discovery News. U.S. Opens Space Doors to China, June 30th 2010, http://news.discovery.com/space/nasa-space-china.html)

The next time the United States decides to venture into space, it won't be going alone. Future missions beyond Earth will include Russian, European, Japanese, Canadian and possibly Chinese partners, under a new national space policy unveiled by the Obama administration this week. The ventures will start with projects to build confidence, gain trust and find common ground, such as cleaning up orbital debris, sharing climate information about the planet and collaborating on science missions. The International Space Station could even be tapped for trial runs, though obstacles remain. "I think it's a little premature to talk about China and the space station," said Jim Kohlenberger, chief of staff of the Office of Science and Technology Policy. "It's obviously a very complex policy issue." China carries considerable baggage, including its development, sales and use of military technologies, but also a key asset: a proven space transportation system, something the United States will soon be without. Two space shuttle missions remain before the fleet is retired after 30 years of service, primarily because of high operating costs. Obama wants to buy astronauts rides on commercial carriers, but none currently exist. That leaves the United States dependent on Russia to fly astronauts to the station. "We're rather thin in launch capabilities right now," said Joan Johnson-Freese, who oversees the Naval War College's department of National Security Studies.

Solves relations – China wants to join the ISS.

Sato 07 (Will China Join the International Space Station? The Daily Galaxy. October 19th 2007. http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2007/10/will-china-boar.html)
China is hoping to join an international space station project, a government official announced recently. he International Space Station (ISS) was launched on November 20, 1998 to begin its first 92-minute trip around the Earth. The first permanent crew of astronauts arrived on the ISS on November 2, 2000. Since then, there have always been at least two people on board. So far, the astronauts residing on the space station have been American or Russian. China is looking to expand its reach into space. Among other reasons, the country sees it as a way to validate claims of being a world leader in the realm of science. Currently, China does not participate in the International Space Station, mostly due to US pressure to keep the communist dictatorship out. Earlier this week, state-run newspapers said China will launch its first lunar probe later this month, only weeks after rival Japan successfully sent their own lunar satellite into orbit. "We hope to take part in activities related to the international space station," Li Xueyong, a vice minister of science and technology. "If I am not mistaken, this program has 16 countries currently involved and we hope to be the 17th partner." A reporter had asked whether China in the future would be competing or cooperating with America in space. Li said China wanted to cooperate with the United States, but would not give any specifics. Back in 2003, China launched its first manned space mission, making it the third country to send a human into orbit on its own, after Russia and the United States. But China caused grevious concern and alarm amid the international community earlier this year when thet blasted an old satellite into fragments with a land-based anti-satellite missile. It was the first such test ever conducted by any nation. The missile testing was widely criticized for its military implications. A similar rocket could be used to shoot military satellites out of space. It could also create a dangerous maze of space debris. Even so, Beijing insists that it is committed to keeping the peace in space. "The Chinese government has always pursued a foreign policy of peace and consistently worked for the peaceful use of outer space," he said during a briefing about China's development of science and education. Among the goals of the ISS are preparing for manned trips to Mars, which could include manned Mars-bound flights by China as well. Space travelers living on for extended periods will need to grow plants, which provide food and generate oxygen. But the decreased gravity and low atmospheric pressure environment will stress the plants and make them hard to grow. Greenhouses in the Station's Destiny Laboratory and in the Zvezda Service Module grow plants in a controlled environment. Station crews tend the plants, photograph them and harvest samples for return to Earth. Researchers can use the resulting data to develop new techniques for successfully growing plants in space. NASA is also concerned about health hazards posed by space radiation. A spacecraft bound for will be exposed to substantial amounts of radiation, and it will have to protect the humans inside from exposure. On the ISS, sensors inside the crew areas monitor radiation levels. NASA scientists, who have maintained radiation data since the beginning of human space flight, continue to learn about the dangers it poses. Researchers use the station to test materials that could be used for Mars-bound spacecraft. 

     A2: Links to Net Benefits
ISS inclusion doesn’t trigger the link to the net benefits, and could help sustain the ISS. 

Sinomania 03 (www.sinomania.com/CHINANEWS/space_for_us_all.html. Space for Us All. October 2003.)

It is tempting to compare China's achievement of manned space flight with the other "first" humans in space accomplished a generation ago by the former Soviet Union and the USA for all three nations used the occasion for patriotic fervor and international political prestige. But there is an important difference. The world is no longer in a militarized space race and China's success with the orbit of taikonaut Yang Liwei in the Shenzhou 5 spacecraft does not affect the military balance of power. China has launched and retrieved space capsules and satellites of similar size and complexity to the Shenzhou 5 for many years. In fact, Chinese companies have close to 10% of the lucrative global market for launching commercial satellites. Since sending its first satellite into orbit in 1970, China now ranks fourth in successful space launches after the European Space Agency, USA, and Soviet Union/Russia. If anything, the decision to pursue manned space exploration should be applauded as a welcome direction for the Chinese space program. Yet war hawks in the USA are already talking up China as a new threat in space, saying that China's manned space program is a cloak for espionage and a challenge to the USA. This message is spread with depressing predictability by the usual mouthpieces: "Pentagon reporter" Bill Gertz in Reverend Sun Myong Moon's Washington Times, the editorial pages of The Economist magazine, the New York Times, etc., conservative policy groups, and henchmen of President Bush's Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld. The announcement that China put a man in space prompted the deputy commander of NORTHCOM, Lt. General Edward Anderson, to proclaim that "it will not be long before space becomes a battleground." NORTHCOM (or NORCOM) is the Northern Command, a little-known USA military command, created in 2002 by Donald Rumsfeld. Its ominous sounding focus is to defend the USA and support "the full range of military assistance to civil authorities." Deputy Anderson's comments were made at a conference on "geospatial intelligence" in New Orleans. There he told a symposium crowd how important American space technology is to the military's missions and remarked "[t]hey can see that one of the ways that they can certainly diminish our capabilities will be to attack the space systems." "Now how they do that and who that's going to be," he said, "I can't tell you in this audience." At the same conference Donald Rumsfeld's former special assistant for intelligence, Rich Haver, now vice president for intelligence strategy with defense contractor Northrup Grumman Mission Systems, said "I believe space is the place we will fight in the next 20 years." The day after Yang Liwei's successful orbit, Bates Gill, Freeman Chair in China Studies at the Center For Strategic and International Studies (a powerful conservative think tank that directly influences American government) warned at a CSIS confab that the Chinese space program is used to underwrite military spending. But linking space and military programs is long the case in the USA and the Soviet Union/Russia. Once the USA succeeded in putting a man on the moon it spent far more on military space systems than nonmilitary. By 1990 the USA spent twice as much on military space vehicles than on nonmilitary systems. That trend has continued. In Russia, the space program routinely develops secret military applications, such as next-generation reconnaissance satellites, that build upon the success of civilian space enterprises that deliver American astronauts and space tourists to the International Space Station. In both countries the space technology standards (GPS in America and GLONASS in Russia) which are used for all commercial applications are completely controlled by the military. Fact is, all three countries share the same heritage for their space programs —the rocket technologies developed by Nazi Germany—and all three use their space programs for military purposes. But China is not actively seeking to achieve military superiority in space. Since 2000 China's space agencies have sought to become part of the International Space Station (ISS) but are kept out by the USA. One of the key participants in the ISS, the European Space Agency (ESA), extended "warmest congratulations to the People's Republic of China on this outstanding achievement" in a statement from ESA Director General Jean-Jacques Dordain. The European Space Agency (ESA) is developing a technology standard (GSM) that will be civilian controlled. China and the ESA are currently finalizing a five-year agreement for cooperation. The USA ban on Chinese participation in the ISS is overtly political. The reasons for the ban are a disparate and outdated list of complaints about China ranging from "human rights" and Tibet to industrial espionage. Much of the political will behind the ban is from one politician, Representative Dana Rohrabacher (R) of California, an anti-China hawk who co-founded the Taiwan Congressional Caucus which is heavily influenced by a pro-independence Taiwan lobby. The future of the ISS is currently in doubt. Long before the collapse of the American space shuttle program the ISS was far behind construction and billions over budget. The only method currently of supplying the space station with materials—and crew—is via Russia’s space program. That is a tenuous lifeline at best. A launch scheduled for next month was canceled due to lack of funds. Chinese spacecraft are compatible with ISS modules. This presents a real opportunity for Chinese participation for supply missions at a minimum. If the USA is seriously concerned about China’s ambitions in space instead of treating the Chinese as space invaders it should welcome them into the International Space Station and encourage China to realize the loftiest ideals of human space exploration. 

   Counterplan—Strategic Dialogue

     1NC
The United States federal government should suggest comprehensive strategic dialogue with China over space policy.

Strategic dialogue is a pre-requisite to US-China relations; even if they fail, it solves miscalculation.

Manzo 08 (U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China by Vince Manzo, CDI Research Assistant, CDI 2008. http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/strategicdialoguepolicy.pdf)

Hopefully, the United States and China can learn to work together. This will require prudent strategic choices and effective leadership from both countries. Committing to a dialogue about strategic capabilities is a logical first step. Ideally, the dialogue will be comprehensive, including nuclear weapons, missile defense, ASAT weapons and conventional long-range strike capabilities developed under the U.S. Prompt Global Strike (PGS) program, as well as the underlying strategic and operational doctrines guiding their potential deployment and use. Over time, such a dialogue will strengthen communication between the U.S. and Chinese militaries, facilitate a shared vocabulary and establish formal and informal guidelines to distinguish between appropriate and destabilizing behavior. In the event of a U.S.-Sino strategic partnership, this dialogue will lay the groundwork for bilateral security arrangements on sensitive issues such as nuclear and conventional arms control, force posture and the use of space. On the other hand, if U.S.-China relations deteriorate, this dialogue very likely would resemble the U.S-Soviet arms control negotiations during the Cold War, helping both sides avoid miscalculation in crisis situations by tempering mistrust and uncertainty with a modicum of transparency and predictability. 

     CP Solves
Counterplan solves – SALT proves. And, a framework already exists, it just doesn’t include space. 

Manzo 08 (U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China by Vince Manzo, CDI Research Assistant, CDI 2008. http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/strategicdialoguepolicy.pdf)

The Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT) negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union are a useful example. It demonstrates that a sustained dialogue can help rival countries mitigate the inherent risks posed by the convergence of new weapon systems and uncertain bilateral relations. As Aaron Friedberg points out, “What the SALT process can do is help the competing superpowers mark some channels of cooperation in what must for the foreseeable future remain a sea of conflict. These channel markers can serve to restrain the flow of the strategic arms competition, deflecting its path periodically and warning the participants away from especially hazardous waters.”31 Career U.S. Foreign Service Officer Avis Bohlen offers a similar assessment of SALT. After acknowledging that SALT failed to resolve U.S.-Soviet political differences and dampen the arms race, she explains why SALT was still worthwhile: “[I]t nonetheless produced modest gains in transparency and predictability valued by military planners. Over time, the frontiers of the dialogue expanded, as the Soviets became more open to exchanging data and discussing their strategic systems. To this extent, it made a modest contribution to regulating the arms race, while the institutionalization of the dialogue served to reinforce the reality of deterrence.”32 The United States and China have yet to participate in a similar process, and face a risk of miscalculation and escalation as a result. For instance, Roberts observes that United States and Chinese national security officials lack a shared conceptual framework: “American and Chinese experts do not have the common vocabulary or experience...akin to that which evolved in the U.S.-Soviet/Russian relationship.”33 China experts at NDU’s post-ASAT roundtable discussion made similar comments: “China does not share the U.S.-Soviet experience with arms control, deterrence, mutual satellite reconnaissance, or dealing with incidents at sea. The U.S. military has internalized these norms into its doctrine and operations, but China does not necessarily accept or share them.”34 The United States should try to emulate the effects of SALT in a strategic dialogue with China. Indeed, even the most “hawkish” scholar referenced in the essay emphasizes the value of such an undertaking: “Washington should seek a better understanding of China’s intentions and the details of its counterspace programmes through conversations with Beijing.”35 Washington and Beijing have taken the first steps towards creating a foundation for a sustained dialogue. In February 2008 the two countries reached an agreement on “a new communications hotline between the U.S. military and the Chinese Ministry of National Defense.”36 They also agreed to move forward with a nuclear strategy and policy dialogue, the first phase of which will involve Chinese military officers and military academics and their U.S. counterparts.37 Unfortunately, neither the United States nor China has indicated that these talks will include space issues. In fact, while announcing the hotline agreement, U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asia David Sedney stated that China has not reciprocated U.S. efforts to discuss China’s counter-space programs, as well as its ASAT test: “We continue to ask the Chinese to sit down and talk to us about that test, and they haven’t.”38 Lewis argues the United States has also taken measures that stunt a broad-based discussion on the use of space: “productive bilateral discussions on space are encumbered by the 1999 legacy of the Cox Report and the resultant predisposition of many Americans to view exchange with China on space as potentially threatening to U.S. security.”39 Since nuclear and space weapons are related, a dialogue must encompass both issues. 

     Deterrence NB
Counterplan solves a deterrence strategy, but must be implemented now. 

Manzo 08 (U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China by Vince Manzo, CDI Research Assistant, CDI 2008. http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/strategicdialoguepolicy.pdf)

A Mutual Hedge against an Uncertain Future To be sure, the United States and China will continue to have conflicting interests; a dialogue will not create geopolitical harmony. Nor will it compensate for incoherent or shortsighted policy decisions. However, it will function as a mutual hedge against an uncertain and ever-evolving relationship, establishing inter-military channels of communication, a shared vocabulary and a basic understanding of the other’s strategic calculus. This foundation will be versatile, facilitating security cooperation and perhaps even binding arms agreements in the event of a strategic partnership, and providing an established protocol to help both countries “avoid especially hazardous waters,”42 in a fierce superpower competition. Indeed, even if strategic stability between the two countries rests solely on mutual deterrence, the United States will need to convey to China a set of boundaries, as well its intent to act if those boundaries are violated. This will require extensive communication prior to the onset of a crisis: “shaping decisions of opponents does not begin with the crisis; their perceptions may already be entrenched by then...Communications in peacetime are probably more important than words said or actions taken in times of tension.”43 Therefore, a strategic dialogue will be beneficial even in the bleakest of circumstances, providing a venue in which the United States can reinforce its deterrence strategy. At this point, it is unclear which trajectory U.S.-Chinese relations will take. Given the complex character of world affairs, perhaps relations between the two countries will move in both directions simultaneously, with the United States and China experiencing continued economic integration and enhanced security cooperation on issues of mutual concern, while also preparing for a potential military conflict over energy resources and Taiwan. In this case, the dialogue could create a resilient network of relationships between personnel from both countries’ national security and diplomatic institutions, ensuring that the existing sources of conflict do not come to a boil and overshadow areas of overlapping interests. However, in order to be as effective as possible, such a dialogue should begin now, while relations between the two countries remain largely positive. 

Counterplan solves crisis escalation.

Manzo 08 (U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China by Vince Manzo, CDI Research Assistant, CDI 2008. http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/strategicdialoguepolicy.pdf)

The United States and China lack a common set of definitions for space weapons. At this point, a U.S.-China agreement on a specific definition is not necessary; it is more important that officials from Washington and Beijing meet fact-to-face and discuss their positions. Even if the discussion yields nothing more than a mutual acknowledgment of different definitions, it will begin to create a shared vocabulary for issues related to spacewarfare. This discussion will also help diplomats work through the inevitable complications that arise when two countries with very different languages discuss highly complex issues.40

The United States and China should discuss a set of rules to govern space activity. Hitchens and David Chen suggest several provisions for such an agreement. For instance, one provision could require states to agree not to destroy satellites during a conflict; another could establish protective borders, or “zones of control,” around satellites. As they explain, “These provisions would establish norms of behavior…Such interactions and mutually agreed upon norms may help provide escape ramps in future crisis escalation scenarios.”41 Ideally, this will infuse the U.S.-China relationship with a dose of predictability and shared expectations. Elucidating “appropriate” and “inappropriate” behavior will reduce the likelihood of serious miscalculations by either country. Even if the formal agreements are largely symbolic, both countries will have a better sense of what measures the other country will find threatening and destabilizing.

Strategic dialogue solves crisis de-escalation.

Manzo 08 (U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China by Vince Manzo, CDI Research Assistant, CDI 2008. http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/strategicdialoguepolicy.pdf)

This is demonstrated by a hypothetical worst-case scenario. In it, the U.S.-Chinese strategic relationship has deteriorated dramatically, and U.S. fears about the safety of its satellites are only assuaged by targeting China’s ASAT weapons with long-range conventional strike capabilities. To offset U.S. military superiority, China has incorporated ASAT weapons into its strategic doctrine, conceptually and operationally tethering its ability to achieve strategic objectives with to its ability to target U.S. space assets. As a result, U.S. and Chinese strategic forces are “operationally entangled.”30 That each side is cognizant of the other’s ability to launch a potentially disarming strike without nuclear weapons could augment the pressure to act first, as both may perceive the other as more willing to accept the risks of executing a non-nuclear attack. By the same logic, that each side could conceivably execute a conventional first-strike could increase the attractiveness of an attack while diminishing the perceived risks.
A strategic dialogue between the United States and China is a necessary component of any effort to prevent the scenario described in the previous section. It will also reduce the risks of miscalculation and escalation if the U.S.-Chinese strategic balance does evolve along those lines, or along a different, less-predictable route. Therefore, prudence requires that the United States and China engage in serious discussions about their strategic capabilities now, before relations deteriorate or a crisis situation emerges.

   Counterplan—Lower-Level Cooperation

The United States federal government should allow the Chinese government to advance its own programs without hindrance from the United States, but should agree to cooperate on specific civil, and not military, programs, when the Chinese are able to do so at their own pace of development. 

The counterplan avoids security concerns.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

Both the United States and China see space as a military domain. Programs of cooperation with China in space, like any other technology or scientific cooperation program, must be monitored by the federal government, and designed in such a way that U.S. security is not harmed. A few basic principles need to be applied. To reiterate: The United States should not assist China in its space efforts. The Chinese government must advance its own programs, progress under its own "steam", and manage its own research and development. The United States should be willing to work with China on specific programs only when the Chinese are able to do so at their own pace of development, and using their own technology. The United States should take no active steps to hinder China's civil space programs. Finally, the Congress should update the Export Administration Act to protect 21st century U.S. technology with military application.

     A2: Doesn’t Solve the Aff
Lower-level cooperation is a pre-requisite to the aff.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

All this suggests that there should be an effort to first establish precedents for cooperation at lower levels, before striving for such approaches as a joint mission, or even joint mission planning. It should be possible, for example, to foster common standards and procedures between the two sides, as the logical next step in deepening cooperation between the two space powers. If coupled with an overhaul of the ITAR system, this would allow for the possibility of commercial as well as civilian space cooperation. Even without addressing ITAR, however, working together towards common standards and techniques would lay the groundwork for eventually building a common spacecraft, as well as mounting a joint mission together. 

Civil space cooperation can lead to greater developments when it is needed – Russia proves.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

Looking at Russia, few people in 1962 could have predicted that in 2005 a Russian space capsule would have permitted the continuation of missions in space after the Columbia disaster. Indeed, the United States and the then-Soviet Union maintained only limited contact on space programs between 1962 and 1969. As part of a diplomatic overture, former President Richard Nixon raised the possibility of joint space flight in 1970, and eventually received a positive response. In 1972, a bilateral agreement led to a linkup in space between Soyuz and Apollo spacecrafts. Even then, few could have believed that the post-Columbia grounding of the U.S. shuttle fleet would have resulted in Russians sending an American into space. American astronaut Edward Lu and Russian cosmonaut Yuri Malenchenko had prepared to fly to the International Space Station (ISS) on the U.S. shuttle Atlantis. Instead, on April 27, 2003, both astronauts took a Russian Soyuz capsule to the space station. At present, the Russians have the only spacecraft capable of transporting crews to and from the ISS. Yet, had it not been for the United States' and the Soviet Union's measured programs of cooperation in civil space exploration, such an outcome would have been impossible. Despite fears about the Soviet Union's ultimate intentions, informed decisions were made about U.S.-Soviet Union cooperation in space. This experience is an example of why we should find ways to cooperate with China, in space, in ways that neither compromise military security nor improve China's capabilities to exploit space for its own commercial or military purposes.

We solve faster. The framework for our CP exists in the status quo.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

There are practical policies that will permit Sino-American cooperation in civil space programs, while preserving U.S. security. In November, 2004 we saw the first tentative steps towards the possibility of building such a partnership when representatives of the China National Space Administration (CNSA) met with their Russian, American and European counterparts in Washington, D.C., to discuss how an international partnership could assist President George W. Bush's space exploration initiative. This was followed in December by an informal face-to-face meeting, at NASA headquarters, between the head of the CNSA, Sun Laiyan, and agency chief Sean O'Keefe. Real cooperation can serve to build confidence between two nations still suspicious about the other's intentions. And, as was the case with the Soviet Union when an agreement was signed in 1970, no one can predict what such cooperation can mean in 20 years. This article will advance a few of these policies.

Export control is a pre-requisite to the aff.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

Congress must take some action before the United States can engage in cooperation in space with China. The Export Administration Act, which establishes controls over dual use items, i.e., those items with both civil and military application, has not been substantially revised since 1979. There have been well-reasoned attempts over the past five years in Congress to draft a new act that accounts for advances in technology since 1979, without success. Congress must hold hearings on the Export Administration Act, with a goal of establishing technology controls and an export monitoring system that can carry the United States into the future, and protect technologies with vital military application. Appropriate national controls on exports have to be established and coordinated with allies so that national security controls help to foster international commerce.

     A2: Links to NB
1) We don’t cooperate over [a mission to Mars/the plan] which means we don’t link to the [case-specific net benefit] DA.

2) Civil space cooperation avoids the negative aspects of cooperation.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

The People's Republic of China has embarked on an ambitious program in order to compete with the United States in both the civil and military aspects of space exploration. Legitimate concerns about China's military intentions, in space and as a major international power, have led many Americans to question whether the United States should cooperate with China on civil space programs. Some fear that any Sino-American cooperation in civil space programs could lead to technology leaks, or inadvertent assistance that could make China a more formidable power in space. It is tough to know the future, however, and it is impossible to know how Sino-American relations will develop. Thus, as with Russia, there is some utility for cooperative programs in space as long as American technology does not improve China's military capabilities.

3) Small projects are the starting point, but manned projects trigger the links.

Klotz 2010 (Irene Klotz, Discovery News. U.S. Opens Space Doors to China, June 30th 2010, http://news.discovery.com/space/nasa-space-china.html)

China's human space program made its debut in 2003 with the launching of its first astronaut into orbit aboard a capsule known as Shenzhou. Five more Chinese astronauts flew during follow-on missions in 2005 and 2008, the latter of which included a spacewalk. China has announced plans to build a space station, the first piece of which is scheduled for launch next year. Under the new U.S. space policy, "at least we're going to stop pretending that the Chinese don't exist in terms of space exploration," Johnson-Freese told Discovery News. "Now the doors are open." The biggest stumbling block is going to be the fact that technologies developed for space can be used for military applications. "It's going to be politically difficult," said Johnson-Freese. "If we were to be doing a manned mission (with China), there will be many people anxious to point out what the technology can do in a nefarious state. The list will be long and endless since we already have these people who are making a career out of portraying the Chinese manned space program as a military program." Preliminary steps to space partnerships could include Chinese involvement in tracking and cleaning up space debris. China intentionally destroyed one of its weather satellites in orbit to test a missile, creating more than 2,300 pieces of debris large enough to be tracked by ground radars and millions of smaller pieces. The debris is a collision threat to operational spacecraft orbiting Earth. Chinese and U.S. scientists already have been collaborators on a few research projects, including an exchange of Earth environmental data. "Initially, we'll start out with science, just like what we did with Japan and Russia," said Johnson-Freese. "Then we'll see what it is that the Chinese can contribute beyond launch capability."

     Soft Cooperation Good

        General
More passive cooperation solves.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

Firstly, the United States should not assist China in its space efforts. The Chinese government must advance its own programs, progress under its own "steam" and manage its own research and development. Secondly, the United States should be willing to work with China on specific programs only when the Chinese are able to do so, at their own pace of development, and using their own technology. Thirdly, the United States should take no active steps to hinder China's civil space programs. It is also important to understand that protecting one's own technology and taking a passive stance toward China's own development does not constitute active steps to hinder China. Given China's history of illegally acquiring technology, any U.S. policy should require the careful scrutiny and licensing of any technology transfers in the space arena. Their goal should be the prevention of the transfer of any technology with military application that could help China achieve its military goals in space. These guidelines may seem simple, but they are practical ways of permitting civil cooperation in space, both as confidence-building measures between China and the United States, and as measures to facilitate similar programs to the ones the United States and Russia now enjoy on board the ISS.

        Asian Alliance NB Link
Strong cooperation would kill Asian alliances.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

But the best approach is a cautious one. Some of China's actions on the earth's surface, and below the sea, are worrisome. China has violated the territorial waters of Japan in undersea exploration. China has challenged the nations of Southeast Asia on the delineation of borders and undersea resources. It would be foolhardy to design a program with China that would alarm friends and allies in Asia.

        Security/Disease
Soft cooperation helps maintain security checks and solve disease, but still accesses their advantage. 

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

Nonetheless, within the context of the existing ISS program, there are a number of things that can be done with China. Research on the nature of proteins and enzymes useful for possible disease treatments and new drug development can be carried out in cooperation with China. Here, China must demonstrate that it will honor intellectual property rights agreements if it is to be allowed to participate in such programs. The same is true of the types of tissue culture and flames, fluids and metal interaction experiments that are carried out in the ISS. Basic research in these areas--provided China is a contributor and not a consumer of research--is something the ISS partners, including the U.S., could explore. The ISS project already involves Canada, Japan, the European Space Agency, the United States and Russia. Brazil and Italy are also contributing to the station. Thus, there is room here to include China when its own programs are ready to permit cooperation with others. Cooperation with China in space also offers unique opportunities to observe China's intentions in space, monitor its activities, and develop international legal protocols.

        Political/Security Concerns
Cooperation on propulsion, launch systems, and telecommunications are all possible without igniting political and security concerns.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

A preliminary mechanism to ensure that space cooperation with China does not damage American security already exists. In October 2002, NASA and the Department of Defense signed a memorandum-of-agreement, focusing on space technology and the protection of national security interests in the pursuit of future commercial applications in space. At the time, Undersecretary of the Air Force Peter B. Teets and NASA administrator O'Keefe made it clear that there are technologies, such as propulsion systems, reusable launch systems and telecommunications, that are both common to military and civilian space programs. Such technologies can be developed while protecting the nation's security. The U.S. Strategic Command, the National Reconnaissance Office and Air Force Space Command were all members of the partnership on space technological research.

Counterplan solves espionage and delays.

Wortzel 05 (Dr. Larry Wortzel is vice president for foreign policy and defense studies of The Heritage Foundation. Before joining Heritage, he tracked events in China as an army strategist and intelligence officer since 1970, retiring as a colonel. Dr. Wortzel served two tours of duty as a military attache in China. May 24th 2005.  The Rules of Engagement: The Russia Model. http://www.space.com/1102-rules-engagement-russia-model.html)

Given the history of China's attempts to illegally acquire technology, U.S. policy should require the careful scrutiny and licensing of any technology transfers in the space arena. The goal should be to prevent the transfer of any technology with military application that could help China achieve its military goals in space. These guidelines seem simple, but they are practical ways to permit civil cooperation in space, both as confidence-building measures between China and the United States, and as measures to facilitate such programs as the United States and Russia now enjoy on the ISS. No U.S. program should be delayed or altered to facilitate China's participation. Nothing should be held up simply for the purpose of finding a palatable way to cooperate with China. But where possible, when the Chinese reach the appropriate stage of development in their own space program, the United States and China should be able to cooperate in purely civil areas of space exploration.

   Counterplan—SSA Cooperation

     Text
The United States federal government should offer to cooperate with the People’s Republic of China on space situational awareness.

Counterplan is key – technology exists in the status quo but no action has been taken. 

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

But, added conflict has arisen from China’s announcement that it too will build a global satellite navigation system; it has filled with the ITU to transmit on signals that would overlay both Galileo and the US M code.141 An ITU working group is evaluating the threat of interference. Chinese sources indicate that it is willing to cooperate with the other systems, but there is no sign of efforts to reach an agreement.142 
CP solves hegemony and debris.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

The Chinese satellite intercept and other space security concerns have increased awareness in the US military of the need for better space situational awareness (SSA), which includes surveillance capabilities for debris mitigation as well as for potential space protection and negation capabilities (see Space Systems Negation Trend 7.1). In 2007 US military leaders highlighted four major shortfalls in the current US SSA capability: the ability to track foreign satellites, predicting the effects of space weather, tracking orbital debris, and building a cadre of space experts.97 Efforts to correct these shortcomings are proceeding on multiple fronts; the US Congress authorized an additional $100-million for SSA programs above the President’s request in the FY2008 National Defense Authorization Act, including $42-million for the Maui Space Surveillance System, up from $5-million in FY2007. The Rapid Attack Identification Detection and Reporting System (RAIDRS) received an $11-million increase to $64-million. An initial cut in funding for the Space Fence was reversed and overall SSA operations spending has increased from $187-million to $197-million.98 However, the focus was largely on counter-ASAT capabilities (see Space Systems Protection Trend 6.2).99 Meanwhile the USAF continued work on its “clean sheet” proposal, which examines options for bolstering SSA capabilities through the addition of special purpose sensors. Sensors currently in use were mostly built for other purposes such as missile early-warning.100 This proposal would also set the USAF’s long-term acquisition road map for SSA. However completion of the clean sheet analysis caused further delay to the SBSS program, which would enhance the capabilities of the Space Fence and the SSN by providing surveillance of objects in GEO. Launch of the initial pathfinder satellite is not expected before 2009 and costs have increased by $35-million over the FY2008 budget request, while the status of a follow-on system is in limbo.101 Despite growing concern for better space surveillance capabilities, funding for the Space Fence was scaled back significantly in 2007 and the timeline pushed back further. Approved in 1997, the Space Fence upgrade would switch from VHF radar to S-band radar, allowing it to track objects as small as 5 centimeters in diameter.The FY2008 request for the Space Fence was only $4-million — almost $10-million less than the amount anticipated the previous year — and figures for subsequent years of funding were also heavily reduced. Although the House approved up to $9.8-million in additional resources, the Space Fence upgrade appears to be continually under-funded and delayed.102 In a measure to improve SSA command and control, US Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM) revamped the primary military satellite space surveillance center. USSTRATCOM took over the space surveillance mission from United States Space Command (USSPACECOM) following its merger into USSTRATCOM and dissolution in 2002.103 Formerly known as the Space Control Center (SCC) and located inside Cheyenne Mountain in Colorado Springs, the facility was renamed the Joint Space Operations Center (JSpOC) and completed its move to Vandenberg Air Force Base, California in August 2007.104 The unit’s mission is to collate the data from the SSN and provide both SSA and command and control for the US.Military leaders hope the move will provide more coherent command and control of US space assets and better integration with joint warfighters located in theaters worldwide. 
     A2: Can’t Do It

Satellite interoperability is possible – US-EU cooperation proves.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

Cooperation and conflict over satellite navigation signals The US and EU have been engaged in ongoing negotiations to make GPS and Galileo compatible, with key disagreements involving signal frequencies. The US in particular has been concerned that Galileo’s open signal would be too close to the upgraded GPS military signal (M code), preventing the US from locally jamming open signals during a conflict without interfering with its own military use.139 In July 2007, however, the two agreed to a common GPS-Galileo civilian signal to allow for interoperability of the two systems, while Space Security 2008 42 also maintaining the integrity of the US military signal.140 

     1NC Deterrence Net Benefit
SSA cooperation is viable now, and solves deterrence.

Delgado 10 (International Cooperation is Good, But China Presents Challenges, Conference Participants Conclude.  Laura M. Delgado is pursuing an M.A. in International Science and Technology Policy at the George Washington University's Space Policy Institute (SPI). She is also a 2009 Harry S. Truman Scholar and a Northrop Grumman Fellow at SPI.  Sunday, 12 September 2010. http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1099:international-cooperation-is-good-but-china-presents-challenges-conference-participants-conclude&catid=99:news&Itemid=92.)

During the "Space Day" part of the 3rd Annual Washington, D.C. Space and Cyber Conference of the University of Nebraska's College of Law, participants considered the implications of the Obama Administration's National Space Policy and many pointed to its emphasis on international cooperation. Speaking at the Military Space Panel, Deborah Plunkett of the Air Force's Office of the General Counsel characterized space situational awareness (SSA) as "the most legally ripe area of cooperation." Greater cooperation in SSA -- wherein satellite operators would have more knowledge of where other satellites and pieces of debris are located in order to avoid collisions -- will have to address a number of challenges, including respecting "historic agreements" on data protection, she said. Bruce MacDonald, who served as Senior Director of the Congressional Commission on Strategic Posture of the United States, agreed that SSA is a viable area of cooperation. MacDonald, who lauded the inclusion of arms control in the National Space Policy as a "good change," linked SSA with deterrence, which is, in his view, the appropriate goal of the United States in space: "the more countries know they are [being] observed, the more cautious they'll be."  Plunkett added that the accountability derived from attribution for anti-satellite (ASAT) attacks or other debris-causing behavior "may impact what people do in space."

     1NC Debris Net Benefit
Framework for SSA cooperation already exists – and it solves debris.

Rose 11 (U.S. Highlights Importance of Space Situational Awareness | April 14, 2011 | Frank A. Rose: Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance. | Panel on Space Situational Awareness, National Space Symposium, Colorado Springs, CO. | http://geneva.usmission.gov/2011/04/15/u-s-highlights-importance-of-space-situational-awareness/) 
I’m also particularly pleased to be able to participate in this panel on space situational awareness. The recent concern over the proximity of debris from the 2007 Chinese ASAT test to the International Space Station highlights the critical importance of space situational awareness in preventing devastating collisions. While many within the United States may think that space situational awareness, or SSA, is purely a Department of Defense issue, the State Department also plays a crucial role because international cooperation is necessary to ensure that we have robust situational awareness of the space environment. In fact, the President’s National Space Policy directs U.S. Government departments and agencies to collaborate with other nations as well as the private sector and non-governmental organizations to improve our space situational awareness – in particular, to improve our shared ability to rapidly detect, warn of, characterize, and attribute natural and man-made disturbances to space systems. There are many ways that international cooperation enhances our shared SSA. General Helms discussed our efforts to share data through the SSA Sharing Program and through emergency notifications; I will explain how the State Department supports those efforts. I will also discuss the various multilateral and bilateral engagements on space situational awareness. Finally, I will discuss other international initiatives that work to enhance SSA such as the European Union’s proposal for an international Code of Conduct and the agenda item on Long-Term Sustainability of Space Activities within the United Nation’s Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. Cooperation to Prevent Collisions One way that international cooperation enhances SSA is the information exchange with satellite owners and operators to prevent future collisions. As General Helms discussed, the United States provides notifications to other governments and commercial satellite operators of potentially hazardous conjunctions between orbiting objects. The State Department continues to be extremely supportive of U.S. Strategic Command’s efforts to establish two-way information exchanges with foreign satellite operators and to facilitate rapid notifications of potential space hazards. The United States is constantly seeking to improve its ability to share information with other space-faring nations as well as with our commercial sector partners. For example, the Department of State is currently reaching out to all space-faring nations to ensure that the Joint Space Operations Center, or JSpOC, has current contact information for both government and private sector satellite operations centers. Those efforts include ongoing discussions with Russia on measures to enhance safety for robotic space missions as well as for human spaceflight. SSA Cooperation Across the United States government, we are supporting numerous multilateral and bilateral engagements in space situational awareness. For example, the United States is collaborating with our friends and allies in Europe as they consider developing their own SSA system. The State Department, in collaboration with Department of Defense, is currently engaged in technical exchanges with experts from the European Space Agency, the European Union, and individual ESA and EU Member States to ensure our existing and planned SSA systems contribute to a more comprehensive situational awareness picture to ensure the safety, stability, and security of the space domain. In addition, the U.S. Department of Defense has signed bilateral SSA statements of principles with Canada, France, and Australia. Looking ahead, the United States also sees opportunities for cooperation on SSA with other nations around the globe. Cooperation on “Long-Term Sustainability of Outer Space Activities” Another initiative that will hopefully enhance SSA is the multi-year study of “long-term sustainability of space activities” within the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS). We anticipate the formation of expert working groups to support this study. One of these expert working groups will focus on space debris, space operations, and tools for collaborative SSA while another will focus on space weather, thereby addressing the range of potential hazards to earth-orbiting satellites. We are hopeful that this effort will lead to the formation of voluntary “best practice guidelines,” which will help reduce operational risks to all space systems. In addition to drawing on the expertise of spaceflight experts, this study also will draw upon the background and “best practice guidelines” that have been developed by U.S. commercial satellite operators. Conclusion Space situational awareness is essential to ensure stability in space and sustainability of our space activities. To this end, the United States is striving to improve our ability to monitor, track, and provide notifications regarding space objects. However, our picture of the space environment is greatly enhanced through international cooperation. Examples of this cooperation include sharing SSA information as well as pursuing initiatives such as the EU’s proposal for an international Code of Conduct and the COPUOS Agenda Item on Long-Term Sustainability of Space Activities. Such cooperation with established and emerging members of the space-faring community and with the private sector will help to preserve the space environment for the benefit of all nations and future generations. 

   Counterplan—Consult Japan Supplement

     1NC

Text: The United States federal government should propose [the plan] in the United States-Japan Security Consultative Committee.  The United States will consistently advocate bilateral cooperation over [the plan] in negotiations.  The resulting bilateral negotiations should be released in a joint statement and implemented based on the conclusions of the United States-Japan Security Consultative Committee. The United States federal government should advocate that Japan be involved in the negotiation process with China. 

Cooperation with China kills US-Japan relations and causes an international space race, but consultation with Japan solves.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

In this regard, then, it is essential not to engage in activities that would undercut perceptions of American reliability. Such moves, it should be noted, are not limited to those in the security realm. For example, the Nixon administration undertook several initiatives in the late 1960s and early 1970s that rocked Tokyo-Washington relations, and are still remembered as the “Nixon shocks.” While some of these were in the realm of security (including Nixon’s opening to China and the promulgation of the Nixon Doctrine), the others were in the trade area. These included a ten percent surcharge on all imports entering the US and suspended the convertibility of the dollar (i.e., removed the US from the gold standard).36 Part of the “shock” was the fundamental nature of these shifts. Even more damaging, however, was the failure of the Nixon Administration to consult their Japanese counterparts, catching them wholly off-guard. It took several years for the effects of these shocks to wear off. If the United States is intent upon expanding space relations with the PRC, then it would behoove it to consult Japan, in order to minimize the prospect of a “space shock.” Failing to do so may well incur a Japanese reaction. The decision on the part of Japan to build an explicitly intelligence-focused satellite was in response to the North Korean missile test of 1999, suggesting that Tokyo is fully capable of undertaking space-oriented responses when it is concerned.37 That, in turn, would potentially arouse the ire of China. The tragic history of Sino-Japanese relations continues to cast a baleful influence upon current interactions between the two states. If there is not a “space race” currently underway between Beijing and Tokyo, it would be most unfortunate if American actions were to precipitate one. 

     A2: Permutation (Plan and Consult)

Double-bind: Either the permutation has the USFG do the plan, or Japan does the negotiations.

If Japan does the negotiations then the aff is severing out of the actor of the 1AC, that’s a voter:

(A) Topicality—the aff must defend the US because it is the actor of the resolution, this is the best internal link into topical education.

(B) Education—we should be able to test the actor of the affirmative, the counterplan tests the germaneness of US action and lets us learn about international systems and comparative political analysis.

(C)        Moving target— severing out of the 1AC actor makes it impossible for the neg to maintain stable ground; they could use this to defend that they don’t like to politics or other generics that assume USFG action.

If the USFG negotiates, that fails. 

Dinerman 04 (Taylor Dinerman is editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/212/1. Monday, August 23rd, 2004. Dancing on Eggs: US Space Cooperation with China.)

Also, there is no reason for the US to be in any hurry to begin this relationship. It should also be based on the overriding principal that the US will only cooperate with China in ways that do not upset our regional friend and allies. In this regard, it would be best if we approached the Chinese almost entirely through our Japanese friends. The US and Japan should first work out the broad goals that both nations wish to achieve in their space relations with China, and then the US should let the Japanese take the lead in negotiating the whole package of cooperative agreements.

     A2: Japan Can’t Negotiate
Japan can and should negotiate the plan. 

Dinerman 04 (Taylor Dinerman is editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/212/1. Monday, August 23rd, 2004. Dancing on Eggs: US Space Cooperation with China.)

There are recent precedents to the idea of letting another nation take the lead and allowing the US to follow. Under Ronald Reagan, the US allowed France to determine much of the US policy in Africa. When Aznar was prime minister of Spain, the US would often follow Madrid’s lead in its relations with Latin America. Giving Japan the leading role in these negotiations will not require any dramatic shifts in US policy, nor will it require the Japanese to commit to any new major expenditures. Instead, it will be the beginning of a long process—one that will involve much feeling out of the other side and a lot of subtle interactions. Japan has a far greater stake in the peace and security of Northeast Asia than the US. Likewise, China’s pollution problems have a greater direct and lasting impact on Japan’s environment and quality of life than on the US. Japan is beginning to make a real contribution to its own national security and, in doing so, is showing itself to be a mature, and fairly reliable, partner to the US. There is now no reason why Japan cannot take the leading role in these kinds of negotiations, which involve difficult military technological and economic problems. Japan has been a reliable, and low maintenance, partner in the International Space Station (ISS) program. They have delivered their Kibo module to Kennedy Space Center for eventual assembly to the ISS. JAXA, Japan’s space agency, is struggling to define itself and to adapt to its new roles. If it were to become the main go-between and negotiator for the US, and possibly for other US allies, it would gain both visibility and stature with the Japanese government. The Japanese space program could grow into a major national asset instead of being a minor center for technology development and scientific research. The US could work with Japan to figure out the long-term technological and military implications of each part of the China-US-Japan relationship. Japan would find that, as America took its commercial and security interests into account, it would be easier for them to reciprocate. These talks would also fit nicely with Japan’s preference for quiet, and lengthy, negotiations. If the US and China are to find a way to cooperate in space, neither the US nor China should be expected to sacrifice their national interests. Both nations have a stake in the security and prosperity of Japan, which is, after all, the main economic locomotive of the region. It is, therefore, logical to expect Japan to take the lead in bringing the US and China together to work on major international space projects.

     Consultation K2 Alliance
Consultation is key to the alliance. 

Clinton et. al. 11 (Joint Statement of the US-Japan Security Consultative Committee. June 21st, 2011. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, Minister for Foreign Affairs Matsumoto, and Minister of Defense Kitazawa. http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/06/166597.htm)

(3) Enhancing Alliance Foundations Welcoming the progress to date, the Ministers emphasized the importance of further improving information security systems, including introducing government-wide security clearances and enhancing counter-intelligence measures, as discussed in the Bilateral Information Security Consultation. They also welcomed the Japanese Government’s efforts to strengthen its legal framework for information security and expected that such efforts would lead to enhanced information sharing. The Ministers recognized the importance of continuously examining and enhancing bilateral frameworks in order to make operational cooperation more effective, more tailored to the emerging security challenges, and more responsive to various situations. The Ministers confirmed that closer cooperation in equipment and technology between the United States and Japan is a fundamental element of a strong Alliance. In particular, the Government of Japan will promote its ongoing study to respond to the trend toward international joint development and production, through which developed countries enhance the performance of equipment and deal with rising costs. The Government of the United States encourages these Japanese efforts. As the Ministers reflect on the last fifty years of our Alliance, they take great satisfaction in all that has been achieved. At the same time, the Ministers recognized that our Alliance has never been more important or been faced with more significant challenges. In this context, both sides acknowledged the need to continue to take steps to deepen the intensity of consultations and coordination on the full range of security, strategic and political issues that face the region and the world.

   Counterplan—ITAR Supplement
ITAR prevents cooperation.

Hitchens and Chen 2008 (Theresa Hitchens and David Chen--World Security Institute, Space Policy Volume 24, Issue 3 http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/HitchensGrandBargain.pdf) 

Finally, lifting the ITAR restrictions, in whole or at least in large part, opens the previously blocked path of cooperation with China in space exploration. Cooperation on civil space traditionally has been seen in the USA as a tool of soft power and a method of dampening tensions between potential adversaries, dating back to the Apollo– Soyuz Test Project. Enabling, for example, a multi-nation cooperative program in lunar exploration would again be a ‘‘prestige’’ incentive for China, which wants very badly to be seen as a world-class space power. Arguably such broad international cooperation on space exploration would also benefit the USA directly by allowing NASA to more widely share the nontrivial cost burdens at a time when budgetary pressure on the US government is growing rapidly. There will no doubt be those in the US Congress who oppose opening commercial satellite trade with China— some on the basis of the military technology transfer argument and some out of concern about another low-cost competitor to US launch firms on the international market place. Yet, given the above facts and the fact that doing so would remove a long and deeply held thorn from China’s space hand and thus provide a powerful incentive for Chinese cooperation regarding a code of conduct, this option should be strongly considered by the next administration. The relationship between the USA and China will remain a complex one and perhaps the world’s most important bilateral relationship in the 21st century. The issue of space security, while only one of many issues of contention, is a high-stakes one that can either stabilize or further destabilize the relationship. A code of conduct establishing clear boundaries delineating the behaviors of responsible stakeholders in space would be an important step toward improving Sino-US ties. By using a twopronged approach of mitigating US space systems’ vulnerability, and negotiating Chinese acceptance of a space code of conduct using incentives like joint space missions and commercial space policy reform, the next president could open a window to avoid an incipient space race with China. Managing such a feat would not only serve peace and stability on Earth and in the heavens, but also it would make a fitting legacy to Nixon’s opening of China. 

ITAR prevents cooperation with China.

Nosanov 09 (International Traffic in Arms Regulations—Controversy and Reform. Nosanov, Jeffrey P—University of Nebraska, London. Astropolitics, Sep-Dec2009, Vol. 7 Issue 3.)
Following the passing of the AECA, ITAR did not significantly expand in scope for several decades. Although the increase in satellite launch activities that began in the 1980s provided an opportunity to re-evaluate the efficacy and necessity of ITAR regulations, no such action was taken. Major revision did not occur until the late 1990s, when the list of export-regulated items was expanded in response to an incident involving cooperation between U.S. companies and a non-allied government, China. Following the tragic loss of the Space Shuttle Challenger in 1986, President Reagan allowed U.S. satellite manufacturers to use China’s Long March rockets to reach space. However, this permission carried restrictions on what information could be exchanged. U.S. firms were prohibited from giving the Chinese any help with their launches without a license and without the presence of the Department of Defense (DOD). The national security concern was that the Chinese would use this technical information to improve their intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capabilities. In 1996, leading U.S. satellite manufacturer Space Systems=Loral contracted with the Chinese national space program for the delivery of the Intelsat 708 satellite to orbit. The Chinese rocket failed immediately after launch; the rocket and payload crashed into a remote Chinese village.20 Portions of the payload, including Loral’s American-made satellite, were never recovered, and fears spread that the Chinese government had obtained the advanced encryption technology that was on-board the satellite. Several technical investigations were performed by both sides, during which, American engineers helped to identify the source of the Chinese rocket’s malfunction. The cooperation between the American manufacturer and the Chinese raised the concern that Loral personnel had indirectly improved the reliability of the Chinese rocket. If proven true, their actions would classify as engaging in ITAR-prohibited export. Ironically, a TAA would have avoided this problem. Although the investigation led by Loral personnel of the Intelsat 708 214 J. P. Nosanov wreckage showed that the Chinese recovery crew had not managed to remove the encryption technology,21 those fearful for national security pushed for ITAR regulations to be expanded to include satellite launch systems and launch vehicles. The congressional response to this security breach and the perceived increase in vulnerability was to increase government oversight of transfers of certain types of technology with the passage of the Strom Thurmond National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) in 1999.22 This action coincided with the release of the U.S. House Select Committee’s report on U.S. National Security and Military Concerns With the People’s Republic of China, commonly known as the ‘‘Cox Report,’’ which detailed decades of security breaches and stolen technology by the Chinese.23 This report speculated that, based on the technology known to have been stolen, the Chinese would have usable ICBM based nuclear weapons within a few years. Section 1513 of the NDAA states: (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, all satellites and related items that are on the Commerce Control List of dual use items in the Export Administration Regulations (15 CFR part 730 et seq.) on the date of the enactment of this Act shall be transferred to the United States Munitions List and controlled under section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778).24 Prior to the implementation of this NDAA, the USML specified only the inclusion of those satellites ‘‘specially designed or modified for military use.’’25 The new language of the USML following the 1999 NDAA includes: ‘‘communications satellites, remote sensing satellites, scientific satellites, research satellites, navigation satellites, experimental and multi-mission satellites.’’ 26 The paragraph above—Section 1513 of the NDAA—fully transferred satellite technology onto the USML, into the company of tanks, firearms, and nuclear weapons technology, posing a significant challenge on U.S. efforts to participate in global markets. This regulatory tug-of-war continues to the present administration. On 29 September 2009, President Obama signed a Presidential Determination delegating to the Secretary of Commerce authority over the export of missile equipment or technology to China.27 
ITAR prevents trade and relations with China.

Abbey and Lane 09 (United States Space Policy: Challenges and Opportunities Gone Astray. George Abbey and Neal Lane – The Baker Institute. http://bakerinstitute.org/publications/SPACE-pub-AbbeyLaneUSPolicyGoneAstray-072809.pdf. George Abbey is Baker Botts Senior Fellow in Space Policy at the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy at Rice University. He directs the Space Policy Program. He was Director of the Johnson Space Center in Houston, Texas. He holds the NASA Distinguished Service and the Outstanding Leadership and Exceptional Service Medals. He also served as a member of the Operations Team awarded the Presidential Medal of Freedom for their role in the Apollo 13 mission. Neal Lane is the Malcolm Gillis University Professor at Rice University. He holds appointments as Senior Fellow of the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy. He served as Assistant to the President for Science and Technology and Director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policyand as Director of the National Science Foundation (NSF) and of the National Science Board. He is a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences and serves as a member of the Academy’s Council. )

China has also been successful in pursuing space technology on its own. A U.S. policy that bars China from launching satellites with U.S. components had left China seeking customers from second-tier operators in Asia, Africa, and South America. Recently, however, China has, in addition to its contracts with Alcatel, secured a contract to launch European-based Eutelsat Communications’ five-ton satellite. Made without any U.S. components, the Eutelsat satellite is scheduled for launch by China’s Long March rocket in 2010. China’s launch bid, estimated to be as much as 40 percent below Western competitors, gives it a cost advantage. Other potential launch customers for China are France’s Thales Group and Italy’s Finmeccanica, which build satellites without U.S. components. China now has a solid track record, with fifteen commercial satellite launches since 2002, the most recent being a communications satellite for Venezuela in October 2008. China has scheduled fifteen more commercial satellites to be sent into orbit in 2009. A 2007 Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL)/Department of Commerce (DOC) report highlighted these and other problems being experienced around the world by the U.S. aerospace industry. The report, Defense Industrial Base Assessment: U.S. Space Industry, showed that complying with U.S. export control regulations carries a high price tag for U.S. companies and harms their global competitiveness. According to the report, export control compliance costs in the United States averaged $49 million per year industry3. Benjamin Sutherland, “Why America Is Lost in Space,” Newsweek, January 31, 2009.

ITAR reform key to US-China relations.

De Selding 11 (Chinese Government Official Urges US-Chinese Space Cooperation. http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110414-chinese-official-space-cooperation.html. 4/14/11. Peter de Selding is a writer for Space News.)

COLORADO SPRINGS, Colo. — A top Chinese government space official on April 14 appealed to the U.S. government to lift its decade-long ban on most forms of U.S.-Chinese space cooperation, saying both nations would benefit from closer government and commercial space interaction. He specifically called for cooperation on manned spaceflight, in which China has made massive investment in recent years. Lei Fanpei, vice president of China Aerospace Science and Technology Corp. (CASC), which oversees much of China’s launch vehicle and satellite manufacturing industry, said China purchased more than $1 billion in U.S.-built satellites in the 1990s before the de facto ban went into effect in 1999. Since then, the U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) have made it impossible to export most satellite components, or full satellites, to China for launch on China’s now successful line of Long March rockets. The ITAR regulations that tightened the U.S. technology export regime were put into place to punish China for its missile exports, and to slow development of China’s rocket industry by reducing its customer base. Most commercial telecommunications satellites carry at least some U.S. parts, which is why ITAR has all but locked China out of the global commercial launch market. The U.S. government is reviewing the current ITAR regime, which U.S. industry says has had the unintended effect of making it difficult to sell satellites and satellite components just about anywhere in the world. At the same time, China’s domestic demand for launches of its own telecommunications, navigation, Earth observation and science satellites — and its manned space program — has given the Long March vehicle sufficient business to earn it a record of reliability. The global insurance underwriting community now ranks the Long March vehicle alongside Russian and European rockets for reliability when it sets insurance premiums. Addressing the National Space Symposium here, Lei said Chinese vehicles launched more than 20 U.S.-built satellites in the 1990s. While cooperation with the United States has been shut down, he said, China has maintained relations with the 18-nation European Space Agency, Brazil, France, Russia and others. China also has developed a telecommunications satellite product line that has been bundled with a Chinese Long March vehicle to offer in-orbit delivery of telecommunications spacecraft to a half-dozen nations that in many cases can offer China access to their crude oil reserves. Lei said he sees three areas in which U.S.-Chinese cooperation would be in both nations’ interests. The first, he said, is an open commercial access of each nation to the other’s capabilities in satellites and launch vehicles. The second, he said, is manned spaceflight and space science, particularly in deep space exploration. The third is in satellite applications including disaster monitoring and management. 

***Disads***

   Disad—Japan Relations

     Uniqueness

US-Japan relations high—joint statement proves.

Clinton et. al. 11 (Joint Statement of the US-Japan Security Consultative Committee. June 21st, 2011. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, Minister for Foreign Affairs Matsumoto, and Minister of Defense Kitazawa. http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2011/06/166597.htm)

Following is the joint statement issued at the conclusion of the June 21, 2011 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee meeting, attended by Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, Minister for Foreign Affairs Matsumoto, and Minister of Defense Kitazawa. Begin Text: Toward a Deeper and Broader U.S.-Japan Alliance: Building on 50 Years of Partnership I. Preamble As the U.S.-Japan Alliance enters its second half-century, the members of the Security Consultative Committee (SCC) affirmed that our Alliance remains indispensable to the security of Japan and the United States, and to the peace, stability, and economic prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region in the 21st century. The Ministers met on June 21, 2011, and discussed the close collaboration between the Japanese and U.S. Governments in response to the March 11 earthquake, tsunami, and nuclear emergency. This cooperation, involving unprecedented joint operations by the Japan Self Defense Forces (SDF) and U.S. Armed Forces, has given renewed confidence to the Alliance and has deepened the friendship that the United States and Japan have built over the last half century as described in the SCC document, “Cooperation in Response to the Great East Japan Earthquake,” issued in the SCC meeting today. Japan expresses heartfelt gratitude for the wide-ranging assistance provided by the United States, and the U.S. Government pledges its continuing support to Japan’s recovery. The SCC members recognized the need to continue to address challenges posed by the increasingly uncertain security environment, which includes: the expanding military capabilities and activities in the region; North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs and its provocative behavior; the emergence of non-traditional security concerns; and other evolving threats, such as to outer space, to the high seas, and to cyberspace. The Ministers also noted increasing global challenges, including the ongoing struggle against extremism in Afghanistan and the Middle East. These challenges highlight not only the essential role of the Alliance in maintaining regional security and stability, but also the need for our two nations to deepen and broaden cooperation. Our shared values, democratic ideals, common interests, and respect for human rights and the rule of law remain the foundation of the Alliance. To meet these existing and emerging challenges, the Ministers noted the need to continue to strengthen Alliance capabilities by adapting our cooperation, modernizing our forces, enhancing interoperability, and cooperating in the development of new technologies.

US-Japan relations high now; Korea proves.

Global Security Newswire 11 (National Journal Group, NTI.  Japan, U.S. Pledge to Head Off North Korean Hostilities

Wednesday, June 22, 2011. http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110622_5660.php)

Japan and the United States on Tuesday reaffirmed their shared strategic objectives, which include deterring future hostile behaviors from North Korea and convincing the Stalinist state to shutter its nuclear weapons effort, the Yonhap News Agency reported (see GSN, June 21). The two countries' defense heads and chief diplomats held direct talks in the U.S. capital on Tuesday. There, the officials declared they would deepen a three-state partnership that also includes South Korea. "We remain committed to deterring further provocative behaviors by North Korea, supporting a North-South dialogue and promoting the complete and peaceful denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said to journalists following the so-called 2+2 talks. Defense Secretary Robert Gates described Tuesday's discussion as "excellent." "We focused on the most critical challenges facing the Asia-Pacific region," including North Korean denuclearization, he said. The allies said in a bilateral statement that their common strategic goals are to "deter provocations by North Korea; achieve the complete, and verifiable denuclearization of North Korea, including its uranium enrichment program, through irreversible steps and, through the six-party process; resolve issues related to proliferation, ballistic missiles, illicit activities, and humanitarian concerns, including the matter of (past) abductions by North Korea" of Japanese citizens (Lee Chi-dong, Yonhap News Agency, June 21). Japan and the United States "recognized the need to continue to address challenges posed by the increasingly uncertain security environment, which includes: the expanding military capabilities and activities in the region; North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs and its provocative behavior; the emergence of nontraditional security concerns; and other evolving threats, such as to outer space, to the high seas, and to cyberspace," reads the statement. "The government of the United States reaffirmed its commitment to the defense of Japan and the peace and security of the region, including through the full range of U.S. military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional," it adds (U.S. State Department release, June 21).

US-Japan space relations high now.

Weisgerber 11 (http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=6881626&c=POL&s=TOP. June 21st 2011. Marcus Weisgerber is a write for Defense News.  Japan, U.S. To Expand Missile Defense, Cyber Cooperation.)

The United States and Japan pledged to continue working together on missile defense, cyber and space initiatives, as well as expanding information-sharing and intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance activities. "We have … agreed on a framework to transfer jointly produced missile defense interceptors to third parties, to deepen our cooperation on humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, and to start new initiatives in space and cybersecurity," U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said during a June 21 briefing. Related Topics Americas Asia & Pacific Rim Air Warfare As for missile defense, the ministers decided to study future issues in preparation for transition to a production and deployment phase of the SM-3 Block 2A. The ministers designated the Joint Arms and Military Technology Commission as the consultation mechanism for such future third party transfers. In addition, the ministers agreed to promote dialogue on the diversification of supplies of critical resources and materials, including energy and rare earths, which are abundant in the region. "The ministers decided to expand joint training and exercises, study further joint and shared use of facilities and promote cooperation, such as expanding information sharing and joint intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) activities, in order to deter and respond proactively, rapidly and seamlessly to various situations in the region," according to a joint statement by the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee. The U.S. reaffirmed its pledge to defend Japan and the peace and security in the region through conventional and nuclear force. The United States also pledged to "tailor [its] regional defense posture to address such challenges as the proliferation of nuclear technologies and theater ballistic missiles, anti-access/area denial capabilities, and other evolving threats, such as to outer space, to the high seas, and to cyberspace." In space, the two countries acknowledged the potential for future cooperation in space situational awareness, a satellite navigation system, space-based maritime domain awareness and the utilization of dual-use sensors, according to the statement. The ministers also agreed to "promote the resilience of critical infrastructure, including the security of information and space systems." The ministers also welcomed the establishment of a bilateral strategic policy dialogue on cybersecurity issues. Many of the strategic agreements are related to recent activities by China and North Korea. China has been developing anti-ship ballistic missiles that the U.S. views as a threat to its ships in international waters. At the same time, North Korea has been developing strategic ballistic missiles. In addition, much light has been shed on the need for space situational awareness in the wake of a Chinese anti-satellite test several years ago, which resulted in the creation of a large amount of space debris. 

US-Japan relations high—cooperation after the earthquake proves.

Daniel 11 (http://www.defpro.com/news/details/26361/?SID=c4356ce8e126325e02e3e34697f84914 “Mullen: U.S.-Japan Alliance Serves as Model for Others.” July 18th, 2011. Lisa Daniel: American Forces Press Service)

The chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, on his first visit to Japan since it suffered a devastating earthquake and tsunami in March, on Friday, July 15, praised the U.S.-Japanese alliance and said the two nations must expand such relations throughout the Pacific region. Navy Adm. Mike Mullen, speaking at a news conference from the U.S. Embassy in Tokyo, offered condolences to the Japanese people in the aftermath of the natural disaster and said the United States still is committed to helping its ally however it can. His visit is part of an East Asia tour this week that included trips to China and South Korea. “Watching from afar, I must also say that I was inspired by the dignity, the strength, the grace and resilience with which Japanese citizens responded to the shock,” he said. “If ever there was by any people a finer display of character and courage under such circumstances, I simply haven’t seen it. And so, thank you, as well, for the power of your example to the world.” Mullen praised the response of the Japanese Self-Defense Force for its skill and professionalism in helping Japanese citizens following the disaster. “For our part, the United States military was proud to support your troops and to labor side by side [and] day and night with them -- on the ground, in the air, and at sea -- as we jointly battled the elements and the unspeakable destruction.” The collaboration of the Japanese and U.S. forces following the earthquake is a testament to the countries’ strong relationship, the admiral said, adding that his trip to Japan was meant to underscore the U.S. commitment to a partnership with Japan. “We know you, and you know us,” he said. “And, together, we have served not only the defense of Japan, but the cause of peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. And it is the strength of that friendship I am here to reaffirm. In every meeting I will attend, in every discussion I will have, I will convey my government’s commitment -- and that of my military -- to expanding and improving our bilateral relations.”
     A2: Uniqueness > Link

US-Japan relations high, but are zero-sum with China relations—they don’t assume this tradeoff. 

Cole 11 (“US, Japan call for strong Asia-Pacific defense.” J. Michael Cole – AP Staff Reporter. Taipei Times. June 23rd, 2011. http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/archives/2011/06/23/2003506460/2)

Top US and Japanese defense and foreign affairs officials on Tuesday reaffirmed the US-Japan Alliance and called for peaceful resolution of disputes in the Taiwan Strait through dialogue, while admitting that plans to relocate US troops from a military base in Okinawa would miss their deadline. The Security Consultative Committee meeting, held in Washington, involved US Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs Takeaki Matsumoto and Japanese Minister of National Defense Toshimi Kitazawa. This was the first meeting of the committee, informally known as the “2+2 ministerial,” in four years. In a joint statement, the committee said it recognized the need to address a number of challenges in an “increasingly uncertain security environment,” which included expanding military capabilities and activities in the region, as well as the emergence of non-traditional security concerns. The US government reaffirmed its commitment to the defense of Japan and to peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region, including through regional alliances and the full range of US military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional. Japan reaffirmed its commitment to provide stable use of facilities and areas by US forces and to support their smooth operation. The statement said it welcomed continued developments and cooperation with Japan on theater ballistic missile defense — which for years has met strong opposition from Beijing — and called for the study of future issues in preparation for transition to production and deployment of the SM-3 Block IIA missile defense system. The US also reaffirmed its commitment, first made in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, to strengthen regional deterrence and to maintain and enhance its military presence in the Asia-Pacific region. More specifically, in comments that ostensibly targeted China, it stated its intent to tailor its regional defense posture to address proliferation of nuclear technologies and theater ballistic missiles, anti-access/area denial capabilities and other evolving threats, such as to outer space and cyberspace. On China, the statement said the US and Japan encouraged Beijing’s responsible and constructive role in regional stability and prosperity, cooperation on global issues and its adherence to international norms of behavior. It also reiterated the need for China to improve openness and transparency with respect to its military modernization and activities, and to strengthen confidence-building measures. Although Taiwan was not mentioned, the statement said members welcomed progress in improving cross-strait relations. A similar statement following the committee meeting in 2005 resulted in strong condemnation by Beijing, which said at the time it “resolutely opposes the United States and Japan in issuing any bilateral document concerning China’s Taiwan, which meddles in the internal affairs of China, and hurts China’s sovereignty.” At press time, Beijing had yet to respond to Tuesday’s joint statement. Meanwhile, the US and Japan also acknowledged they would miss a 2014 deadline for the relocation of the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on Okinawa. The force realignment plan aims to reduce the US military footprint on Okinawa, which hosts more than half of the 47,000 US troops in Japan. Despite the delay, the two sides confirmed that Marine air operations would be shifted to a less crowded part of Okinawa, where a new airfield is to be built, while about 8,000 Marines are to be shifted to Guam.

     A2: Japan Militarization Inevitable

Japan and China are competing in space, but status quo militarization is unlikely. 

Brown 09 (“Japan's next chapter in space begins.” By Peter J Brown, a satellite journalist from the US state of Maine. Asia Times. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KI09Dh02.html.)

Japan's soon-to-be prime minister Yukio Hatoyama, leader of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), has a lot of space-related issues to deal with over the coming months, though North Korea and domestic affairs - including the economy and government bureaucracy - will likely dominate his first few months in office. Over the coming months, details surrounding a restructuring of the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency's (JAXA) will be announced, and government support for private sector space companies in Japan will likely grow, albeit modestly. Due to his involvement in a recent review of Japan's future space options from a scientific and technological standpoint, Hatoyama has a good grasp of space-related issues as well as the state of Japanese space technology in general. Japan sees China's activities in space as a significant, but not urgent, matter. "We view China as a growing military power in the region. But there is no immediate military threat from China," said Dr Kazuto Suzuki, an associate professor of International Political Economy at Hokkaido University's School of Public Policy. Japan's new Basic Law for Space Activities or simply Basic Space Law (BSL) passed the Diet (parliament) in 2008, and in mid-2009, a new Basic Space Plan was completed. As a result, Japan's government is now able to fund military space activities, ending a ban on such activities that lasted 40 years. Japan's small fleet of Information Gathering Satellites (IGS) was allowed during this time because they were not funded or operated by Japan's Ministry of Defense (MoD), according to Suzuki. All IGS operations are overseen by the civilian Cabinet Secretariat, which includes Japan's central intelligence office. In the past few days, North Korea cut short Hatoyama's and the DPJ's victory celebrations with its sobering declaration about the status of its uranium enrichment program. However, the overall space strategy of the Japanese military is really not affected, according to Suzuki. "The situation will not translate immediately into any sort of rapid military use of space by Japan," said Suzuki. "Space is not seen as a viable military zone by the DPJ and by most Japanese people [who] prefer that space should remain as a civilian domain where international cooperation is promoted and strengthened." Among other things, the MoD has been slowly developing new sensors for an early warning satellite with a completion date for this project within five years. "Even if we obtain these sensors earlier than expected, we have no satellite to put these sensors on," said Suzuki. "Development of these sensors for military use will proceed, but this North Korean issue will not have a strong impact on the outcome." Because the DPJ lacks a majority in the Upper House of the Diet, a coalition must be formed with the Social Democrats, who strongly oppose any military uses of space. This relationship also slows military space initiatives at a time when the MoD is mapping out its military space objectives, and finishing work on new defense guidelines covering the next five years. "These guidelines have not been published yet," said Suzuki. "While the DPJ may not be enthusiastic about military space due to the coalition, no matter who will be in power, there will be a change from the past." When Hatoyama meets with President Barack Obama later this month, ballistic missile defense planning and coordination will be on the agenda. A status check of the International Space Station (ISS) is also likely. Other space-related issues may have to wait, especially as the Barack Obama administration is apparently in no hurry to revise export controls which the United States satellite industry favors in order to increase satellite-related exports. Chinese launch vehicles will remain off limits - there appear to be no plans for Chinese rockets to launch satellites for Japan anyway - whether US components on the US Munitions List and currently subject to US International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) are present or not. "During the meeting, ITAR issues may be discussed, but only in a context of the broader topic of nuclear disarmament," said Suzuki. "The launching of Japanese satellites by Chinese launchers will never be on the agenda, because Japan has its own launch vehicles, and has no intention of launching its satellites on Chinese launchers." As for Hatoyama's recent statements about the need for Japan to concentrate on establishing closer regional ties, Chu Ishida, director of JAXA's space cooperation office for Asia Pacific Region, Space Applications Mission Directorate, said a few months ago that, "Japan's Basic Space Plan defines the promotion of space diplomacy as a national policy. Under this policy, JAXA will develop and utilize space systems and satellites, and develop deeper cooperation among Asian countries." Although Japan is not one of the nine state signatories to the Asia-Pacific Space Cooperation Organization (APSCO) convention which China created a few years ago, Japan does send representatives to APSCO sessions. And China belongs to the Asia-Pacific Regional Space Agency Forum (APRSAF) which was established more than 15 years ago with Japan as its principal sponsor. These regional space organizations co-exist, and should not be seen as competing with each other, according to Suzuki. "APSCO and APRSAF are completely different organizations in terms of membership, objectives, and the means of cooperation. APRSAF is a space agency forum which supports various projects," said Suzuki. "APSCO, on the other hand, is an organization for transferring technology. China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs took advantage of China's prowess in space technology to help establish its diplomatic leadership in the Asian region. APSCO membership is limited to states or countries such as Iran and Pakistan in particular which find it difficult to access advanced space technology due to sanctions." Countries in Asia that operate their own earth observation (EO) satellites include Japan, China, South Korea, Taiwan, India and Thailand. According to Suzuki, because the number of analysts in Asia who can process EO satellite data is so limited, both APSCO and APRSAF primarily focus on providing Chinese and Japanese EO data to their member states. "There is an obvious rivalry here. However, for the respective member states, this dual leadership is beneficial because more EO data flows more quickly whenever major disasters happen in the region in particular," said Suzuki. "As long as China and Japan control which EO data should be distributed, there will not be any problems in terms of deliberate military uses." Japan has also been providing EO data directly to China for over three decades. Suzuki emphasizes that this cooperation involves data, and may expand slowly to include space science. However, no joint development of space technology is anticipated. As for India and the Indian Space Research Organization, it is unlikely that the DPJ is going to place more emphasis on space cooperation beyond the civilian and scientific projects currently underway, according to Suzuki, despite the signing last October of a "Joint declaration on Security Cooperation between India and Japan" by Prime Minister Singh of India, and outgoing Japanese Prime Minister Taro Aso. "The DPJ is the new kid in town, and they have to sort out so many issues including much bigger issues such as Japan's relationship with the US, China, South and North Korea, and Russia," said Suzuki. "India is much lower in priority." According to Professor Setsuko Aoki of Keio University's Faculty of Policy Management, while the DPJ might endorse a possible space cooperation agreement with India, "there is the thorny nuclear issue and most pro-disarmament MPs in the Diet have mixed feelings towards India, even after the Nuclear Suppliers Group's historic decision last year." "Anti-nuclear feeling is very strong in Japan. When it comes to any proposed space cooperation with India, the prior Japanese government was probably more willing to support such an arrangement than the DPJ is today," said Aoki. 

     Links

Cooperation with China kills US-Japan relations, and hegemony.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

Of particular importance is Japan. The United States relationship with Japan is arguably its most important in East Asia. US interest in Japan should be selfevident. Japan hosts 47,000 US troops and is the linchpin for forward US presence in that hemisphere. Japan is the second largest contributor to all major international organizations that buttress US foreign policy…. Japan is the bulwark for US deterrence and engagement of China and North Korea—the reason why those countries cannot assume that the United States will eventually withdraw from the region.35 For Japan, whose “peace constitution” forbids it from using war as an instrument of state policy, the United States is an essential guarantor of its security. Any move by the US that might undermine this view raises not only the prospect of weakening US-Japanese ties, but also potentially affecting Japan’s security policies. 

Cooperation with China kills US-Japan space relations.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

Beyond the bilateral difficulties of cooperating with the PRC, it is also important to consider potential ramifications of Sino-US cooperation in space on the Asian political landscape. In particular, cooperation between Washington and Beijing on space issues may well arouse concerns in Tokyo and Delhi. Both of these nations have their own space programs, and while they are arguably not engaged in a “space race” with China (or each other), they are certainly keeping a close eye on developments regarding China.

Space is a critical area for US-Japan relations.

Logsdon 92 (Science 17 January 1992: Vol. 255 no. 5042 pp. 294-300. DOI: 10.1126/science.255.5042.294. U.S.-Japanese Space Relations at a Crossroads. John M. Logsdon. Director of the Space Policy Institute, George Washington University, Washington, DC 20052)

The relations between Japan and the United States in space form a microcosm of the complex, multidimensional interactions between these two powerful societies. Cooperation and competition exist side by side, and the future balance between them is uncertain. The United States needs to develop a strategy with respect to future U.S.-Japanese space relations that balances national security, political, scientific, and economic interests. Crafting such a strategy is particularly difficult while both the United States and Japan debate the goals and content of their future space programs and while the two nations try to assess their broader interests and roles in the rapidly changing geopolitical environment. Essential to a productive approach to U.S.-Japanese space relations is an accurate understanding of the character and content of the Japanese space effort.

     Impacts

       Conflict
A strong US Japan alliance is critical to solve multiple scenarios for global nuclear conflict 

NDU 2k (National Defense University, The study group consisted of Richard L. Armitage, Armitage and Associates; Dan E. Bob, Office of Senator William V. Roth, Jr.; Kurt M. Campbell, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Michael J. Green, Council on Foreign Relations; Kent M. Harrington, Harrington Group LLC; Frank Jannuzi, Minority Staff, Senate Foreign Relations Committee; James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; Joseph S. Nye, Jr., JFK School of Government, Harvard University; Torkel L. Patterson, GeoInSight; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; Robin H. Sakoda, Sakoda Associates; Barbara P. Wanner, French and Company; and Paul D. Wolfowitz, Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, The Johns Hopkins University http://www.ndu.edu/inss/press/Spelreprts/SR_JAPAN.HTM) 

Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. / In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well-equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy.
US-Japan alliance is key to Asian stability 

Senator McCain 8, Korea Herald, 10-30-08, (With the presidential elections in the United States to be held Nov. 4, the candidates' views of Asia are of great interest. To provide some insight into the policies of Senators John McCain and Barack Obama, the most recent issue of Comparative Connections (http:// www.csis.org/pacfor/ccejournal.html) surveys both campaigns' statements regarding their Asia policies. Excerpts are provided below. For the full text, visit the Pacific Forum website.) 
The U.S.-Japan alliance has been the indispensable anchor of peace, prosperity, and freedom in the Asia-Pacific for more than 60 years, and its importance will only grow. Deepening cooperation, consultation and coordination between Washington and Tokyo is the key to meeting the collective challenges that both our nations face. The United States and Japan must also work closely together with regard to China - not to contain or isolate Beijing, but to ensure its peaceful integration as a responsible stakeholder. 

US-Japan alliance is key to prevent miscalculation. 

Daniel 11 (http://www.defpro.com/news/details/26361/?SID=c4356ce8e126325e02e3e34697f84914 “Mullen: U.S.-Japan Alliance Serves as Model for Others.” July 18th, 2011. Lisa Daniel: American Forces Press Service)

“Relationships matter,” he continued. “Where they are strong, there is trust and transparency and a better chance for stability. Where they are weak or nonexistent, there is, at best, suspicion and, at worst, the very real risk of miscalculation.” Mullen began the Asia trip at the invitation of his Chinese counterpart, Gen. Chen Bingde, who visited the Pentagon in May. The admiral said the meetings he took part in over several days in China were “productive and generally positive with respect to moving us closer to some sort of relationship.” He noted that the U.S. and Chinese militaries have not had “a sustained, reliable relationship.”

       Global Warming 

US Japan cooperation solves Warming

Green 08 Michael J. Green is a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS. He is also an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University “US Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/081021_wakabayashi_usjapan_web.pdf
In 2001, the Bush Administration strongly opposed the Kyoto Protocal and widhrew from the framework because major countries like China and India were not obligated to pursue the goal of emissions reductions. The United States recently agreed to pursue emissions reduction with a modest long-term target and supported the position of Japan at the Toyako Summit that an effective international framework for post-Kyoto negotiations must include China and India. The United States has long supported energy conservation and technological innovation. Under the new framework, the United states and Japan could realize post-Kyoto objectives by: Initiating a bilateral ministerial  environment forum for cabinet-level leaders to discuss key issues including climate change; Leading international discussions to form an effective global post-2012 climate regime involving all key nations; Developing environment related technologies including carbon capture and storage; carbon emissions reductions; and clean and renewable energy such as solar, clean coal technology, and nuclear energy; and providing assistance to developing countries in energy-saving technology. Energy supply spikes and shortages are not one-time phenomena- they are long-term issues that must be addressed if the world is to develop what some call an energy-efficient society and if renewable energy resources are to be developed. 

Extinction.

Powell 2K (Corey S. Powell, Adjunct professor of Science Journalism at NYU's Science and Environmental Reporting Program; spent eight years on the Board of Editors at Scientific American; worked at Physics Today and at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center where he assisted in the testing of gamma-ray telescopes, October 2000, Discover, Vol. 21, No. 10, 20 Ways the World Could End Swept away)
The Earth is getting warmer, and scientists mostly agree that humans bear some blame. It's easy to see how global warming could flood cities and ruin harvests. More recently, researchers like Paul Epstein of Harvard Medical School have raised the alarm that a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens (see #8). That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic. At present, atmospheric gases trap enough heat close to the surface to keep things comfortable. Increase the global temperature a bit, however, and there could be a bad feedback effect, with water evaporating faster, freeing water vapor (a potent greenhouse gas), which traps more heat, which drives carbon dioxide from the rocks, which drives temperatures still higher. Earth could end up much like Venus, where the high on a typical day is 900 degrees Fahrenheit. It would probably take a lot of warming to initiate such a runaway greenhouse effect, but scientists have no clue where exactly the tipping point lies.

       International Prolif 

US Japan cooperation is critical to future proliferation efforts

Green 08 Michael J. Green is a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS. He is also an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University “US Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/081021_wakabayashi_usjapan_web.pdf

The world is currently encountering serious challenges in the areas of nuclear disbarment and nonproliferation centered on states such as North Korea and Iran. The United States and Japan have played active roles in the Six-Party Talks on the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula. Iran must comply with the UN Security Council resolutions to suspend enrichment-related and reprocessing activities. All countries should comply with the rules and the guidelines of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and other international agreements, regardless of their NPT membership status. Complicating this challenge is the fact that more than 40 countries are interested in having their own nuclear power plants under the so-called nuclear renaissance. The risk of nuclear proliferation will be greater because of the transfer of nuclear technology and nuclear-related materials and because of the production of nuclear fuel and reprocessing of used fuel. Therefore, this nuclear renaissance must be managed under a responsible and efficient international framework. Japan has been making proactive efforts in maintaining and strengthening the nonproliferation regime. The nuclear disbarment resolution that Japan submitted along with other nations has been passed with the overwhelming support of member states. At the same time, Japan is one of the few countries that have been active in manufacturing nuclear fuel and reprocessing used fule for peaceful purposes. Under the new framework, the United States and Japan should work on: Enhancing cooperation to strengthen the nonproliferation regime, looking toward the 2010 NPT review conference in New York; Strengthening the IAEA initiative and Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) for nuclear nonproliferation; and Enhancing cooperation in developing nuclear and reprocessing technology for safe and reliable nuclear cycling

Horizontal prolif causes extinction 

Utgoff ‘2 (Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”)
In sum, wildfire proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800’s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place then it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. 

       Asia Prolif
Key to Solve East Asia Prolif 

Nye and Armitage 7 [Joseph Nye University Distinguished Service Professor and Richard Armitage Deputy Secretary of State, “The U.S. Japan Alliance”,  Feburary 2007, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf ]
To address the growing threat of missile proliferation in the region, the United States and Japan have cooperated to develop missile defense technologies and concepts. The United States and Japan are now in the process of producing and employing a missile defense system, sharing the technological capabilities of the world’s two largest economies. By cooperating on this important venture, Japan will benefit from the synergies resulting from a missile defense command and control system, improving its joint operational systems and our bilateral ability to quickly share critical information. To produce and employ missile defense systems successfully together, Japan changed its prohibition on military exports, allowing such exports to the United States. Through all of these measures, the alliance made rapid progress in defense cooperation to meet challenges imposed by the existing security environment.

East Asia prolif escalates to global nuclear war

Cirincione 2000 (Joseph, Director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain”, JStor)
The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945. 

       Russia

Relations Key to U.S.- Russian Relations 

Okamoto 02 [Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]
In military terms, the U.S.-Japan alliance’s struggle with Russia is dramatically reduced. Now the allies will need to work together to bring Russia into the circle of advanced, industrialized democratic states. Despite the Putin administration’s current apparently pro-Western policies, Russia will need many decades to extinguish its long-standing profound mistrust of the United States. NATO’s repeated rejections of Russian requests to be considered a candidate for membership, coupled with that body’s relentless expansion toward Russia’s borders, has led Russian leaders to express an aspiration to become a greater power in the Pacific. Although Russia’s continuing refusal to return the Northern Territories to Japan and the lack of a peace treaty ending World War II clouds Japanese sentiment toward Russia, Japan remains the key for Russia’s entry into the Pacific. In this context, Japan has a role to play as a less threatening representative of the West and as an example of non–Euro- U.S. democratic tradition. Putin’s personal attachment to Japan may also make the relationship between Japan and Russia an important conduit of communication between the West and Moscow in the years to come. 

       Heg

Relations Solve Heg

Okamoto 02 [Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]
Fifty years have passed since Japan and the United States signed the original security treaty and more than 40 years have passed since the current 1960 treaty came into force. Neither Japan nor the United States has a desire to alter the treaty obligations, much less abrogate the alliance. Nevertheless, exploring potential alternatives to the alliance is worthwhile, if only to illuminate [End Page 71] why it is likely to survive. For Japan, treaty abrogation would result in a security vacuum that could be filled in only one of three ways. The first is armed neutrality, which would mean the development of a Japan ready to repel any threat, including the region's existing and incipient nuclear forces. The second is to establish a regional collective security arrangement. This option would require that the major powers in Asia accept a reduction of their troop strengths down to Japanese levels and accept a common political culture--democracy. Neither of these conditions is likely to be met for decades. The third option, the one outlined in the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, is for Japan's security to be the responsibility of a permanent UN military force, ready to deploy at a moment's notice to preserve peace and stability in the region. Such a force, of course, does not yet exist. None of the three possible replacements for the Japan-U.S. alliance is realistic. The alternatives also seem certain to increase the likelihood of war in the region, not decrease it--the only reason that Japan would want to leave the U.S.-Japan alliance.An overview of aftereffects on the United States of an abrogation of the alliance runs along similar lines. In the absence of a robust, UN-based security system, relations between the giant countries of Asia would become uncertain and competitive--too precarious a situation for the United States and the world. The United States would lose access to the facilities on which it relies for power projection in the region. Much more importantly, it would also lose a friend--a wealthy, mature, and loyal friend.
       South China Sea

Relations solve South China Sea Conflict 

Okamoto 02

[Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

In the 1980s, Japan pledged to develop a defense capacity to protect the Asia-Pacific sea lanes extending 1,000 nautical miles outward from Japan. Around the same time, Japan accepted a special mission to develop an incomparable antisubmarine warfare capability. The choice of the latter mission was a result of a quirk of geography: Japan had effective control of the three straits -- the Tsushima, Tsugaru, and Soya (La Perouse) -- that the Soviet Pacific Fleet's submarines had to use in order to pass between the Pacific and their home ports in Vladivostok and Nakhodka.  One of the outcomes of these two programs is that Japan now has a considerable store of expertise and equipment applicable to surveillance and interdiction of targets in the mid-ocean and coastal areas. By many measures, the MSDF is now the world's second-most powerful maritime force, counting among its assets an aerial armada of 100 P-3C Orion patrol aircraft. With the deterioration of Russia's submarine and surface fleets, the MSDF could shift its focus from the Japan Sea to the East China Sea and the western Pacific. Japanese MSDF vessels and U.S. Navy vessels can work in tandem to assure that these areas remain empty of threats to free commerce and travel.  The Japan-U.S. alliance also probably serves as a deterrent against any one nation seizing control of the Spratly Islands and, by extension, the sea lanes and resources of the South China Sea. Formally, the area is outside the Far East region that the United States and Japan agree is covered by Article 6 of the security treaty. For the countries vying for control of the sea, however, the proximity of two of the world's great maritime forces must at least urge them to use caution as they pursue their competition.
South China Sea Conflict Goes Nuclear 

Dodge 5 (Paul, Department of Defense and Strategic Studies – Missouri State University, “China’s Naval Strategy and Nuclear Weapons: The Risks of Intentional and Inadvertent Nuclear Escalation”, Comparative Strategy, 24(5), December, p. 415-416)

In the summer of 2005, Chinese Major-General Zhu Chenghu threatened the United States with nuclear attack, stating that, “If the Americans draw their missiles and position-guided ammunition on to the target zone on China’s territory, I think we will have to respond with nuclear weapons.”1 It should be noted that the People’s Republic of China (PRC) considers Taiwan to be PRC territory, as well as the territorial waters surrounding the island, its exclusive economic zone, those of the Senkaku (Diaoyutai Islands), and virtually the entire South China Sea and its islands. To be successful in any military effort to acquire Taiwan or any of its many other territorial ambitions, the PRC realizes that it must be able to deter U.S. military intervention. The idea is to convince the United States and the world that China is both capable and, more importantly, willing to inflict grievous casualties on U.S. forces, even at the cost of heavy economic, diplomatic, and military losses to the PRC. Efforts toward this end have been manifested over recent years in the form of greatly increased military spending, the acquisition of weapons designed specifically to attack U.S. naval forces, the development of new strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, and the formation of a naval warfighting strategy that emphasizes asymmetric attacks on high-value U.S. assets and personnel. The July statement from General Zhu is of course among the most visible of these efforts. One wonders why General Zhu was not fired or even sternly reprimanded by his military and Chinese Communist Party (CCP) superiors for such a statement at an official press conference. In truth, it is but the latest in a string of bellicose remarks by high-ranking Chinese military officials designed to convince the U.S. policymaking, intelligence, and military communities that China is ready to escalate to the use of nuclear weapons should it become necessary. Classic deterrence, after all, dictates that an enemy can only be deterred through the combination of capability and credibility. However, when considered in the context of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) and Navy (PLAN) strategy to take on the United States in a naval and aerial conflict, China’s strategy to deter can be seen as a recipe for inadvertent nuclear escalation. Put simply, this piece argues that China’s warfighting doctrine is misguided, unrealistic, and dangerous. It is misguided because it places a great deal of focus on attacking U.S. aircraft carriers, which in reality are likely to be far more difficult to find, track, and attack than the Chinese realize. It is unrealistic because the vast majority of Chinese naval and air forces, which comprise the backbone of its conventional force options, are likely to be annihilated by American standoff weapons, advanced aircraft, and vastly superior attack submarines. Most important of all, the way in which China has mated its nuclear strategy to its conventional warfighting strategy is extremely dangerous because it makes nuclear war with the United States far more likely. There are several reasons why this is the case. First, China’s acquisition of advanced foreign weaponry, its expectation that the United States will back down at the first hint of casualties, and its belief that nuclear weapons can act as a force multiplier all threaten to lower the nuclear threshold and cause a deterrence failure vis-`a-vis U.S. forces in the region. Lulled into a false sense of security, China may act on its irredentist policies when it should be deterred by superior U.S. forces and slim chances for victory. Second, Chinese capabilities are actually very modest, meaning they are only suitable for combat against other regional states. When faced with a first-rate power, China’s forces will suffer heavy attrition. Finally, the loss of these forces, including high-value naval combatants, aircraft, and early warning assets, will cause China’s conventional strategy to collapse, leaving only nuclear options. At this point, the PRC will be left with only two real choices and find itself at a strategic “fork in the road.” On one hand, it can de-escalate, sue for peace, or otherwise accept defeat. On the other, it can fall back on the nuclear aspect of its doctrine. Enormous domestic, economic, and political pressures will make the choice of the former a very difficult one for the PRC leadership. The latter choice entails either early nuclear usage to avoid anticipated casualties, or later use in a desperate effort to cause massive U.S. casualties, aid PLAN conventional forces, or tip the tactical balance in China’s favor. This analysis first examines the conventional aspects of China’s naval strategy and its preoccupation with anti-carrier tactics. Nuclear weapons are closely integrated with conventional forces in this strategy, and both play a crucial role in threatening high-value U.S. assets. The discussion then turns to the real-world difficulties China would face while attempting to track and attack an aircraft carrier battlegroup. Similarly, the vital role of U.S. attack submarines in defeating China’s anti-access strategies will be detailed. While these sections explore why China’s anti-carrier and sea denial strategies are unlikely to succeed, they also highlight just a few of the many reasons why China’s forces would stand little real chance against U.S. forces in the foreseeable future. Finally, these factors will be analyzed in the context of theories of inadvertent escalation. Originally formulated in reference to late ColdWar conflict scenarios, these ideas are greatly germane to any future Sino-U.S. conflict. It is only through the exploration of the impacts of U.S. offensive and defensive actions, as well as the concomitant attrition of conventional forces, that the full escalatory dangers of Chinese warfighting strategy may be revealed. 


       Taiwan 

Relations Key to solving Taiwan War  

Okamoto 02

[Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

Regardless of whether China's development take the bright path or the fearful one, however, reason for concern exists on one issue: the resolution of the status of Taiwan. Chinese citizens from all walks of life have an attachment to the reunification of Taiwan and the mainland that transcends reason. The U.S.-Japan alliance represents a significant hope for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan problem. Both Japan and the United States have clearly stated that they oppose reunification by force. When China conducted provocative missile tests in the waters around Taiwan in 1996, the United States sent two aircraft carrier groups into nearby waters as a sign of its disapproval of China's belligerent act. Japan seconded the U.S. action, raising in Chinese minds the possibility that Japan might offer logistical and other support to its ally in the event of hostilities. Even though intervention is only a possibility, a strong and close tie between Japanese and U.S. security interests guarantees that the Chinese leadership cannot afford to miscalculate the consequences of an unprovoked attack on Taiwan. The alliance backs up Japan's basic stance that the two sides need to come to a negotiated solution. 

Nuclear War 
Strait Times 2k

[ “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan”6/25/00, Lexis]
THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO 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. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else. 
   Disad—Militarization Updates

     Turns Case

ASAT build-up would prevent US-China cooperation; empirics.

Space Security 08 (Governance Group Jessica West Managing Editor, Project Ploughshares Dr. Wade Huntley Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-proliferation Research University of British Columbia Dr. Ram Jakhu Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University Dr. William Marshall NASA-Ames Research Center/Space Generation Foundation Andrew Shore Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade Canada John Siebert Project Ploughshares Dr. Ray Williamson Secure World Foundation Advisory Board Amb. Thomas Graham Jr. (Chairman of the Board), Special Assistant to the President for Arms Control, Nonproliferation and Disarmament (ret.) Hon. Philip E. Coyle III Center for Defense Information Richard DalBello Intelsat General Corporation Theresa Hitchens Center for Defense Information Dr. John Logsdon Charles A. Lindbergh Chair in Aerospace History National Air and Space Museum Dr. Lucy Stojak M.L. Stojak Consultants/International Space University Dr. S. Pete Worden Brigadier General USAF (ret.) . Space Security August 2008. http://www.spacesecurity.org/SSI2008.pdf.)

On 11 January 2007 China successfully destroyed its own aging weather satellite in low Earth orbit with a ballistic missile, generating international concern about the peaceful uses of outer space. The US termed the test “inconsistent with the spirit of cooperation that both countries aspire to in the civil space area.”48 The UK stated that it did not believe that the test was inconsistent with international law, but was concerned at the lack of prior international consultation. The EU expressed deep concern about the event, stating that it was inconsistent with international efforts to avert an arms race in outer space and calling on all signatories to the OST to carry out their space activities in accordance with international law and in the interest of maintaining international peace and security.49

     Links
Cooperation gives China HLV’s which causes weaponization and arms race.

David 06 (“U.S.-China Cooperation: The Great Space Debate.” April 12th, 2006. Leonard David: Research Associate for Secure World Foundation. He is an award-winning journalist and is SPACE.com’s Space Insider Columnist, a correspondent for Space News newspaper, a contributing writer for the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) Aerospace America magazine and also serves as a consultant to the Coalition for Space Exploration. Leonard has been a consultant to NASA, other government agencies, the aerospace industry and media outlets. In the mid-1980’s he served as Director of Research for the National Commission on Space, and he has received the Royal Aeronautical Society (RAeS) Award for Best Space Submission at the Aerospace Journalist of the Year Awards in England in 2006 and in Paris in 2003. Also in 2006, he received the Orbit award for Space Media from the Space Tourism Society. Later that year, he won the 2nd Annual Space Journalism award for best article on human spacefaring for January-September 2005 and in 2001 won the National Space Society’s Space Pioneer Award for Media. http://www.space.com/2284-china-cooperation-great-space-debate.html)

The most immediate thing we ought to agree to in my view is a joint docking device," Feeney pointed out. Having the ability to dock NASA's Crew Exploration Vehicle (CEV) to a future Chinese space station should be considered. So too is having a Shenzhou spacecraft capable of attaching to a stranded CEV if need be, he added. But putting such ideas aside, Feeney said there remains a "big caveat in all of this." There are "very legitimate concerns" raised by the U.S. military, he said, about the ultimate intention of the Chinese. With newly announced defense budget increases in China, the defense community finds it difficult to talk about sharing technology or capabilities between the two nations, Feeney explained. Furthermore, China's building of a new launch facility to handle heavy-lift rocket operations is worrisome to U.S. space defense officials. Take home messages While the heavy-lift Long March booster is key for building a space station, to hone near-Earth and lunar exploration operations, Feeney said the launcher's throw weight can seed space with killer satellites that could "incapacitate America's space communications and space predominance." "So as we talk about cooperation, we have to think about the really big issues," Feeney noted. "It's one thing to talk about human spaceflight ... rescue of astronauts ... other types of technology generates this concern." Asked what his take home messages were after viewing, in person, China's space program, Feeney said: "The Chinese have a long way to go to catch us in space capabilities. But they are very focused ... they have had huge success ... and they are very dedicated to being a space leader." 

US-China cooperation bad: allows them to modernize their military.

Griffin, 11 - Michael Griffin, the administrator of NASA under President George W. Bush, and Michelle Van Cleave, national counterintelligence executive under President Bush and assistant director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy under Presidents Reagan and George H. W. Bush, 7/6/11 (“GRIFFIN & VAN CLEAVE: Working with China opens door to espionage,” The Washington Times, Accessed online at http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/6/working-with-china-opens-door-to-espionage/, Accessed on 7/11/11)

As the former head of NASA and the first to visit China, and the former head of U.S. counterintelligence, we might be expected to reach different answers. Yet we are both in the realist camp. There are two schools of thought about space cooperation with China, each with its own self-fulfilling prophecy: c The Chinese are determined to steal our technology and get ahead militarily at our expense, so any cooperative space projects are a lose-lose for us. (The national security realists.) c Chinese espionage will succeed no matter what we do, so we might as well get what we can out of cooperative projects. (The science and technology “realists.”) We think both of these views are overly simplistic. As America prepares to box up the last space shuttle for museum display, China is on a trajectory of explosive growth in space - under a highly disciplined veil of secrecy. We have precious few insights into what the Chinese are doing or why. Based on our experience with the Soviets during the Cold War and with Russia since, we think carefully managed cooperative space projects - not putting partners into the critical path, just selective joint efforts on interesting things - could be the single best window into Chinese plans and capabilities in space. At the same time, the Chinese have a far-reaching, multilayered program for illicit technology acquisition from the United States. They are keenly interested in space technology, in which America is still the world’s unquestioned leader. Just ask 30-year spy Dongfan Chung (Orange County, Calif.) or Shu Quan-Sheng (Newport News, Va.) or Lian Yang (Seattle), now serving time for passing inter alia space-shuttle communication technologies, space-launch cryogenic fuels data and satellite semiconductor devices, respectively. And that’s just the tip of the iceberg. We want to open channels that allow the possibility that in the long run, a potential adversary can become a partner and ally. Joint space projects characterized by transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit can be an excellent way to begin. Is it possible to manage the inherent risks while pursuing our larger goals? If we had an effective counterintelligence capability to identify and disrupt Chinese collection activities, this would be an easier call. Timely tripwires that signal when the other side is stepping across the line would enable us to manage the risk of close interaction and gain the advantage of rare insights into China’s space program. Unfortunately, U.S. efforts to build such a strategic capability against foreign intelligence threats have fallen by the wayside, while Chinese espionage continues to grow. We believe the United States is paying an opportunity cost by walking away from possible joint space projects with China, but without a more robust counterintelligence capability, we stand to lose more than we would gain. Nor does it make sense to venture into cooperative activities that may contribute to China’s military modernization or global strategic ambitions. 

Plan compromises national interest and aids China’s military.

Dinerman 04 (Taylor Dinerman is editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/212/1. Monday, August 23rd, 2004. Dancing on Eggs: US Space Cooperation with China.)

However, the Chinese military is still threatening Taiwan. They have yet to show that they are really ready to be America’s full-blown partner in East Asian peace maintenance. China’s military build-up continues but, at the moment, it seems to be fairly modest—at least by communist standards. They are putting resources into new missiles, new submarines and, perhaps, into new asymmetric warfare technologies. China wants to keep its political and military options open. Someday, they may want to pursue regional hegemony through military means. If they are going to confront the US or, perhaps, the US and Japan, they want to do it with as much technology and as little expenditure of blood as possible. This new doctrine is the ultimate repudiation of Mao’s old “people’s war” idea. Seen from the Chinese point of view, this is a moderate and sensible precaution. Their growing economy and their increasing role in world trade make it unlikely that they will launch any violent military operations any time soon. It makes more sense for them to look for ways to cooperate with the US and Japan, and to thus prove their good intentions. If they find it difficult to do so in the case of North Korea, they hope to find it easy to do so in space. International space cooperation has a long, and certainly mixed, history. The Apollo-Soyuz mission symbolized Nixon’s détente policy. It allowed American and Soviet astronauts to work together and to get to know each other. The spacefaring brotherhood that now exists can be traced back to that handshake in orbit. On the other hand, Apollo-Soyuz could also be seen as a symbol of America’s willingness to compromise its national interests in the name of good relations with a communist enemy. International space cooperation has a long, and certainly mixed, history. Aside from its obvious military utility, China’s ongoing remote sensing effort probably has an internal political aspect as well. Space imagery provides a relatively cheap and secure way to check up on the activities of local governments that may want to keep certain aspects of their performance hidden from both the financial and the planning authorities. Properly handled, remote sensing data can be a useful tool in any nation’s fight against both corruption and pollution. China’s human spaceflight effort is more obviously tied to the question of prestige. It was quite an accomplishment for China to become only the third nation on Earth to launch someone into orbit. They are planning to repeat the flight in 2005, and are working on plans that will lead towards a comprehensive human space presence, probably some time in the next decade. 
   Disad—India Relations Updates

     India-China Tensions Uniqueness
Border conflicts and military tensions are high now.

Reuters 11 (The China Challenge: A Strategic Vision for US-India Relations. July 19th, 2011. http://blogs.reuters.com/india-expertzone/2011/07/19/the-china-challenge-a-strategic-vision-for-u-s-india-relations/)

India is keeping a wary eye on China’s rapid global ascent. Unresolved border issues that resulted in the Sino-Indian War of 1962 have been heating up again in recent years. Indian policymakers are scrambling to develop effective policies to cope with a rising China by simultaneously pursuing both a robust diplomatic strategy aimed at encouraging peaceful resolution of border disputes and forging strong trade and economic ties and an ambitious military modernisation campaign that will build Indian air, naval, and missile capabilities. By bolstering its naval assets, India will solidify its position in the Indian Ocean and enhance its ability to project power into the Asia Pacific. New Delhi also will continue to boost its medium-range missile programs to deter Beijing and to strengthen its air capabilities to deal with potential flare-ups along their disputed borders. Meanwhile, China has also been paying increasing attention to India. China’s interests on its southern flank have led the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) to strengthen its forces in the Lanzhou and Chengdu Military Regions bordering India. The U.S. must keep a watchful eye on the trend lines in Sino-Indian relations and factor these into its overall strategies in the broader Asia region. A strong India able to hold its own against China is in America’s interest. China’s increased assertiveness in the East and South China Seas over the past year has been accompanied by a hardening position on its border disputes with India. Last summer, India took the unprecedented step of suspending military ties with China in response to Beijing’s refusal to grant a visa to an Indian Army general serving in Jammu and Kashmir. Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao’s visit to New Delhi last December helped tamp down the disagreement, and military contacts have since resumed. Still, the incident shows the fragility of the Sino-Indian rapprochement and the potential for deepening tensions over the unresolved border issues to escalate. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s visit to India this week for Strategic Dialogue talks provides an opportunity to take India’s pulse on China and to discuss new diplomatic and security initiatives that will contribute to maintaining a stable balance of power in Asia. The U.S. should demonstrate support for Indian military modernisation and enhanced U.S.-Indian defence ties. Despite U.S. disappointment over India’s decision to de-select two American companies from its Medium Multi-Role Combat Aircraft (MMRCA) competition, the U.S. is bound to conclude other major defence deals with India as it pursues an ambitious defence modernisation campaign, which includes spending plans of around $35 billion over the next five years. Indeed, this year, the two sides finalised a deal worth nearly $4 billion for the U.S. to provide India with enough C-17 aircraft to give India the second-largest C-17 fleet in the world. Enhancing Indo-U.S. cooperation in maritime security in the Indian Ocean region is also an area of mutual interest that is ripe for new initiatives. India’s rejection of the MMRCA has added a dose of realism to Indo-U.S. relations and reminded U.S. officials that the burgeoning partnership will not always reach the full expectations of either side. Still, the growing strategic challenge presented by a rising China will inevitably drive the U.S. and India to increase cooperation in defence and other key sectors, such as space, maritime security, and nuclear non-proliferation. WHAT DRIVES SINO-INDIAN COMPETITION? The drivers of the current Indian-Chinese rivalry are varied and complex. While China’s economy is several times larger than India’s and its conventional military capabilities today outstrip India’s by almost any comparison, Beijing has begun to take notice of India’s growing global political and economic clout, as well as the broad-based American support for expanding strategic ties with India. For its part, India, long suspicious of China’s close relations and military support for Pakistan, views an increased Chinese presence in northern Pakistan and expanded civil nuclear cooperation between Beijing and Islamabad as particularly worrisome. Indian military strategists believe they must plan for the possibility of a two-front war with Pakistan and China even as they actively seek dialogues with both to diminish the chances of such a dire scenario. At the same time, Chinese assessments of Indian military planning suggest a view in Beijing that New Delhi sees China as a major threat. One Chinese assessment concludes that the Indian military sees Pakistan as the main operational opponent and China as a potential operational opponent. It also describes the Indians as seeing China and Pakistan as closely aligned in threatening India. The rivalry is also driven by the rapidly expanding resource requirements of each country, whose economies continue to grow steadily despite the global economic downturn. Competition over energy and water resources will increasingly shape the contours of their competition, as will each country’s efforts to expand trade and economic relations with countries that are in the other’s traditional sphere of influence. SIMMERING BORDER TENSIONS Long-standing border disputes between China and India continue to cause friction between the two countries despite ongoing border talks that started in the 1980s. India claims that China occupies more than 14,000 square miles of Indian territory in the Aksai Chin along its northern border in Kashmir (commonly referred to as the western sector), while China lays claim to more than 34,000 square miles of India’s northeastern state of Arunachal Pradesh (commonly referred to as the eastern sector). The two sides fought a brief border war in 1962 after China invaded the eastern and western sectors of their shared borders and ended up annexing the area of Aksai Chin, a barren plateau that had been part of the pre-partition princely state of Jammu and Kashmir. India also is a long-term host to the Dalai Lama and about 100,000 Tibetan refugees that fled after China annexed Tibet in 1950. Meanwhile, according to Beijing, India is occupying territory unfairly claimed during the era of “unequal treaties.” The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) has never accepted the validity of the McMahon Line as the demarcation of the Sino-Indian border in Tibet, viewing it as forced upon weak imperial and republican governments by the British Raj. In 2003, each side appointed “special representatives” – national security adviser for India and vice foreign minister for China—to upgrade and regularise their border discussions. Since then, the two sides have clarified the mapping of the middle sector of their disputed frontiers (the border that demarcates the Indian state of Sikkim). However, there has been no exchange of maps of the eastern and western sectors under dispute. China’s interest in consolidating its hold on Tibet and its perceptions of India’s expanding global influence and closer ties to the U.S. have led Beijing to harden its position on its border disputes with New Delhi over the past five years. China has increasingly questioned Indian sovereignty over the states of Arunachal Pradesh and Jammu and Kashmir and has stepped up probing operations along different parts of their shared frontier. The Chinese are also building up military infrastructure and expanding a network of road, rail, and air links in the border areas. The hardening Chinese position can be traced back to comments made by the Chinese ambassador to India, referring to the entire state of Arunachal Pradesh as part of China, in the run-up to President Hu Jintao’s November 2006 visit. Moreover, in recent years, Chinese commentators have begun to refer to Arunachal Pradesh commonly as “Southern Tibet.” Prior to 2005, there were no Chinese references to “Southern Tibet” in China’s official media. In 2009, China opposed an Asian Development Bank loan, part of which was earmarked for a watershed project in Arunachal Pradesh — another demonstration that China is questioning Indian sovereignty over the state more openly. These moves have signalled to New Delhi that the Chinese may be backing away from a 2005 border agreement, referred to as the “Agreement on Political Parameters and Guiding Principles for Settlement of the Boundary Question.” More specifically, since the 2005 accord stipulated that “settled populations will not be disturbed,” India argues that China has violated the 2005 agreement by laying claim to Tawang in Arunachal Pradesh. Chinese interlocutors claim Tawang is part of Tibet because one of the Dalai Lamas was born there. The Chinese have objected to recent visits to Tawang by the Indian Prime Minister and the Dalai Lama. In addition to raising questions about the status of Arunachal Pradesh, China has called into question Indian sovereignty over the state of Jammu and Kashmir. In 2009, Beijing began stapling visas to Indian passport holders from Jammu and Kashmir. Furthermore, in July of last year, China denied a visa to Indian Lieutenant General B. S. Jaswal, chief of Northern Command, which includes parts of Kashmir. General Jaswal had intended to travel to Beijing to participate in a high-level China-India defence exchange. In response to China’s refusal to grant General Jaswal a visa, India suspended further bilateral defence exchanges. The visa issue appears to have been resolved, as India resumed defence contacts with China last month by sending an eight-member Indian military delegation to China. The visit followed media reports that China had begun issuing regular visas to Indian residents of Jammu and Kashmir. Since the 1999 Kargil border conflict between India and Pakistan, Beijing’s position on Kashmir seemed to be evolving toward a more neutral position. During that conflict, Beijing helped convince Pakistan to withdraw forces from the Indian side of the Line of Control following its incursion into the heights of Kargil in Kashmir. Beijing made clear its position that the two sides should resolve the Kashmir conflict through bilateral negotiations, not military force, but the stapled visas issue and Beijing’s refusal to grant a visa to the Indian army official from Kashmir have raised concern in New Delhi that China is reverting to a policy of favouring Pakistan’s position on Kashmir. Indian commentators have noted that China’s backtracking from its neutral position on Kashmir would likely be met with subtle moves by India that increasingly question Chinese sovereignty over Tibet. INCREASING MILITARY ACTIVITIES Meanwhile, Chinese military activities in the region have expanded. In July 2010, the official newspaper of the PLA, People’s Liberation Army Daily, reported that units of the People’s Liberation Army Air Force (PLAAF) were engaging in armed combat air patrols. These are believed to have been advanced Su-27 or J-11 (domestically produced versions of the Su-27) fighter aircraft. The combat air patrols were followed by an August 2010 logistics exercise involving the newly constructed Qinghai-Tibet railway. This exercise marked the first PLAAF use of the railway for military purposes, with the Military Transportation Department of the PLAAF Logistics Department overseeing the movement of “combat readiness materials” to Tibet. This would seem to reflect a growing PLAAF role in maintaining security along the Sino-Indian border in the Tibetan area. In October 2010, there were reports that the PLA had conducted joint (inter-services) live-fire exercises in Tibet for the first time. These reportedly involved armour, artillery, air, and electronic warfare units and a variety of new equipment. Given the emphasis placed on joint operations in PLA doctrine, such exercises are not surprising, but instead reflect the extent to which they are being applied across the military, not just opposite Taiwan. Indian expert observers do not interpret China’s new-found assertiveness as preparation for imminent conflict, and they continue to calculate that the overall probability of another Sino-Indian war is low. However, they believe China may be trying to enhance its bargaining position in the ongoing border negotiations. The Indian observers note that incursions across the disputed borders are likely aimed at gaining tactical advantage to bolster Chinese territorial claims. India has somewhat belatedly sought to match the Chinese moves and to reinforce its own claims in the disputed border areas by augmenting forces and constructing roads along the shared frontiers. These measures include the deployment of two squadrons of Su-30 MKI fighter jets in Assam and the raising of two mountain divisions for deployment in Arunachal Pradesh. India also has redeployed elements of its 27th Mountain Division from Jammu and Kashmir to the patch of land that intersects India, Tibet, and Bhutan and links India with the rest of its northeastern states. India is reviving air fields along the border with China, including one in the Ladakh region. India must increasingly factor the potential threat of conflict over its disputed borders with China into its security planning and projections. While Indian strategists assess that Pakistan poses the most immediate threat to India, they increasingly view China as the more important long-term strategic threat. In order to deter Chinese aggression along India’s border, Indian strategists believe they must develop the capability to inflict severe damage on Chinese forces in Tibet. China has an edge over India with regard to overall air power. Given infrastructure constraints in Tibet, however, China’s ability to deploy significant air power on the border with India remains in question. CHINA’S EXPANDING INFLUENCE IN SOUTH ASIA China is consciously strengthening ties to its traditional ally Pakistan and slowly gaining more influence with other South Asian states. In addition to developing a port facility in Sittwe, Burma, China has invested in the development of ports in Hambantota, Sri Lanka, and Gwadar, Pakistan, and has offered assistance to Bangladesh in developing its deep-sea port in Chittagong. Because China imports about 70 percent of its energy requirements, its interest in developing these ports is primarily to help ensure uninterrupted access to crucial energy supplies. China has already invested about $200 million in the Gwadar Port facility in the southwest part of Baluchistan Province in Pakistan off the coast of the Arabian Sea. Pakistan’s defence minister recently claimed that Pakistan had invited China to start building a naval base at Gwadar; Chinese officials publicly dismissed the notion. It is unclear whether Islamabad made the statement without coordinating with Beijing or whether the episode was carefully choreographed to send a signal (mainly to the U.S. and India) about the potential impact of an even cosier Sino–Pakistani military alliance. China maintains a robust defence relationship with Pakistan and views a strong partnership with Pakistan as a useful way to contain Indian power in the region and divert Indian military force and strategic attention away from China. The Chinese JF-17 Thunder fighter aircraft is currently under serial production at the Pakistan Aeronautical Complex, and an initial batch of 250 to 300 planes is scheduled. China also plans to provide Pakistan with J-10 medium-role combat aircraft with an initial delivery of 30 to 35 planes. Other recent sales of conventional weapons include F-22P frigates with helicopters, K-8 jet trainers, T-85 tanks, F-7 aircraft, small arms, and ammunition. The China-Pakistan partnership serves both Chinese and Pakistani interests by presenting India with a potential two-front theatre in the event of war with either country. Toward the end of the Indo-Pakistani war of 1965, China reportedly demanded that India dismantle certain posts on the India-China contested borders, but the war ended with Pakistan’s acceptance of a U.N.-brokered ceasefire before China had an opportunity to act on its demands. During the 1971 Indo–Pakistani War, China took a less threatening posture toward India, possibly because of Soviet warnings to the Chinese. China transferred equipment and technology and provided scientific expertise to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons and ballistic missile programs throughout the 1980s and 1990s, enhancing Pakistan’s strength in the South Asian strategic balance. The most significant development in China–Pakistan military cooperation occurred in 1992, when China supplied Pakistan with 34 short-range ballistic M-11 missiles. Beijing also built a turnkey ballistic missile manufacturing facility near Rawalpindi and helped Pakistan develop the 750 km–range solid-fuelled Shaheen-1 ballistic missile. China helped Pakistan build two civilian nuclear reactors at the Chasma site in the Punjab Province under agreements made before it joined the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) in 2004. More recently, China is moving forward with plans for two additional new nuclear reactors for Pakistan (Chasma III and Chasma IV), but the U.S. has indicated that Beijing must first seek an exemption from the NSG for any nuclear technology transfers. The NSG members discussed the proposed Chinese reactor sale to Pakistan at their plenary meeting in late June 2011 in the Netherlands. China argued that the proposed sale should be viewed as part of the earlier agreement struck with Pakistan before Beijing joined the NSG. An Obama Administration decision to allow the China–Pakistan nuclear deal to advance unhindered would contradict earlier statements by U.S. officials that the construction of the two new nuclear plants would be inconsistent with China’s NSG commitments. It could also jeopardise nuclear safety and security on the subcontinent, given that Pakistan’s increased access to civilian nuclear technology without sufficient legal context and safeguards poses a potential proliferation threat. U.S. media reports claiming that 7,000 to 10,000 PLA troops were deployed to Gilgit-Baltistan in Northern Pakistan last summer to help rebuild areas devastated by the massive Pakistani floods raised alarm in New Delhi. Indian analysts also noted the presence of PLA logistics and engineering corps in the region to provide flood relief and to build infrastructure projects such as roads, railways, and dams. The troops are most likely construction battalions helping to build transportation links between Pakistan and China, possibly from Gwadar Port. Nonetheless, New Delhi would view with consternation the possibility of Chinese troops stationed on both the eastern and northwestern borders of Indian Kashmir. China also uses military and other assistance to court the smaller South Asian nations and to help them enhance their autonomy vis à vis India. Beijing has sold modern missile boats to Bangladesh and provided extensive military aid to Sri Lanka to help it win the war against the Tamil Tigers in 2009. China’s main interest in Nepal stems from its concerns over the large Tibetan refugee population there. Close to 20,000 Tibetans reside in Nepal, making it home to the world’s second-largest Tibetan refugee community. Beijing increased its involvement with Nepal after the March 2008 ethnic Tibetan uprising against Chinese rule on the eve of the 2008 summer Olympics in Beijing. Beijing has been pressing Nepal to tighten its borders with Tibet, which has led to a major decrease in the number of Tibetans able to flee to Nepal in recent years. China is also bolstering trade with Nepal and pursuing road-building and hydropower projects. INDIA “GLANCING” EAST For its part, India is slowly building political and economic ties with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the individual states of Southeast Asia, which generally welcome India’s involvement as a balance to growing Chinese influence. India became a member of the East Asia Sum­mit in December 2005 and signed a free trade deal with the ASEAN countries in2009. India has also enhanced its naval profile in Southeast Asia, holding periodic joint exercises with Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam, and Indonesia. Also with an eye on China, India has prioritised strengthening relations with Japan through increasing military contacts, maritime cooperation, and trade and investment ties. Tokyo has pledged $4.5 billion in soft loans for the Delhi-Mumbai railway freight corridor, and the two sides inked a joint security declaration in 2008, calling their partnership “an essential pillar for the future architecture of the region.” In 2007 and 2009, Japan participated in the Malabar naval exercises in the Indian Ocean. In a significant turnaround from its past tough stance toward India’s nuclear program, Tokyo is currently negotiating a civil nuclear deal with New Delhi. Contesting the Seas… Indo–Chinese strategic competition increasingly revolves around naval issues. India views with concern the Chinese military presence in and around the Indian Ocean and is carefully considering what it means for energy and sea-lane security. New Delhi is especially worried about Beijing’s potential naval expansion, including the development of its first aircraft carrier. India is steadily increasing its defence budgets and focusing particular attention on building up its naval capabilities. In February, New Delhi unveiled its 2011 budget with an 11 percent increase for defence. India’s rising defence budgets and growing navy have begun to concern Beijing, as China’s energy lifeline that passes through the Indian Ocean side of the Malacca Straits will increasingly be vulnerable to India’s naval presence. India has the world’s fifth-largest navy. It already has one aircraft carrier and is striving to put into place three carriers by 2020 as part of its naval expansion and desire to project power throughout the Indian Ocean. Difficulties in defence procurement and deficiencies in its own shipbuilding sector, however, could stall India’s progress in developing its naval capabilities. India has also carefully cultivated ties with the countries of the Indian Ocean rim, including Mauritius, Maldives, Seychelles, and Madagascar, providing these countries with naval support, such as offshore naval patrol vessels and staff and training. In February 2008, India convened the Indian Ocean Naval Symposium, inviting participants from the littoral states to discuss maritime security. The United Arab Emirates hosted the second conference in May 2010. India is pursuing better ties with Vietnam to try to check Chinese naval influence and access to the Indian Ocean. New Delhi initiated a new security partnership with Hanoi in 2000 that emphasized defence training, supply of advanced weaponry, and the potential for India to gain access to the South China Sea through the Cam Ranh Bay naval and air base. Indian officials have long understood the importance of Vietnam in the South China Sea and its potential to balance the Chinese naval presence in the Indian Ocean. The Vietnamese have demurred on granting India access to Cam Ranh Bay, and the Vietnamese–Indian security partnership remains limited. Vietnam has supported India in its quest for a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council and has helped to block Pakistan’s bid for membership in the ASEAN Regional Forum. China, meanwhile, increasingly sees India as a maritime as well as a land threat. An assessment of the Indian military published by the PLA’s National Defense University Press observes that, since the 1970s, India has increasingly shifted its strategic attention toward the Indian Ocean. In the Chinese view, this shift began in the wake of the 1971 Indo-Pakistani War, with increased construction of naval bases and forces and a concomitant expansion of Indian strategic guiding thoughts (zhanlue zhidao sixiang) to the Indian Ocean, and accelerated in the 1980s with the dispatch of Indian troops to Sri Lanka and the Maldives. While some of this naval effort is seen as being aimed at other states in the Indian Ocean region, especially Pakistan, the Chinese assessment also sees the Indian naval buildup as aimed at extra-regional military powers. China’s growing dependence on maritime commerce to sustain its economy inevitably heightens its concern over Indian naval capabilities. The Chinese assessment is that the Indian military has expanded its area of operations westward to the Persian Gulf and eastward to the Straits of Malacca, encompassing the key sea lanes of communications (SLOCs) that Chinese oil imports must transit. As China modernizes its navy, there is some potential for the PLA to establish a greater presence in the Indian Ocean. India fears—a fear associated with China’s port construction activities in Burma, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, and potentially Bangladesh—that these commercial ports might become naval ports of call. With China’s acquisition of several new nuclear-powered attack submarines and additional diesel-electric submarines, and also the introduction of an aircraft carrier (the Shi Lang), the PLA navy may choose to establish a longer-term, sustained presence in the Indian Ocean, in part to help safeguard its SLOCs.

Economics and demographics mean Sino-Indian tensions are high. 

Reuters 11 (The China Challenge: A Strategic Vision for US-India Relations. July 19th, 2011. http://blogs.reuters.com/india-expertzone/2011/07/19/the-china-challenge-a-strategic-vision-for-u-s-india-relations/)

Demographic trends feed strategic rivalry India’s population will surpass China’s in about 15 years. While not a decisive factor in determining the overall power balance between the two Asian giants, this demographic trend will play a role in regional security dynamics. The most striking difference in the Indian and Chinese demographic pictures over the coming decades is the onset of India’s youth bulge at the same time that China finds its population graying. U.S. Census Bureau analysts estimate that new entrants into China’s labour force may be near its upper limits of 124 million as the population of Chinese aged 20 to 24 peaks this year. India’s population of 20- to 24-year-olds, on the other hand, is not expected to peak until 2024 when it hits 116 million. While India’s workforce will increase by 110 million over the next decade, China’s will increase by less than 20 million, according to a Goldman Sachs study. This demographic dividend could fuel India’s economy in ways that make it a peer competitor to China—in particular, pushing Indian growth rates ahead of China’s. At present, the Chinese economy is vastly larger than India’s. At more than $4.7 trillion, China’s GDP is four times India’s; its GDP per capita, at about $3,565, is three times India’s; and China produces about 12 percent of the world’s GDP while India produces about 5 percent. The Chinese also hold socioeconomic advantages over India that could play in Beijing’s favour: Adult literacy in China stands at about 91 percent, compared to roughly 61 percent in India. Trade could mitigate other competitive interests Trade and business ties between China and India have increased dramatically in the past decade. Bilateral trade has increased from around $5 billion in 2002 to more than $60 billion in 2010. During Premier Wen Jiabao’s visit to India last December, the two sides highlighted their growing economic relationship by pledging to boost trade over the next five years to $100 billion annually. The rapidly expanding trade relationship between the two countries could help encourage a mutual interest in regional stability. While Beijing will almost certainly maintain close strategic ties to Pakistan, its growing economic stakes in India could motivate China to pay more attention to balancing its ties between India and Pakistan. On the other hand, some Indian analysts believe that China is pursuing a two-pronged strategy of lulling India into complacency with greater economic interaction while taking steps to encircle India and undermine its security. What the U.S. should do

     Space Key
Space is the deciding factor. 

Reuters 11 (The China Challenge: A Strategic Vision for US-India Relations. July 19th, 2011. http://blogs.reuters.com/india-expertzone/2011/07/19/the-china-challenge-a-strategic-vision-for-u-s-india-relations/)

…and Space. India has given indications that it is developing a military space program to match China’s expanding space capabilities. New Delhi has an advanced civilian space program and launches satellites for other countries, including Israel. Officials from the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) have announced their aim to use satellite-based communication and navigation systems for “security needs.” In 2010, the Indian Ministry of Defence unveiled plans for dedicated military satellites for all three of its defence services. Still, India’s space budget is one-third of China’s, which is publicly stated as about $2.2 billion. There are also reports that India has shown growing interest in an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability. Media reports from March 2011 about India’s ballistic missile defense (BMD) program provide indications that such a system might also have ASAT missions.

     Yes Trade-Off
US-China and US-India relations are zero-sum.

Sidhu and Yuan 03 (Sidhu is a Senior Associate at the International Peace Academy and Yuan is the Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program. “China and India: cooperation or conflict?” http://books.google.com/books?id=TjbxwiwH380C&pg=PA83&lpg=PA83&dq=It+is+no+coincidence+that+Beijing+became+more+receptive+to+India%E2%80%99s+requests+for+security+dialogue+in+the+aftermath+of+the+U.S.+led+NATO+actions+in+Kosovo+and+the+mistaken+bombing+of+the+Chinese+embassy+in+Belgrade.++The+second+is+how+China+would+view+U.S.+policy+toward+India+and,+in+particular,+whether+growing+U.S.-India+ties+could+affect+Chinese+security+interests+negatively&source=bl&ots=V_GyXbhxR-&sig=ak8uc2xnrJlXyElPWQaVE6akx18&hl=en&ei=Dk8kTrbOKcKr-QayoYGzAw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBcQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=It%20is%20no%20coincidence%20that%20Beijing%20became%20more%20receptive%20to%20India%E2%80%99s%20requests%20for%20security%20dialogue%20in%20the%20aftermath%20of%20the%20U.S.%20led%20NATO%20actions%20in%20Kosovo%20and%20the%20mistaken%20bombing%20of%20the%20Chinese%20embassy%20in%20Belgrade.%20%20The%20second%20is%20how%20China%20would%20view%20U.S.%20policy%20toward%20India%20and%2C%20in%20particular%2C%20whether%20growing%20U.S.-India%20ties%20could%20affect%20Chinese%20security%20interests%20negatively&f=false)

China's relations with the United States can affect how it deals with India in a couple of ways. One is the relative weight Beijing puts on its relationships with the two; a serious deterioration in U.S.-China relations could provide incentives for Beijing to improve its relationship with New Delhi.  It is no coincidence that Beijing became more receptive to India’s requests for security dialogue in the aftermath of the U.S. led NATO actions in Kosovo and the mistaken bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade.  The second is how China would view U.S. policy toward India and, in particular, whether growing U.S.-India ties could affect Chinese security interests negatively.  Prominent Chinese India scholars Ma Jiali and Du Youkang note that major changes in U.S. South Asia policy have been under way over the last few years.  Despite a brief setback caused by India’s nuclear tests in May 1998, Indo-US bilateral relations have been moving away from an earlier period of mutual suspicion and estrangement to a new era of strategic partnership between the world’s largest and the world’s oldest democracies.  Washington has lifted economic sanctions; several high-level visits have taken place; U.S. arms sales have been approved; and military exchanges have resumed and are being strengthened to include joint military exercise.  India is among the very few countries that openly endorsed President George W. Bush’s assessment of the post-Cold War international strategic environment and the need to move beyond deterrence by developing missile defense.  India was also one of the first countries to support Washington’s war on terrorism and even offered its bases for use in that campaign.  Much to Beijing’s chagrin, New Delhi is also unperturbed by the prospect of a long-term U.S. presence in Central Asia- the backyard of China.  These developments stand in sharp contrast to the bumpy course of U.S.-China relations since 1989 and the uncertain bilateral relationship.

Relations trade off—official statements prove. 

Reuters 11 (The China Challenge: A Strategic Vision for US-India Relations. July 19th, 2011. http://blogs.reuters.com/india-expertzone/2011/07/19/the-china-challenge-a-strategic-vision-for-u-s-india-relations/)

India must include the potential threat of conflict erupting over its disputed borders with China in its security planning and projections. While Pakistan presents the most immediate threat to India, Indian strategists increasingly view China as the most important long-term security challenge. Long-standing China-Pakistan security ties are a continuing source of angst in New Delhi and reminder of a potential two-front war. While India seeks to avoid conflict with China, Indian military planners also assess that they need to develop sufficient capabilities to deter an increasingly powerful and assertive China.  The U.S. should pursue robust strategic and military engagement with India in order to encourage a stable balance of power in Asia that prevents China from dominating the region and surrounding seas. New Delhi — not unlike many other capitals in Asia — balks at the idea of being part of an American-led China “containment” strategy. Some Indian strategists even favour a go-slow approach to the U.S.-Indian partnership in order to avoid raising Chinese ire. But China’s recent posturing on its border disputes with India leaves New Delhi few options other than to play all the strategic cards at its disposal, including deepening and expanding ties with the U.S.

Relations trade off—empirics prove. 

Reuters 11 (The China Challenge: A Strategic Vision for US-India Relations. July 19th, 2011. http://blogs.reuters.com/india-expertzone/2011/07/19/the-china-challenge-a-strategic-vision-for-u-s-india-relations/)

Keep strategic messaging in the region consistent. The Administration faltered in 2009 when it promoted U.S.–China “cooperation” in South Asia as part of the U.S.–China Joint Statement. South Asia constitutes India’s immediate neighbourhood, and America’s interests in the region are far more aligned with India than they are with China. Stabilising Afghanistan and ensuring that it never again becomes a safe haven for international terrorists is one example of the convergence of U.S.-Indian strategic interests in the region. If the U.S. is to forge a lasting partnership with India, it must start by recognising India’s predominant interests in South Asia, even as it promotes peace, stability, and economic progress throughout the Subcontinent.

     China Aggression Impact
US-India relations key to check Chinese aggression. 

Reuters 11 (The China Challenge: A Strategic Vision for US-India Relations. July 19th, 2011. http://blogs.reuters.com/india-expertzone/2011/07/19/the-china-challenge-a-strategic-vision-for-u-s-india-relations/)

Sino-Indian tension, particularly over unresolved border issues and naval competition in the Indian Ocean, will persist in the years ahead and could even precipitate armed conflict, although this remains a relatively remote possibility. The U.S. must seek to build closer strategic and defence ties with India, both to help maintain a peaceful equilibrium in the region and to help deter any potential aggressive action by China. India’s decision to forego American planes to fulfil its fighter aircraft needs has added a dose of realism to Indo–U.S. relations. Nevertheless, the complex challenge presented by a rising China will inevitably drive the U.S. and India to elevate ties and increase cooperation across a broad range of sectors in years to come. There is a great deal the U.S. can do, carefully and deliberately, to facilitate this natural confluence of strategic interests. 

     Space Cooperation Specific Links
Cooperation with China kills US-India space relations.

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

Beyond the bilateral difficulties of cooperating with the PRC, it is also important to consider potential ramifications of Sino-US cooperation in space on the Asian political landscape. In particular, cooperation between Washington and Beijing on space issues may well arouse concerns in Tokyo and Delhi. Both of these nations have their own space programs, and while they are arguably not engaged in a “space race” with China (or each other), they are certainly keeping a close eye on developments regarding China.

Cooperation with China will kill US-India relations. 

Cheng 09 (Dean Cheng. He is currently a Senior Asia Analyst at the CNA Corporation, a not-for-profit think-tank, where he specializes in Chinese military issues, with an emphasis on China’s space program. He has written a number of papers and book chapters examining the military and technological implications of the Chinese space program, including its relationship with Chinese military doctrine. He is a Research Fellow at the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation. 

 “Reflections on Sino-US Space Cooperation.” Space and Defense Volume 2 No. 3. Winter 09. Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense. http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_3_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf.)

Potentially further complicating this situation is India. With a burgeoning space program, India constitutes yet another participant in a potential Asian space race. Fueled by a growing economy, India has steadily improved its space capabilities, launching the Chandrayaan-1 lunar probe in 2008, soon after the Japanese Kaguya and Chinese Chang’e-1 probes. Again, this is not to suggest that there is a space race underway, but it would be hard to deny that the major Asian powers are each watching the others carefully (or, more accurately, that China is being watched carefully by its neighbors). That space is a major potential arena for competition among these states is highlighted by the Joint Declaration on Security Cooperation Between Japan and India, initialed by the Japanese and Indian Prime Ministers on October 22, 2008 in Tokyo. The final “mechanism of cooperation” listed in the agreement was for cooperation between the two nations’ space programs. “Cooperation will be conducted between the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA) and the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) in the field of disaster management.”38 For the United States, cooperating with China on space issues, when it is not yet doing so with India, could well send mixed messages to Delhi. In particular, there is a perception in many quarters that the United States is intent upon balancing China through India.39 US space cooperation with China might allay such concerns and signal that the US is not seeking to counter China through India. It might, however, be seen as “double-dealing” by the Indian government, which has its own concerns about China stemming to at least the 1962 Sino-Indian War. 

