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***Space Heg Bad

NASA Aerospace/Air Power Weak

NASA’s existing programs are so bad, that their inevitable collapse will bring the world aerospace industry toppling with them

Leonard David -- senior staff writer for Space.com, research associate for Secure World Foundation, (Space.com, July 24, 2006, “NASA Vision Plans Doomed, Space Advocacy Group Reports”, http://www.space.com/2659-nasa-vision-plans-doomed-space-advocacy-group-reports.html)

LAS VEGAS, Nevada - Radical surgery is needed on NASA's vision for space exploration of the Moon, Mars and beyond, according to a study released today by the Space Frontier Foundation--a space advocacy group based in Nyack, New York.  The assessment calls for immediate elimination of all work on the block 1 version of NASA's Crew Exploration Vehicle (CEV) and to delay the shuttle program-derived Crew Launch Vehicle (CLV)--a solid-rocket booster design now escalating in cost--while reconsidering the Atlas 5 and Delta 4 launchers.  The policy white paper issued today is titled: "Unaffordable and Unsustainable--NASA's failing Earth-to-orbit Transportation Strategy." The group contends that NASA plans are flawed, prescribing as a fix far greater use of America's "New Space" industry that is energized by free enterprise and entrepreneurship. Over the past 30 months, NASA has made fundamental errors in its implementation of President George W. Bush's Vision for Space Exploration enunciated in January 2004. There is urgent need, the Space Frontier Foundation's white paper states, to force NASA to decisively transform its relationship with the private sector.  Opening salvo  "We've put a lot of time into this ... and we do believe the study will have an impact," said Jeff Krukin, Executive Director of the Space Frontier Foundation. "Think of this as an opening salvo in a long term strategy ... a long-term campaign," he told SPACE.com.  The 18-page policy white paper recommends that the White House and Congress should specify, as a matter of policy and/or law, that NASA cannot develop, build, own or operate a new vehicle for crew or cargo missions to the International Space Station or to other parts of low Earth orbit. For those missions, NASA must buy a service from U.S. companies.  Furthermore, the study counsels that the U.S. government should immediately transfer two-to-three billion dollars from the CEV and CLV efforts to pay for an additional round of what the group sees as a now under-funded Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) program.  NASA is to soon announce which private companies it has selected under the COTS program to share in $500 million it intends to spend through 2010 to foster new space station crew and cargo delivery services.  The Space Frontier Foundation policy paper advocates adding at least $2 billion to the COTS initiative, to create an additional COTS competition that would promote six to eight additional contracts.  Major dead end  Spotlighted in the study is a call to stop work on the CEV Block 1 which is designed for missions to the International Space Station. That function can be handed over to private space firms. NASA should focus on the CEV Block 2 that is specifically targeted for Moon and beyond exploration goals.  Using the tools of capitalism is now our nation's best, and only, chance to have an affordable and sustainable human space exploration program, the white paper explains.  "We're headed for a major, major dead end," said Rick Tumlinson, co-founder of the Space Frontier Foundation during the group's NewSpace 2006 conference, held here July 19-23 and co-sponsored by the Aerospace Division of the American Society of Civil Engineers.  "We're going to keep pounding the drum and it's going to get louder and louder," Tumlinson said.  The current NASA architecture of spacecraft and boosters to put in place a space vision of exploration is not going to happen, Tumlinson advised. "It's going to collapse of its own weight. What I worry about is that it's going to take science down with it ... going to take down all the other possibilities at the same time...it is politically unsustainable and is technically off the rails."  Open and respectful  Wendell Mendell, a space planner at NASA's Johnson Space Center in Houston, Texas, said that space agency teams are engaged in priorities and prioritizations, as well as being aware of "steering currents."  "Quite frankly those considerations have a lot to do with engineering and budget, space access systems, and, ultimately, politics," Mendell told the audience.  NASA teams are being very "open and respectful" of the universe of ideas and is open to the idea of dialog and interaction, Mendell said. He said he was "cautiously optimistic" that as NASA plans grow over the next few years there will be more opportunities for "a constructive interaction as opposed to a prescriptive interaction," he said.

NASA Aerospace/Air Power Weak

NASA looks weak now
Lou Friedman -- former Executive Director of The Planetary Society, Director of the Society's LightSail Program, former Navigation and Mission Analysis Engineer and Manager of Advanced Projects at NASA Jet Propulsion Labs, (The Space Review, 3/7/2011 “A dark future for exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1795/1)

I closed my column last week saying, “Like the faded maritime powers of the 16th century, Russia is headed to be in space what Portugal and Holland became on the oceans: forgotten explorers. There is a lesson for the US here: Things can change quickly.” They sure do.  NASA is now not just paralyzed, but its vital signs are weakening. Eleven months ago fans of space exploration cheered as President Obama, for the first time since John Kennedy, went on the road to support a program for a new venture of human exploration: “We’ll start by sending astronauts to an asteroid for the first time in history. By the mid-2030s, I believe we can send humans to orbit Mars and return them safely to Earth. And a landing on Mars will follow.” Then Congress went to work and, today, we have no coherent human space exploration goals, objectives, or program. We instead have a weak jobs program, spending money on a cancelled project and ordering a new rocket-to-nowhere project.  In that same speech the president said, “We will ramp up robotic exploration of the solar system” and “We will increase Earth-based observation to improve our understanding of our climate and our world.” In his very next budget submission last month, with still no budget passed by Congress for the current fiscal year, he proposed elimination of robotic precursor missions, a decrease in planetary science funding, and delays of vitally needed Earth science missions (a need which just increased as a result of the loss of Glory). All of the proposed increases that were submitted to Congress last year (and which they failed to act upon) are eliminated. In addition, the budget submission ignored the James Webb Space Telescope and the future Mars program—kicking the can of their consideration down the road. NASA is now not just paralyzed, but its vital signs are weakening.  Later today the National Academy of Sciences Planetary Decadal Survey report is being released. The Survey was to evaluate a plethora of planetary exploration riches and decide priorities in order to reap rewards from a new era of exploration. International flagships would be sent to Mars and the Outer Planets while smaller ships were to continue making new discoveries throughout the solar system. Instead, as the report indicates, there will be no plethora of riches; we’ll be lucky to get a collection of rags. The Survey team accepted guidelines and constraints imposed by the agency for both cost and budget and came up with the inevitable result: we can’t continue Mars landers and we can’t have an Outer Planets Flagship. We will not search nearby worlds for signs of extraterrestrial life, and we’ll accept a new era with fewer missions and less science.  Human space exploration was torpedoed last year. This year the robots are being fired upon. It is my view that without space exploration—new adventures to new worlds and scientific discovery about our universe—there will be little reason for NASA’s existence and the space agency will wither as its public support diminishes. I am not sure about the European reaction to the diminishing of plans for the joint Mars lander program and Outer Planets Flagship, but I am not optimistic about Europe’s independent ability to take over space exploration. Interfax reported this week that Russia has developed a “space strategy” that includes the exploration and development of the moon, Mars, and beyond. (Was this a reaction to my criticism of last week? I wish I had that power.) Maybe the tide will turn again—for as I said, things change quickly. Right now it seems that America is headed for exploration oblivion.  Right now it seems that America is headed for exploration oblivion. There is a view that space exploration can wait. At least three heads of NASA in the past thirty years advised those of us in The Planetary Society to “take a deep breath” and wait until enabling technologies made it cheaper to go to space. That philosophy led to a dark decade of no exploration in the 1980s (and to more expensive access to space). Similarly, I have met many political leaders and heard reactions like, “Mars (or Europa) has been there for billions of years, it can wait a few more years until we solve our problems on Earth.” There are two things wrong with this reaction. First, we are not solving our problems here on Earth—we are actually ignoring them or making them worse. Second, Mars and Europa care not a whit when we get there, but we Earthlings—and, specifically, our children—do. We will raise a generation that ceases from exploration and knows not the place from which it came. (I apologize to T.S. Eliot.) Sure, we have a financial debt to deal with, but we are also passing along an intellectual and inspiration debt to the next generation.  The question now for those interested in space exploration to decide is whether we, like the Planetary Decadal Committee, accept the “realities,” and go back to our labs (figuratively) to think small, or do we try to change the realities?
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NASA is in decline – the U.S. can no longer maintain primacy to Russia

Lara Farrar – senior staff writer and veteran international reporter for CNN, (CNN Technology, 8/14/2008, “Experts: Reliance on Russia makes NASA weak”, http://articles.cnn.com/2008-08-14/tech/nasa.russia.soyuz_1_international-space-station-russian-soyuz-space-program/2?_s=PM:TECH)

Experts are growing increasingly concerned that the United States will have to rely entirely upon Russia to take astronauts to and from the international space station for at least five years. Observers say the situation is all the more worrying as after NASA announced a delay in the launch of its next-generation Orion spacecraft. NASA's dependency upon the Russian Soyuz space capsules and rockets to carry astronauts to the station is the result of a five-year gap between the scheduled retirement of the shuttle in 2010 and the debut of its replacement in 2015. The agency had hoped it could narrow this gap by accelerating the initial launch of the craft to 2013 but announced Monday that because of inadequate funding and technical issues, the Constellation space program would not be ready for testing until September 2014. Although the new date is still within the March 2015 absolute deadline, many experts say NASA's reliance upon Russia to take astronauts into space has placed the agency in an unnecessary position. "It is a vulnerability," said John Logsdon, director of the space policy institute at George Washington University. "Any time you are relying on a single system to do a critical task, you are vulnerable if that system has problems. "It is our fault for not having a replacement for the shuttle much earlier than Orion will be available. It puts Russia in a very powerful position," Logsdon said. Although China has launched an astronaut into space in 2003, it still doesn't have the launching capabilities of the U.S. and Russia. But its space infrastructure is fast developing. According to Howard McCurdy, a space expert at American University in Washington, Russia will be the only country capable of providing human access to space not only for the Americans but for the rest of the world in the near future. "It is like a monopoly position where you are at the mercy of that supplier," McCurdy said. "You don't want to be dependent on a single provider, no matter who it is." McCurdy warned that because the United States has positioned itself to be completely dependent on Russia to get humans into space until 2015, it may be harder for the American government to take diplomatic action against the country, especially in light of recent tensions between Russia and Georgia. "That is a real concern," McCurdy said. "You are much more reluctant to be nasty with somebody who is a sole provider of an essential service. "We have other international arrangements with them that could be jeopardized by our reliance on them," McCurdy continued. "Everything from their foreign relations with ex-Soviet states to their role in economic summits." Does NASA's dependence on Russia bode badly for U.S. space program? For its part, NASA says it remains confident that diplomatic affairs between the two countries will not adversely impact the space agency's relationship with Russia. "While it is possible that government to government issues could potentially have an impact on other aspects of a relationship between nations including cooperative space exploration activities, NASA has no reason to believe that it will be unable to rely upon Roscosmos-provided Soyuz vehicles for future ISS activities," spokesman Michael Curie wrote in an e-mail statement to CNN. The threat of a breakdown in diplomatic relations is not the only one hanging over NASA's space program. Legislation passed in 2000 (now called the Iran, North Korea and Syria Nonproliferation Act) could soon bring an abrupt halt to NASA's partnership with the Russian Space Federation, Democratic Sen. Bill Nelson of Florida said. The law bans the United States from buying space technology from Russia unless the president determines that Russia is taking steps to prevent the proliferation of nuclear and missile technology to Iran. Congress waived the ban in 2005, allowing NASA to enter into a $719 million contract with the Russians for use of the Soyuz through 2011. NASA says it is renegotiating a new long-term contract for use of the Soyuz, but, according to Nelson, the success of that contract could depend on whether lawmakers decide to approve the waiver again. Election-year politics combined with increasing concerns about Iran and the ongoing crisis in Georgia all but guarantee that lawmakers will not vote for the exemption, Nelson said. That means NASA could lose access to the $100 billion space station unless it continues to fly the shuttle or strikes some sort of deal with another space agency willing to put forward money for additional Soyuz seats, the senator said. "It is a lose-lose situation," Nelson said. "If our relationship with Russia is strained, who knows if Russia will give us rides in the future?" Nelson asked. "Or if they give us rides, will they charge such an exorbitant price that it becomes blackmail?" Questions about the safety and reliability of the Soyuz have also been raised in recent months after two consecutive troublesome landings by space capsules, including in April with American astronaut Peggy Whitson on board. NASA has been working with Russian engineers to try to determine the cause of the dangerous descents but has failed come up with any concrete answers. But NASA officials say the space agency still believes that the Soyuz is a reliable transport system for its astronauts. "We do not have concerns," NASA spokesman Rob Navias said. "The Soyuz, which has been flying for decades now, is extremely reliable and is extremely capable." "We have been partnering with the Russians for decades now for space flights." The Russian Federal Space Agency, Roscosmos, could not be reached for comment on the matter.
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Internal disagreement between governmental committees will inevitably lead to a U.S. decline in space

Walter Pincus -- national security and intelligence reporter, senior staff at the Washington Post, (The Washington Post, October 13, 2008, “Tension May Feed Decline of U.S. Power in Space”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/10/12/AR2008101201874.html 

Differences between the Pentagon and intelligence agencies over capabilities to be built into future U.S. satellites have led to delayed starts in new programs and may result in a decline in U.S. space dominance, according to a new report by the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. The underlying issue, according to two members of the committee, is the traditional tension that exists between the needs of two customers: intelligence agencies, which want to gather strategic information for policymakers, and the Defense Department, which requires tactical information for war fighters. "Recent organizational changes and inter-departmental agreements involving the Office of Director of National Intelligence (DNI), the Department of Defense, and the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) have highlighted the question of leadership of space acquisition programs," the committee report says. NRO is the once-secret agency that designs, builds and operates intelligence satellites. It is part of the Defense Department and is staffed by Pentagon and CIA personnel but is funded primarily by the national intelligence budget. Space intelligence programs mostly have been kept secret to protect their capabilities to see, hear and gather data crucial to the nation's security. But the recent cancellation of a multibillion-dollar intelligence satellite project has led members of both House and Senate intelligence panels to voice concerns over the future of U.S. intelligence-gathering from space. Though it lacks the highly classified details that would make it more clear, the published House report does suggest some of the underlying issues. "There is no comprehensive space architecture or strategic plan that accommodates current and future national security priorities, Defense Department and Intelligence community capability requirements and budget restraints,"
NASA Aerospace/Air Power Weak
NASA’s failure’s are broad and far-reaching: future programs are destined to fail

Philip K. Chapman – American astronaut, serving for about five years in NASA Astronaut Group 6, Bachelor of Science degree in Physics and Mathematics from Sydney University, Master of Science degree in Aeronautics and Astronautics from Sydney University, Doctorate of Science in Instrumentation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, (Space Daily, May 30, 2003 , “The Failure of NASA: And A Way Out”, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03zn1.html)

I was in Mission Control when Neil Armstrong announced that the Eagle had landed. The applause was unexpectedly muted as we were all overwhelmed by the significance of the moment. Nobody had any doubt that Tranquility Base was the first step in an expansion into space that would drive human progress for centuries to come. We had of course all seen the 1968 Kubrick/Clarke movie 2001: A Space Odyssey, and the facilities depicted there seemed entirely reasonable. In our lifetimes, we expected to see hotels in orbit, translunar shuttles operated by commercial airlines, and settlements on the Moon. Only the alien monolith was questionable. None of this has happened. Despite cutbacks, NASA has spent a total of $450 billion since Apollo 11 (adjusted for inflation to 2003 dollars). That very large sum was more than enough to fund the developments that Wernher von Braun predicted for the end of the 20th Century, but we have not even started on any of them. If it had been spent wisely, as seed money to stimulate commercial development, we could have established a growing, self-sustaining extraterrestrial enterprise, offering opportunities for thousands of people to live and work off Earth - but the sad truth is that we have less capability in human spaceflight now than in 1970. In 1969, we landed on the Moon, but now we cannot leave low Earth orbit (LEO). NASA claimed that the shuttle would be fifteen times cheaper to fly (per pound of payload) than the Saturn vehicles used in Apollo, but it is actually three times more expensive. The average cost of each flight is a staggering $760 million. After a mission, the time required to prepare a shuttle for the next flight was supposed to be less than two weeks, but in practice tens of thousands of technicians spend three to six months rebuilding each "reusable" shuttle after every flight. Worst of all, the shuttle is a needlessly complex, fragile and dangerous vehicle, which has killed fourteen astronauts so far. In 1973, we had a space station called Skylab, with berths for three astronauts. NASA let it reenter and break up over Western Australia. A second Skylab was built, which could have become the Earth terminal of a lunar transportation system. It is now a tourist attraction at the Air and Space Museum in Washington, and the Saturn V to launch it is nothing more than a monstrous lawn ornament, moldering on its side at Johnson Space Center (JSC). Now we are building the International Space Station (ISS), which is still incomplete after twenty years of effort. Its orbital inclination, chosen for political reasons, makes it useless as a base for future missions beyond Earth. In the original design, the ISS had a crew of six or seven, but cost overruns have forced deletion of a habitation module and a lifeboat that could return that crew to Earth in emergency. The shrunken station, called "core complete," will accommodate only three astronauts (who will use a Russian Soyuz as a lifeboat). In normal operations, only one of the crew will be American. The cutbacks gutted the research program, by eliminating much of the scientific equipment aboard the station, reducing the scheduled shuttle flights in support from six to four per year, and leaving the small crew with very little time to spare from housekeeping tasks. If there are no unusual maintenance problems, the lone American may average 90 minutes per day working on the research that is the alleged purpose of the facility. He or she will conduct experiments by following a checklist, because the small crew precludes specialists in relevant disciplines. The scientific program is thus perfunctory at best, with rote experiments of a kind that might win prizes at a high school science fair. (2) The life-cycle cost of the ISS, including development expenses and shuttle flights, amounts to at least $8 billion per year (2003 dollars). This is 60% more than the entire budget of the National Science Foundation, which supports thousands of earthbound scientists. US taxpayers have a right to expect that such expensive research will be of a quality that wins Nobel Prizes, but what we are actually getting are pro forma experiments that occupy a small fraction of the time of one person. The cost is preposterous: it amounts to nearly fifteen million dollars ($15,000,000!) for each hour of scientific work by the American crewmember. NASA has no chance whatsoever of convincing scientists that this is a reasonable allocation of scarce research funds. Until the Columbia accident, NASA had expected 4 shuttle flights per year to the ISS, and one more for missions unrelated to the station (e.g., to lower inclination). Now the shuttle may be restricted to orbits in the same plane as the ISS, so that the shuttle can go dock there if it is damaged during launch. In any case, present plans call for operation of the ISS until at least 2016, so there will be at least 65 more shuttle flights (5 per year). Based on experience to date (two shuttles lost in 113 missions), the accident probability is a little less than 2% on each flight. Astronauts may accept this risk because there is no other way to fly in space, but they would of course prefer a safer system. As a matter of public policy, however, only a compelling national interest can justify so hazardous a venture. The ISS presents no such necessity. With these odds, the probability of losing at least one more shuttle during the life of the ISS (i.e., in 65 flights) is nearly 70%. In other words, NASA is gambling its future, and the lives of astronauts, on a program that has less than one chance in three of avoiding disaster. This is like playing Russian roulette with a revolver in which four out of the six chambers are loaded. Only a suicidal lunatic would accept such a proposition. After wasting three decades (and a perfectly good Cold War), frustrating the dreams of a whole generation of space enthusiasts, and spending hundreds of billions of dollars, NASA's net achievement is a space station that has no definable purpose except to serve as a destination for shuttle flights. We would not need the shuttle missions if we did not have the station, and we would not need the station if we did not need something for the shuttles to do. The entire human spaceflight program has thus become an exercise in futility.
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NASA is failing in space development: managerial mistakes mean programs will never recover

Philip K. Chapman – American astronaut, serving for about five years in NASA Astronaut Group 6, Bachelor of Science degree in Physics and Mathematics from Sydney University, Master of Science degree in Aeronautics and Astronautics from Sydney University, Doctorate of Science in Instrumentation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, (Space Daily, May 30, 2003 , “What Went Wrong”, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03zn2.html)

The lack of progress has not been due to insufficient funding or to technological problems, but to a series of blunders by NASA management. NASA engineers did not understand the popular enthusiasm aroused by Apollo. They thought the Giant Leap for Mankind was not the lunar landing itself, but the technological prowess it displayed. This led to the mistaken inference that the way to maintain popular support, and hence generous funding, was to propose megaprojects of great technical complexity, regardless of whether they were intrinsically interesting. They are surprised and disappointed that the public are unimpressed by the shuttle and ISS, despite their technical virtuosity. The Giant Leap delusion persists today, in the form of proposals for a flags-and-footprints mission to Mars. In reality, of course, Apollo existed because Jack Kennedy and Nikita Khruschev chose to make space a principal arena for competition between the superpowers. The purposes of the program were to overcome the perceived Soviet lead in space, and to foreclose the possibility that the USSR would reach the Moon first and claim it as Soviet territory. No Congress was willing to spend more than the minimum needed to achieve those objectives. The Outer Space Treaty of 1967 relieved concerns about Soviet hegemony by banning weapons and territorial claims on the Moon. This allowed Congress to respond to Lyndon Johnson's simultaneous expansion of social programs and the war in VietNam by slashing funding for NASA. As shown in Figure 1, the budget peaked in 1966, and then fell precipitously. Despite these obvious trends, NASA developed grandiose visions of the post-Apollo program, which culminated in the Space Task Group Report of 1969. (3) The STG proposed three options. The most ambitious called for a reusable Earth-to-orbit shuttle and a small space station by 1975; a reusable orbit-to-orbit tug and a lunar orbit station in 1976; a nuclear-powered tug and a lunar surface base in 1978; a 50-man space base in Earth orbit in 1980; a manned Mars mission in 1981; and expansion of the Earth orbit space base to 100 people by 1985. The other options retained all these objectives, but reduced the cash flow by delaying some of them for up to five years. Figure 1 also shows the funding profiles required by the STG proposals (in 2003 dollars). Richard Nixon responded immediately, making it perfectly clear that the whole STG Report was sheer fantasy, and that NASA should expect less money, not more. Given this fiscal reality, NASA could have adopted an incremental approach to space development. The obvious plan was to launch the second Skylab, with minor modifications to permit a long life on orbit, and to support it initially with a simple ballistic capsule (such as a proposed stretch of the Gemini capsule, called the Big G, which could carry seven to nine people) atop an expendable booster. In time, a small reusable orbiter would replace the capsule, and the booster could eventually become reusable too. Beyond that, the scope of the program would depend on funding, but might include a permanent lunar base. This plan was unacceptable because it had two dreadful defects. First, it involved a series of small, affordable steps, instead of the Giant Leaps that many in NASA thought essential to public support. The second and much worse problem was that Skylab was a project run by Marshall Spaceflight Center in Huntsville, Alabama, and not by JSC. As JSC Deputy Director Chris Kraft said, people in Houston believed that "being in charge of manned spaceflight was their birthright," and they resented Marshall's intrusion. Kraft once told me that a space station was unnecessary, because the shuttle would be so cheap that astronauts could commute to orbit, returning home every evening. The claim that the shuttle would be cheap was based on an economic model that was totally divorced from reality. It assumed that the shuttle would fly 60 times per year, so that fixed costs could be amortized over many missions, and that the direct operating cost would amount to less than $250/pound (2003 dollars). If these estimates had proven correct, we would have flown the shuttle 1500 times by now (and presumably would have killed about 200 astronauts). The worst mistake made by NASA managers was that they allowed disputes over who would be in charge to influence the direction of the program. Their preoccupation with intercenter turf wars obscured the writing on the wall. The real lesson of the STG debacle was that a healthy program was not sustainable if funded only by taxpayers. NASA could retain exclusive control of an insignificant, moribund program, or it could accept a supporting role in a growing program, funded by investors and controlled by entrepreneurs. Given these options, NASA chose the first - but instead of doing the best it could with limited funds, it dissipated its resources in the care and feeding of the white elephants called shuttle and ISS.

NASA Aerospace/Air Power Weak
NASA is in rapid decline: inter-governmental misma

Marc Kaufman – Washington Post staff writer, featured regularly in the Wall Street Journal, and CBS News, (The Washington Post, September 14, 2008 , “NASA's Star Is Fading, Its Chief Says “, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/09/13/AR2008091302142_pf.html)


NASA Administrator Michael Griffin has clashed repeatedly with the White House in recent months -- a rift that escalated when budget officials heavily edited a statement he was submitting to Congress about China's space ambitions and spilled into the open last week in a leaked e-mail that accused the budget office of doing "everything possible" to walk away from the $100 billion international space station. Despite growing dismay that the United States will have no way to fly its astronauts to the space station after the space shuttles are retired in 2010, Griffin said the White House Office of Management and Budget was content to pay Russia for the service. But if that deal fell through, he wrote in the e-mail, "well, that was okay, too," with White House officials. In his draft comments to Congress, Griffin laid out in strong terms his often-expressed concerns about America's fading dominance in space, and he warned that China is emerging quickly as a rival. "A Chinese landing on the moon prior to our own return will create a stark perception that the U.S. lags behind not only Russia, but also China, in space," he wrote. The OMB deleted that passage and several others before it went to Congress. Griffin publicly retracted the sharp-elbowed comments in his e-mail after it leaked last weekend, saying that they were taken out of context and that he values advice from OMB and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), but two senior NASA officials said this week that the e-mail accurately reflects the growing strains. One official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity to protect his job, said that despite support for NASA's mission from top White House officials, others have muzzled NASA's leaders and cut or redirected funding for essential agency programs. "Whether this is cost-cutting across the board or if some people in OMB just don't like NASA, we don't know," the official said. "But the result is that our budget always seems to be less than it's supposed to be." The heavy OMB edits of Griffin's comments on China were made in March after Griffin appeared before the House Science and Technology Committee and was asked to supply additional information. A copy of Griffin's comments with the OMB's changes and deletions, obtained by The Washington Post, shows that the version ultimately sent to Congress lost much of Griffin's sense of urgency, including his assessment of what a Chinese moon landing would mean to perceptions about the United States. "The bare fact of this accomplishment will have an enormous, and not fully predictable, effect on global perceptions of U.S. leadership in the world," Griffin wrote at one point. OMB deleted it. China plans to launch its third manned orbital mission this month and has declared that it wants to land astronauts on the moon. Griffin and many other space experts say the Chinese will probably be able to make that landing before the United States is ready to return to the moon. Asked for comment, OMB spokeswoman Jane Lee said that the editing involved "internal deliberative and pre-decisional" documents that she could not discuss. She also said it was unclear whether the editing was done by the OMB or another agency. In general, she said, "OMB coordinates the executive branch review process so that other offices and departments have the opportunity to comment and offer their views." Regarding competition with China, Lee said President Bush has described his Vision for Space Exploration as "a journey, not a race," to the moon and beyond. "The race to the moon was already won by the U.S. decades ago," she said. She declined to comment on Griffin's leaked e-mail. The raw relations with the OMB come at a particularly difficult time for NASA and Griffin, who was brought in after the loss of the space shuttle Columbia to reinvigorate NASA and implement Bush's "Vision." Griffin, who is widely respected in the space community as a self-possessed and broadly knowledgeable administrator, has been passionate about the need to maintain U.S. space dominance and NASA's place as the preeminent space agency in the world. Although the agency has generally had a stable budget in recent years, Griffin says that it receives about 20 percent less in current dollars than it did in the early 1990s but has been asked to do much more -- including designing and building a new generation of spacecraft. Citing budget limitations and safety concerns, NASA plans retire the shuttle fleet in 2010, even though its replacement will not be ready until at least 2015, forcing the agency to rely on Russia's Soyuz spacecraft to transport astronauts to the space station. In his e-mail, Griffin said White House officials told him not to bring up the need for a congressional waiver to allow NASA to purchase launch services from Russia. "I disobeyed their wishes in doing so, because we knew that we needed to get this on the table in '08," he wrote to several top NASA officials. Griffin also wrote that White House officials "actively do not want the [international space station] to be sustained, and have done everything possible to ensure that it would not be." The OMB's heavy editing of his China testimony took on new significance after the Orlando Sentinel reported last weekend on the leaked e-mail, in which Griffin complained of interference by the OMB and the OSTP and voiced frustration and anger over how White House officials have been directing NASA affairs. Griffin distanced himself from the e-mail, but Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.) said that it is widely thought in the NASA and space community that the "OMB tells NASA what it can and cannot do." Of the edits of Griffin's testimony, Nelson said, "This is very typical of how OMB sets policy, in terms of what they let [NASA officials] say and what they let them ask for." The senior NASA official said the deleted comments about China's space ambitions would have increased pressure on the administration to speed up and better fund construction of the new spacecraft. Like the OMB, Griffin has been an advocate of retiring the space shuttles. He says that NASA needs the billions spent annually to maintain and fly the fleet to build its new spaceships and that the shuttles are too risky. But he has called the five-year gap during which the United States will have no independent way to fly to the space station "unseemly," and he said in an interview last month that spending the extra money to continue flying the space shuttle during some of the gap would be the best solution. In the leaked e-mail, Griffin wrote that this "rational approach didn't happen, primarily because for the OSTP and OMB, retiring the shuttle is a jihad rather than an engineering and program management decision."

NASA Aerospace/Air Power Weak
The aerospace industry will lose 300,000 jobs in the next five years: means space and air superiority is absolutely unsusainable

Dave Montgomery – senior staff writer for the Seattle Times and McClatchy Newspapers, Ph.D., Geomorphology, University of California, Berkeley , The Seattle Times, Boeing Aerospace , September 14, 2008, “Retiree flood waits in aerospace wings”, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/boeingaerospace/2004174511_jobsage10.html)

With thousands of aerospace workers soon to retire, the industry is facing a huge loss of skills and wisdom as business continues to grow. WASHINGTON — Roughly a quarter of the nation's 637,000 aerospace workers could be eligible for retirement this year, raising fears that America could face a serious skills shortage in the factories that churn out commercial and military aircraft. "It's a looming issue that's getting more serious year by year," said Marion Blakey, chief executive of the Aerospace Industries Association. "These are real veterans. It's a hard work force to replace." The association, which represents aircraft manufacturers and suppliers, has designated the potential skills drain as one of its top 10 priorities in this year's presidential race. One of the major aerospace unions is embracing the issue in a rare alliance between labor and management. "It's not a problem that's coming. It's here," said Frank Larkin, spokesman for the 720,000-member International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers. The issue particularly resonates in aircraft-manufacturing centers such as the Puget Sound region, the Dallas-Fort Worth area, St. Louis and Wichita, Kan., which bills itself as the "Air Capital of the World." "Obviously, we are concerned that we have a large portion of our work force that in five years, 10 years, will pick up and go," said Marivel Neeley, the senior manager of equal-opportunity programs at Lockheed Martin's plant in Fort Worth. Fort Worth is headquarters for Lockheed Martin, which has nearly 25,000 workers in seven cities, including big plants in Fort Worth; Marietta, Ga.; and Palmdale, Calif. Of the companywide work force, 27 percent, or more than 6,000 employees, would be eligible to retire this year, Neeley said. In Wichita, which has five major aircraft plants and hundreds of suppliers and vendors, community leaders are working to offset the potential loss of more than 40 percent of the aeronautics work force during the next five years. One initiative calls for the creation of a world-class aviation training center to help meet the need for 12,000 more aerospace workers by 2018. The Seattle-Tacoma area appears to be bucking the trend through a production surge at Boeing plants that's expanded the work force with new hires, including a growing number of workers between 18 and 29. But nationally, the work force is graying as baby boomers prepare to retire. Ten years ago, the industry's largest age group was 35 to 44. In 2007, nearly 60 percent of the work force was 45 or older. At least 20 percent were between the ages of 55 to 64, and many, if not most, were already eligible for retirement. The problem is essentially one of supply and demand. Both the commercial and military segments of the industry are enjoying robust growth, with sales expected to increase by $12 billion this year. The demand for aerospace, electrical, mechanical and computer engineering disciplines is expected to be double what it was 10 years ago. But analysts and corporate bosses say higher education is turning out far too few engineering and aeronautical graduates to fill future vacancies. Public schools' poor record in teaching math and science is another worry. Harry Holzer, a Georgetown University professor who served as the chief economist for the Labor Department, said market forces ultimately may solve the problem. But for the moment, he said, "it won't be painless, and some real adjustments may have to occur." Although production workers in aerospace earn more than those in most other manufacturing industries — an average of $1,153 a week, according to the Department of Labor — Holzer said the industry doesn't have the recruitment appeal that it did decades ago. Many younger workers, he said, regard aerospace plants as "old-fashioned industries." A mass exodus of older workers also means the loss of a vast reservoir of knowledge, skills and institutional memory dating back to the early years of the Vietnam War. Atlee Cunningham Jr., an engineer at Lockheed Martin's Fort Worth plant, calls it a "gut feel" that can't be learned in books or training manuals. Cunningham, 69, has been at the plant for 42 years and predates the computer-driven technological revolution that has accompanied the growth of the aerospace industry over the past four-plus decades. Mindful of the ominous demographic trends, industry, labor and community leaders are teaming to cultivate the next generation of workers. At Lockheed Martin, said Neeley, the leadership is aggressively pursuing a strategy to attract workers and retain veterans who can mentor younger colleagues. The initiatives include internships, aggressive recruitment in colleges and universities and an outreach into public schools to get students interested in math and sciences. Preserving and bolstering the aerospace work force also is a major objective in the Seattle area. "We've postured ourselves to manage this," said Dianna Peterson, Boeing's director of strategic work force planning. Edmonds Community College and the University of Washington offer advanced education in composites and other aircraft materials. Boeing also is working with labor to reinvigorate apprenticeships and other programs that pass aerospace know-how from one generation to another. 

Aerospace Industry Failing

The professional aerospace workforce is dying, and replacements aren’t coming – means aerospace and space hegemony is ultimately unsustainable

AAIA – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, the world’s largest professional society devoted to the progress of engineering and science in aviation, space, and defense, (2011, Public Policy , “AIAA Publishes Report And Recommendations On Workforce Development”, http://www.aiaa.org/content.cfm?pageid=768

The regeneration of our professional workforce is the leading challenge confronting the aerospace community. The aerospace workforce is aging, and too few young people are choosing engineering and science careers. The “silver tsunami” of retirements, a potential shortfall of engineering graduates, and an inability to retain and inspire top new talent combine to define this challenge. Key elements of the problem are an inadequate number of engineering graduates, a lack of diversity in the aerospace fields, and past industry hire-and-layoff practices. Aerospace has not been able to capitalize on two-thirds of the nation’s future workforce, specifically women and minorities. Our cyclical business, coupled with a lack of inspirational activities and role models, have created a nationwide image that fails to attract and retain the desired workforce. Unless this trend is reversed, the aerospace industry cannot survive and flourish.

Aerospace populations are aging, and employment will soon drop to all time lows – schools aren’t replenishing workers

U.S. Department of Labor – The United States Federal Government Department of Labor and Employment and Training Administration, (Report of Findings and Recommendations For the President’s High Growth Job Training Initiative in the Aerospace Industry, May 2005, “America’s Aerospace Industry: Identifying and Addressing Workforce Challenges”, http://www.doleta.gov/brg/indprof/aerospace_report.pdf)

“The industry is confronted with a graying workforce in science, engineering and manufacturing, with an estimated 26 percent of industry employees available for retirement within the next five years. New entrants to the industry have dropped precipitously to historical lows as the major manufacturing companies continue to consolidate. Compounding the workforce crisis is the failure of the U.S. K-12 education system to properly equip U.S. students with the math, science, and technological skills needed to advance the U.S. aerospace industry.” 1

U.S. Space Credibility Low/Falling

U.S. credibility is at an all time low – Obama’s new space policy made the U.S. appear weak

Pete Spotts – senior staff writer for the Christian Science monitor, (The Christian Science Monitor, 6/28/2010 “Obama space policy prizes international cooperation”, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/2010/0628/Obama-space-policy-prizes-international-cooperation)

Somewhere, Gene Roddenberry -- whose Star Trek franchise carried multicultural crews to cosmic destinations where no one had gone before -- is smiling. President Obama released his administration's national space policy today. It's a document in which international cooperation on issues ranging from controlling space junk to hurling humans beyond low-Earth orbit sits as a cornerstone instead of boiler plate. In addition, the document focuses on international issues such as arms control in space. The policy expresses the administration's willingness to "consider" arms control agreements in space, a position held by several of Mr. Obama's predecessors, but one dropped during the George W. Bush presidency. IN PICTURES: Aboard the International Space Station The policy "is not a revolutionary document," said a senior administration official during a briefing this afternoon. It represents a great deal of continuity with past administrations' national space policies, he said. Still, some analysts have been struck by both the document's tone and its increased emphasis on international approaches to a range of space-related issues. That change reflects growth in the number of countries relying on satellites in space for communications, navigation, disaster-relief coordination, as well as national security. And it reflects the growth in spacefaring nations -- those capable of launching satellites and astronauts into orbit. Space is no longer the geopolitical playpen for two cold-war superpowers. The increased focus on international cooperation "is essential to bringing the benefits of space to the greatest number of people on the planet," says Eliott Pulham, who heads the Space Foundation, a Colorado-based non-partisan organization supporting human expansion into space. The new policy has some rough edges, he adds – in particular the administration's plan for NASA, which "would defer human exploration of space beyond low Earth orbit for 15 years, to 2025, essentially ceding US leadership in human space exploration." Still, the document has much to recommend, Pulham says, putting emphasis on beefing up the commercial spaceflight sector, as well as extending US participation in the International Space Station to 2020 instead of cutting it off at 2015, as the Bush administration envisioned. Indeed, the contrast with past space policies is perhaps the sharpest with that of former President Bush, who unveiled his administration's guiding principles for US space policy in 2006, during his second term. Bush's was in many ways a "prickly," confrontational document, says Ray Williamson, executive director of the Secure World Foundation in Superior, Colo. "It was: Stay away from our satellites or else. And: We're not going to brook any interference with our ability to get to space." Obama's policy also carries a warning that Washington will use "a variety of measures" to deter or respond to attacks on US space systems or those of US allies "consistent with the inherent right of self defense." But it also recognizes that all nations hold the right of passage through space or to "conduct space operations" without interferences from other countries. The Obama document "is much more: Hey guys, we've got to work things out because we're dealing with a global commons," Mr. Williamson says. And that commons must be used sustainably – a seemingly odd concept given the vastness of the cosmos. But the inadvertent collision of two satellites in 2009, along with a Chinese anti-satellite test in 2007, highlighted the need to reduce space debris. Everything from spent rocket boosters to wayward astronaut toolkits can remain on orbit long enough to threaten satellites or the international space station. Even if no active satellite is threatened, one derelict on orbit can smack into another, creating potentially dangerous debris. Senior administration officials noted in a briefing Monday that efforts to improve "space situational awareness" – knowing where all the satellites are in their orbits and where space junk is hurtling, and sharing that information with other countries with assets on orbit – can serve as confidence-building measures for more international agreements on space-traffic management and future broader agreements on space governance. Such efforts can help reduce flash points for conflicts back on Terra Firma, one official says. A transparent system for tracking debris and active spacecraft, sharing that information, and providing timely warnings of potential collisions can "mitigate the risk of mishaps, misperceptions, and miscalculations."

U.S. credibility is weak now: bureaucratic confusion
Jeff Foust -- editor and publisher of The Space Review, operates the Spacetoday.net web site and the Space Politics and NewSpace Journal weblogs, bachelor's degree in geophysics from the California Institute of Technology and a Ph.D in planetary sciences from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, (The Space Review, 6/27/11, “The national space policy, one year later”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1873/1)

The space community often treats the release of new policies as major milestones, the end of a long process largely conducted behind closed doors. A prime example was the release of the Obama Administration’s national space policy, one year ago this week. Immediately after its release, industry, media, and other observers closely examined both the language and tone of the policy, looking for what had changed and what had remained the same, congratulating the administration 
[CONTINUED]

for its insights or lamenting the policy’s oversights (see “A change in tone in national space policy”, The Space Review, July 6, 2010).  However, the release of a policy, while the end of one, largely private process, is more importantly the beginning of a much more public process: its implementation. Like the reports of countless blue-ribbon committees over the years that provided recommendations on the future of the nation’s space efforts, only to collect dust on bookshelves, policy documents run the risk of being little more than words on paper unless those words are backed by government actions. A year after the release of its overarching national space policy, what has the administration done to carry out this policy?  A report card on implementing the policy A panel of experts from inside and outside government debated that question at a forum in Washington earlier this month held by the Secure World Foundation. Their assessment, not surprisingly, is that the administration’s implementation of the policy is very much a work in progress, with clear efforts underway in some areas but lacking in others.  Marquez said the efforts of the administration, in concert with industry and foreign governments, to “fight off” LightSquared were an “A-plus moment for the implementation of the president’s space policy”. “Implementing the policy is far more difficult” than writing it, said Peter Marquez, who in his previous position as director of space policy for the National Security Council led the development of the national space policy. A new policy often comes in conflict with existing programs, a situation he analogized with a person who says he’ll start a diet tomorrow, only to have that plan run afoul of a business lunch or other exigency. “The president knows that full well when he signs on to the document: that that is my desire, but that sometimes desires don’t match up with reality.”  Marquez, who left the government last fall to become a vice president at Orbital Sciences Corporation, offered his assessment of how the administration was addressing various elements of the policy. He said the administration is making progress in areas like assured access to space, with work starting on a revamp of the national space transportation policy that dates back to 2004. The government is also taking steps to address ongoing problems with space procurement, examining alternative approaches ranging from block buys of systems to hosting government payloads on commercial satellites. “DOD is, by and large, the most prolific procurer of capabilities, and DOD is aware that they have a problem, which I think is a key first step,” he said.  He also singled out the administration’s policy on positioning, navigation, and timing (PNT), citing a specific issue he said has become “one of the greatest time sucks” in recent months. That issue, which has gained broader attention only within the last few weeks, involves plans by one company, LightSquared, to deploy a wireless broadband system using a combination of terrestrial and satellite infrastructure. Other companies warned that LightSquared’s system could interfere with GPS receivers, effectively jamming them, a conclusion backed by test results released in recent weeks.  “The recent activity with LightSquared has taken the majority of everybody’s time who works space issues, whether they’re at State, whether they’re at DOD, or whether they’re at the White House,” Marquez said. He said the efforts of the administration, in concert with industry and foreign governments, to “fight off” LightSquared were an “A-plus moment for the implementation of the president’s space policy”, whose provisions include a call to “invest in domestic capabilities and support international activities to detect, mitigate, and increase resiliency to harmful interference to GPS.”  He added that among the recent recommendations regarding LightSquared by the National Space-Based PNT Advisory Board—on which he serves—was that the company’s spectrum allocation be moved away from any global navigation system, not just GPS. “It was an awareness by the US’s advisory board that the foreign PNT systems were just as valuable as US domestic PNT systems, again, reflecting back to what was in the president’s policy,” he said.  In other areas of the policy, though, the administration has made little progress to date. The government “has not done a very good job at the SSA [space situational awareness] portions and orbital debris directives that are in the national space policy,” Marquez said. While SSA is critical to safe and responsible space operations—one of the central tenets of the overall policy—it’s not adequately funded, he said. Export control reform is another area that has seen little progress, given disagreements between the White House and Congress. “I don’t really know if there’s going to be any move forward on export control,” he said.  “I think we’re doing a good job with implementing the policy,” Marquez said. “I think we’re doing the right things and it’s moving in the right direction.” Marquez also noted some mixed messages about another aspect of the policy, involving “mission assurance” of space capabilities. While key military officials have expressed their support for this, he said, they may not be interpreting that concept the same way as originally intended. “When the term ‘mission assurance’ was put into the policy, my intent was not to mean assuring the satellite’s function,” he said. “That was the last thing in my mind. What was really meant there was to assure the satellite’s reason for being.” In other words, if that space-based system failed, there was some backup system, be it in space or on the ground, to carry out that role. “So far we’ve been wrapped around the axle of how to gold-plate a satellite so that it functions in all conditions, and that was the wrong approach.”  While NASA policy, specifically its human spaceflight plans, predated the overall national space policy by several months, Marquez addressed its implementation as well. “The NASA rollout was about as bad as it possibly gets,” he said of the decision to unveil those plans as part of the agency’s budget request in February 2010. “It’s still very vague as to what the actual direction is,” he said, an issue which he says is not the fault of NASA but instead the White House. “I just don’t think the White House gave appropriate leadership for an agency that was crying for it.”  Overall, though, Marquez is satisfied with the pace of implementation of the policy. “I think we’re doing a good job with implementing the policy,” he said. “I think we’re doing the right things and it’s moving in the right direction.”  International reaction and codes of conduct One major difference widely cited between the current administration’s space policy and the one released by the George W. Bush Administration in 2006 has been its tone. The Obama Administration’s policy has been more open to international cooperation on various issues, although it retains language from previous policies that puts strict guidance on when the US should sign onto space arms control measures.  Previous US views on space issues, including space arms control, “was not received well by the international community,” said Ben Baseley-Walker, advisor on security policy and international law for the Secure World Foundation. “It was seen as inconsistent, it was seen as antagonistic, and it was seen 
[CONTINUED]

as isolationist.” That view can’t be immediately changed, he said, but the new space policy takes steps in that direction. “What the national space policy has done is to start to rebuild trust, start to rebuild consistency, and start to rebuild the reliability of the US as an internationally-engaged partner.”  Just how willing the US is to be a better international partner will depend on not just the words in the policy, but other forces, notably funding, that force the US to engage more with other nations. “The US has not been put into a situation financially, or on specific limitations on the goals it wants to achieve, to have to deal with international partners,” he said. That could change down the road, he noted, such as when—at some time after 2020—the International Space Station is retired, at which time it’s possible the only space station in orbit is Chinese.  More recently, the national space policy has been wrapped up in debates about a proposed “Code of Conduct” for outer space activities promulgated by the European Union (see “Debating a code of conduct for space”, The Space Review, March 7, 2011). The document seeks to provide a set of best practices dealing with space activities, including avoiding the creation of orbital debris and minimizing the risk of collisions.  “What the national space policy has done is to start to rebuild trust, start to rebuild consistency, and start to rebuild the reliability of the US as an internationally-engaged partner,” said Baseley-Walker. Many of the elements of the EU Code are closely aligned with themes of the new US national space policy, which puts a new emphasis on space sustainability and ensuring access to space for all who wish to use it peacefully. This has raised speculation that the US might soon sign on to the EU Code: although so far there has been no formal move by the US to do so, there have been discussions between American and European officials about aspects of the proposed code of conduct.  Baseley-Walker noted that proposals like the EU Code can be “an asset to national security in the long-term”, and that the national space policy does endorse the use of such “transparency and confidence-building measures” to, in its words, “encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” However, he said the US should proceed with caution when it comes to the EU Code in order to encourage wider adoption of the code, or something like it, by other nations. “Being very careful with our diplomatic strategy and working out our timing and how best we can build the foundations for long-term success for this issue” is preferable than expending political capital on signing onto this particular document, he said.  Andrew Palowitch, the director of the Space Protection Program, a joint effort of the US Air Force and the National Reconnaissance Office, said his personal view was that any such code of conduct needs to be a truly international document, not an EU one, with involvement from Russia, China, and “space wannabe” nations. Such an approach makes any code more difficult to do, “but harder is not necessarily ‘wronger’; you want to do this because it’s the right thing to do.”  Marquez said that while the national space policy is aligned to some degree to the EU Code, that doesn’t mean that the US should sign onto it. “You can say that the intent of the EU code of conduct is in line with the US national space policy, and that I would wholeheartedly agree with,” he said. But interpretation of that language can differ even within the US, let alone with an international audience, raising the risk of “the law of unintended consequences.”  “I don’t think the US signing up to an EU code of conduct shows a form a leadership,” he said. “We’re already doing these things, we’ve signed up to doing them on our own. Leadership is gained through experience and knowledge, not through following.”  How much does the new policy matter? While panelists discussed details about implementation, and its affect on initiatives like the EU Code of Conduct, they also weighed in on a bigger question: just how influential has the new policy been? Some questioned how big of an impact it’s had, at least so far.  “Everything that happened in this last year, and everything that’s going to happen in the next year, is completely independent of that national space policy,” said Palowitch. His rationale is that it takes years to plan and carry out major space programs, and thus a new policy has little effect on programs already in some phase of development and operations. “Changes do not happen rapidly in space.”  Government activities in the last year, from the surge in national security satellite launches to the impending retirement of the Space Shuttle, had their roots in decisions made long before the policy’s release, he noted, while commercial activities are largely independent of national space policy and are based on economic rationales. Even discussion about the EU Code, he argued, had their basis outside of the policy.  “Everything that happened in this last year, and everything that’s going to happen in the next year, is completely independent of that national space policy,” said Palowitch. “Changes do not happen rapidly in space.” Palowitch also offered a corollary to his argument about the independence of actions from the national space policy: “our actions, our reactions, and our inaction has been the actual policy that we have shown for the past year and will do for the next year.” That’s particularly true regarding international perceptions of US policy, he said. “What we did action-wise over the year was 1,000 times more important than what we actually wrote down on a piece of paper.”  However, despite questioning its near-term impact, Palowitch called the new national space policy “fantastic” and expects to see results from it in the next 18 to 24 months. He said a number of government agencies are moving forward with implementing aspects of the policy, but those efforts take time. “We’re not going to see those in the next 12 months,” he said, citing the constraints of coordinating changes among government agencies.  Marquez disagreed with the claim that the policy hasn’t changed anything in the last year. “It is somewhat false if you look at political initiatives and international relations initiatives,” he said. “What we’ve been doing on the international front has dramatically changed in the past year.”  It’s clear that the space policy’s impact, whatever it turns out to be, will be measured over the long haul and not based on what’s been accomplished in its first 12 months. The policy, said Baseley-Walker, has created “intellectual foundations” that agencies within the government are still grappling with. “Which is,” he added, “what the space policy should do: it should lay down long-term direction for building sound, extensive national and international policy.”
U.S. Space Credibility Low/Falling

U.S. credibility low: lack of implementation weakened U.S. space policy, but Obama changed the tone

Marcia Smith -- editor Space Policy Online, Dir.of the Space Studies Board and of the Aeronautics & Space Engineering Board at the U.S. National Research Council, former specialist in aerospace & telecommunications policy at the Congressional Research Service, Exec. Dir. of the U.S. National Commission on Space, (Space Policy Online, 6/17/2011, “Impact of the Obama Space Policy One Year On -- Experts Say It’s All in the Implementation”, http://spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?view=article&catid=91%3Anews&id=1639%3Aimpact-of-the-obama-space-policy-one-year-on-experts-say-its-all-in-the-implementation-&format=pdf&option=com_content&Itemid=84)

The upshot of the Secure World Foundation's (SWF's) panel discussion yesterday on the status of the Obama National Space Policy (NSP) one year after its release was that the policy itself is just words on paper. What counts is implementation, and in many respects it is too early to judge how well that is going. Peter Marquez, who spearheaded development of the NSP when he was on the staff of the White House's National Security Council (NSC), compared space policy to light - it is both a point and a wave. The NSP document is a point, he said, while implementation is a wave - a continuous process where various aspects are reinterpreted and reargued despite the intense labor that was devoted to choosing each word so carefully that no doubt was left as to its intent. Or so the authors thought. Overall, though, he gave good marks on the progress of implementing many of the NSP's provisions. He praised the cadre of government specialists who are diligently working on follow up activities, including his successor at the NSC, Chirag Parikh. Parikh not only is leading implementation of the NSP, but is working with Damon Wells at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) on updating the more focused space transportation policy according to Marquez. He was critical of implementation in some areas, however, especially space situational awareness (SSA). He accused the Department of Defense (DOD) of hypocrisy because while it says that SSA is a top priority, the funding is not there. "An unfunded requirement isn't a requirement," he chided. Andrew Palowitch, Director of the Air Force/National Reconnaissance Office Space Protection Program, was less enthusiastic, arguing that nothing that has happened in the past year or anything that will happen in the next year is due to the NSP. Pointing out that space activities take years to plan, he believes it will be 18-24 months before the NSP will have much effect. He also stressed that policy is much more than a single document emanating from the White House. It is a combination of White House policy documents, presidential pronouncements, legislation (including funding), and international agreements such as treaties that are adopted by the United States. Inaction is also a part of policy, he added. Marquez disagreed that "nothing" has changed. He asserted that while programs may not have changed yet, as a political and international initative, the policy has changed the situation dramatically. Referring to the completed document, he called it a "decent" policy and its implementation is moving in the right direction. "See where we are in two, three, four years, we'll invite ourselves back," he cheerfully suggested. SWF's Ben Baseley-Walker also disagreed with Palowitch. Internationally, what is important is the message not the details in his view. "This has changed where the U.S. stands in the 1/ 3Impact of the Obama Space Policy One Year On -- Experts Say It’s All in the Implementation Written by Marcia Smith Friday, 17 June 2011 12:31 world," he said, adding that the first page of the NSP "is the most important." He believes the NSP laid the foundation "for effective U.S. leadership." He particularly praised the efforts of DOD's Greg Schulte and the State Department's Frank Rose who have taken the NSP around the world to explain and engage in dialog about it with other nations. A recurring discussion point was the plan by a company called Lightsquared to build a hybrid satellite-terrestrial mobile broadband communications system that some experts contend will h armfully interfere with Global Positioning System (GPS) signals. Marquez said that the issue is consuming a lot of time at the White House and DOD and that if Lightsquared is allowed to proceed it "doesn't matter what the rest of the [national space] policy says." The NSP reaffirms the U.S. commitment to GPS services and international cooperation and interference mitigation for space-based positioning, navigation and timing (PNT) systems like GPS. He and Palowitch decried the waning technical expertise in the government, particularly at the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), which, they feel, should have been able to determine whether or not interference will be a problem. Instead, it gave the company a provisional license in January, directing the company to work with the GPS industry to do testing to determine the interference potential. The company is not allowed to initiate commercial operations of its terrestrial network until the GPS issues are resolved. The company was supposed to report back to the FCC earlier this week, but requested and was granted a two week extension. Its report now is due July 1. Separately, the government's National Space-Based PNT Systems Engineering Forum (NPEF) conducted its own review and reportedly concluded that the FCC should rescind the license. The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee is scheduled to hold a hearing on this issue on June 23. Marquez is a member of NPEF's parent National Space-Based PNT Executive Committee. Another controversial topic raised at the SWF forum was whether the United States should sign the Code of Conduct developed by the European Union (EU). Palowitch criticized it because it is the "EU" code of conduct and it should be a document that is developed by all the space-faring countries. He thinks that what is needed is "collective assurance," a code of conduct for the international community. Baseley-Walker replied that actually it is the European proposal for an international code of conduct, but he stopped short of recommending that the United States sign onto it now. Emerging space countries want "equity" in whatever document is crafted, he said. Marquez argued that signing the document would not put the United States in a leadership position and worried about the "law of unintended consequences." In the end, is having a national space policy written down on paper important? Marquez said that from an academic standpoint, the answer is no - only the actions count. Palowitch, who downplayed the impact of the policy so far, conceded that "international engagement has been energized." Baseley-Walker went further, saying that the policy "changed the tone internationally" and "getting out early and loudly was great" from an international perspective.

U.S. Space Credibility Low/Falling
U.S. international credibility is at an all time low: NASA is lost

NASA – U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Ask the Academy, Vol. 4, Issue 4, 6/14/11, “U.S. Space Policy through the Looking Glass”, http://www.nasa.gov/offices/oce/appel/ask-academy/issues/volume4/ata_4-4_us_space_policy_looking_glass.html)

Space policy remains a moving target in the post-Cold War era, according to space policy representatives from six presidential administrations spanning 35 years. Officials from the Carter to Obama administrations gathered for "Evolution of U.S. National Space Policy," the latest George C. Marshall Institute event co-hosted by the Space Enterprise Council and Tech America on May 20, 2011. Throughout the history of spaceflight, space policy has been driven by core themes, including U.S. leadership in space, environmental monitoring, private sector integration, national security, and technology development. Shaped by both economic conditions and international relations, these themes have built upon one another and evolved over the course of each presidential administration. In its first 30 years, space policy was inseparable from the politics of the Cold War. When the standoff with the Soviet Union ended, space policy faced an identity crisis. “That sense of animation, that sense of motivation was removed. We had a series of concerns right away with the end of the Cold War,” said Mark Albrecht, former executive secretary of the National Space Council during the first Bush administration. “This is where it gets interesting.” The question facing policymakers was what space policy should look like in the post-Cold War era. Precision guided munitions during Desert Storm in 1991 made the case for sustainable military space applications. At the same time, NASA was in a state of dramatic transition. It was still recovering from the Challenger accident. The space station had increased in cost by 400 percent. Early discussions about global climate change led to plans for large Earth-observing satellites, which were later deemed unsustainable and restructured into smaller missions. The “Faster, better, cheaper” methodology began to reshape the agency's approach to spacecraft development. The panelists addressed questions about how the issue of increased costs and decreased capabilities relates to space policy. Government institutions have become old and increasingly bureaucratic, some panelists said. A burdensome procurement process drives up cost, and any long-standing reliance on one type of space transportation (e.g., the shuttle) isn’t sustainable. Panelists agreed that the system needs to find ways to become quick and nimble again in order to address these issues. Richard DalBello, former assistant director for Aeronautics and Space in the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) during the Clinton administration, reflected that this sentiment prevailed at the time. “I think the sense was that space was not as exciting as all of this. Space was slow, too bureaucratic, too expensive, and that there was some second and third guessing about the ultimate value of the investment,” he said, noting that the era was characterized by the rise of the Internet and rapid technology development. DalBello also discussed technology outcomes during Clinton’s administration, such as the positive benefits of making GPS accessible to everyone and air traffic modernization. At the same time, DalBello and other panelists agreed that this was the beginning of a realization that there were unavoidable technology gaps holding exploration back. With the loss of the X-33 program in particular, DalBello said, “I learned a very important lesson: policy never trumps physics. You can say whatever you want, but if you can’t do it, it won’t happen. We just didn’t have the technology.” This challenge of technology development persists to this day. There is a need for more “makers, doers, and dreamers,” said Jim Kohlenberger, who served at OSTP during the Obama and Clinton administrations. Based on his previous experience in the second Bush White House, Peter Marquez, former director for space policy in the Obama administration, observed that, “We can trace failures in policy back to not the words that were written, but the failure to implement the policy.” Timing is everything. When it came time to roll out President Obama's National Space Policy, he drew on lessons learned from the Bush administration and made sure to get it out quickly. Bretton Alexander, former advisor on space issues at OSTP during the George W. Bush administration, said that the Columbia accident was a watershed event for the policy community's understanding of human spaceflight capability. “With it came a recognition of the civil human spaceflight program as being fundamentally different than what we had thought,” he said, noting that the shuttle was not the operational system that many had assumed it to be. Alexander also viewed the accident through the lens of long-term policy failure. "Within the organization there wasn’t a sense of why we were doing it, where we were going, the importance of it. That had been lost,” he said, citing the Columbia Accident Investigation Board Report's assertion that there was a lack of a national mandate for the human spaceflight program. "It was a failure of national leadership over thirty years." The panel concluded with a discussion of the future of human spaceflight, where perspectives ranged from lamentation to optimism. “[There were] two incredible government accomplishments in 1969: we landed on the moon and we invented the Internet. But they took two fundamentally different paths,” said Kohlenberger, noting that the Internet moved into the commercial sector in the 1990s. “The difference is that we’ve kept space as an entirely governmental program.” He and other panelists discussed the promise of synergies between government and commercial space projects.

U.S. Space Hegemonic Decline Inevitable

U.S. dependence on aerospace is a weakness: China will inevitably overtake us

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

The PLA and U.S. armed forces both would be derelict in their duties if they did not have contingency plans for such a conflict. As the current inferior military power, the PLA has every incentive to develop options for offensive operations against weak points in U.S. military posture, just as our military establishment should develop options against weak points in Chinese defenses. PLA officers have noted the great U.S. dependence upon space assets and capabilities and the way they multiply U.S. force effectiveness. Just recently, they saw how U.S. special forces, and the military and civilian leadership that commanded them, heavily depended upon satellite photographs, spacederived weather and electronic intelligence, GPS, other spaceenabled information, and satellite communications in executing the strike against Osama bin Laden's compound in Pakistan. This brilliantly successful operation was built on a firm foundation of information in which space played a vital role in creating.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decisionmaking, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These "spaceenabled information services" lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other ASAT weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia. This strategic space situation is troubling. Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space capabilities. These PLA efforts are funded by a vigorous, quickly growing economy and supported by a government with full appreciation for the roles that spaceenabled information and information warfare play in modern conflict. U.S. and Chinese strategic interests in East Asia are not foreordained to lead to conflict; each has much to lose if this happens, and each appreciates the other's military capabilities. China's demonstration of an antisatellite (ASAT) capability through the downing of an old Chinese satellite in 2007, demonstrated at least basic hittokill (HTK) technology capability. They further demonstrated their HTK prowess in January 2010 when they performed a successful ballistic missile intercept test. This shows growing mastery of HTK technology, as hitting a longer range ballistic missile or warhead is a more challenging HTK task than hitting an orbiting satellite. This successful missile defense test has important strategic implications for U.S. security interests that have to date been largely ignored. One Chinese source me that Chinese scientists had been actively pursuing HTK technology development ever since the United States first demonstrated HTK technology in the homing overlay experiment (HOE) in 1984. This source said that Chinese scientists saw at that time the strategic significance of HTK technology and the importance of China mastering it - which they now appear to have done. Besides the kinetic ASAT the PLA tested in 2007, China reportedly has other offensive space programs under development, including lasers, microwaveand cyberweapons. 

U.S. Space Hegemonic Decline Inevitable

The U.S. is already reliant on rapidly countries like China for aerospace technology: means dominance is never possible

Roger Cliff, Chad J. R. Ohlandt, David Yang -- political scientist at RAND specializing in Chinese defense policy and capabilities and U.S. defense strategy, Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University’s Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, MA in Chinese Studies from the University of California, San Diego, and a BS in Physics from Harvey Mudd College, defense systems analyst for VERAC, Inc., worked in office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy as Assistant for Strategy Development, (Rand Corporation, 2011, “Ready for Takeoff China’s Advancing Aerospace Industry”, http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2011/RAND_Aerospace_Report%5B1%5D.pdf)

China’s aerospace industry has advanced at an impressive rate over the past decade. While some of this progress can be attributed to rapidly growing governmental support for China’s aerospace sector, China’s aerospace capabilities have also benefited from the increasing partici- pation of its aerospace industry in the global commercial aerospace market and the supply chains of the world’s leading aerospace firms. This monograph assesses China’s aerospace capabilities and the extent to which China’s participation in commercial aerospace markets and supply chains is contributing to the improvement of those capabilities. Specific areas assessed include China’s commercial aviation manufac- turing capabilities, its commercial and military capabilities in space, efforts of the Chinese government to encourage foreign participation in the development of the aerospace industry, transfers of foreign aero- space technology to China, the extent to which U.S. and other for- eign aerospace firms are dependent on supplies from China, and the implications of all of these issues for U.S. security interests. The study should be of interest to business analysts, policymakers, lawmakers, and anyone who wishes to learn about China’s market for commercial aviation, the capabilities of China’s aerospace manufacturing indus- try, the role foreign aerospace firms are playing in the development of China’s aerospace capabilities, and security implications for the United States. This research was sponsored by the U.S-China Economic and Security Review Commission, which was established by Congress in 2000 to monitor and report on the economic and national security dimensions of U.S. trade and economic ties with the People’s Republic of China.

U.S. Space Hegemonic Decline Inevitable

China will inevitably become the space hegemon due to institutional strength and secret development

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

We also face the twin realities that defending space assets is more difficult than attacking them; and while advancing technology will help both defense and offense, the offense is likely to benefit more. Senior Chinese military and political leadership also appears to appreciate the national security significance of space. 18 months ago, the PLA Air Force chief of staff, Gen. Xu Qiliang, spoke of the inevitability of space conflict, followed one week later by Hu Jintao's statement about the PLAAF "requirement of [developing] both offensive and defensive space capabilities." Writings in authoritative Chinese military journals also show a clear awareness of the growing military role that space assets play in advanced conventional military capabilities. A recent article in China reporting on the launch of the latest Chinese Beidou (GPStype) satellite cited one Chinese military expert as noting that 90% of advanced weapons currently depend upon GPS for their operation. China's 2008 Defense white paper also notes the major role of "informationized warfare" in future conflicts and devotes an entire section to "promoting the informationization of China's national defense and armed forces in the paper. China seeks to have a significant capability in this area by 2020 and to be able to prevail in such warfare by 2050, according to their white paper. China's most recent defense white paper, released two months ago, acknowledges once again that space plays a prominent role in its security thinking. The paper notes, among other national defense taskings, to maintain China's "security interests in space, electromagnetic space and cyber space." The website of the daily newspaper of the Central Military Commission recently criticized Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy Greg Schulte's citing of China's "antispace weaponry." I am particularly struck by the fact that the CMC newspaper, though it countered that some countries are worried about U.S. "antispace" capabilities, did not deny the accuracy of Ambassador Schulte's statement, as China usually does. This is quite a change, one I believe is noteworthy given its origin. The PLA views last year's revised U.S. space policy as "seeking space hegemony" as a "core U.S. objective," and claims that "developing and deploying spacebased weapons is America's established strategy," according to published accounts. These and other distorted PLA views must be called out and refuted, lest more junior PLA officers, and others who read PLA publications accept them uncritically. The key questions are what Chinese intentions are for these capabilities, and what the implications are for the United States. Chinese Military Space Intentions A fundamental problem we face is that China says little at an official level about its military space policy and doctrine. Chinese counterspace capabilities may be intended purely for deterrence purposes, to be used in warfare at a time of their choosing, or some combination of the two. PLA leaders have informally told U.S. officials and others that it is in the interest of an inferior power to keep secret information about its weaknesses and strengths, and they appear to be following this advice quite strictly. Time and again the U.S. has been rebuffed in seeking greater openness and transparency in Chinese space and larger defense strategy. That said, the PLA publishes an increasing number of papers on these issues that have not received enough attention, the problem, I am told, being a resource constraint. There is a sizable PLA literature on space conflict, but it is unclear how well this reflects Chinese government thinking, any more than U.S. military journals reflect official U.S. policy. 

U.S. Space Hegemonic Decline Inevitable

China is independently developing superior technologies: means the U.S. will never become the sole space hegemon

Roger Cliff, Chad J. R. Ohlandt, David Yang -- political scientist at RAND specializing in Chinese defense policy and capabilities and U.S. defense strategy, Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University’s Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, MA in Chinese Studies from the University of California, San Diego, and a BS in Physics from Harvey Mudd College, defense systems analyst for VERAC, Inc., worked in office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy as Assistant for Strategy Development, (Rand Corporation, 2011, “Ready for Takeoff China’s Advancing Aerospace Industry”, http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2011/RAND_Aerospace_Report%5B1%5D.pdf)

China has made significant progress in advancing its space capa- bilities over the past decade and is making concerted efforts to further expand them. All relevant metrics reveal an accelerating growth trend in the country’s civilian and military space program development. In 83 known spacecraft launches between October 20, 1996, and June 15, 2010, Chinese launch vehicles experienced only one failure—an incomplete burn of a third stage that resulted in an Indonesian com- munications satellite being put in the wrong orbit in August 2009 (“Long March [Chang Zheng],” 2010). The 83 launches included three successful launches of manned spacecraft, the most recent of which, in September 2008, involved a spacewalk, and two lunar orbiters (“Shen- zhou Series,” 2009; “Chang’e Series,” 2010). China’s government is trying to promote China’s growth as a pro- vider of commercial space products and services. In the 1990s, China emerged as a major provider of commercial launch services with its Chang Zheng (“Long March”) series of launch vehicles. From 1990 to 1999, Chinese rockets launched nearly 30 satellites for customers based outside of mainland China. In the late 1990s, however, several Chang Zheng launches failed, and it was revealed that U.S. satellite com- panies had provided technical assistance to Chinese launch-vehicle- makers (who also make missiles for the Chinese military and for export), resulting in tightened U.S. restrictions on China launching satellites that contain U.S. technology. As a consequence, only a hand- ful of launches have been conducted for customers based outside of mainland China since 1999 (“Long March [Chang Zheng],” 2010). Recently, however, China has developed a domestically designed com- munications satellite, the European company EADS Astrium has developed a communications satellite that contains no U.S. technol- ogy, and as noted above, Chinese launch vehicles have established a remarkable record for reliability since 1996. As a result, the appeal of Chinese space products and services in markets outside the United States is probably increasing. China’s 11th Five-Year Plan, which ended in 2010, called for the greater integration of market mechanisms into the space program to foster competition and to generate products and services that could earn China a larger share of the global commercial space-systems market (“Aerospace Development 11th 5-Year Plan”).

Unilateral Space Hegemony Bad

Going first into space would lead to conflict – unilateral perceptions would create a self-fulfilling prophecy where an arms race becomes inevitable

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

Cartwright also noted that the challenging issues that space poses has made the Space Posture Review "the most difficult of all the defense reviews" the Obama Administration has undertaken. The overall U.S. goal in space should be to shape the space domain to the advantage of the United States and its allies, and to do so in ways that are stabilizing and enhance U.S. and allied security. The United States has an overriding interest in maintaining the safety, survival, and function of its space assets so that the profound military, civilian, and commercial benefits they enable can continue to be available to the United States and its allies. This need not mean that China and others must perforce be disadvantaged by such an arrangement - there should be ample opportunity for many countries to benefit and prosper from a properly crafted system of space management. There is an inherent risk of strategic instability when relatively modest defense efforts create disproportionate danger to an adversary, as with space offense. And there is a serious risk of crisis instability in space when "going first" pays off - destroying an adversary's satellites before he destroys yours. We don't know what would happen in a crisis, but the potential for space instability seems high and likely to grow. The United States can and should remain preeminent in space, but many issues are begging to be addressed, including: -- How does deterrence function in space? Could limited counterspace attacks remain limited, or would they inevitably escalate into allout space conflict? -- How can countries with less to lose in space than we be deterred? Are there asymmetric means available to us for deterrence? -- Is space deterrence possible without offensive space capabilities? If so, how? If not, what kinds of capabilities are most stabilizing? -- What U.S. space strategy, and resulting acquisition strategy, in that order, would promote U.S. security interests and reduce space instability over the longer term? -- How do China, Russia and others see space stability? How will this shape China's space doctrine, acquisition, strategies, and diplomacy? Creating a stable space domain requires the United States to respond to space threats in a responsible manner, one that ideally does not prod other nations to greater counterspace efforts than they would otherwise pursue. If not careful, the United States could create a selffulfilling prophecy as nations like China or Russia would see evidence of U.S. attempted space hegemony, they likely would accelerate their own efforts, just as we would if the roles were reversed. China faces the same challenge as well. We should not seek offensive counterspace capability at the expense of effective steps to protect U.S. space capabilities; both can be accommodated. China and Space Diplomacy As significant a role that space diplomacy can play in contributing to space stability and responsible space stewardship, China's activities in space arms control sadly do not provide any basis for optimism on Chinese, or PLA, intentions in space. China and Russia have for years promoted their joint draft "Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT)." The PPWT proposes to ban all space weapons but provides no credible means for verification. When I approached one Chinese space specialist about verification a few years ago, he acknowledged that verification would be difficult but told me that "You Americans are so technologically clever - you'll figure out a way"! The PPWT likely serves primarily as a way for China to buy time to enable them to attain a stronger military position, perhaps even catch up to the U.S., in a field where they were far behind us. With the previous U.S. opposition to international agreements on space, it also left a diplomatic vacuum that China and Russia skillfully filled with the PPWT, portraying an image of peaceful intentions in space. It is intriguing to note that with the EU and U.S. in recent months speaking favorably of a draft code of conduct that is a vastly more realistic step than the PPWT, the PLA is now attacking it as an attempt to impose Western regulations on China. This code of conduct provides an excellent vehicle to challenge China to support realistic and useful "rules of the road" for space, and other steps which I hope the U.S. will pursue. In my conversations with Russian and Chinese counterparts, I find serious Russian interest in this approach but sadly only intransigence from China. 

Unilateral Space Hegemony Bad

The U.S. being the sole space hegemon is unconstitutional

Bruce M. DeBlois -- Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology. Air University Press. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Council on Foreign Relations, Astropolitics Journal, 7/5/2003 “The Advent of Space Weapons”, http://www.cfr.org/pdf/Bergman_11ast03.pdf)

The American perspective would at least suggest criteria from which to measure space policy options (listed in Figure 3). The period 1949–1989 was a time when people lived in a world that they knew could be vanquished at any moment by nuclear war – a prospect that would most certainly have destroyed tranquility, ruined general welfare and eradicated liberty. The issue at hand is clear. Does the international community, currently living in relative peace, want to re-instate a world again dominated by the continuous and immediate threat of destruction (through space weaponization) – even if not total destruction? The case can be made that the United States has a window of opportunity. As a relatively benign sole superpower, it could posture itself as a space police force and ensure the use of space ‘for the benefit of all mankind’. But by design, the US Constitution was written to ward off such unchecked power – regardless of who would wield that power. Applying the same wisdom George Washington demonstrated when he declined the offer to become the first American king, the United States, bound by constitutional intent, must resist the lure of becoming the first space hegemon, and pursue this unique leadership opportunity to create the international environment that will lead to the assured use of space for the benefit of all humankind.

Unilateral space hegemony would undermine national security

Bruce M. DeBlois -- Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology. Air University Press. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Council on Foreign Relations, Astropolitics Journal, 7/5/2003 “The Advent of Space Weapons”, http://www.cfr.org/pdf/Bergman_11ast03.pdf)

Space weaponization is most often the centerpiece of discussions involving national and international space posture. The current debate on space weaponization encompasses several broadly defined positions, from establishing a space sanctuary to a policy of ‘get-there-first’. The latter is based on the belief that because weaponization is inevitable, responsible and capable states should take the initiative to control and dominate space. Those supporting space sanctuary policies reject the inevitable weaponization argument, and insist that establishing unilateral hegemony in space would ultimately undermine national security by destabilizing the international environment.

Unilateralism will fail – bandwagoning is a doomed strategy 

Andrew Hurrell -- Montague Burton Professor of International Relations, Fellow of Balliol College, Oxford,  Faculty Fellow in International Relations at Nuffield College, Oxford, Director of the Centre for International Studies at the Department of Politics and International Relations of the University of Oxford, former professor Johns Hopkins University, (GIGA Institute of Global and Area Studies, 2006, “Hegemony, liberalism and global order: what space for would-be great powers?”, International Policy Theory, Oxford University, http://www.giga-hamburg.de/dl/download.php?d=/english/content/rpn/pdf/international_affairs_2006.pdf)

The logic of bandwagoning has played a major role in recent US foreign policy thinking and practice. Hard unilateralism and the emphasis on the threat and use of military power can make sense only on the assumption that the dominant response of weaker states and other actors will be straightforward submission (shock and awe) or the desire to negotiate. But the cultivation of bandwagoning, especially towards important second-tier states, remains impor- tant as the failures of a hard, unilateralist ‘we can do it alone’ policy become ever more evident. As we enter a period of hegemonic decompression, what options are available to Washington? One (very unlikely) one is a whole- hearted embrace of liberal multilateralism. A second is to re-engage with institutions but at the same time to try to reshape those institutions in ways that more closely reflect current US interests. The third is to refocus attention on a long-standing element of US foreign policy, namely the construction of a hub- and-spoke system of cultivated relations with major emerging or regional powers.14

Unilateral Space Hegemony Bad

International agreements and movement away from unilateralism in space discourage weaponization and preclude economic development

Dale L. Hayden – Colonol, USAF, Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy, space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations Desert Storm and Provide Comfort, Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College, (Airpower Research Institute College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education, Air University, 2004, “The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf)

Every nation with space-faring capability or aspirations openly touts their peaceful intentions for space. There is open cooperation between the U.S., Canada, Japan, Russia the EU and ESA, and on the International Space Station. Furthermore, international agreements and treaties discourage weapons in space. But to appreciate the impact of increased international development in space, it is necessary to widen the concept of threat. Threat need not be simply defined as militarily based; policymakers must expand the concept to include economic development, because underlying the openly peaceful aspirations for space that are universally expressed are the realistic expressions concerning national security and self-interests. Three areas that provide some indication of the threat are competition, proliferation, and surveillance.

U.S. policymakers will follow a multilateral approach: makes any advantage non-unique
Dale L. Hayden – Colonol, USAF, Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy, space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations Desert Storm and Provide Comfort, Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College, (Airpower Research Institute College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education, Air University, 2004, “The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf)

Pivotal to understanding why U.S. policymakers will chose multilateralism is the realization that U.S. space policy exists as a subset of a larger national strategy. Throughout its existence, U.S. national strategy and foreign policy have been pragmatic and results oriented. Time and again, America in the twentieth century demonstrated that acting cooperatively in the international arena was the most effective means of legitimizing any foreign policy move. In his opening remarks to the September 2002 National Security Strategy, President Bush declared, “In keeping with our heritage and principles, we do not use our strength to press for unilateral advantage. We seek instead to create a balance of power that favors human freedom: conditions in which all nations and all societies can choose for themselves the rewards and challenges of political and economic liberty.”7

The advantage’s non-unique: the U.S. has already decided on multilateralism – even if the plan is implemented, overall policy will remain the same

Dale L. Hayden – Colonol, USAF, Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy, space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations Desert Storm and Provide Comfort, Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College, (Airpower Research Institute College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education, Air University, 2004, “The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf)

How does the propensity for international cooperation in U.S. foreign affairs translate to space operations? Eric Javits of the U.S. State Department wrote in 2002, “The United States is committed, through its national space policy, to ensuring that exploration and use of outer space remain open to all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all humanity.”14 Speaking of the American space effort, Dr Ron Sega, director of defense research and engineering, stated, “I think it’s natural to develop common technologies together. At the end of the day, we may have different requirements and different systems, but there’s a lot of...common work that we can do in research and development.”1 Dr Sega’s outlook can apply to the international arena, as well. Following this line of logic, The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, chaired by Donald Rumsfeld, recommended that “the United States must participate actively in shaping the [international] legal and regulatory environment” for space activities.16

Unilateral Space Hegemony Bad

And – multilateral missions actually benefit U.S. interests and hegemony

Dale L. Hayden – Colonol, USAF, Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy, space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations Desert Storm and Provide Comfort, Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College, (Airpower Research Institute College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education, Air University, 2004, “The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf)

Previous multilateral actions taken in space operations have proven quite beneficial to U.S. national interests; specifically in the areas of launch, exploration, and development (e.g., the ISS). The sharing of risk and cost, coupled with technological cross flow, continues to pay dividends. The willingness to cross talk on programs like navigation systems, provides great hope for further engagements. Taking a multilateral approach, however, does not restrict American action. When no other options exist, the U.S. will use technological protectionism, unilateralism, and the might of its impressive military to protect its national interests. Paramount to appreciating the American approach is a statement President Bush’s opening remarks to the 2002 NSS, “Defending our Nation against its enemies is the first and fundamental commitment of the Federal Government.” It continues, “...we must make use of every tool in our arsenal...”23 That arsenal has and always will include multilateralism. This paper has examined policy options that produce the best U.S. response to the increased international development of space. The long history of American involvement on the international scene suggests continuity in U.S. foreign policy from administration to administration. There is little evidence to suggest U.S. space policymakers will take a different approach. The president’s introductory letter to the 2002 NSS puts the American approach in context by concluding, “The United States is committed to lasting institutions like the United Nations, the World Trade Organization, the Organization of American States, and NATO as well as other long-standing alliances... In all cases, international obligations are to be taken seriously.”24

Space policy should be predicated off of multilateralism – it protects U.S. space interests better than unilateralism: there’s no alternative

Dale L. Hayden – Colonol, USAF, Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy, space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations Desert Storm and Provide Comfort, Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College, (Airpower Research Institute College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education, Air University, 2004, “The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf)

Reflecting a global awareness, future U.S. space policy should and will be predicated on multilateralism. U.S. policy will certainly use elements from the other models that have been described, to include technological dominance, unilateral intervention, and military might, but will rely most heavily upon working within the international framework to protect vital U.S. space interests. International engagement and discourse rather than confrontation and military action will become the leading feature of future U.S. national space policy. This thesis, though, supposes two questions: 1) Why should the U.S. use a multilateral approach; and 2) Even if the U.S. should follow a multilateral approach, what evidence exists to indicate that it will? Why U.S. Policymakers Should Follow a Multilateral Approach: Given how highly interdependent the world has become, the U.S. really has no feasible alternative to multilateralism. Furthermore, this approach is the best strategy for policymakers as it has the highest probability for long-term success. Wayne S. Smith, senior fellow at the Center for International Policy in Washington, D.C., concludes, “In an age of instant communications, multinational and global flows of capital, the idea that even the powerful United States can decide for itself is illusory.”1 It is in the national self-interest for the U.S. to build international bridges in the arena of space operations. The factors that will drive multinational cooperation—cost, limited direct influence over international players through military or economic action, international treaties and organizations, the proliferation of multinational companies and an overall desire by the U.S. to be perceived as a team player—rely on international cooperation and global interdependence. Before delving deeper into why America should follow multilateralism, it is best to look closely at the reasons it will not follow the other three models. The technological example set forward by the British Royal Navy during the latter half of the nineteenth century presents an interesting example for U.S. policymakers, but scientific knowledge is difficult to contain. At the close of World War II, the U.S. was the only nuclear- capable nation. Despite the tight security placed upon America’s nuclear secrets, fifty-five years later nations from Iraq to North Korea, India and Pakistan have the ability to develop and deploy nuclear weapons. In 1960, only two nations were members of the elite space-faring club; today, that number has risen to at least seven, plus the ESA, and could well double within the next generation, as technology proliferates across the globe.

Unilateral Space Hegemony Bad

The advantage is non-unique: the U.S. already has a generally unilateral posture and is asserting itself – and it makes arms races inevitable

Jeff Hect – senior staff writer for the New Scientist, (The New Scientist, 10/10/2006, “US takes unilateral stance in new space policy”, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn10262-us-takes-unilateral-stance-in-new-space-policy.html)

The new version also uses stronger language to assert that the US can defend its spacecraft, echoing an air force push for "space superiority" made in 2004. The new policy states the US has the right "to protect its space capabilities, respond to interference, and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to US national interests". And it seems to open the door to a new anti-satellite arms race. One idea already in development is a robotic spacecraft that could approach a satellite to check it out, then sabotage it if the US deems it to be a danger to its interests. Another concern is plans by the US Missile Defense Agency to orbit a small fleet of rockets with heavy heads to act as kinetic-energy interceptors. Although nominally intended for missile defence, Hitchens told New Scientist they would also be effective anti-satellite weapons. So far, however, she sees no signs of "a bucketload of money going to war fighting in space". Other puzzles remain. The document includes a long section on which government agencies will administer space nuclear power systems, which will be used if they "safely enable or significantly enhance space exploration or operational capabilities". The question is whether the systems are part of president George W Bush's plans for crewed missions to the Moon and Mars, or potential power plants for some new kind of military satellite.

And – multilateral missions actually benefit U.S. interests and hegemony

Dale L. Hayden – Colonol, USAF, Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy, space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations Desert Storm and Provide Comfort, Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College, (Airpower Research Institute College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education, Air University, 2004, “The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf)

Previous multilateral actions taken in space operations have proven quite beneficial to U.S. national interests; specifically in the areas of launch, exploration, and development (e.g., the ISS). The sharing of risk and cost, coupled with technological cross flow, continues to pay dividends. The willingness to cross talk on programs like navigation systems, provides great hope for further engagements. Taking a multilateral approach, however, does not restrict American action. When no other options exist, the U.S. will use technological protectionism, unilateralism, and the might of its impressive military to protect its national interests. Paramount to appreciating the American approach is a statement President Bush’s opening remarks to the 2002 NSS, “Defending our Nation against its enemies is the first and fundamental commitment of the Federal Government.” It continues, “...we must make use of every tool in our arsenal...”23 That arsenal has and always will include multilateralism. This paper has examined policy options that produce the best U.S. response to the increased international development of space. The long history of American involvement on the international scene suggests continuity in U.S. foreign policy from administration to administration. There is little evidence to suggest U.S. space policymakers will take a different approach. The president’s introductory letter to the 2002 NSS puts the American approach in context by concluding, “The United States is committed to lasting institutions like the United Nations, the World Trade Organization, the Organization of American States, and NATO as well as other long-standing alliances... In all cases, international obligations are to be taken seriously.”24

Unilateral Space Hegemony Bad

unilateralism: there’s no alternative

Dale L. Hayden – Colonol, USAF, Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy, space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations Desert Storm and Provide Comfort, Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College, (Airpower Research Institute College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education, Air University, 2004, “The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf)

Reflecting a global awareness, future U.S. space policy should and will be predicated on multilateralism. U.S. policy will certainly use elements from the other models that have been described, to include technological dominance, unilateral intervention, and military might, but will rely most heavily upon working within the international framework to protect vital U.S. space interests. International engagement and discourse rather than confrontation and military action will become the leading feature of future U.S. national space policy. This thesis, though, supposes two questions: 1) Why should the U.S. use a multilateral approach; and 2) Even if the U.S. should follow a multilateral approach, what evidence exists to indicate that it will? Why U.S. Policymakers Should Follow a Multilateral Approach: Given how highly interdependent the world has become, the U.S. really has no feasible alternative to multilateralism. Furthermore, this approach is the best strategy for policymakers as it has the highest probability for long-term success. Wayne S. Smith, senior fellow at the Center for International Policy in Washington, D.C., concludes, “In an age of instant communications, multinational and global flows of capital, the idea that even the powerful United States can decide for itself is illusory.”1 It is in the national self-interest for the U.S. to build international bridges in the arena of space operations. The factors that will drive multinational cooperation—cost, limited direct influence over international players through military or economic action, international treaties and organizations, the proliferation of multinational companies and an overall desire by the U.S. to be perceived as a team player—rely on international cooperation and global interdependence. Before delving deeper into why America should follow multilateralism, it is best to look closely at the reasons it will not follow the other three models. The technological example set forward by the British Royal Navy during the latter half of the nineteenth century presents an interesting example for U.S. policymakers, but scientific knowledge is difficult to contain. At the close of World War II, the U.S. was the only nuclear- capable nation. Despite the tight security placed upon America’s nuclear secrets, fifty-five years later nations from Iraq to North Korea, India and Pakistan have the ability to develop and deploy nuclear weapons. In 1960, only two nations were members of the elite space-faring club; today, that number has risen to at least seven, plus the ESA, and could well double within the next generation, as technology proliferates across the globe.

The advantage is non-unique: the U.S. already has a generally unilateral posture and is asserting itself – and it makes arms races inevitable

Jeff Hect – senior staff writer for the New Scientist, (The New Scientist, 10/10/2006, “US takes unilateral stance in new space policy”, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn10262-us-takes-unilateral-stance-in-new-space-policy.html)

The new version also uses stronger language to assert that the US can defend its spacecraft, echoing an air force push for "space superiority" made in 2004. The new policy states the US has the right "to protect its space capabilities, respond to interference, and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to US national interests". And it seems to open the door to a new anti-satellite arms race. One idea already in development is a robotic spacecraft that could approach a satellite to check it out, then sabotage it if the US deems it to be a danger to its interests. Another concern is plans by the US Missile Defense Agency to orbit a small fleet of rockets with heavy heads to act as kinetic-energy interceptors. Although nominally intended for missile defence, Hitchens told New Scientist they would also be effective anti-satellite weapons. So far, however, she sees no signs of "a bucketload of money going to war fighting in space". Other puzzles remain. The document includes a long section on which government agencies will administer space nuclear power systems, which will be used if they "safely enable or significantly enhance space exploration or operational capabilities". The question is whether the systems are part of president George W Bush's plans for crewed missions to the Moon and Mars, or potential power plants for some new kind of military satellite.

Unilateral Weaponization/Militarization Bad

Unilateral approaches to space weaponization are more threatening than the alternative

Bruce M. DeBlois -- Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology. Air University Press. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Council on Foreign Relations, Astropolitics Journal, 7/5/2003 “The Advent of Space Weapons”, http://www.cfr.org/pdf/Bergman_11ast03.pdf)

First, ISR, MC&G and space communications have played an ever-growing military force enhancement role, but we have lived with this for arguably 40 years, and there is a sense that everyone watching everyone from an open skies world view is stabilizing and non-threatening. Hence the ISR, MC&G and communications force enhancement elements are seen as a less provocative militarization of space but not as the more threatening weaponization of space. Second, unilateral approaches to space weaponization are significantly more threatening than approaches that openly invite multilateral involvement. Third, terrestrial basing is less provocative than the continuous threat posed by the omnipresence afforded by space basing.

Unilateral weaponization is destabilizing, militarily ineffective, and would damage national economies

Bruce M. DeBlois -- Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology. Air University Press. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Council on Foreign Relations, Astropolitics Journal, 7/5/2003 “The Advent of Space Weapons”, http://www.cfr.org/pdf/Bergman_11ast03.pdf)

It is evident that states should simply choose to pursue avenues toward national and international objectives other than space weapons. Based upon the four preceding counter-propositions, unilaterally weaponizing space is: inappropriate by almost any value-base; military ‘non-sense’ in that it is ineffective in light of countermeasures (expands and exposes the space CoG), is destabilizing locally (escalatory), is destabilizing globally (inflammatory and threatening), is militarily ineffective at the expense of many better alternatives; is extremely costly – it would damage any national economy; and it is politically unviable in an increasingly interdependent world of responsible states.

Unilateral weaponization leads to asymmetric global response

Bruce M. DeBlois -- Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology. Air University Press. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Council on Foreign Relations, Astropolitics Journal, 7/5/2003 “The Advent of Space Weapons”, http://www.cfr.org/pdf/Bergman_11ast03.pdf)

The simple unilateral posturing of space weapons creates global instability in the form of encouraging adversaries to respond symmetrically or asymmetrically, heightening tensions, while at the same time crippling alliances. In this less stable global environment, there is also the prospect of space weapons causing less stable regional environments. Integrating space weapons into military operations could have unexpected consequences for the progression of conflict situations, prompting significant regional instability. In most war games that include space assets, commanders discover that preemptively destroying or denying an opponent’s space-based assets with space weapons is appealing, yet often leads to rapid escalation into full-scale war, even triggering nuclear weapons use. One commander commented: ‘[If] I don’t know what’s going on, I have no choice but to hit everything, using everything I have’.33 That this conclusion surprised strategists suggests that the full implications of space weapons have not yet been fully explored. What is common knowledge, derived from years of experience in futuristic war games, is that permanently based space weapons invite pre- emption and escalation. Local to a specific situation of heightened tensions, the existence of space weapons on one side, the other, or both could be the determining catalyst for escalatory war.
Unilateral Weaponization/Militarization Bad

Unilateral weaponization kills relations with countries worldwide

Bruce M. DeBlois -- Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology. Air University Press. Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, (Council on Foreign Relations, Astropolitics Journal, 7/5/2003 “The Advent of Space Weapons”, http://www.cfr.org/pdf/Bergman_11ast03.pdf)

Beyond adversarial responses, allies and partners abroad might also react unfavorably. Any unilateral decision to weaponize space might have negative consequences for diplomatic relationships worldwide. The European Union has been a consistent and vocal critic and, as validated by multiple resolutions in the UN regarding the prevention of an arms race in outer space (PAROS), reflects the opinions of the larger international community. In response to proposed US tests of its mid-infrared advanced chemical laser (MIRACL), an official from the European Space Agency commented: ‘The world space community is confused as to the need for the US to develop space weaponry now, and is dismayed that the US is planning to test a high-powered laser against a satellite target’.31

US exploration Bad

Fulfillment of US Space Exploration would pressure other countries, especially China, into a Space Race

Shixiu 2007 (Bao Shixiu is a senior fellow of  military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought  Studies, Academy of  Military Sciences of  the PLA of  China. He formerly served as director of the Institute. He recently was a visiting scholar  at the Virginia Military Institute in the United States. “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space” 2007. China Security, Winter 2007, World Security  Institute. pp.2 – 11) 

The NSP (U.S. National Space Policy) presents a number of challenges to China’s security environment. First, it grants the United States with exclusive rights to space: the right to use any and  all necessary means to ensure American security while at the same time denying adversaries  access to space for “hostile purposes.” This sets up an inequitable environment of “haves” and  “have-nots” in space, raising suspicion amongst nations. For instance, the NSP declares that  U.S. space systems should be guaranteed safe passage over all countries without exception (such as “interference” by other countries, even when done for the purpose of safeguarding their sovereignty and their space integrity). With its  signiﬁcant space assets and military space capabilities, this situation gives the United States an obvious and unfair strategic advantage in  space. Second, it refutes international restrictions and undercuts potential international agree-ments that seek to constrain America’s use of  space. This effectively undermines any potential initiatives put forth by the international  community to control space weaponization– initiatives that China supports. This U.S. position  leads the global community to suspect U.S. unilateralist intentions in space. Lastly, while the policy may  not state it explicitly, a criti-cal examination of its contents suggest its intention to “dissuade and deter”  other countries, including China, from possessing space capabilities that can challenge the  United States in any way– a parameter that would effectively disallow China to possess even a  minimum means of national defense in space. The resultant security environment in space is  one with one set of rules for the United States and another set of rules for other nations. In  such a context, only U.S. security concerns are taken into account with a result of the  reinforcement of a zero-sum dynamic to which space is already prone and threatens to  pressure others into a military space race. 

If the US launches into space China will follow with weapons

Shixiu 2007 (Bao Shixiu is a senior fellow of  military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought  Studies, Academy of  Military Sciences of  the PLA of  China. He formerly served as director of the Institute. He recently was a visiting scholar  at the Virginia Military Institute in the United States. “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space” 2007. China Security, Winter 2007, World Security  Institute. pp.2 – 11) 

First and foremost, a deterrent in space will vigorously maintain “active defense” as its central  strategy as it has for all other areas of national defense. Active defense is “defensive” but also  “active.” It is defensive in that China will never conduct a ﬁrst strike or take on offensive stance  and will make every effort to prevent others from attacking China in space. That is, China will maintain a  stance of second strike. But the Chinese strategy must also be active– and require China to possess the ability to launch “effective” counterattacks. In other words, an active defense will entail a robust deterrent force that has the ability to  inﬂict unacceptable damage on an adversary. An effective active defense against a formidable  power in space may require China to have an asymmetric capability against the powerful  United States. Some have wondered whether a defensive policy applied to space suggests that China’s possession of a robust  reconnaissance, tracking, and monitoring space system would be sufficient for China to prevent an attack in space and would be in line with  China’s “doctrinal” position of “defensive” capabilities. An effective active defense strategy would include the development of these systems  but would also include anti-satellite capabilities and space attack weapon systems if necessary. In essence, China will follow the  same principles for space militarization and space weapons as it did with nuclear weapons.  That is, it will develop anti-satellite and space weapons capable of effectively taking out an  enemy’s space system, in order to constitute a reliable and cred- ible defense strategy. An active  defense strategy will also include an intensiﬁcation of civilian defense preparations against possible space attack if and when that possibility  becomes apparent.13 China will need to use the vast expanse of its territory and its high-tech  achievements to keep its second-strike capabilities in secrecy. In short, while China resolutely opposes the weaponization of space, it will develop its own space weapons if the United  States does so ﬁrst. The guiding principle for the development of new weapon systems is the  following: if an adversary has developed a new weapon and is prepared to use it in the future  battleﬁeld, China will attempt to develop the same kind of weapon. This holds true regardless  of whether the battleﬁeld is on land, sea, air or space.  

US exploration Bad
Global war will come from US space exploration and militarization as states struggle  to dominate outer space 

Zhang 2008 (Cynthia B. BA, Political Science, Rutgers College, 2003; JD Candidate, Rutgers School of Law. 2008. Rutgers Computer  and Technology Law Journal. 34 Rutgers Computer & Tech. L.J. 422. Accessed on Lexus Nexis Academic May 2011. 

States that the United States considers as potential adversaries would be taking a risk. The arms race thrives because of  fear. When one arms and another chooses not to, the latter will be in a worse position than if it  had responded in kind. Thus both sides become prisoners of each other and themselves. But the  fear of this fourth best outcome in a pris-oner's dilemma n216 is unlikely to be realized. States can be shamed and pressured into compliance.  n217 If an international consensus can be reached, the United States would be the pariah who stands for war,  not peace. In such a scenario, it would be even less likely for the United States to abuse its space superiority. An International  Moratorium - Racing Its Own Shadow. The quest for space domination is an expensive endeavor that  creates no benefit to man-kind. The 2006 National Space Policy signals a crossroad. Will this be another instance of the lowest  common denominator, in which loftier goals fall because a "majority" of one re-fuses to play along? Or will this be another opportunity lost,  much like the chance to create a military-free outer space half a century ago? Cynics may argue that a total ban of military activities in space,  even if it can attract international support, would be futile without the biggest player. That would be putting the fate of many states in the hands  of one. Unfortunately, the new U.S. Space Policy applies a double standard that places U.S. national  interests supreme, at the cost of international peace and stability. The purpose of a sanctuary is premised on  the notion that the interest of mankind must prevail over the interest of any one state. Ironically, the original champion of that greater good now  posi-tions itself to do the precise opposite. The ASAT test of January 2007 is but one indication of the  [*459]  rekindling of a space arms race.  Although officials may deny its existence, the trend of hyper-militarization of outer space is clear. The United States, while seeking to  guarantee its national security, has, through its pol-icy changes, made the world less secure. The ultimate irony may be that the country which  had originally advocated for an arms control regime in outer space may also be the first to transform that same arena into a battleground.  After fifty years of space hegemony, the United States now finds it difficult to "project a  peaceful image regarding space activities." n218 It is naive to think that the world would abide by the U.S. definition of  "cooperative" measure or "peaceful use" or "interference". It is equally naive to think that United States can wield  its supreme space power to dictate one set of lax rules for itself and another strict  interpretation of the international legal framework for the rest of the world. In a game of makebelief demons, one fool is enough, there is no need for 160 more. 

The US militarizing space will have catastrophic consequences

Central Broadcasting Station 2006 (Radio Station, Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring. Pyongyang, Korea. “North Korea urges prevention of  arms race in space.” 15 Jun 06. Lexis Nexis. Accessed 5/9/2011) 

Our country's [Korea’s] delegate spoke when the issue of the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer  Space [PAROS] was being discussed at the plenary session of the Conference on  Disarmament held in Geneva on 8 June. In his speech, he pointed out that it is the unanimous demand of  the people of the world to use outer space - which is the common wealth of humankind and which is inseparable from humankind's future development - for peaceful purposes. While saying that outer space is  becoming a dangerous place from which catastro-phes can be inflicted on earth by a country - which pursues the realization of its objec-tives - as well as the space where an enormous  amount of money is invested for the de-velopment of advanced science and technology in  order to achieve military and strategic purposes, he charged that the programmes that  precipitate the militarization and weaponization of outer space are becoming blatant. He stressed  that to lay a new legal ground for comprehensively and effectively preventing arms races in outer space presents itself as an urgent issue in  view of the fact that a se-ries of agreements on banning arms deployment in outer space have been  scrapped or are insufficient and, in actuality, an attempt to establish an outer space arms sys-tem is being made. 

US exploration Bad
Chinese Weaponization of Space is inevitable with US exploration, even without  military intent 

Shixiu 2007 (Bao Shixiu is a senior fellow of  military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought  Studies, Academy of  Military Sciences of  the PLA of  China. He formerly served as director of the Institute. He recently was a visiting scholar  at the Virginia Military Institute in the United States. “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space” 2007. China Security, Winter 2007, World Security  Institute. pp.2 – 11) 

China cannot accept the monopolization of outer space by another coun- try. For that reason,  the U.S. administration’s penchant for “exceptionalism” in space policy poses a serious threat  to China both in terms of jeopardizing its national defense as well as obstructing its justiﬁed  right to exploit space for civilian and commercial purposes. The U.S. position makes another  faulty assumption that national space programs and space assets can be effectively dissected  into commercial and civilian uses versus military uses and capabilities. This is out of tune with  technological developments and military inevitabilities. China’s space program is not  transparent in many respects, but neither is that+ of the United States. The reality is that many  space technologies are inherently dual-use and it is therefore very difﬁcult to distinguish  sufﬁciently and effectively the intentions and capabilities in space. Without some kind of mutual  understanding on controlling arms in space, suspicion will dominate relations between China and the United  States. U.S. actions seem to support the notion that China’s space program is a threat even if  China only develops commercial space assets. On the one hand, the United States has rejected Russian and Chinese  proposals to negotiate a treaty banning space weapons and their testing.5 According to ofﬁcial U.S. statements, such a treaty is not necessary  as there is no military race in space. In reality, the United States rejects such proposals because it would  constrain its freedom of action in space. In effect, this provides the United States with the opportunity to weaponize space at a time of its choosing or at a time of its perceived need.  Coupled with the fact that a series of American space reports in recent years have argued vehemently for the development of military capabilities to control and dominate space, from a Chinese perspective it appears that the United States aims to  deploy space weapons regardless of China’s developments and intentions in space.6 In this context,  the only conclusion that can be drawn is that the United States unilaterally seeks to monopolize the military use of space in order to gain  strategic advantage over others and afford it the ability to protect U.S. interests. While China is committed to upholding  international treaties and norms, it also has its own national interests and cannot subsume  them to the interests of another country. China may consider the security problems of the  United States, but cannot change its national security considerations at their whim. Hence,  China must be prepared to avoid being at the mercy of others in space. China must seek  countermeasures to deal with this problem accordingly. 

***Space Heg Good

U.S. Space Credibility High/Rising

U.S. credibility high: transparency and internal confidence building prove

Frank A. Rose -- Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance , (Secure World Foundation and UNIDIR Conference, Space Security: Next Steps in TCBMs, the United States Department of State, October 14, 2010, “The U.S. National Space Policy, International Cooperation and the Pursuit of TCBMs”, http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/149491.htm)

Thank you for your kind introduction. I am pleased to be able to join you here today to offer some remarks on the U.S. National Space Policy and our expanded efforts in international cooperation in space activities. As you all know, the policy was released in late June, and we are now actively engaged in its implementation. The policy states that the United States will pursue transparency and confidence building measures (TCBMs), so I’d like to share what we are doing. Discussion of international space cooperation and TCBMs needs to be placed within a broader context of the challenges that we all face in space. Furthermore, and here I quote Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, “solving foreign policy problems today requires us to think both regionally and globally, to see the intersections and connections linking nations and regions and interests.” TCBMs are one pragmatic approach to solving foreign policy problems through partnership and shared responsibility and offer an opportunity to promote the peaceful and responsible use of space.  Much of my time at the U.S. State Department is focused on the national security aspects of international space cooperation, particularly in working with our traditional space-faring allies and partners but also in exploring potential opportunities for cooperation with emerging space powers. As directed by the President, our goals include expanded international cooperation to strengthen stability in space and to help assure the use of space for all responsible parties.  In implementing the National Space Policy, State leads diplomatic efforts to ensure U.S. leadership at the United Nations and other space-related fora. State also coordinates U.S. Government efforts to reassure allies of U.S. commitments to collective self-defense and to identify areas for mutually beneficial cooperation. These efforts complement the Administration’s efforts to augment U.S. capabilities by leveraging existing and planned space capabilities of allies and space partners.  Overall, we are pleased with the positive response to the policy, especially regarding the policy’s emphasis on expanded international cooperation in space. Since early July my interagency colleagues and I have traveled extensively to meet with our allies, friends, and space partners to explain the President’s new policy and to discuss opportunities for cooperation and collaboration.  The Obama Administration’s expanded efforts in international space cooperation in space reflect our view and that of other space-faring nations that all of us face several critical challenges to our ability to operate safely and responsibly in space. As more nations and non-state organizations are using space for a wide variety of activities, congestion in space is becoming an increasingly difficult challenge. This Administration is focused on developing and implementing approaches to mitigate orbital debris by promoting “best practices” for the sustainable use of space. We are continuing to lead the development and adoption of international standards to minimize debris, and we are pursuing research and development of technologies and techniques to mitigate on-orbit debris, reduce hazards, and increase our understanding of the current and future debris environment. These activities provide valuable opportunities for expanded and beneficial international cooperation with the global space-faring community and the private sector.  Another challenge is that of ensuring that we have situational awareness of the space environment. Strengthening stability in space depends fundamentally in having awareness and understanding as to who is using the space environment, for what purposes, and under what environmental conditions. To that end, we are seeking to collaborate with other nations, the private sector, and intergovernmental organizations to improve our space situational awareness.  Having information that enables us to achieve space situational awareness and understanding is necessary but insufficient unless we know what to do with that information. The challenges of increasing congestion in space and the growing complexities of operating there safely and responsibly lead to another challenge, that of collision avoidance. The new policy calls for collaboration on the dissemination of orbital tracking information, including predictions of potentially hazardous conjunctions between orbiting objects. The U.S. Government is working closely with the commercial space industry to determine the kinds of satellite data and other information that can be shared within appropriate national security and proprietary bounds. Working together at the operator level to share collision warning information will have the added benefit of improving spaceflight safety and communication among governmental and commercial operators, users, and decision-makers.  Finally, a fourth challenge we all face is promoting responsible and peaceful behavior in space. Meeting this challenge depends not only on taking positive steps, both unilaterally and multilaterally, to enhance the sustainability of space activities, but also conducting those activities in an open and transparent manner.  Part of our international cooperation activities in this area includes developing pragmatic transparency and confidence building measures (TCBMs) to strengthen space stability and to mitigate the risk of mishaps, misperceptions, and mistrust. We will only pursue those TCBMs that not only enhance U.S. security, but also the security of our allies, friends, and space partners. Examples of bilateral space-related TCBMs include dialogues on national security space policies and strategies, expert visits to military satellite flight control centers, and discussions on mechanisms for information exchanges on natural 
[CONTINUED]
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and debris hazards. Joint resolutions on space security, and the adoption of international norms or “codes of conduct” are also examples of TCBMs.  Promptly following the February 2009 collision between the Iridium and Russian satellites, the United States and Russia were in communication to discuss the incident; this experience is contributing to the on-going dialogue with Russia on developing additional concrete and pragmatic bilateral TCBMs that will enhance mutual trust and confidence.  In the area of multilateral TCBMs, the United States is completing an extensive and lengthy review of the European Union’s initiative to develop a comprehensive set of multilateral TCBMs, also known as the “Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities.” Over the past 18 months, the United States has been actively consulting with the EU on the Code. It is our hope to make a decision as to whether the United States can sign on to the Code in the coming months, pending a determination of its implications for our national security and foreign policy interests. We also believe it is time to consider how space relates to the challenges facing the North Atlantic Alliance, and how to strengthen alliance partnerships to reflect the globalized, networked world that we live in today. The upcoming release of the NATO Strategic Concept offers an opportunity to develop a stronger consensus across NATO member states about the Alliance’s role and contributions to space security.  Closing Thoughts  In closing, I’d like to offer some thoughts. Partnership implies shared responsibility – while all nations have the right to use and explore space, this right also entails responsibility. Furthermore, it cannot be the responsibility of the United States alone. Solving challenges of orbital congestion, situational awareness, collision avoidance, and responsible and peaceful behavior in space are the responsibilities of all those who are engaged in space activities – not only established space-faring nations, but also those countries just beginning to explore and use space. While we are on our way technologically to solving some of these challenges, issues of attribution, accountability, and transparency remain. Furthermore, we need to link these issues to addressing broader foreign policy and national security concerns. I challenge us all to think through these issues in the months and years ahead – again, to quote Secretary Clinton, “We cannot turn away from that responsibility.”  Thank you.
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U.S. credibility is high now: confidence building and transparency

Eli Lake – contributing editor of The New Republic and national security correspondent for The Washington Times, (The Washington Times, 2/7/2011, “Report calls for restraints in space activity”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/feb/7/report-calls-for-restraints-in-space-activity/)

The Obama administration is working on setting up international rules for space launches and satellite operations that critics say will limit the Pentagon's ability to deploy military systems to protect satellites from space weapons being developed by nations such as China.  According to a strategy report produced jointly by U.S. intelligence agencies and the Defense Department, the administration is seeking "responsible" rules for space operations.  The National Security Space Strategy (NSSS), made public Friday, states that "the United States will support development of data standards, best practices, transparency and confidence-building measures, and norms of behavior for responsible space operations."  "We believe setting pragmatic guidelines for safe activity in space can help avoid collisions and other debris-producing events, reduce radio frequency interference, and promote security and stability in the space domain — all of which are in the interests of all nations," the 14-page report states.  The administration has signaled that it is preparing to accept the European Union's draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities with minimal changes to the document. An administration interagency review concluded last month that the code of conduct — aimed at reducing the amount of space debris that could collide into satellites — would not damage U.S. national interests in space or limit research and development into classified programs.  The United States and France are expected Tuesday to sign a bilateral agreement to share data on space debris.  Peter Marquez, who served as National Security Council director of space policy for President George W. Bush and for President Obama until Sept. 29, raised concerns about the U.S. strategy. He said it could lead other states to set limits on U.S. defenses in space.  "Implementation of the space strategy is going to be key. International norms could unintentionally limit U.S. deployment and development of satellites that track orbital debris and other satellites in space," he said.  "It leaves open the door also for the United States to be forced to disclose the nature of its intelligence collection activities and capabilities from orbit."  Rick Fisher, a senior fellow at the International Assessment and Strategy Center, said the strategy fails because it does not adequately account for the Chinese threat to U.S. satellites.  "One gets the impression from this document that the Obama administration simply wants to ignore the Chinese threat in hopes it will just go away," he said. "There is apparently no consideration of developing U.S. active defenses for space that would more effectively deter China."  The Pentagon has worried about space-based debris for years. However, those concerns increased in 2007 when the Chinese military tested a ground-based anti-satellite missile that successfully destroyed a weather satellite, creating tens of thousands of pieces of debris.  Ambassador Gregory Schulte, the deputy assistant secretary of defense for space policy, told reporters Friday at a Pentagon briefing that the debris created by the Chinese missile test in space is still a problem.  "A good amount of the debris up in space is actually from the weather satellite that they struck," Mr. Schulte said. "And there have been any number of times when we've had to maneuver, for example, the International Space Station to avoid debris from this weather satellite."  "The investment that China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern for us," he added. "It's part of the reason why the secretary of defense wants to talk about space as part of the stability dialogue with the Chinese."  In recent months, the United States has reached out to the Russian and Chinese governments to discuss rules for launching and maintaining satellites, said U.S. officials familiar with the diplomacy. The Chinese have spurned offers to discuss space issues with the United States, while the Russians have started technical talks.  At the Friday briefing, Deputy Secretary of Defense William J. Lynn III said the Pentagon embraced international norms for space because space has become more "competitive" and the risk for creating space debris that would collide into satellites has increased as well.  "We thought we needed a multilayered approach to deterrence that involved international norms, involved partnerships with allied nations, so as to induce restraint in space activities," he said.  The strategy also asserts that the United States retains the right to self-defense in space.  It says, "The United States will retain the right and capabilities to respond in self-defense should deterrence fail. We will use force in a manner that is consistent with long-standing principles of international law, treaties to which the United States is a party, and the inherent right of self-defense."  Republicans, meanwhile, question the administration's intentions to sign on to the EU code of conduct.  "We are deeply concerned that the administrationmay sign the United States on to a multilateral commitment with a multitude of potential[ly] highly damaging implications for sensitive military and intelligence programs (current, planned or otherwise) as well as a tremendous amount of commercial activity," 37 Republican senators said in a letter to Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton.  Among those who signed the letter were Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky and Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl of Arizona.  The lawmakers asked what impact the code of conduct would have on "the research and development, testing and deployment of a kinetic defensive system in outer space that is capable of defeating an anti-satellite weapon, such as the one tested by the People's Republic of China in 2007."  Proponents of the EU code of conduct praise the agreement as a way of minimizing space debris that can disable intelligence, military and commercial satellites.  The code of conduct is also an alternative to a space arms-control treaty supported by China and Russia that the Obama and Bush administrations have opposed as being unverifiable and counter to the U.S. national interest.
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Obama’s new space policy has helped U.S. credibility

Jeff Foust -- editor and publisher of The Space Review, operates the Spacetoday.net web site and the Space Politics and NewSpace Journal weblogs, bachelor's degree in geophysics from the California Institute of Technology and a Ph.D in planetary sciences from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, (Space Politics, 6/28/11, “The national space policy turns one”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/06/28/the-national-space-policy-turns-one/)
One year ago today the Obama Administration released its national space policy, a document that, while having much of the same policy foundations as previous documents, differed in both details and tone. The new policy placed a greater emphasis on space sustainability, responsible use of space, and international cooperation, while also supporting commercial space efforts, improved space system procurement, and other initiatives. So, one year later, how is the government doing to implement that policy?  In this week’s issue of The Space Review, I report on one assessment of the policy from a panel discussion earlier this month in Washington. Peter Marquez, who coordinated the development of the policy last year as the director of space policy for the National Security Council (and is now working in the private sector), said in general government is doing a “good job” carrying out the policy. He cited in particular efforts by government agencies, working with industry and other governments, to battle the “existential threat” to GPS posed by LightSquared. However, the government is lagging in other areas, such as support for space situational awareness and progress on export control reform, he said.  Another panelist, Andrew Palowitch, the director of the Space Protection Program, suggested that, for now, the impact of the new policy has been relatively limited. “Everything that happened in this last year, and everything that’s going to happen in the next year, is completely independent of that national space policy,” he said, citing the long lead times of space initiatives. He did, though, call the new space policy “fantastic” that will start having more of an impact in 18 to 24 months. Marquez disagreed with this assessment to some degree, arguing that what the US has been doing “on the international front” has been strong affected by the new policy.  The policy, argued Ben Baseley-Walker of the Secure World Foundation, has helped improve the US’s reputation internationally: “What the national space policy has done is to start to rebuild trust, start to rebuild consistency, and start to rebuild the reliability of the US as an internationally-engaged partner.” However, panelists agreed that while the new policy is consistent in its general themes with the European Union’s proposed code of conduct for outer space activities, it does not mean the US will, or should, sign on to that code.
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The U.S. is the clear leader in the race for space dominance – their cards just say the U.S. and China are in competition for space primacy now

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission, it is a pleasure to appear before you today, and I thank you for extending to me this invitation to discuss the important issue of China's military space policy and programs and their implications for the security of the United States and its allies and friends. I am speaking purely in a private capacity, and my comments do not represent the views of the United States Institute of Peace (USIP), which provides analysis, training and tools to help prevent, manage and end violent international conflicts, promote stability, and professionalize the field of peacebuilding. Prior to USIP, I led the Council on Foreign Relations study of China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security, which built upon my years of national security policy work in and out of government, travel to China, and training as an aerospace engineer. The Chinese Challenge This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency. In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an antisatellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced, military space capabilities as well. We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with fear. We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge, and other developments that are of a classified nature. The Peoples' Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities. Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other. However, China's growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out. 
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NASA’s dominance will be unwavering: it has 50 years of ensured space leadership

Paul Shinkman – Professor of Foreign Policy at the University of North Carolina, Editorial Aide for The Washington Examiner, member of the Consular Section of the American Embassy in Ottawa, degree in political science from St. Mary's College, (WTOP News, 7/1/2011, “Chief: NASA relevant for 50 more years; Kelly won't run”, http://www.wtop.com/?nid=41&s                                                                                  id=2444899)

WASHINGTON -- NASA will see at least 50 more years of superiority in space, the agency's head stated Friday, despite calls that next week's final space shuttle launch signals the end of its dominance in that arena. Citing a "mission, with a capital 'M,'" from President Obama, NASA Administrator Charles F. Bolden, Jr. outlined a new role for the space agency to follow the closing flight of the last space shuttle, Atlantis, scheduled to blast off in exactly a week. The 52-year-old agency is setting broader and farther sights, Bolden said, and will turn over much of its traditional responsibilities to the private sector. "American ingenuity is alive and well," he said, "and it will fire up our economy and help us create and win the future." Bolden was joined by veteran astronaut Mark Kelly, the husband of Rep. Gabrielle Giffords and commander of the second-to-last shuttle mission aboard Endeavour last May. Giffords continues to recover more than six months after she was shot in the head at point-blank range outside a supermarket in Tuscon. Kelly outlined a new $2 billion device -- the Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer -- that will look more deeply into cosmic bodies to better explain the origins of the universe. The AMS was developed and paid for by contributions from 16 countries, 60 universities and 600 physicists, Kelly said, and has a greater range than the Hubble Space Telescope. NASA completed installing it on the space station six weeks ago, he said. Kelly also used the venue to address any rumors that he may run for public office after retiring from the astronaut corps. "It must be a really slow summer out there," he said wryly. "But I'll go into more detail about that next week when I visit Iowa and New Hampshire." Giffords is the politician in his family, Kelly said, and he's the space guy. "I see now reason to change that, now," he said. Bolden affirmed NASA's next generation would not only continue to show its relevancy, but will also bolster the country's education system and economic stability. "American leadership in space will continue through at least -- at least -- the next half century, because we lay the foundation for success, and for us at NASA, failure is not an option," Bolden said. The transitioning astronaut corps will rely on civilian and foreign space organizations to continue to staff the International Space Station and other "low-orbit" missions until at least 2020, he said, while NASA at large will focus on more outlying space objectives, such as returning to the moon, landing on Mars and exploring deep space. This new arrangement will not only allow NASA to operate more nimbly, Bolden said, but stimulate the American jobs market by turning more of the development and operation of spacecrafts to the American private sector. He pointed to a bright future for American science, technology, engineering and mathematics students who may want to get involved in space engineering. "If you're studying in a STEM discipline today, you're going to have a great career ahead of you," Bolden said. "Not just at NASA, but at other government agencies or in private industry or academia." This academic focus is in line with Obama's 2009 challenge for Americans to shift from the "middle to the top of the pack in science and math education over the next decade." Bolden compared it to President Kennedy's 1962 challenge to land a man on the moon, and return him safely to Earth.
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NASA is resilient, and will maintain leadership for the next 50 years

News Press -- Gannett News and USA Today, Gannett News Washington Bureau, (Gannett News, 7/1/2011, “NASA chief points to future”, http://www.news-press.com/article/20110702/NEWS01/110701052/NASA-chief-points-future?odyssey=tab%7Ctopnews%7Ctext%7CHome)

WASHINGTON — NASA will continue its half-century of leadership in space despite contentious changes in the rockets that take people there, the agency’s administrator said Friday. “The question is not if we’re going to explore, but how we’ll do it,” Charles Bolden said in a speech at the National Press Club. “Not if there will be human spaceflight, but the right path to the next generation of visitors.” Kennedy Space Center, which Bolden called “one of our most valuable resources,” will be upgraded because the commercial space industry has expressed interest in using NASA’s facilities. “We have tremendous interest from our commercial space partners in reusing these assets and are close to making some major announcements about this soon,” Bolden said. His speech comes as NASA reaches a crossroads. The 30-year space shuttle program will end after the last flight of Atlantis, scheduled for Friday. After that, astronauts will get to the International Space Station by hitching rides on Russian Soyuz rockets until U.S. companies, working with NASA, develop commercial rockets in the next few years. At the same time, NASA will develop a heavy-lift rocket to eventually reach asteroids and Mars. Congress and President Barack Obama disagree on priorities. Obama places greater emphasis on commercial rockets and key lawmakers favor the heavy-lift rocket. Bolden rejected complaints from some lawmakers and interest groups who say NASA is abandoning 50 years of human spaceflight with the retirement of the shuttle program. “You all must be living on a different planet,” Bolden said to laughter. He said astronauts will continue flying to the space station between the shuttles’ retirement and the first launches of commercial rockets around 2015. Relying on commercial rockets will allow the agency to develop technologies needed to reach asteroids and Mars. “The station is the pinnacle of our current achievement, a stepping-stone to the rest of the solar system and the tip of what comes next,” Bolden said. “We are not abandoning human spaceflight. We are recommitting ourselves to it.” The audience at Friday’s speech included Mark Kelly, who commanded the last shuttle flight of the Endeavour. Kelly is married to Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, R-Ariz., who is recovering after being shot in Tucson in January. Kelly is retiring from NASA, but urged continued exploration. “It is our responsibility — all of us — to maintain that leadership in the exploration of space,” Kelly said.

The U.S. space industry and NASA will remain resilient even amidst the cancellation of the space shuttle program

Li Xing – senior staff writer for China Daily, (China Daily – U.S. Society, 2/7/2011, “US will maintain leadership in space exploration: NASA chief”, http://usa.chinadaily.com.cn/us/2011-07/02/content_12822469.htm)

WASHINGTON – The Atlantis mission that will be launched by NASA on July 8 will not be an end to the space age, as some media suggest.  Although it is the final mission of the space shuttle, it will open up "the next chapter" in the United States' space exploration, Charles Bolden Jr., NASA's administrator, said at the National Press Club in Washington on Friday. "As a former astronaut and the current NASA Administrator, I'm here to tell you that American leadership in space will continue for at least the next half-century because we have laid the foundation for success – and for NASA failure is not an option," he said. As NASA turns on a new page, it will "focus on deep space exploration", he said. NASA will develop "a deep space crew vehicle and an evolvable heavy-lift rocket," he said. The Moon, asteroids and Mars will be the next destinations.
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The U.S. space industry is immune to economic slowdowns

Andrea Shalal-Esa – senior staff writer for Reuters News, and member of the Colorado Space Coalition, (Colorado Space Coalition, 3/31/11, “U.S. space industry not yet seeing economic slowdown”, http://www.spacecolorado.org/space-industry-strong.html)

The U.S. economy is in recession, but the satellite industry's prospects are still flying high -- at least for now, military officials and industry executives said March 31. A report released by the Space Foundation at its annual symposium here showed that the space industry boosted revenues by $6 billion to $257 billion in 2008, up from $187 billion three years ago. "Generally the space business has been fairly resilient," Marty Hauser, vice president of the nonprofit Space Foundation, told reporters. "Space activity has integrated itself so thoroughly into broader business activity, with an array of services vital to communication, travel, broadcast and other industries, that the space industry is now part of the mainstream economy," the group's report concluded. The full impact of the economic slowdown might not hit the space sector until later in 2009 or 2010, due to the existing pipeline of satellite and launch orders, the report said. Expanding interest in space by a growing number of governments could boost spending on space programs and provide some counterbalance to the grim economy. Many aging satellites must be replaced in coming years to maintain satellite-linked services such as navigation, targeting and communications, the group said. Robert Kehler, a four-star general who heads the Air Force Space Command, urged the industry to keep improving propulsion systems, power generators, sensors, and to make smaller, lighter-weight satellites and better launch vehicles. Although the Pentagon faces tighter budgets, space programs are relatively insulated because they are closely tied to everything the military does, Kehler said. The Pentagon may need to explore greater use of commercial space products to keep acquisition costs under control, Kehler said. "The sky will not be unlimited," as it was during the 1960s push to put a human on the moon, he told the conference. The Air Force was already exploring using space radar from commercial providers instead of developing its own space-based radar satellites, Kehler said. Cost overruns and delays in the military's space acquisition programs were largely under control, Kehler said, adding that he was still keeping a close eye on lingering software challenges in the Space-Based Infrared System (SBIRS) run by Lockheed Martin Corp. Nevertheless, several big military space programs are on the chopping block in fiscal 2010 budget talks. They include a military communications program, Transformational Satellite TSAT), for which Lockheed and Boeing Co are bidding. Lockheed and Boeing executives say they have drafted proposals that would take some technologies developed for the TSAT program and migrate them to existing satellite systems, which would offer expanded capabilities and save money. Boeing also sees good prospects for the Space Based Surveillance System (SBSS) satellite it developed with Ball Aerospace. The SBSS satellite, expected to launch at mid-year, will improve the military's ability to track satellites and other objects in space. That is considered a key capability given recent events such as a satellite launch by Iran, the collision of two satellites in space last month, and the expected launch next week of a satellite by North Korea. Todd Citron, Boeing director of space superiority, said his company was ready to develop additional capabilities for the satellite, depending on the Air Force's needs.
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The U.S. industry’s resilient: it’s future will entail growth

AIA Research Center – Aerospace Industry Association, represents the nation's leading manufacturers and suppliers of civil, military, and business aircraft, helicopters, unmanned aircraft systems, space systems, aircraft engines, missiles, materiel and related components, equipment, services and information technology, (Global Corporate Expansion Journal, 2008, “Aerospace Industry To Endure Turbulence; Bright Spots Appear”, http://www.gcxmag.com/gcx/article.asp?magarticle_id=743)

Editor's Note: The following article is reprinted with permission from the Aerospace Industries Association, which represents the nation's major aerospace and defense manufacturers and suppliers. The “2009 Year End Review and 2010 Forecast” was presented at the association's annual meeting in December. The aerospace industry is still smarting from 2008, a year when the world's financial markets nearly collapsed, sending many industries — including several segments of the aerospace industry — into a tailspin. Yet, aerospace entered this difficult period strong and resilient, and the momentum generated by a remarkable period of growth carried the industry through the last year, and will push aerospace sales to another record year in 2009. AIA estimates that aerospace sales will reach $214.1 billion in 2009, up more than 4 percent from 2008. Moving forward, the aerospace industry is likely to endure further turbulence before breaking through to clearer skies. At times, rudder control may seem sluggish, as the market conditions that spur aircraft sales are largely exogenous to the aerospace industry, in that they are tied to a rebound of the overall economy. Already though, a few bright spots are appearing, such as indications of stabilization of some aerospace metrics. Just recently, The Boeing Co. reported that fewer customers were deferring jet orders, while International Air Transport Association reported that international scheduled traffic results show moderately improving conditions. Civil Aircraft Sales Despite the extremely difficult economic environment, the civil aerospace sector is expected to register moderate growth in 2009, improving by nearly $1.9 billion to $82.5 billion. Sales of large commercial jetliners — the largest segment of civil aircraft sales by value — will have a relatively strong year, although most of the growth is due to recovery from the work stoppage at Boeing last year. Other segments of the civil aircraft sector are not expected to achieve similar gains. General aviation aircraft and civil helicopter shipments were down in 2009. The depressed market has also taken a toll on aftermarket services. However, on balance, the positive growth expected from the market for large jetliners is likely to result in a net positive trend for civil aerospace. The business jet market was one of the early casualties of the global economic downturn, and is likely to suffer relatively more than most other aerospace sectors. After an unprecedented five-year industry expansion, business jet sales dropped sharply in 2009, and production cuts have been widespread throughout the industry. In the used market, inventories appear to have stabilized, but they remain near record highs while prices continue to fall. Military Aircraft Sales Sales of military aircraft are higher in 2009 at $61.7 billion, a year-over-year increase of more than 8 percent. There is across-the-board improvement in the sector: fighters and military rotorcraft will have particularly good years; military transports registered strong growth; and, adding to the tally, military aircraft R&D increased more than 15 percent in 2009. Missile Sales Sales of missile systems continued their upward trend in 2009, reaching $14.8 billion, an 11 percent improvement. Spending on missile research and development by the U.S. Army, Navy and Air Force increased significantly, while Department of Defense-wide spending by the Missile Defense Agency decreased by nearly 8 percent, resulting in a net decrease of R&D spending for the year. Space Sales Sales of space systems, which include military, civil, and commercial programs, will improve modestly in 2009, rising 4.1 percent to $40.4 billion. Research and development in the space sector was fairly flat, while NASA outlays and Defense Department space contracts improved 7 percent and 4 percent, respectively. Exports Exports of U.S. aerospace products will decrease 17 percent to $78.9 billion in 2009. Civil exports will decrease by 16 percent, while a 23 percent drop is expected for total military exports. From 2003 through 2008, Japan was the top purchaser of U.S. aerospace export products, accounting for an annual average of 10 percent. However, the first three quarters of 2009 show France moving into the lead at 10 percent, with the United Kingdom and Japan ranking second and third, respectively. International demand for U.S. aerospace products and services is becoming both increasingly important and less certain. Several global trends point toward the potential for increased international sales of U.S. aerospace products. For example, improved relations between the United States and India may result in a new, high-growth market. A weaker dollar also improves the competitiveness of U.S. aerospace products to international customers. Countering these trends toward higher foreign aerospace sales are factors like the weak global economy and oil price volatility, which could lead some international customers to delay major defense orders. Imports Total aerospace imports will decrease by nearly 34 percent to $25.0 billion in 2009. The various product categories dropped fairly uniformly, with the exception of aircraft and engine parts, the largest segment as measured by value, which fell by 44 percent to $11.2 billion. The U.S. import market is significantly more concentrated than the export market, with 50 percent of U.S. aerospace imports originating from the top two suppliers, Canada and France. Trade Balance International trade of aerospace products stalled in 2008, and slipped further in 2009. In 2009, U.S. imports and exports were both off. In total, U.S. trade in aerospace products generated a net inflow of $53.9 billion, creating a surplus 6 percent lower than the 2008 surplus. In 2009, the overall U.S. trade deficit will be $514.3 billion, with total imports reaching $1,089.7 billion and exports finishing at $1,604 billion. However, with aerospace exports representing 7.2 percent of total U.S. exports, the industry's trade surplus will make a significant positive impact on the nation's trade balance. Orders And Backlog Aerospace orders will continue on a downward trend in 2009, 
[CONTINUED]

U.S. Aerospace/Space Industry Strong

falling by an estimated 33 percent to $154.5 billion. Lackluster airline traffic and the sizable backlog already in place indicate that orders will continue to decline in the near future. Already, falling orders have had a negative effect on the aerospace backlog, which in 2009 will decrease for the first time since 2003. Through the first three quarters of 2009, civil transport aircraft accounted for 73 percent of the backlog, with $269.6 billion in unfilled orders. Employment For the first time since 2003, aerospace employment is forecast to fall in 2009, to 641,100 from 657,100 workers. Despite the setback, aerospace employment is faring better than most other industries. For 2008, the most recent year for which complete annual data are available, employment for all manufacturing firms fell by 3.2 percent and employment at durable goods manufacturers fell by 3.8 percent, while aerospace employment increased by 1.5 percent. In addition, the average hourly wage in the aerospace industry rose by 6 percent in 2008, with the average worker taking home nearly $30 per hour. Profit Net profit after taxes for the aerospace industry increased 6.5 percent to $15.6 billion in 2009. The growth is primarily due to profits getting back on track after the work stoppage at Boeing in the third quarter of 2008. Given the overall economic conditions, sales and profit for the aerospace industry are more than holding their own in 2009. Over the same period, profits for the overall manufacturing industry dropped 12 percent on sales that fell 21 percent. Outlook Aerospace is well known as a cyclical industry. Overall, recent years have been very prosperous for the industry, as evidenced by the first simultaneous civil and military aerospace upturn in 25 years. While a number of factors are likely to drag on the industry over the coming months, a possible ace or two in the hole may prevent — or at least reduce the severity of — a down cycle similar to those the aerospace industry has experienced in the past. First and foremost are the new programs in the pipeline. Never before has the civil aviation sector had such a game-changer as the 787 ready to enter the market just as it is needed most. On the military side, the eventual ramp-up of the Joint Strike Fighter is expected to at least partially offset the potential impact of one or two aircraft program reductions or cancellations. Sales of unmanned aircraft systems are also likely to bolster military aerospace sales. Demand for unmanned systems by the U.S. military has increased more than 600 percent since 2004, and is forecast to double again between 2010 and 2015. Other considerations are the resilient single-aisle market and the fact that replacement demand remains high, and may be driven higher if fuel costs increase. The setbacks suffered by the business aviation industry have been substantial, but they are expected to be short-lived. As the global economy strengthens, net new business aviation orders are expected to begin recovering in 2010, leading to growth of new business aircraft deliveries in 2011 and 2012. The Aerospace Industries Association, www.aia-aerospace.org, represents the nation's major aerospace and defense manufacturers, where more than 100 major aerospace and defense companies are members, embodying every high-technology manufacturing segment of the U.S. aerospace and defense industry from commercial aviation and avionics, to manned and unmanned defense systems, to space technologies and satellite communications. In addition, the association has more than 170 associate members, all of which are leading aerospace and defense suppliers.

The aerospace industry is resilient and is growing now

Avionics (Avionics Magazine, December 11, 2008, “AIA: Aerospace Resilient In Recession”, http://www.aviationtoday.com/av/topstories/AIA-Aerospace-Resilient-In-Recession_28331.html)

The United States aerospace industry will record its fifth straight year of growth this year and is “in a relatively good position” despite the economic recession, according to the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA).  Delivering the organization’s year-end review and 2009 forecast Wednesday in Washington, D.C., AIA President and CEO Marion C. Blakey said total civil, military, space and missile sales are on track to reach $204 billion, an increase of 2.1 percent over 2007. The growth rate is less than in recent years, mainly due to a work stoppage at Boeing that caused industry repercussions, Blakey said.  AIA noted strength in shipments, up 7 percent to $197 billion, and backlog, up nearly 10 percent to $404 billion. However, orders for aircraft, parts and equipment declined 14 percent to $234 billion from the record set in 2007.  The organization forecasts continued growth in 2009, but at a much more modest pace than in recent years. Sales are expected to reach $214 billion, up 4.8 percent. That increase would be even less had the eight-week Boeing strike not occurred, Blakey said.  “The gang-buster trends of the last few years of our industry are almost certainly over for a while,” Blakey said. “But we do not anticipate a severe downturn in the near term, either.”
U.S. Aerospace/Space Industry Strong

The industry is showing positive even in the midst of economic crisis: proves it’s resilient

Whatron Aerospace and Defense Report – (Wharton Business School at the University of Pennsylvania - December 18, 2008 , “Despite Economic Turbulence, U.S. Aerospace Industry Shows Resilience”, http://executiveeducation.wharton.upenn.edu/wharton-aerospace-defense-report/Economic-Turbulence-1208.cfm)

The aerospace industry is showing resiliency navigating through turbulent economic times — even ending 2008 with modest growth and showing some strength in important areas such as its foreign trade balance and employment levels, the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) announced.  AIA, based in Arlington, Va., noted that while the industry is not immune to the effects of the ongoing global financial crisis, it is showing relative strength. Aerospace sales are on pace to reach $204 billion for 2008, according to AIA. This is an increase of 2.1% — a lower rate than in recent years, but still a record for the fifth consecutive year.  The industry will also continue to post strong export numbers, reaching $99.2 billion for the year. That fuels an important foreign trade surplus of about $61 billion, the largest of any U.S. manufacturing sector (though the surplus remained flat compared to 2007).  Employment in the sector also remained strong, with an average workforce that will reach 655,500 for the year — about 10,000 more than the average for 2007.  The association is forecasting modest sales growth for 2009, with sales reaching $214 billion. AIA president and CEO Marion Blakey, however, acknowledged that this forecast may be affected by the extremely volatile economic environment in the coming year.

Despite employment problems, the aerospace industry is resilient: sales are up

Stephen Trimble – freelance writer and staff writer for FlightGlobal, professor at the Honors College at the University of Utah, Wallace Stegner Centennial Fellow at the University of Utah's Tanner Humanities Center, (FlightGlobal, December 15, 2010, “AIA: US aerospace sales rebound in 2010 despite civil aircraft slump “,  http://www.flightglobal.com/articles/2010/12/15/350979/aia-us-aerospace-sales-rebound-in-2010-despite-civil-aircraft.html)

US aerospace sales are projected to creep higher by less than 1% in 2010 compared to a year ago, as a surge of military deliveries overcame declines in commercial aircraft revenues, the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) announced today. "The prognosis for the industry appears better now than it did a few months ago," says Marion Blakey, AIA president and chief executive. Overall sales are expected to rise from $214.5 to $216.5 billion in 2010, the AIA says. The industry-sponsored advocacy group also predicts sales will risely slightly faster in 2011, with growth in commercial aircraft for the first time in two years. The most positive sign identified by the AIA is a 20% growth in orders compared to 2009. US manufacturers logged orders worth $195.7 billion in 2010, which is up from $163.5 billion a year ago. "Orders bounced back this year," Blakey says. "This increase hopefully marks the bottoming-out of the recent decline in orders." The backlog, however, is projected to increase slightly from $419.2 to $421.5 billion this year, suggesting that shipments are nearly outpacing orders. The industry's backlog remains below the $468.1 billion high posted in 2007. The civil market is projected to decline by 6% to $48.2 billion this year, reversing a one-year rebound from a sales decline since peaking at $52.6 billion in 2007, according to the AIA. But the slump could quickly be reversed. The AIA predicts revenues from commercial aircraft will rise next year to $50.2 billion, fueled by Boeing 787 deliveries and global economic growth. But industry officials are also concerned that a "federal budget crisis" and legislative gridlock will dampen deliveries to the US military, the world's largest aircraft buyer.

Space Dominance is Key to Hegemony

Space leadership is key to hegemony, but is only attainable through multilateralism and soft power

Eligar Sadeh -- Associate Director for the Center for Space and Defense Studies at the United States Air Force Academy, Research Associate with the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, as Editor of Astropolitics: The International Journal of Space Politics and Policy, (The Space Review, June 9, 2008 “Space policy questions and decisions facing a new administration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1146/2)

The issue with this approach is that policy making is dispersed and fragmented among many bureaucracies and organizations. This dispersion tends to stove-pipe how policy is operationalized. In addition, there are no strategic links between national interests and the set of strategic capabilities desired by the United States. As such, national space policy drives programmatic decisions that are tied to specific interests and budgetary allocations. Program development along these lines is one of the factors underlying space acquisition problems characterized by the dynamic of “too long to develop and cost too much.” Centralize space policy making through an interagency group within the Executive Office of the President. Either the re-establishment of the National Space Council at the White House or a new interagency “space group” tied to the National Security Council demonstrates senior leadership on space and galvanizes the national will to formulate a space strategy. An effective national space strategy is one that is directed at realizing spacepower for the United States. Spacepower is the ability to use space to influence other actors and the external environment to achieve one’s objectives. Hard power (military and economic), which equates to military-intelligence sectors of space activity, and soft power (diplomatic and informational) dealing with civil-scientific and commercial space areas are applicable for spacepower. A spacepower framework for formulating a national space strategy allows for a focus on strategic capabilities and how these capabilities can be realized through the use of space assets. Within this context, it is important that the United States government, first and foremost, secure the peaceful uses of the space domain for all humankind. Issue United States government leadership in space is not seen as productive by others. The United States government cannot be a leader if no one will follow. Today, the United States is not seen as a good partner in space. Discussion The position of the United States in world affairs is influenced by leadership in space. Given the many issues and challenges the space community faces, leadership is by no means assured. In order to identify and meet the challenges in security, commercial, and civil space productive United States government space leadership is indispensable. Leadership requires that the United States develop a strategic vision for space to guide space policy decisions, which is supported by strong executive leadership, and effective interagency and government-industry partnerships. International participation in security space is important. There is a need for the United States to think more about international engagement in the strategic response to the domain of space. It is not a “go-it-alone problem.” The United States government has not given sufficient indication that the strategy is to include allies in national space policy. Space represents a “soft power” foreign policy tool. Space is an international drawing card that engenders national prestige, prevents conflict, and is a domain for international cooperation. Policy Choice Facilitate space leadership through the current approach that is committed to bilateral space cooperation or expand prospects for space leadership through multilateral international engagement and soft power. A commitment to the policy of bilateral space cooperation as the primary means to project space leadership offers greater political flexibility for the United States government in determining courses of action to meet national interests. Multilateral engagement limits national security space options. Bilateral approaches do, at times, make United States space leadership ineffective, but this is a trade-off with the ability to better retain operational flexibility in space. A commitment to multilateral international engagement facilitates a means to address a number of challenges from space protection, global space commerce, space governance, and civil space exploration. For space protection, a multilateral approach allows for collective security approaches and rules of road to mitigate the vulnerabilities of space assets. Space governance and global space commerce are supported through multilateral engagement on establishing international standards that address space environmental issues. Civil space exploration benefits from lending political support to the Global Space Exploration Strategy that helps to advance the United States Space Exploration Policy. Productive United States space leadership requires a commitment to smart power. Smart power in this context is the integration of hard power and soft power in the demonstration of spacepower. Leadership through hard power is addressed by a multilateral approach to space protection. The key for soft power is a global perspective. This necessitates a renewed commitment to space diplomacy and strategic communications with soft power ends. Space leadership is exhibited through soft power by partnering with other states to address global space-related challenges, like orbital debris proliferation and potentially hazardous Near Earth Objects. Is there an educational and workforce crisis in aerospace? Issue An important element of space leadership is about education and workforce development. Space education and workforce development are foundational issues for anything the United States wants to do in space now and in the future.

Space Dominance is Key to Hegemony

A strong multilateral U.S. space program is key to hegemonic leadership, effective diplomacy, and soft power

Lou Friedman -- former Executive Director of The Planetary Society, Director of the Society's LightSail Program, former Navigation and Mission Analysis Engineer and Manager of Advanced Projects at NASA Jet Propulsion Labs, (The Space Review, 2/14/2011 “American leadership”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1778/1)

“American Leadership” is a phrase we hear bandied about a lot in political circles in the United States, as well as in many space policy discussions. It has many different meanings, most derived from cultural or political biases, some of them contradictory. The term sometimes arouses antipathy from non-Americans and from advocates of international cooperation. They may find it synonymous with American hubris or hegemony.  Space exploration and development are often overlooked in foreign relations and geopolitical strategies. It is true that American leadership can be used as a nationalistic call to advance American interests at the expense of non-American interests. But more often it may be used as an international call for promoting mutual interests and cooperation. That is certainly true in space, as demonstrated by the International Space Station, Cassini-Huygens, the James Webb Space Telescope, the Europa Jupiter System Mission, Mars 2016/2018 and Earth observing satellites.  These are great existing and proposed missions, which engage much of the world and advance the interests of the US and other nations, inspire the public, and promote cooperation among technical and scientific communities worldwide. Yet space exploration and development are often overlooked in foreign relations and geopolitical strategies.  Sometimes, the connection between space exploration and foreign relations has even been belittled in the space community. I refer to the NASA administrator’s foray into the Middle East last year, promoting science, math, and technology as a way to reach out to Muslim nations. It is true that he used some unfortunate wording, such as “foremost purpose,” but it was great that the administration wanted the space program to be part of its overarching international efforts to engaging the Muslim community in peaceful pursuits.  Apollo and the International Space Station were both accomplishments motivated more by international and geopolitical interests than they were by space enthusiasm. It’s my view that space ventures should be used to advance American engagement in the world. (For example, with China on the space station and Russia in Mars Sample Return.)  The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. American leadership in space is much more desired that resented—except when it gets used unilaterally, as in the past Administration’s call for “dominance in cislunar space.” Asian countries (China, Japan, India) are especially interested in lunar landings; Western countries, including the US, much less so. However, cooperating with Asian countries in lunar science and utilization would be both a sign of American leadership and of practical benefit to US national interests. Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin has been a leader advocating such cooperation. At the same time American leadership can be extended by leading spacefaring nations into the solar system with robotic and human expeditions to other worlds.  The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. That is also true with exploration projects sending robots and human to other worlds. American leadership in these areas is welcomed and used by other countries, even as they develop their own national programs. The US government should make more of this and not treat it as an afterthought—or even worse, prohibit American leadership as the House of Representatives is doing this week by banning any China collaboration or cooperation. (The proposed House continuing resolution for fiscal year 2011 prohibits OSTP or NASA funds to be used for anything to do with China.)  On a bigger stage I was struck by the demands of the Egyptian protesters over the past few weeks for American leadership and engagement in reforming their country, while at the same time strongly resenting any American interference in their country. This demand for American leadership and opposition to American hegemony may seem inconsistent. It is not: it only emphasizes the need to recognize the difference and use leadership for cooperation and engagement. If we Americans do this in the space program, we will accomplish more in our many Earth, space science, and exploration projects, and we will raise higher the importance of the space program on the national and international political agenda.

Space Dominance is Key to Hegemony

Space leadership is absolutely key to American primacy and national security – there’s no alternative, and we’re being challenged now

Robert J. Stevens – Chairman, President & Chief Executive Officer, Lockheed Martin Corporation, summa cum laude graduate of Slippery Rock University, master's degree in engineering and management from the Polytechnic University of New York, with a Fairchild Fellowship, earned a master's degree in business administration from Columbia Business School, graduate of the Department of Defense Systems Management College Program Management, served in the United States Marine Corps, (Lockheed Martin, 4/10/2007, 23rd National Space Symposium,  “The Next 50 Years of U.S. Space Leadership”, http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/speeches/Next50YearsOfUSSpaceLeadership.html)

I want to thank the organizers of the 23rd National Space Symposium for inviting me to be here today. Each year, this forum is the place for space… and this expert audience is the face of space... and today, to borrow the title of a Space Foundation report, I would like to make a modest case for space as we think about the next half century of discovery. This audience knows well that 50 years ago this February, General Bernard Schriever gave an address arguing for American “space superiority.” What may be less well known is that his boss, Defense Secretary Charles Wilson, thought his remarks were so unnecessarily provocative that he ordered Schriever never again use the word “space” in any speech – a direction that proved useful until that October, when a single spacecraft lit up our evening sky. Sputnik led us into the “space race” – a challenge that would redefine our national security, our national economy, and our role in the world. So many have written about these challenges with such authority that I can add very little. We entered this contest for geo-strategic and military security reasons, to be sure. Even our civil space program was driven largely by Cold War rivalry. But as we embarked on what President Kennedy called “one of the great adventures of all time,” we found ourselves ennobled and changed in ways we had never imagined. NASA’s chief historian has appropriately compared the Space Age to the 15th and 16th century “Age of Discovery.” The ‘50s and ‘60s were in fact an age of great exploration and inspiration – not simply in pushing the frontiers of space, but of who we were as a nation and what we believed as a people. From the first Mercury launch to a dozen landings on the Moon, Americans were joined in a mission of faith and vision to tame the unknown. The images may have been grainy ... that first dusty footprint ... our flag against the Moon’s forbidding terrain ... the incredible image of planet Earth rising over the lunar horizon but that was reality TV before we had reality TV. It was riveting, and it transformed us and our perspective of how much we could do, how far we could go, and how high the stakes were. Since winning the space race, America has been the world’s military, civil, and commercial space leader – a distinction largely earned by you, the people you represent, and the giants who came before. And as we look back on the last 50 years of our programs and activities, it’s quite amazing to see the degree to which space capabilities have expanded and evolved, and touched nearly everything and everyone. At Lockheed Martin, we quite naturally see space systems protecting and empowering the brave men and women we’re proud to serve. I think of the extraordinary photos of U.S. Special Forces in Afghanistan, mounted on horseback, summoning GPS-guided precision air strikes by satellite phone. I think of the way our troops have skillfully maneuvered through blinding sandstorms, aided by advanced weather and imaging satellites that see what they and our adversaries cannot. I think of a sailor on the USS Eisenhower, serving in the Gulf, admiring -- via email -- photos of his newborn child. I know that space technologies make a difference every day. And not just in defense. Space systems now support almost all our modern conveniences – everything from cable TV to cell phones to ATMs and, as such, underpin the strength of our economy. Even as tools like GPS have military applications, they also allow farmers to do precision seeding of their crops… rescue teams to locate miners trapped underground… and families driving in their cars to get help when an emergency strikes. Search and rescue sensors on NOAA’s environmental satellites have helped save thousands of lives. And few Americans appreciate just how many inventions grew out of space technology – from kidney dialysis machines… to smoke detectors… cordless tools… and even the Statue of Liberty’s protective coating. Finally, and to me, maybe most importantly, American leadership in space has long symbolized our leadership on Earth. I believe this is so because there is a simple, basic, common experience among all people, of almost all ages – to look into the night’s sky and wonder what’s beyond. As successful cosmic voyagers, Americans accomplished feats that others only dreamed of, earning global recognition and prestige that served us across all our global pursuits. Over the years we may have grown somewhat accustomed to U.S. predominance in space… but that role has never really been guaranteed. And today, we see increasing challenges to our previously unchallenged leadership. When the United States broke into space, the technological requirements were huge barriers to entry. But over time, those barriers have shrunk, and many of the once-exotic technologies we pioneered have been brought down to Earth. It used to be that only the two superpowers had spacelaunch capabilities. Now, we see commercial launch services in India, Israel, Ukraine, Kazakstan, and more. It used to be that satellite imagery was the exclusive and costly province of governments. Now with applications like GoogleEarth, it’s a finger-click away… for free. More and more countries around the world now aspire to join the space club. They’ve seen the advantages it’s brought America, and they seek the same benefit. In many respects, we should 
[CONTINUED]

welcome the inevitable spread of commercial technology. It expands global markets, encourages innovation, and stimulates the development of strong international partnerships, like the 350 our company enjoys today. Americans have always had the right stuff when it comes to the global marketplace – either as partners or competitors, and the future looks to be no different. But when it comes to national security space, our nation must hold the high ground – preserving unquestioned superiority, and protecting our range of space assets. The stakes remain great, perhaps greater than they have ever been, and the world is still an unpredictable place – whether we’re talking about efforts to jam or disable or interrupt our current systems ... or get new missiles into space ... or kill a satellite. I loved the story told by General Lance Lord about a young Marine he met shortly after the initial combat phase in Iraq. The General asked him, “What’d you think about all those satellites in space?” And the Marine replied, “Well, I don’t need any satellites in space, I’ve got this little box that tells me where I’m going and where I need to be with this navigational information.” i To me, that’s the essence of what we’ve all worked for – to make space systems so simple and so effective you can forget they’re even there. But we in this room all recognize the time it has taken to field these systems, the scale of investment we’ve made, and the criticality of their operation. Space is the backbone of our national security. It must not become our Achilles heel. We need to maintain unrivalled missile warning systems that instantly provide alert and enable our missile defense systems to take appropriate action. We need to advance unparalleled space reconnaissance capabilities that put critical, near real-time intelligence in the hands of our policymakers, intelligence analysts, military leaders, and allies. And we need to preserve and enhance our secure and jam-proof military communications – from Milstar to the next generation of extremely high frequency systems – that permit a Trident captain to communicate covertly without compromising his location... and ensure our government can maintain communications in a crisis. Put simply: There is no substitute or alternative to military dominance in space… and this conviction should guide our course for the next 50 years. I would argue that our civil space mission, too, is key to America’s strength. It represents the better angels of our nature -- our yearning for knowledge and truth. Some have suggested that Americans no longer get excited about space exploration. Yet, I wonder how our citizens will feel if we let our top spacefaring status drift… and find ourselves watching other nations’ dazzling achievements instead of our own. NASA Administrator Michael Griffin warned last month that if the next generation of human spacecraft is further delayed, and the four-year lag between the Space Shuttle and Orion grows, “we will be seen by many as ceding our national leadership in human spaceflight at a time when Russia and China have such capabilities and India is developing them.”

Space Hegemony CP
Text: The United States Federal Government should:
· Put resources into understanding the PLA’s space intentions

· Use stimulation efforts and simulations to target crisis situations 

· Engage China on space stability and ensure Chinese understanding of U.S. space posture

· Reduce dependence on conventional methods of providing space information to national security leaders

That’s right: there’s one solvency advocate

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

As a general rule, where threats to vital national interests are involved, a doctrine of deterrence should be developed and embraced as U.S. policy. We would credibly threaten to use such a capability but not actually seek to do so unless the stakes were extraordinarily high. To do otherwise against a nearpeer space power adversary such as China would put our vital national interests at risk. Recommendations: The United States should: -- Put greater effort and resources into understanding the PLA's space program and larger Chinese military intentions in space. -- Put more emphasis on understanding how space deterrence works, especially through simulation efforts that specifically target the crisis situation itself, in addition to conflict simulations. -- Continue seeking to engage China on key space stability issues and ensure that others understand why U.S. and Western diplomatic initiatives and the approach they embody are superior to the Chinese/Russian PPWT. -- Enhance U.S. space situational awareness and space intelligence capabilities -- Diversify how we provide space information and services to the warfighter and senior national security leaders to reduce dependence on any single link.

Space Hegemony CP
Space policy and maintenance of U.S. space dominance is key to national security, but we’re on the brink – development would lead to conflict, and the counterplan prevents it

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

Current U.S. space policy and strategy walks back the U.S. aversion to space diplomacy and strikes the right notes on responsible space stewardship and addressing the issues of a space frontier that, at least in the vicinity of earth, is becoming more of a settled environment that requires some form of management and rules of the road. This realistic direction for space diplomacy, and U.S. and allied support for such approaches, is both a sensible step and also diplomatically turns the tables on China Meeting the Chinese Challenge Space is of major and growing national security importance, which introduces a potentially destabilizing element to U.S. and international security. In addition to responsible behavior, the U.S. ability to fully realize the national security and other benefits of space depends on space remaining a stable and peaceful environment, even in crisis situations if at all possible. Given the heavy and growing U.S. reliance upon space for communications, sensor information, and a host of other benefits, it is no wonder that the space policies of both the previous and current administrations have declared space to be a vital national interest of the United States. Where vital national interests are concerned, stability in space that enables the continuation of substantial U.S. conventional superiority should be a top priority. The primacy of space stability as a key U.S. strategic interest was recognized by the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States when it recommended in 2009 that the United States should "develop and pursue options for U.S. interest in stability in outer space, includ[ing] the possibility of negotiated measures." Measures or actions that would threaten to upset the stability of space could thus be dangerous to our national security, and U.S. policy should seek to avoid such steps. This is why as long as the United States continues to derive more benefits from space than its adversaries, it should be very careful about initiating significant space hostilities with a nearpeer space power such as China. Against nonpeer space powers, we should be able to rely upon our overwhelming conventional superiority to achieve victory. Against a nearpeer space power, we must weigh the cost of losing some significant fraction of our spacederived ortransmitted information against the incremental benefit of offensive counter space (OCS) steps versus other means to achieve comparable objectives. Most often, the use of OCS would be too costly to U.S. security interests, although some scenarios, such as the threat to U.S. aircraft carriers from ballistic missiles, would completely change this calculus. This entire area requires further study, tabletop exercises not just of space war games, but also "crisis games," where more attention can be paid to crisis behavior in space, to understand whether certain actions are stabilizing or destabilizing. While the Obama space policy, as did the Bush space policy before it, recognizes that space is a vital U.S. national interest, it seems to overlook the implications of this important reality. In this context, offensive space capabilities cannot be considered just one more weapon in the U.S. arsenal, to be used when tactical circumstances beckon to field commanders. When vital national interests are at stake, great caution must be exercised. 
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A Chinese attack is on the brink: if American hegemony spills over, China will perceive it as a threat to their national security – only the counterplan solves

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

However, China's ASAT and missile defense tests and this literature demonstrate a PLA awareness of the importance of offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and strongly suggest that such capabilities are part of China's larger plans for the future - and perhaps missile defense capabilities as well. It is also unclear whether this reflects PLA interest in OCS for warfighting or just for deterrence, though I suspect it is likely a mixture of both. Should China choose to deploy its demonstrated ASAT system, or more advanced versions of it, U.S. space assets and the military and economic infrastructures they support would be put at risk. One thing is certain - more clarity on PLA and Chinese government thinking on space deterrence, doctrine, space stability, and related issues - and Russian thinking, too are urgently needed and are important to U.S. security. If there is any aspect of space security that needs more resources, space intelligence and analysis is it. In the face of this growing Chinese military space challenge, it is easy to assume the worst about Chinese intentions. China seeks to be able to prevail militarily at some point in the future should conflict come, but they see the United States as militarily superior to them and thus would be unlikely to consciously provoke any military conflict. While we should guard against a worst case, we should not treat it as a given. I do not believe China or the PLA is spoiling for a fight with the United States - China has come too far to want to place their substantial economic achievements at risk unless they faced an extraordinary threat to their national security. In addition, China faces serious demographic realities over the next couple of decades, where their ratio of workers to retirees will shrink substantially (the result of their onechild policy), which further underscores China's need for stability and continued economic growth for years to come. China also has additional needs, and vulnerabilities: -- Growing environmental problems and water shortages with no obvious solutions that are growing irritants to the public; -- A relentless search for new sources of manufacturing inputs; -- An increasingly restive working class that is making new demands for higher wages and political freedoms; -- A nondemocratic oneparty system that leaves its senior leadership constantly looking over its shoulder at possible challenges to its authority, especially in the aftermath of the "Arab Spring"; -- Growing citizen anger against corruption and cronyism that seems impossible for the CCP to root out; and many more. These factors are reasons why China is probably not looking for war with the United States, though they also could inadvertently become factors in China's stumbling into a conflict they would ordinarily not want, through miscalculation or distraction. One characteristic of too many wars in the last century is that they are the result of miscalculation that ignites the tinder of fundamental geopolitical tensions. Averting major power conflict requires skillful management of tensions by senior leaders of the major powers. China has become much more internationally sophisticated, though with important exceptions, in its dealings with the rest of the world than has been true in the past, and this is reflected in its civilian leadership. Unfortunately, the PLA's senior officer corps trails its civilian counterparts in this respect. They have much less interaction with foreign official and travel abroad much less frequently than their U.S. counterparts. This means that the PLA overall views world events from a less knowledgeable and sophisticated perspective, a danger in this increasingly complex world, and could explain, for example, the political "tonedeafness" of the PLA in the manner they conducted their 2007 ASAT test. This PLA problem becomes more serious when one realizes that the PLA is organizationally separate from the rest of the Chinese government, and reports only to the Central Military Commission, currently chaired by President Hu Jintao. President Hu, and his likely successors, have no significant military background, and the majority of the CMC's members are top PLA officers, suggesting that civilian oversight of major military decisions and consideration of their larger implications are not as carefully reviewed as in the U.S. government. Normally this would not be too great a concern, but in a crisis this could be dangerous. Add to this the fact that China has no equivalent of our National Security Council, a critically important body for coordinating our security decisionmaking, and one comes away concerned about the relative insularity of the PLA in the Chinese power structure. In a crisis, the PLA probably cannot be counted on to show as sophisticated a sense of judgment as one would hope any country's military leaders, even an enemy's, to show. All these problems and many more pose potential threats to internal political stability and Communist Party control, providing ample opportunity for crisis and conflict in the years ahead. Overview of The Strategic Landscape 
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of Space Space assets, and the communications and cyber links that enable them to function, are the means by which essential national security information is either generated, transmitted, or both. This information is the lifeblood of U.S. conventional military superiority and plays a key role in U.S. strategic nuclear posture as well. As such, these space related assets represent extraordinarily appealing targets in any future conflict, and their relative vulnerability can provide dangerously attractive incentives in a crisis to preempt, escalating to war. Resisting this temptation to attack may be morally virtuous but could be strategically unwise: going first in a space conflict with a nearpeer space adversary appears to offer many advantages, while absorbing such a strike, with all its attendant destruction of military capabilities, and then responding to the attack against an opponent fully expecting such a response, appears to be militarily and strategically quite undesirable. As technology advances, the ways of interfering with, disrupting, or destroying information streams in space or supporting space systems will likely increase, as will U.S. and others' dependence upon such systems. Providing defensive options for U.S. space assets should be pursued where appropriate, but most space observers believe that offense has the advantage in space over defense, as General Cartwright observed last May. 

Space Dominance is Key to Hegemony

Space leadership is key to hegemony, but is only attainable through multilateralism and soft power

Eligar Sadeh -- Associate Director for the Center for Space and Defense Studies at the United States Air Force Academy, Research Associate with the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, as Editor of Astropolitics: The International Journal of Space Politics and Policy, (The Space Review, June 9, 2008 “Space policy questions and decisions facing a new administration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1146/2)

The issue with this approach is that policy making is dispersed and fragmented among many bureaucracies and organizations. This dispersion tends to stove-pipe how policy is operationalized. In addition, there are no strategic links between national interests and the set of strategic capabilities desired by the United States. As such, national space policy drives programmatic decisions that are tied to specific interests and budgetary allocations. Program development along these lines is one of the factors underlying space acquisition problems characterized by the dynamic of “too long to develop and cost too much.” Centralize space policy making through an interagency group within the Executive Office of the President. Either the re-establishment of the National Space Council at the White House or a new interagency “space group” tied to the National Security Council demonstrates senior leadership on space and galvanizes the national will to formulate a space strategy. An effective national space strategy is one that is directed at realizing spacepower for the United States. Spacepower is the ability to use space to influence other actors and the external environment to achieve one’s objectives. Hard power (military and economic), which equates to military-intelligence sectors of space activity, and soft power (diplomatic and informational) dealing with civil-scientific and commercial space areas are applicable for spacepower. A spacepower framework for formulating a national space strategy allows for a focus on strategic capabilities and how these capabilities can be realized through the use of space assets. Within this context, it is important that the United States government, first and foremost, secure the peaceful uses of the space domain for all humankind. Issue United States government leadership in space is not seen as productive by others. The United States government cannot be a leader if no one will follow. Today, the United States is not seen as a good partner in space. Discussion The position of the United States in world affairs is influenced by leadership in space. Given the many issues and challenges the space community faces, leadership is by no means assured. In order to identify and meet the challenges in security, commercial, and civil space productive United States government space leadership is indispensable. Leadership requires that the United States develop a strategic vision for space to guide space policy decisions, which is supported by strong executive leadership, and effective interagency and government-industry partnerships. International participation in security space is important. There is a need for the United States to think more about international engagement in the strategic response to the domain of space. It is not a “go-it-alone problem.” The United States government has not given sufficient indication that the strategy is to include allies in national space policy. Space represents a “soft power” foreign policy tool. Space is an international drawing card that engenders national prestige, prevents conflict, and is a domain for international cooperation. Policy Choice Facilitate space leadership through the current approach that is committed to bilateral space cooperation or expand prospects for space leadership through multilateral international engagement and soft power. A commitment to the policy of bilateral space cooperation as the primary means to project space leadership offers greater political flexibility for the United States government in determining courses of action to meet national interests. Multilateral engagement limits national security space options. Bilateral approaches do, at times, make United States space leadership ineffective, but this is a trade-off with the ability to better retain operational flexibility in space. A commitment to multilateral international engagement facilitates a means to address a number of challenges from space protection, global space commerce, space governance, and civil space exploration. For space protection, a multilateral approach allows for collective security approaches and rules of road to mitigate the vulnerabilities of space assets. Space governance and global space commerce are supported through multilateral engagement on establishing international standards that address space environmental issues. Civil space exploration benefits from lending political support to the Global Space Exploration Strategy that helps to advance the United States Space Exploration Policy. Productive United States space leadership requires a commitment to smart power. Smart power in this context is the integration of hard power and soft power in the demonstration of spacepower. Leadership through hard power is addressed by a multilateral approach to space protection. The key for soft power is a global perspective. This necessitates a renewed commitment to space diplomacy and strategic communications with soft power ends. Space leadership is exhibited through soft power by partnering with other states to address global space-related challenges, like orbital debris proliferation and potentially hazardous Near Earth Objects. Is there an educational and workforce crisis in aerospace? Issue An important element of space leadership is about education and workforce development. Space education and workforce development are foundational issues for anything the United States wants to do in space now and in the future.

Space Dominance is Key to Hegemony

A strong multilateral U.S. space program is key to hegemonic leadership, effective diplomacy, and soft power

Lou Friedman -- former Executive Director of The Planetary Society, Director of the Society's LightSail Program, former Navigation and Mission Analysis Engineer and Manager of Advanced Projects at NASA Jet Propulsion Labs, (The Space Review, 2/14/2011 “American leadership”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1778/1)

“American Leadership” is a phrase we hear bandied about a lot in political circles in the United States, as well as in many space policy discussions. It has many different meanings, most derived from cultural or political biases, some of them contradictory. The term sometimes arouses antipathy from non-Americans and from advocates of international cooperation. They may find it synonymous with American hubris or hegemony.  Space exploration and development are often overlooked in foreign relations and geopolitical strategies. It is true that American leadership can be used as a nationalistic call to advance American interests at the expense of non-American interests. But more often it may be used as an international call for promoting mutual interests and cooperation. That is certainly true in space, as demonstrated by the International Space Station, Cassini-Huygens, the James Webb Space Telescope, the Europa Jupiter System Mission, Mars 2016/2018 and Earth observing satellites.  These are great existing and proposed missions, which engage much of the world and advance the interests of the US and other nations, inspire the public, and promote cooperation among technical and scientific communities worldwide. Yet space exploration and development are often overlooked in foreign relations and geopolitical strategies.  Sometimes, the connection between space exploration and foreign relations has even been belittled in the space community. I refer to the NASA administrator’s foray into the Middle East last year, promoting science, math, and technology as a way to reach out to Muslim nations. It is true that he used some unfortunate wording, such as “foremost purpose,” but it was great that the administration wanted the space program to be part of its overarching international efforts to engaging the Muslim community in peaceful pursuits.  Apollo and the International Space Station were both accomplishments motivated more by international and geopolitical interests than they were by space enthusiasm. It’s my view that space ventures should be used to advance American engagement in the world. (For example, with China on the space station and Russia in Mars Sample Return.)  The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. American leadership in space is much more desired that resented—except when it gets used unilaterally, as in the past Administration’s call for “dominance in cislunar space.” Asian countries (China, Japan, India) are especially interested in lunar landings; Western countries, including the US, much less so. However, cooperating with Asian countries in lunar science and utilization would be both a sign of American leadership and of practical benefit to US national interests. Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin has been a leader advocating such cooperation. At the same time American leadership can be extended by leading spacefaring nations into the solar system with robotic and human expeditions to other worlds.  The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. That is also true with exploration projects sending robots and human to other worlds. American leadership in these areas is welcomed and used by other countries, even as they develop their own national programs. The US government should make more of this and not treat it as an afterthought—or even worse, prohibit American leadership as the House of Representatives is doing this week by banning any China collaboration or cooperation. (The proposed House continuing resolution for fiscal year 2011 prohibits OSTP or NASA funds to be used for anything to do with China.)  On a bigger stage I was struck by the demands of the Egyptian protesters over the past few weeks for American leadership and engagement in reforming their country, while at the same time strongly resenting any American interference in their country. This demand for American leadership and opposition to American hegemony may seem inconsistent. It is not: it only emphasizes the need to recognize the difference and use leadership for cooperation and engagement. If we Americans do this in the space program, we will accomplish more in our many Earth, space science, and exploration projects, and we will raise higher the importance of the space program on the national and international political agenda.

Space Dominance is Key to Hegemony

Space leadership is absolutely key to American primacy and national security – there’s no alternative, and we’re being challenged now

Robert J. Stevens – Chairman, President & Chief Executive Officer, Lockheed Martin Corporation, summa cum laude graduate of Slippery Rock University, master's degree in engineering and management from the Polytechnic University of New York, with a Fairchild Fellowship, earned a master's degree in business administration from Columbia Business School, graduate of the Department of Defense Systems Management College Program Management, served in the United States Marine Corps, (Lockheed Martin, 4/10/2007, 23rd National Space Symposium,  “The Next 50 Years of U.S. Space Leadership”, http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/speeches/Next50YearsOfUSSpaceLeadership.html)

I want to thank the organizers of the 23rd National Space Symposium for inviting me to be here today. Each year, this forum is the place for space… and this expert audience is the face of space... and today, to borrow the title of a Space Foundation report, I would like to make a modest case for space as we think about the next half century of discovery. This audience knows well that 50 years ago this February, General Bernard Schriever gave an address arguing for American “space superiority.” What may be less well known is that his boss, Defense Secretary Charles Wilson, thought his remarks were so unnecessarily provocative that he ordered Schriever never again use the word “space” in any speech – a direction that proved useful until that October, when a single spacecraft lit up our evening sky. Sputnik led us into the “space race” – a challenge that would redefine our national security, our national economy, and our role in the world. So many have written about these challenges with such authority that I can add very little. We entered this contest for geo-strategic and military security reasons, to be sure. Even our civil space program was driven largely by Cold War rivalry. But as we embarked on what President Kennedy called “one of the great adventures of all time,” we found ourselves ennobled and changed in ways we had never imagined. NASA’s chief historian has appropriately compared the Space Age to the 15th and 16th century “Age of Discovery.” The ‘50s and ‘60s were in fact an age of great exploration and inspiration – not simply in pushing the frontiers of space, but of who we were as a nation and what we believed as a people. From the first Mercury launch to a dozen landings on the Moon, Americans were joined in a mission of faith and vision to tame the unknown. The images may have been grainy ... that first dusty footprint ... our flag against the Moon’s forbidding terrain ... the incredible image of planet Earth rising over the lunar horizon but that was reality TV before we had reality TV. It was riveting, and it transformed us and our perspective of how much we could do, how far we could go, and how high the stakes were. Since winning the space race, America has been the world’s military, civil, and commercial space leader – a distinction largely earned by you, the people you represent, and the giants who came before. And as we look back on the last 50 years of our programs and activities, it’s quite amazing to see the degree to which space capabilities have expanded and evolved, and touched nearly everything and everyone. At Lockheed Martin, we quite naturally see space systems protecting and empowering the brave men and women we’re proud to serve. I think of the extraordinary photos of U.S. Special Forces in Afghanistan, mounted on horseback, summoning GPS-guided precision air strikes by satellite phone. I think of the way our troops have skillfully maneuvered through blinding sandstorms, aided by advanced weather and imaging satellites that see what they and our adversaries cannot. I think of a sailor on the USS Eisenhower, serving in the Gulf, admiring -- via email -- photos of his newborn child. I know that space technologies make a difference every day. And not just in defense. Space systems now support almost all our modern conveniences – everything from cable TV to cell phones to ATMs and, as such, underpin the strength of our economy. Even as tools like GPS have military applications, they also allow farmers to do precision seeding of their crops… rescue teams to locate miners trapped underground… and families driving in their cars to get help when an emergency strikes. Search and rescue sensors on NOAA’s environmental satellites have helped save thousands of lives. And few Americans appreciate just how many inventions grew out of space technology – from kidney dialysis machines… to smoke detectors… cordless tools… and even the Statue of Liberty’s protective coating. Finally, and to me, maybe most importantly, American leadership in space has long symbolized our leadership on Earth. I believe this is so because there is a simple, basic, common experience among all people, of almost all ages – to look into the night’s sky and wonder what’s beyond. As successful cosmic voyagers, Americans accomplished feats that others only dreamed of, earning global recognition and prestige that served us across all our global pursuits. Over the years we may have grown somewhat accustomed to U.S. predominance in space… but that role has never really been guaranteed. And today, we see increasing challenges to our previously unchallenged leadership. When the United States broke into space, the technological requirements were huge barriers to entry. But over time, those barriers have shrunk, and many of the once-exotic technologies we pioneered have been brought down to Earth. It used to be that only the two superpowers had spacelaunch capabilities. Now, we see commercial launch services in India, Israel, Ukraine, Kazakstan, and more. It used to be that satellite imagery was the exclusive and costly province of governments. Now with applications 
[CONTINUED]
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like GoogleEarth, it’s a finger-click away… for free. More and more countries around the world now aspire to join the space club. They’ve seen the advantages it’s brought America, and they seek the same benefit. In many respects, we should welcome the inevitable spread of commercial technology. It expands global markets, encourages innovation, and stimulates the development of strong international partnerships, like the 350 our company enjoys today. Americans have always had the right stuff when it comes to the global marketplace – either as partners or competitors, and the future looks to be no different. But when it comes to national security space, our nation must hold the high ground – preserving unquestioned superiority, and protecting our range of space assets. The stakes remain great, perhaps greater than they have ever been, and the world is still an unpredictable place – whether we’re talking about efforts to jam or disable or interrupt our current systems ... or get new missiles into space ... or kill a satellite. I loved the story told by General Lance Lord about a young Marine he met shortly after the initial combat phase in Iraq. The General asked him, “What’d you think about all those satellites in space?” And the Marine replied, “Well, I don’t need any satellites in space, I’ve got this little box that tells me where I’m going and where I need to be with this navigational information.” i To me, that’s the essence of what we’ve all worked for – to make space systems so simple and so effective you can forget they’re even there. But we in this room all recognize the time it has taken to field these systems, the scale of investment we’ve made, and the criticality of their operation. Space is the backbone of our national security. It must not become our Achilles heel. We need to maintain unrivalled missile warning systems that instantly provide alert and enable our missile defense systems to take appropriate action. We need to advance unparalleled space reconnaissance capabilities that put critical, near real-time intelligence in the hands of our policymakers, intelligence analysts, military leaders, and allies. And we need to preserve and enhance our secure and jam-proof military communications – from Milstar to the next generation of extremely high frequency systems – that permit a Trident captain to communicate covertly without compromising his location... and ensure our government can maintain communications in a crisis. Put simply: There is no substitute or alternative to military dominance in space… and this conviction should guide our course for the next 50 years. I would argue that our civil space mission, too, is key to America’s strength. It represents the better angels of our nature -- our yearning for knowledge and truth. Some have suggested that Americans no longer get excited about space exploration. Yet, I wonder how our citizens will feel if we let our top spacefaring status drift… and find ourselves watching other nations’ dazzling achievements instead of our own. NASA Administrator Michael Griffin warned last month that if the next generation of human spacecraft is further delayed, and the four-year lag between the Space Shuttle and Orion grows, “we will be seen by many as ceding our national leadership in human spaceflight at a time when Russia and China have such capabilities and India is developing them.”

US Space Leadership Good

U.S. space leadership needed for national security, economics, and communications

Stevens, 2011, J. P. Stevens, Vice President, Space Systems, Maintain U.S. global leadership in space, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/issues_policies/space/maintain/
U.S. space efforts — civil, commercial, and national security — drive our nation’s competitiveness, economic growth and innovation. To maintain U.S. preeminence  in this sector and to allow space to act as a technological driver for current and future industries, our leadership must recognize space as a national priority and robustly fund its programs. Space technologies and applications are essential in our everyday lives. Banking transactions, business and personal communications as well as emergency responders, airliners and automobiles depend on communications and GPS satellites. Weather and remote sensing satellites provide lifesaving warnings and recurring global measurements of our changing Earth. National security and military operations are deeply dependent upon space assets. The key to continuing U.S. preeminence is a cohesive coordination body and a national space strategy. Absent this, the myriad government agencies overseeing these critical systems may make decisions based upon narrow agency requirements. The U.S. space industrial base consists of unique workforce skills and production techniques. The ability of industry to meet the needs of U.S. space programs depends on a healthy industrial base. U.S. leadership in space cannot be taken for granted. Other nations are learning the value of space systems; the arena is increasingly contested, congested and competitive. Strong government leadership at the highest level is critical to maintaining our lead in space and must be supported by a healthy and innovative industrial sector.  

Space Development Good

Space development key to security and economy

Petras Christopher, Fall 2002 Chief of Operations Law for United States Space Command, ( Journal of Air Lawand Commerce , The Use of Force in Response to Cyber-Attack on Commercial Space SystemsReexamining“Self-Defense” in Outer Space in Light of the Convergence of U.S. Military and Commercial Space Activities, Pg.8) 

While the phrase "space control capabilities [and] military measures" is arguably a euphemism for "space and terrestrial force,"the 1996 policy left the question of the use of force in response to an attack on U.S. space assets awash in verbiage. By the endof the decade, however, the expanded commercial use of space, and the growing dependence of the military on the commercialspace sector to provide essential services, gave rise to renewed concern over the vulnerability of the nation's space systems toattack. 81 So, in 1999, DoD promulgated its current space policy, which clarified the issue: Space is a medium like the land,sea, and air within which military activities shall be conducted to achieve U.S. national security objectives. The ability toaccess and utilize space is a vital national interest because many of the activities conducted in the   [*1231]  medium are criticalto U.S. national security and economic well-being. Ensuring the freedom of space and protecting U.S. national securityinterests in the medium are priorities for space and space-related activities. U.S. space systems are national property affordedthe right of passage through and operations in space without interference, in accordance with [the National Space Policy(1996)]. Purposeful interference with U.S. space systems will be viewed as an infringement on our sovereign rights. The U.S.may take all appropriate self-defense measures, including... the use of force, to respond to such an infringement on U.S. rights.82Thus, under the new DoD policy, it is now clear that the United States construes the "inherent right of self-defense" as notonly allowing the use of military force in response to attacks on the nation's military space systems, but in response to attacksagainst U.S. commercial interests and investments in space as well. 83 

U.S. must make space defenses for hegemony

MacDonald, 5/11/11, Bruce MacDonald is senior director of the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program with the USIP Center for Conflict Analysis and Prevention. Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission on The Implications of China’s Military and Civil Space Programs. http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf
China’s demonstration of an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability through the downing of an old Chinese  satellite in 2007, demonstrated at least basic hit-to-kill (HTK) technology capability.  They further  demonstrated their HTK prowess in January 2010 when they performed a successful ballistic missile  intercept test.  This shows growing mastery of HTK technology, as hitting a longer range ballistic missile  or warhead is a more challenging HTK task than hitting an orbiting satellite.  This successful missile  defense test has important strategic implications for U.S. security interests that have to date been largely  ignored.  One Chinese source me that Chinese scientists had been actively pursuing HTK technology  development ever since the United States first demonstrated HTK technology in the homing overlay  experiment (HOE) in 1984.  This source said that Chinese scientists saw at that time the strategic  significance of HTK technology and the importance of China mastering it – which they now appear to  have done.  Besides the kinetic ASAT the PLA tested in 2007, China reportedly has other offensive space  programs under development, including lasers, microwave- and cyber-weapons.  We also face the twin  realities that defending space assets is more difficult than attacking them; and while advancing technology  will help both defense and offense, the offense is likely to benefit more.   
Aerospace CP

The United States federal government should:

· Begin dialogue with private aerospace companies over long-term viability of the industry

· Renew the research and development tax credit beyond December 31st, 2011

· Invest in Next Generation Air Traffic Control and modernize the Air Traffic Management System

· Put pressure on other nations to repeal subsidies for aerospace companies in accordance with World Trade Organization rulings

· Reopen the Export-Import Bank
· Create STEM based education in collaboration with private companies

Dialogue is key to guiding aerospace industry and US industrial base

Albaugh 11 [Jim Albaugh, President and CEO of Boeing, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, 10th Annual Aviation Summit, April 27, 2011]
But there are steps we can take. Most every nation that is serious about sustaining and strengthening its industry has an industrial policy. Ours is one of market forces. In my mind, it is not clear, coherent or comprehensive enough. I’m not saying we need a policy that defines specific outputs and production, or that we should build things that aren’t needed. But we do need to start the dialogue about an industrial strategy to ensure the long-term viability of our defense and industrial base. It’s critical to our long-term economic and national security.

Expanding the R&D tax credit beyond 2011 is key to economic growth and innovation

Albaugh 11 [Jim Albaugh, President and CEO of Boeing, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, 10th Annual Aviation Summit, April 27, 2011]
There are a number of policies that encourage innovation in America. We need to renew the U.S. R&D tax credit. Wherever R&D goes, innovation and economic growth follow. The tax credit will expire, once again, at the end of this year. We need to renew it as a “permanent, stable and predictable incentive” for research in the U.S. It’s an effort that I know all of you support. The credit helps more than 18,000 companies of all sizes. Last year, President Obama set the goal of making R&D spending 3% of U.S. GDP. A stronger, permanent tax credit will help us get there.
Investing in air traffic control and expanding biofuels are key to more effective and competitive planes

Albaugh 11 [Jim Albaugh, President and CEO of Boeing, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, 10th Annual Aviation Summit, April 27, 2011]
Air Traffic Control  Air Traffic Control is an area with huge opportunity. We have to make better use of the airspace we have. We believe we can get a 10 to 20 percent improvement in airplane efficiency for all existing airplane models just by modernizing our antiquated Air Traffic Management System. Look at the money we’re spending on the 787, which will reduce the carbon footprint dramatically from the airplanes it replaces. But a similar investment for Next Generation ATM will reduce the carbon footprint by 10 to 20 percent for every airplane flying today. It’s an investment we need to make. With the next generation ATM system, we can get improvements through: continuous, low power approaches; more direct routing; closer spacing between planes; and arrivals tailored to an airport’s geography, shortening the approach.  
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Pressure to get rid of aerospace subsidies and reopening the Export-Import Bank is key to ensure aerospace competitiveness

Albaugh 11 [Jim Albaugh, President and CEO of Boeing, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, 10th Annual Aviation Summit, April 27, 2011]
WTO - Subsidies  The recent ruling by the World Trade Organization is an important one. The WTO confirmed that Airbus has enjoyed billions of dollars in illegal government subsidies to fund their commercial airplane development for more than 40 years, particularly in the form of launch aid. Those illegal government subsidies harmed the U.S. aerospace industry and resulted in the loss of billions in exports and tens of thousands of U.S. jobs.  Vigorous enforcement of the WTO findings will send a message not only to Europe, but to all competitors. It will remind them that rules matter and will be enforced.  Export-Import Bank  In addition to a rules-based system, we also need to reauthorize the Export-Import Bank. Now I recognize that these days asking for help for any entity that has the word “Bank” in its name is a tough sell. But here are a few facts: Last year (FY2010), financial guarantees from the Ex-Im Bank supported more than $34 billion in U.S. exports. That helped create or sustain 227,000 jobs. Eighty-five percent of the Ex-Im bank’s transactions directly benefited small business. And an often-misunderstood fact: rather than cost taxpayers money, the Ex-Im Bank is the bank that actually returns money to taxpayers. Since 1992, the Bank has returned more than $5 billion to the Treasury and taxpayers.  I might add that Ex-Im is one bank that did not need a bailout. Reauthorizing the Bank is vital to meeting the President’s goal of doubling U.S. exports over five years and creating 2 million new jobs, goals that all of us share. 
Creating a public-private partnership around STEM education is key to long term aerospace strength

Albaugh 11 [Jim Albaugh, President and CEO of Boeing, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, 10th Annual Aviation Summit, April 27, 2011]
Inspiring young people with those missions is important. And when we attract them to STEM careers, we need to make sure our educational system can equip them to succeed.  On education, the answers are never easy. We spend more on education than other countries, but we’re not getting the results. At the same time, I know that many states are struggling with their budgets and looking for areas to cut. If there is one area we should put a fence around… it is public education.  All of us have a role to play, including industry. Boeing, like many of your companies, is supporting education programs in high schools and colleges around the country. I think these public-private partnerships have a lot of potential. But in the end, education must remain a public responsibility. If there is one thing our country should stand for and guarantee, it’s a quality public education for every young person. 
***Alt Causes

Ground Forces key to Heg

U.S. ground troops key to heg and stability

Kagan, 4/07, Frederick W. Kagan is a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, specializing in defense transformation, the defense budget, and defense strategy and warfare. Previously he spent ten years as a professor of military history at the United States Military Academy (West Point). Kagan’s 2006 book, Finding the Target: The Transformation of American Military Policy (Encounter Books), examines the post-Vietnam development of US armed forces, particularly in structure and fundamental approach. Kagan was coauthor of an influential January 2007 report, Choosing Victory: A Plan for Success in Iraq, advocating an increased deployment “The Case for Larger Ground Forces” http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/other/Kagan_OHanlon_07.pdf
Should stabilization efforts be required, the scale of the undertaking could be breathtaking. 4Pakistan is a very large country. Its population is more than 150 million, or six times that of Iraq. Its land area is roughly twice that of Iraq; its perimeter is about 50 percent longer in total. Stabilizing a country of this size could easily require several times as many troops as the Iraq mission—a figure of up to one million is easy to imagine. Of course, any international force would have local help. Presumably some fraction of Pakistan’s security forces would remain intact, able, and willing to help defend the country. Pakistan’s military numbers 550,000 Army troops; 70,000 uniformed personnel in the Air Force and Navy; another 510,000 reservists; and almost 300,000 gendarmes and Interior Ministry troops. But if some substantial fraction of the military broke off from the main body, say a quarter to a third, and was assisted by extremist militias, the international community might need to deploy 100,000 to 200,000 troops to ensure a quick restoration of order. Given the need for rapid response, the United States’ share of this total would probably be over half—or as many as 50,000 to 100,000 ground forces—although this is almost the best of all the worst-case scenarios. Since no US government could simply decide to restrict its exposure in Pakistan if the international community proved unwilling or unable to provide numerous forces, or if the Pakistani collapse were deeper than outlined here, the United States might be compelled to produce significantly more forces to fend off the prospect of a nuclear Al Qaeda. What about the scenario of war pitting Pakistan against India over Kashmir? It is highly doubtful that the United States would by choice take sides in such a conflict, actively allying with one country to defeat the other. US interests in the matter of who controls Kashmir are not sufficient to justify such intervention; no formal alliance commitments oblige the United States to step in. Moreover, the military difficulty of the operation would be extreme, in light of the huge armed forces arrayed on the subcontinent, coupled with the inland location and complex topography of Kashmir.  

Ground Forces key to Air Power

Ground forces key to air force

Pape ’04   (Robert, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The True Worth of Air Power”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59714/robert-a-pape/the-true-worth-of-air-power, March/April 2004, Accessed June 26, 2010) 

Decapitating the enemy has a seductive logic. It exploits the United States' advantage in precision air power; it promises to win wars in just days, with few casualties among friendly forces and enemy civilians; and it delays committing large numbers of ground troops until they can be welcomed as liberators rather than as conquerors. But decapitation strategies have never been effective, and the advent of precision air weaponry has not made them any more so. No doubt, precision technology has increased the accuracy of bombing. Today, 70 to 80 percent of guided munitions fall within 10 meters of their targets, even at night, with overcast skies, or in moderate winds. This is a remarkable improvement compared to World War II, when only about 18 percent of U.S. bombs fell within 1,000 feet of their targets, and only 20 percent of British bombs dropped at night fell within 5 miles of theirs. Yet greater accuracy has not enabled air operations alone to win major wars any more than they did before the precision age. Independent air operations have rarely been decisive. From World War I until the 1980s, they were most effective in support of ground power, serving as the "hammer" to ground power's "anvil," with the anvil usually doing most of the work. Thanks to precision weapons, air power has become a far more effective complement to ground power; the hammer now does much more work for the anvil.  

Hard Power Good
We have no choice – hard power is the only option

Holmes, 09 (Kim, Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation and author of Liberty's Best Hope: American Leadership for the 21st Century (2008), 6/1/09, “Sustaining American Leadership with Military Power”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/06/Sustaining-American-Leadership-with-Military-Power)

Contrary to what many politicians and talking heads tell Americans, a false choice exists between what are often referred to as hard and soft power. A country's military resources (its hard power) and the diplomatic tools it uses to persuade others without resorting to coercion (its soft power) operate most efficiently in tandem. As Teddy Roosevelt famously observed, a nation must "speak softly" with diplomacy while also wielding a "big stick." Just as no country can be expected to provide security and pursue its interests solely through the use of military power, no country can expect to be taken seriously during high-stakes negotiations without the potential threat of military force to back up its word. The two approaches are not separate tools but mutually reinforcing mechanisms. To witness the consequences when policymakers and politicians believe that hard and soft power are disconnected, one need look no further than Europe. The Europeans--many of whom believe that the peace that has broken out on their continent is the model for a post-sovereign world order--have become convinced that the anarchic order of the Westphalian system of nation-states can be breached through the exercise of soft power alone. In their view, bridging the often hardened differences between states and shaping their decisions requires only negotiation and common understanding. Many liberals are now pressing the U.S. government to adopt this vision, but the futility of this approach can be seen everywhere, from the failure of negotiations to deter both Iran and North Korea from their nuclear programs over the past five years--a period in which their efforts have only matured--to the lackluster response to Russia's invasion of Georgian territory. Whether it is states like Iran and North Korea that believe a nuclear weapons program is central to regime survival, or human-rights abusers like Sudan, Burma, and Zimbabwe, or rising powers like China, which continues to use its military to emphasize its sovereignty in the South China Sea, diplomacy alone has not been enough to bring about change in a direction that is favorable to America's interests. 
Hard power is a prerequisite to soft power

Joffe, 2K (Josef, a german editor of a weekly magazine, and he has received the Theodor Wolff Prize in journalism, the Ludwig Börne Prize in essays and literature, and the German Federal Order of Merit. He has also been awarded honorary doctoral degrees from Swarthmore College (2002) and Lewis and Clark College (2005). He received the Scopus Award in 2009, “Conversations of History: Power and Culture in International Affairs”, 1/20/00 and 3/23/00, http://globetrotter.berkeley.edu/people/Joffe/joffe-con4.html)

I think power has to be seen like a bundle of currencies. Traditionally the most important currency of power was military power, strategic power. Machiavelli said it's easier to get gold with good soldiers than to get good soldiers with gold. So on top, the most fungible of all currency is strategic. Then you can go down to all kinds of other "currencies": economic power, the attraction of your political and social system, even of your movies and your TV, your diplomatic skills. Or the power radiating from ideas: part of the great power that the Soviet Union had for a while was that this idea of socialism was a very powerful, attractive idea which inspired the entire Third World after decolonization. Everybody wanted a kind a Marxist-Soviet model of economic development and one-party states. So in the Berlin-Berkeley Belt, where the strategic issue for the time being does not arise, those who have the most soft power sources will do very well, such as Germany. But also the United States. Yes. But the most important thing is, the best deal you can get is when hard power and soft power come together. The Vatican has a lot of soft power but it has no hard power and so that means the influence of the Vatican is limited. Switzerland has a lot of soft power but nothing in the hard power field. So if you really want to sit pretty today you have to be like the United States, because the United States has all of these resources in spades. It's the mightiest military power in the world, it is the mightiest economy. Everybody looks in envy to the way America has restructured its economy beginning in the 1980s.

Naval Power key to Heg

Naval forces are key to national security – trade lines, communications, priates

Kostic 10 (Andrew J., MD in Strategic Studies from U.S Army War College, Commanding Officer of 26th Marine Expeditionary Unit’s Battalion Landing Team, 2010, “A MILITARY FORCE FOR A GLOBALLY ENGAGED SUPER POWER”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA518134)
The first challenge to the future security of the United States is the sea commons. China continues to grow and enhance its naval capabilities, and its new founded naval nationalism indicates that it will embark on an ambitious maritime policy. 16 However, strong conventional naval forces are not the only source of rising tensions on the water. The primary opposition to open sea lines of communications are asymmetric threats. Iran’s armada of fast boats armed with unsophisticated and inexpensive makeshift weaponry pose a viable threat to all ships, combatant and commercial, transiting through the Strait of Hormuz and Persian Gulf. 17 In addition, one of the oldest professions in the world—piracy—has become a very lucrative crime once again. In 2009, over 100 ships were attacked by pirates in the Gulf of Aden alone, with pirates successfully capturing 42 of those vessels. Soaring ship insurance rates and the interruption of the flow of commerce caused by piracy has placed an undue burden on an already fragile global economy.

Naval Power key to Heg

Naval power high now and is key to heg – Empirics and rogue states prove

Kostic 10 (Andrew J., MD in Strategic Studies from U.S Army War College, Commanding Officer of 26th Marine Expeditionary Unit’s Battalion Landing Team, 2010, “A MILITARY FORCE FOR A GLOBALLY ENGAGED SUPER POWER”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA518134)
The ever changing global political climate indicates a future world full of uncertainty and conflict. To identify and prepare for the challenges of the future, one needs to examine the challenges of the past. Thucydides noted long ago that based on human nature “the events that happened in the past…will at some time or other…be repeated in the future.” 90 Amphibious forces have played a significant role in major powers throughout history and have proven vital to the security of the United States for over a century. Even with modern technology and the invention of nuclear weapons, amphibious forces have been relied upon to fight conflicts and preserve the security of the United States, despite the efforts of top national political and military leaders to do away with them. In 1949, the Secretary of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised President Truman that amphibious operations were archaic and obsolete and that they would never be needed again. 91 Less than a year later, the United States Army and Marine Corps conducted a major amphibious assault at Inchon, which initiated U.S. offensive actions against the communists during the Korean War. The future was uncertain in 1949, and with the blurring of regular and irregular warfare it remains uncertain today. Today’s hybrid threats and failing states make the requirement for an amphibious forcible entry capability even more viable. The global proliferation of sophisticated antiaccess weapons by state and non-state actors make the challenges of maintaining access to areas of strategic importance even more lethal; as demonstrated by Hezbollah employing C-802 anti-ship missiles against Israeli ships during the Lebanon crisis in 2006. 92 Even relatively small extremist organizations with low-tech weaponry operating with autonomy in a failed state can provide significant challenges and threats to United States military power. It is not difficult to render port facilities or coastlines unattainable to forces without an amphibious forcible entry capability. Future maritime concepts such as sea-basing allow amphibious forces to exploit the United States’ command of the sea by being able to project forces ashore without relying on other nations to provide land bases, port facilities, or airfields. Other innovative operational concepts such as the Marine Corps ‘operational maneuver from the sea’ and ‘ship-toobjective maneuver’ utilize the sea as a maneuver area to come from beyond the horizon, bypassing area denial weapon systems, and surprising the enemy by attacking it where it is unexpected. 93 Such operational concepts have proven quite effective in small-scale, limited duration amphibious operations. In 1995, amphibious forces of the 24th MEU rescued Air Force pilot Captain Scott O’Grady after he was shot down over Bosnia. In 2001, amphibious forces linked up in the North Arabian Sea and brought together two Marine Expeditionary Units under Task Force 58 and initiated U.S. offensive combat operations in Afghanistan several hundred miles inland. And in 2006, amphibious forces in the Mediterranean Sea, which included the 24th MEU, conducted noncombatant evacuation operations in Lebanon and evacuated thousands of U.S. and allied nation diplomats and citizens when hostilities erupted throughout the country. The United States routinely executes small-scale amphibious operations, demonstrating their effectiveness and versatility, and establishing U.S. credibility in this domain of warfare. However, conducting large-scale amphibious operations is problematic. The credibility of the United States to conduct large-scale amphibious forcible entry operations is limited by its number of amphibious ships. At the end of the Second World War, more than 37 percent of the ships in the U.S. Navy were amphibious and could land 13 divisions across the beach without reliance on forward land bases. 94 In 1981, the U.S. Navy had enough amphibious ships to transport 4.0 MEBs, which is one entire MEF plus another MEB, roughly 53,240 Marines and their equipment (nearly half of the Marine Corps operating forces). 95 Today, merely 10 percent of the U.S. Navy’s ships are amphibious and they can’t even land a single division across the beach. The 32 amphibious ships the U.S. Navy possesses can transport a little less than 2.0 MEBs personnel and only a portion of their equipment. 96 In 2009, both the Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps agreed the requirement for shipping to support a 2.0 MEB lift of personnel and equipment is 38 total amphibious assault ships. 97 However, the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review compounds the shortage of amphibious lift capability by calling for a reduction of amphibious ships to between 29 and 31.

***Science Diplomacy

Science Diplomacy CP

The United States federal government should reintroduce and pass H.R.4801 of the 111th Congress.
Passing HR 4801 solves science diplomacy and has bipartisan support

Risen 10 [Tom Risen, journalist for the National Journal, “Bill Would Boost Science Diplomacy”, 4/14/10 http://burnafterreading.nationaljournal.com/2010/04/the-house-foreign-affairs-comm.php]

House Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman Howard Berman, D-Calif., introduced a bill on March 10 to expand Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton's use of science envoys. Those scientists recruited in November are already in "phase one" and are "listening carefully to the problems" of North Africa and the Middle East, according to Jason Rao, a senior policy analyst at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy. "China, Iran, and Venezuela are sending their scientists around the world and signing cooperative agreements with new partners," Berman noted in a summary of the legislation. "We need to keep America in the business of sharing one of our greatest natural resources -- our intellectual and creative capacity through science -- to strengthen relationships with allies and forge new bonds with potential partners." A similar science diplomacy bill introduced by Senate Foreign Relations ranking member Richard Lugar, R-Ind., passed that committee in May 2009 and could be packaged with other legislation moving through the Senate, according to Andy Fisher, a Lugar spokesman. Fisher said the stabilizing influence of scientific cooperation "can be enormous." Obama took a cue from Lugar's bill calling for the creation of science diplomacy as part of his strategy to reach out to the Islamic world during his June address in Cairo.The Cooperative Threat Reduction Program introduced by Lugar and former Sen. Sam Nunn, D-Ga., in 1991 also influenced the administration's plan to encourage technological development in the Arab World. Rao credited that program with engaging former Soviet weapons scientists and refocusing their work on peaceful projects. Past efforts have also shown the importance of bringing foreign researchers to America, according to Sharon Weiner, assistant professor of U.S. foreign policy at American University. "Some failed examples included Central American military officers trained under International Military Education and Training, like in Panama, who just used their skills to repress their countries without being exposed to Western human rights," Weiner said. One of the co-sponsors of the House bill, Rep. Rush Holt, D-N.J., used Yevgeny Velikovas an example of the liberalizing effect American scientific detente can have on officials from repressive nations. Velikov had researched with American scientists and shared his experiences with Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev while serving on his science staff. "I think Velikov was crucial in inspiring Gorbachev to make the changes that he did," Holt said. "Scientists can be influential in policy, and scientific work produces avenues of communication that are crucial for diplomacy." Rao said the proposed exchange would operate at a higher level than previous science exchanges like the Fulbright program since the bill would create a panel in the State Department that seeks help from all of America's science resources -- including entire agencies like NOAA and NASA. Its effect on scientists could expand as far as the State Department budget allows, while "channeling them toward policy goals and policy directives the president and secretary of State have set for us," Rao said. 
Science Diplomacy Good

Science Diplomacy solves a litany of impacts and overcomes negative opinions of the US

Partnership for a Secure America 10 [Bipartisan Foreign Policy Think Tank, “Science Diplomacy is Crucial to US Foreign Policy”, February 19, 2010]

The United States is and must remain the global leader in science, technology, higher education and innovation. Respect for American science and technology is evident even in regions where there are strong negative views of U.S. foreign policies - students from around the world still flock to attend our colleges and universities. As we seek to promote our national security interests overseas, we should turn this strength into an effective tool for U.S. diplomacy. 
Many of our most pressing foreign policy challenges – energy, climate change, disease, desperate poverty and underdevelopment, and WMD proliferation – demand both technological and policy solutions. In these and other areas, U.S. national security depends on our willingness to share the costs and benefits of scientific progress with other nations. 
Enhanced international scientific cooperation can also lead to greater economic prosperity at home. The U.S. needs new technologies and markets to create jobs, grow new industries and rebuild consumer and investor confidence. Sustainable international partnerships allow us to leverage limited resources and give American companies access to cutting edge research and expertise around the world. 
We, the undersigned Democrats and Republicans, believe President Obama, the Administration, and Congress should elevate the role of Science Diplomacy in U.S. national security and foreign policy, and should work to: Strengthen links between U.S. and foreign scientific communities as a key part of U.S. diplomacy; Offer scientific cooperation and technological assistance as a bridge to opening broader dialogue with former adversaries and as an incentive to prevent conflict; Bring the world’s top scientists and engineers together to tackle pressing global challenges like energy security, climate change, poverty, disease, and WMD proliferation; and Provide funding for exchange programs, collaborative research, technical assistance and capacity building to fully qualified U.S. governmental and non-governmental organizations. Now is the time to draw upon every tool of U.S. power to promote our interests in the world. We should make maximum use of a core strength of this country - Science Diplomacy.  
Science Diplomacy Good

Science Diplomacy is effective, it ensures global cooperation

Turekian and Wang No Date Cited [Vaughan Turekian, Chief International Officer of the American Association for the Advancement of Science and Tom Wang, Director of International Cooperatoin for the American Association for the Advancement of Science, “Building an International Network of Knowledge”]
In the decades since the depths of the Cold War, scientists and engineers in the United States and Russia have built a special bond. As relations between their governments have shifted from acute tension to the thaw of détente to friendship and back to mutual wariness, our researchers have worked side-by-side on a range of successful projects.   This cooperation has been critical in building and enhancing relationships that, while outside of the political realm, have helped to promote understanding and trust among the our people. And the relationships produced important science in fields ranging from physics, health, and space exploration to the development of Internet-based information-sharing networks and the control of nuclear proliferation.  Today, the world is a vastly different place than it was 40 years ago, or even 10 years ago. Though tensions remain among countries, we no longer struggle with the strong polarization of national philosophies that characterized the Cold War. At the same time, common issues confront us on a global scale. The current financial crisis, international terrorism, the changing climate, and competition over energy supplies all show how interrelated we are.   National leaders are ever more aware of the reality that solving these and other challenges will require the innovative power of science, engineering and technology. Russia’s leaders understand that, and U.S. President Barack Obama does, too. These developments suggest that science diplomacy is entering an important new era, and that, if it is employed to help nations share knowledge and seek common solutions, it can be a powerful force of prosperity and peace.   Science diplomacy is not a new concept between Russia and the United States. During the Cold War, despite the geopolitical deadlock between the Soviet Union and the United States, the two powers used scientific exchanges to initiate a thaw. The relationships that grew from those first tentative agreements have since produced vast knowledge, billions of dollars in economic activity and real improvement in human well-being.  At a time of financial crisis and renewed geopolitical tension, there is an inclination to pull back from such cooperation. Indeed, there is an unspoken sense among some U.S. policymakers that science cooperation is a one-way street, a form of aid dispensed or withheld to achieve our own national ends. But this view is short-sighted.  Two years ago, the United States and Russia renewed an ambitious science-cooperation agreement; the U.S. Department of State cited a range of valuable accomplishments by the nations’ researchers. A 2002 RAND report prepared for the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy concluded that the joint efforts provided great benefits to the United States.   U.S. scientists cite many cases in which Russian colleagues have shared valuable knowledge: Treating radioactive coolants; Using soil and climate data to understand climate change; Developing new treatments for bone cancer.   These past examples show the potential of continuing cooperation. We have broad areas of common interest: Fundamental research in nuclear physics; fusion energy research; counter-terrorism; nanotechnology; the control of infectious disease; arctic science; and development of clean energy sources.   The Russia-U.S. relationship has tended to be bilateral, but as the world grows more interconnected, this will have to evolve. Nations on every continent are investing in science and research capacity: South Korea and China have been transformed, seemingly overnight, by investing in innovation. Cuba has become a world leader in biomedical research. Rwanda is wiring itself for the Internet, and has begun to distribute thousands of computers to its young students. Argentina, as it develops its capacity in biotechnology and nanotechnology, is building cooperative science relationships not just in Latin America, but with Europe, Africa and the Arab world.   However different these nations are, each recognizes that science and technology will be the currency of the future; investments today will pay off in economic growth and societal development tomorrow.   It is in this context that international science cooperation provides the opportunity to build bridges between countries, both through governments and through civil society relationships. To be most effective, such an approach needs commitment from all interested parties—not just scientists and engineers, but policy-makers, the foreign policy community, educators and the public.   This emerging reality inspired the American Association for the Advancement of Science to establish a Center for Science Diplomacy earlier this year. In October, the Center convened intensive meetings with top U.S. leaders from foreign policy, business, education and science to discuss the best ways to pursue international partnerships, even with nations such as North Korea and Cuba, where governmental relationships have been profoundly strained.  Still, an overarching challenge confronts us now: At a time of financial crisis, we must work together to address world problems in a way that contributes to sustainable, long-term economic growth. Governments play an important role in such partnerships, but they cannot succeed without the commitment of individual researchers in Russia, the United States, and many other countries. If scientists and engineers take leadership, we can pursue new discoveries and solutions to shared problems even as we build understanding and trust between our nations.   
Science Diplomacy Fails
Science Diplomacy isn’t possible, there aren’t enough scientists

Lord et al. 09 [Kristin M. Lord, vice president at the Center for a New American Security “The Science of Diplomacy”, May 5, 2009] 
Facing a complex set of foreign-policy challenges, the United States can no longer afford to overlook such a useful instrument of statecraft. Regrettably, the U.S. government is not well organized to take advantage of science diplomacy. The National Science Foundation and technical departments (Energy, Agriculture, Health and Human Services, and Defense) apply their resources to science -- but not to its diplomatic use. Thus, the Obama administration should appoint a senior-level ambassador for science and technology cooperation in the State Department. He or she could convene an interagency group coordinating the strategic use of science diplomacy.

Science Diplomacy Fails

Science Diplomacy can’t do anything

Dickson 10 [David Dickson, director of SciDev.net, June 28, 2010, “Science in Diplomacy: “On tap but not on top””]

There’s a general consensus in both the scientific and political worlds that the principle of science diplomacy, at least in the somewhat restricted sense of the need to get more and better science into international negotiations, is a desirable objective. There is less agreement, however, on how far the concept can – or indeed should – be extended to embrace broader goals and objectives, in particular attempts to use science to achieve political or diplomatic goals at the international level. Science, despite its international characteristics, is no substitute for effective diplomacy. Any more than diplomatic initiatives necessarily lead to good science. These seem to have been the broad conclusions to emerge from a three-day meeting at Wilton Park in Sussex, UK, organised by the British Foreign Office and the Royal Society, and attended by scientists, government officials and politicians from 17 countries around the world. The definition of science diplomacy varied widely among participants. Some saw it as a subcategory of “public diplomacy”, or what US diplomats have recently been promoting as “soft power” (“the carrot rather than the stick approach”, as a participant described it). Others preferred to see it as a core element of the broader concept of “innovation diplomacy”, covering the politics of engagement in the familiar fields of international scientific exchange and technology transfer, but raising these to a higher level as a diplomatic objective. Whatever definition is used, three particular aspects of the debate became the focus of attention during the Wilton Park meeting: how science can inform the diplomatic process; how diplomacy can assist science in achieving its objectives; and, finally, how science can provide a channel for quasi-diplomatic exchanges by forming an apparently neutral bridge between countries. There was little disagreement on the first of these. Indeed for many, given the increasing number of international issues with a scientific dimension that politicians have to deal with, this is essentially what the core of science diplomacy should be about. Chris Whitty, for example, chief scientist at the UK’s Department for International Development, described how knowledge about the threat raised by the spread of the highly damaging plant disease stem rust had been an important input by researchers into discussions by politicians and diplomats over strategies for persuading Afghan farmers to shift from the production of opium to wheat. Others pointed out that the scientific community had played a major role in drawing attention to issues such as the links between chlorofluorocarbons in the atmosphere and the growth of the ozone hole, or between carbon dioxide emissions and climate change. Each has made essential contributions to policy decisions. Acknowledging this role for science has some important implications. No-one dissented when Rohinton Medhora, from Canada’s International Development Research Centre, complained of the lack of adequate scientific expertise in the embassies of many countries of the developed and developing world alike. Nor – perhaps predictably – was there any major disagreement that diplomatic initiatives can both help and occasionally hinder the process of science. On the positive side, such diplomacy can play a significant role in facilitating science exchange and the launch of international science projects, both essential for the development of modern science. Europe’s framework programme of research programmes was quoted as a successful advantage of the first of these. Examples of the second range from the establishment of the European Organisation of Nuclear Research (usually known as CERN) in Switzerland after the Second World War, to current efforts to build a large new nuclear fusion facility (ITER). Less positively, increasing restrictions on entry to certain countries, and in particular the United States after the 9/11 attacks in New York and elsewhere, have significantly impeded scientific exchange programmes. Here the challenge for diplomats was seen as helping to find ways to ease the burdens of such restrictions. The broadest gaps in understanding the potential of scientific diplomacy lay in the third category, namely the use of science as a channel of international diplomacy, either as a way of helping to forge consensus on contentious issues, or as a catalyst for peace in situations of conflict. On the first of these, some pointed to recent climate change negotiations, and in particular the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, as a good example, of the way that the scientific community can provide a strong rationale for joint international action. But others referred to the failure of the Copenhagen climate summit last December to come up with a meaningful agreement on action as a demonstration of the limitations of this way of thinking. It was argued that this failure had been partly due to a misplaced belief that scientific consensus would be sufficient to generate a commitment to collective action, without taking into account the political impact that scientific ideas would have. Another example that received considerable attention was the current construction of a synchrotron facility SESAME in Jordan, a project that is already is bringing together researchers in a range of scientific disciplines from various countries in the Middle East (including Israel, Egypt and Palestine, as well as both Greece and Turkey). The promoters of SESAME hope that – as with the building of CERN 60 years ago, and its operation as a research centre involving, for example, physicists from both Russia and the United States – SESAME will become a symbol of what regional collaboration can achieve. In that sense, it would become what one participant described as a “beacon of hope” for the region. But others cautioned that, however successful SESAME may turn out to be in purely scientific terms, its potential impact on the Middle East peace process should not be exaggerated.  Political conflicts have deep roots that cannot easily be papered over, however open-minded scientists may be 
[CONTINUED]

to professional colleagues coming from other political contexts. Indeed, there was even a warning that in the developing world, high profile scientific projects, particular those with explicit political backing, could end up doing damage by inadvertently favouring one social group over another. Scientists should be wary of having their prestige used in this way; those who did so could come over as patronising, appearing unaware of political realities. Similarly, those who hold science in esteem as a practice committed to promoting the causes of peace and development were reminded of the need to take into account how advances in science – whether nuclear physics or genetic technology – have also led to new types of weaponry. Nor did science automatically lead to the reduction of global inequalities. “Science for diplomacy” therefore ended up with a highly mixed review. The consensus seemed to be that science can prepare the ground for diplomatic initiatives – and benefit from diplomatic agreements – but cannot provide the solutions to either. 

Science Diplomacy Fails
Science diplomacy has limited effectiveness-the Middle East proves

Dickson 09 [David Dickson, director of SciDev.net, “The Limits of Science Diplomacy”, June 4, 2009]
Only so much science can do
Recently, the Obama administration has given this field a new push, in its desire to pursue "soft diplomacy" in regions such as the Middle East. Scientific agreements have been at the forefront of the administration's activities in countries such as Iraq and Pakistan.
But — as emerged from a meeting entitled New Frontiers in Science Diplomacy, held in London this week (1–2 June) — using science for diplomatic purposes is not as straightforward as it seems.
Some scientific collaboration clearly demonstrates what countries can achieve by working together. For example, a new synchrotron under construction in Jordan is rapidly becoming a symbol of the potential for teamwork in the Middle East.
But whether scientific cooperation can become a precursor for political collaboration is less evident. For example, despite hopes that the Middle East synchrotron would help bring peace to the region, several countries have been reluctant to support it until the Palestine problem is resolved.
Indeed, one speaker at the London meeting (organised by the UK's Royal Society and the American Association for the Advancement of Science) even suggested that the changes scientific innovations bring inevitably lead to turbulence and upheaval. In such a context, viewing science as a driver for peace may be wishful thinking. 
Science Diplomacy Fails
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