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Plan: The European Space Agency should ______________.

Counterplan solves the case

Brauer and Monte 05 (Gerard and Luca del, Gerard is the head of the ESA, “European Space Research and Developmentfor the Security and Military Sectors” pdf)

The above described scenario suggests that the potential contribution of ESA in the framework of a European network of technical agencies in support of a European security/defence system for the time framework 2013-2015, could be the step wise development of a balanced mix of top-down and bottom-up initiatives complementing each other. On the one hand there is a recognized need for the collaboration and eventually for the convergence of these two approaches in the short-medium time, on the other hand there is the responsibility of national Governments for the security of their citizens. Nationally owned assets are going to be the main tools for security and defence, but these assets need to be linked by using commonly agreed standards and by a commonly owned basic infrastructures. Some elements of the future architecture are being discussed by the European Member States interested in space. The definition of future situation awareness capabilities must be a short term goal. The development of multi/hyper-spectral, radar, optical, infrared sensors and platforms will be necessary to support the security user communities.. Today, the next generation of these systems is far from being mature. Their development should be coordinated from the very beginning. ESA, the organisation charged with developing the major European space programmes, possesses the overall set of capabilities in the definition and conduct of space infrastructure programmes and in the definition of technology preparation and accompaniment programmes. It has an intimate knowledge of the industrial fabric and the capabilities available in Europe. Through its programmes, ESA has access to all categories of space applications and possesses ground facilities and space systems, which could be made available in support of specific applications with defence relevance (launchers, observation and telecommunications satellites, test and operations facilities, etc.). The Agency is the primary source of institutional contracts in a number of applications areas and in the R&D field. Being an intergovernmental agency with a programme remit, ESA has demonstrated its ability to establish cooperative ventures at European level. Under its leadership the space sector has indeed come to be seen as a pioneer and an acknowledged model for the process of European integration. The optional programme, a tried and tested legal form, provides a basis for a flexible model of cooperation between States, one which accommodates the participants’ specific objectives and constraints while at the same time allowing resources to be pooled and common rules to be applied. In practice, the Agency’s contribution to the emergence of a space component for the European defence policy and the ensuing activities may take many forms. These may be classified in accordance with the level of Agency involvement and the extent to which the activity concerned is defence-specific. A first group of activities are those concerned with optimising synergies in technologies and infrastructures. ESA has started consultations with the defence entities on technological priorities and critical technologies of interest to both communities with a view to coordinating preparatory work and upstream research activity. The requirements emerging in this way from the defence entities should be incorporated in the European space technologies master plan. The consultation process could be extended to test and operations facilities to ensure more effective investment planning on all sides and avoid unwarranted duplication. Another possibility to be considered is the development by the Agency of dedicated dual use programmes or the availability of Agency’s infrastructures for defence uses (one example might be a demonstration of data relay between an Agency satellite and a military aircraft). The Agency might, lastly, be assigned responsibility for developing prototypes, demonstrators or space borne infrastructure components to serve defence requirements.
Solvency – Generic

Counterplan solves the case – has an effective framework for successful space policy

Brauer and Monte 05 (Gerard and Luca del, Gerard is the head of the ESA, “European Space Research and Developmentfor the Security and Military Sectors” pdf)

The above described scenario suggests that the potential contribution of ESA in the framework of a European network of technical agencies in support of a European security/defence system for the time framework 2013-2015, could be the step wise development of a balanced mix of top-down and bottom-up initiatives complementing each other. On the one hand there is a recognized need for the collaboration and eventually for the convergence of these two approaches in the short-medium time, on the other hand there is the responsibility of national Governments for the security of their citizens. Nationally owned assets are going to be the main tools for security and defence, but these assets need to be linked by using commonly agreed standards and by a commonly owned basic infrastructures. Some elements of the future architecture are being discussed by the European Member States interested in space. The definition of future situation awareness capabilities must be a short term goal. The development of multi/hyper-spectral, radar, optical, infrared sensors and platforms will be necessary to support the security user communities.. Today, the next generation of these systems is far from being mature. Their development should be coordinated from the very beginning. ESA, the organisation charged with developing the major European space programmes, possesses the overall set of capabilities in the definition and conduct of space infrastructure programmes and in the definition of technology preparation and accompaniment programmes. It has an intimate knowledge of the industrial fabric and the capabilities available in Europe. Through its programmes, ESA has access to all categories of space applications and possesses ground facilities and space systems, which could be made available in support of specific applications with defence relevance (launchers, observation and telecommunications satellites, test and operations facilities, etc.). The Agency is the primary source of institutional contracts in a number of applications areas and in the R&D field. Being an intergovernmental agency with a programme remit, ESA has demonstrated its ability to establish cooperative ventures at European level. Under its leadership the space sector has indeed come to be seen as a pioneer and an acknowledged model for the process of European integration. The optional programme, a tried and tested legal form, provides a basis for a flexible model of cooperation between States, one which accommodates the participants’ specific objectives and constraints while at the same time allowing resources to be pooled and common rules to be applied. In practice, the Agency’s contribution to the emergence of a space component for the European defence policy and the ensuing activities may take many forms. These may be classified in accordance with the level of Agency involvement and the extent to which the activity concerned is defence-specific. A first group of activities are those concerned with optimising synergies in technologies and infrastructures. ESA has started consultations with the defence entities on technological priorities and critical technologies of interest to both communities with a view to coordinating preparatory work and upstream research activity. The requirements emerging in this way from the defence entities should be incorporated in the European space technologies master plan. The consultation process could be extended to test and operations facilities to ensure more effective investment planning on all sides and avoid unwarranted duplication. Another possibility to be considered is the development by the Agency of dedicated dual use programmes or the availability of Agency’s infrastructures for defence uses (one example might be a demonstration of data relay between an Agency satellite and a military aircraft). The Agency might, lastly, be assigned responsibility for developing prototypes, demonstrators or space borne infrastructure components to serve defence requirements.
EU more efficient than US government

PENNINGS ’02 (Paul, Associate Professor Department of Political Science at the Vu University of Amsterdam “The Dimensionality of the EU Policy Space

The European Elections of 1999” European Union Politics http://eup.sagepub.com/content/3/1/59.short)

In any full-grown democracy, parties must confront voters with real choices that matter. The European Union is often said to be devoid of these choices owing to minor policy differences between parties. The manifestos issued at European Parliament elections by party groups are often perceived as being bland and indistinguishable from each other. How correct is this perception? In this article, the diversity of policy positions within and between the main European party groups is analyzed by means of the European election manifestos of 1999. The content analysis of these manifestos shows that there are significant differences both within and between the party groups. These differences indicate that these groups are (potentially) able to present meaningful choices to voters.
EU solves-multiple reasons

3AF Writers Group ‘07( October 22 “The Militarization and Weaponization of Space: towards a European Space Deterrent” 3AF Strategy and International Affairs Commission – Writers' Group 

* http://www.aaafasso.fr/DOSSIERSAAAF/DOSS.ACCES_LIBRE/PJ_CT/Comm.Aff.Internat/Militarisation_et_Arsenalisation_Vers.angl.oct07.pdf
In effect, the Chinese test has shown the incapacity of Europe to detect, characterize and appreciate the potential menace which it constitutes. Only an inter­governmental collaboration within Europe appears appropriate for preparing to deal with such a situation. It would avoid massive investment in fully autonomous resources. The first example we have is the tripartite agreement between France, Germany and Italy for the exchange of high resolution images from the reconnaissance satellites, respectively, Pléiades, SAR­Lupe and Cosmo Skymed, when these three systems are operational. However, France must continue with what it has already embarked on, on the one hand the operational programmes Helios, Essaim and Syracuse and, on the other hand, the technological demonstration programmes SPIRALE and ELISA, to ensure the continuation of the former and, for the latter, to arrive at operational capacities fit to put at the disposal of the armed forces. Europe does not have to imitate the United States. It is not exposed to the same risks and has no intention of being a rival as a dominating world power. On the economic level, Europe doubts it has the financial resources to be able to catch up with the United States in terms of the quantity of operational devices, even though it is the second economic power in the world. But having systems which are autonomous and complementary to those of its partners appears to be more and more of a priority, in the light of the recent advances observed in other countries. China has just reminded us of this. Germany has the FGAN­TIRA radar and the United Kingdom the PIMS optical instruments. They provide a capacity for detection, orbitography, the management of a catalogue of orbiting objects and their identification. However, these systems, with Graves, are not inter­operable and don’t satisfy the global need for detection, warning and response which future threats will require

CP solves the aff—the EU has a wide variety of space technology that allows them to do the plan

EU 09-[“The EU and Space; Reaping the Benefits of Space Exploration and Technology” <

http://www.eurunion.org/News/eunewsletters/EUFocus/2009/EUFocus-Space-7-09.pdf>]

Forty years ago, the world watched in awe as the first humans stepped foot on the moon. Today, nations routinely rely on space-based technology in areas including communications, navigation, and earth observation. No longer the sole domain of Cold War superpowers, space activities have become strategic and economic priorities not only for the U.S. and Russia, but also for the European Union, Japan, and the emerging economies of China and India. From satellite communications to weather forecasting, from earth observation satellites monitoring climate change to global positioning satellites that help planes navigate safely, the technological offshoots of space activities offer important benefits to 21 st century citizens. Space exploration programs help to develop human understanding of both the universe and our own planet; they help our search for answers to fundamental questions: “Where did life come from? Is human life possible in extraterrestrial environments?” and “How can we harness the natural resources of Mars or other bodies? Can knowledge of and solutions for earthly challenges be found in space?” However, by their very nature, space ventures are often massive, costly, and complex; they require long-term planning, substantial investment, and strategic vision. Very few nations can accomplish this alone. Even the two original space powers— the U.S. and Russia—are engaged in international cooperation to further their space goals.  European nations long ago joined forces to reap the full benefits of space for their citizens. The European Union’s collaboration with the European Space Agency (ESA) provides the scale and expertise necessary to drive European space applications, exploration, science, and technology, and together the EU and ESA have launched a forward-looking vision for European Space Policy. The European Space Policy promotes two priority EU space program: Galileo and GMES. Galileo, the EU’s satellite navigation system, and GMES, the EU’s earth observation system, represent significant innovations in their respective domains. Europe has its own independent access to space through ESA’s Kourou launch site on the northeast coast of South America, and has also developed arrangements with the U.S. and Russia for human spaceflight—European astronauts regularly fly to the International Space Station (ISS) from launch sites in both countries. Right now, multinational crews on the ISS are collaborating on highly complex work in a cont ain e d env i ronm ent mi l e s above the Earth, despite differences of nationality, culture, ethnicity, and language. Europe is a major partner in the ISS; it has constructed an impressive state-of-theart laboratory module, developed and launched the first in a series of unmanned supply shuttles, and provided a continuous supply of astronauts. Among its many objectives, the ISS serves as a laboratory and platform for the development of technology to further human space exploration…to the Moon, to Mars, and beyond. 

The EU has the research, resources and technology to increase space exploration

EU 09-[“The EU and Space; Reaping the Benefits of Space Exploration and Technology” <

http://www.eurunion.org/News/eunewsletters/EUFocus/2009/EUFocus-Space-7-09.pdf>]

For nearly half a century, Europe has been actively involved in developing space technology through national and European programs. The European Space Agency (ESA), an intergovernmental agency, was launched in 1975 to promote European cooperation in space. In 2003, the European Commission—the EU’s executive arm—and ESA formally joined forces, drawing on each other’s complementary strengths to further advance European space applications, exploration, research, and technology in the 21 st century. The European Commission drives the exploitation of space for the benefit of its citizens; ensures the continuity of relevant operational services; develops appropriate regulatory frameworks; and coordinates and promotes a single European position in international forums. ESA and its 18 member countries—including 16 of the 27 EU Member States—are responsible for the conception and implementation of space programs, space-related scientific research, and the procurement of resources needed for space activities, particularly access to space and technology. The European Space Policy, drafted jointly by the European Commission and ESA, outlines a unified European vision for the space sector. The policy strives to develop and exploit space applications that serve the needs of Europe; address space-related security and defense issues; apply space technology to improved understanding of climate change; foster a strong and competitive space industry; ensure independent, cost-effective access to space; and promote a European initiative in space exploration. Through the European Space Policy, Europe has increased its coordination with international partners. For example, the European Commission and ESA jointly represent Europe in cooperation with other strategic partners and closely coordinate European participation in intergovernmental forums such as the Group on Earth Observations (GEO).

Space is a top priority for the EU
EUROPA ‘11( April 4“A new space policy for Europe: Independence, competitiveness and citizens quality of life” Europe.edu http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/11/398)

Improving the safety and daily lives of European citizens thanks to radio navigation, guiding tractors by satellite for high-yield crops, optimizing response to humanitarian crisis… This is not science fiction but just a few examples of innovations related to space technologies developed today. This crucial role of space is reflected in the European Commission communication presented today as a first step of an integrated Space Policy to be developed with the new legal basis provided by the Lisbon Treaty. The new Communication aims at reinforcing Europe’s space infrastructure and calls for increasing support for research to increase European technological non-dependence, foster cross-fertilisation between the space sector and other industry sectors, and boost innovation as a driver of European competitiveness. Vice-President Antonio Tajani, responsible for Industry and Entrepreneurship, said: “Space is strategic for Europe's independence, job creation and competitiveness. Space activities create high-skilled jobs, innovation, new commercial opportunities, and improve citizens’ well-being and security. This is why we need to reinforce European space policy to best exploit its social and economic opportunities for industry and SMEs. In order to achieve our goals, Europe needs to keep an independent access to space.” Faced with important economic, societal and strategic challenges, today’s communication sets out priorities for the future EU space policy: Pursue the achievement of the European navigation satellite programmes Galileo and EGNOS. For example, a service that was recently introduced under EGNOS enables precision approaches and renders air navigation safer (IP/11/247). Implement with Member States the European Earth Monitoring Programme (GMES) which is designed for land, ocean, atmosphere, air quality and climate change monitoring, as well as emergency response and security, with the objective to become fully operational from 2014; Protect space infrastructures against space debris, solar radiation and asteroids by setting-up a European Space Situation Awareness (SSA) system; Identify and support actions at EU level in the field of Space exploration. The Union could notably explore options to work with the ISS ensuring that all Member States participate in it; Pursue a Space Industrial policy developed in close collaboration with the European Space Agency and Member States; Support research and development to increase European technological non dependence and ensure that innovation in this field will be of benefit to non-space sectors and citizens. Communication satellites play a key role in this context; Strengthen the partnerships with EU Member States and the European Space Agency (ESA) and implement improved management schemes.

US standing in space is over-time to let the EU take over

 BARR ‘11( Bob ,July 13a former federal prosecutor and a former member of the United States House of Representatives He represented Georgia's 7th congressional district as a Republican, served on its National Committee, the Libertarian Party nominee for President of the United States in the 2008 election.  “Us lost “Space Race” Long Ago” AJC The Barr Code http://blogs.ajc.com/bob-barr-blog/2011/07/13/us-lost-space-race-long-ago/)
Last week’s launch of the Atlantis Space Shuttle — the very last Space Shuttle mission — was described widely as the end of America’s leadership in manned space exploration. In fact, we lost the “space race” long ago — when as a nation we decided it was far more important to pay for cradle-to-grave social programs of all sorts, and to engage in multiple and costly military adventures around the world, than it was to focus seriously on manned space exploration. The Shuttle Program itself, as the most visible aspect of America’s space program, was conceived in the 1970s based on that era’s technology, but which for years through its high visibilty and PR, masked the decline in America’s commitment to space exploration and the many medical, scientific, and technological benefits it produced. The tragic loss in 2003 of the Columbia Shuttle was a direct result of decisions to cobble together Shuttle missions based on outdated technology, rather than spend money to develop spacecraft and rocket delivery vehicles with contemporary technology. Neither Republican nor Democratic presidents since the end of the Apollo lunar exploration program in 1975 were willing to take the political heat they would have incurred had they proposed to cut back a single federal benefit program, in order to continue development of newer and more technologically advanced manned spacecraft and missions. At the same time, not one of those many presidents had the courage to admit their decisions were slowly killing NASA in this regard; so they proposed — and Congress routinely concurred — to spend just enough to continue duct-tape fixes to the woefully aged Shuttle program, as evidence they really were committed to manned space exploration. The demise of America’s manned space program, and the fact that European and Russian programs will now eclipse ours, is a sad tribute to the myopic national vision that has captured national policy in recent decades. Rather than focus — as Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy did in launching America’s manned space program in the late 1950s and early 1960s — on taking risks and pushing the envelope of entrepreneurship and American know-how, the United States in this 21st Century has become risk-averse; and turned its national gaze from the sky and the far reaches of human advancement, to government coddling and control of virtually every aspect of citizens’ lives here on earth. In spending every last dollar Washington can squeeze from the taxpayers or which the Treasury Department can print as IOUs to future generations, in order to fund these myriad federal social programs, it’s no wonder there’s almost nothing left over for space exploration.

The EU is becoming a bigger player in space

NEATHER ‘10 (Adam, August 31, “Is Europe in the space race?” ES Euroscience,  http://euroscientist.com/2010/08/is-europe-in-the-space-race/)
There are a surprising number of European countries with space programmes, especially if compared to the days of the cold war when the US and USSR led the race. Germany (DLR), France (CNES), the Netherlands (SRON), Norway (NSC), and Sweden (SNSB) all have current projects underway, as well as the umbrella pan-European organisation, ESA, which has 18 member states and six cooperating states, which includes, interestingly, Canada. The UK has UKSA, which is a newly formed body. The European Space Agency (ESA), was formed in 1975 with an initial membership of ten states, and has its headquarters in Paris, and secondary sites in Germany, Spain, Italy and the Netherlands. Though ESA is relatively small compared to NASA (the former having a budget of US$4.8 billion , while the latter enjoys funding to the tune of US$17.6 billion) it has undertaken a surprising number of space programmes. Though sadly the Hermes manned programme was abandoned in 1992, and European space travellers must currently hitch a ride on American or Russian missions, there are fresh plans for a new mission to send “spationauts” (European astronauts) to space in 2020 in a Advanced Re-Entry Vehicle. The project is still in the conceptual stages and the first uses of the vehicle will be for unmanned cargo missions, but it’s a promising start.

Europe has been empirically successful-the plan is key to future success

COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION ’08 (September 26, “Council Resolution Taking forward the European Space Policy” 2891ist Competitiveness (internal market, industry and research) council meeting http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/intm/103050.pdf
AFFIRMS that Europe, building on its successful track record in exploration over a number of decades, in which science has been the key driver, is committed to playing a significant role in the international enterprise to explore the Solar system and to develop a deep understanding of the conditions for life to function beyond our planet and ACKNOWLEDGES the fact that establishing Europe as a fundamental pillar of these activities will be achieved only through sustained investment; REALISES that the technologies to be developed must be assessed carefully with a perspective of taking key decisions, and HIGHLIGHTS that these may have a lasting impact on the perception of Europe's scientific and technological capabilities in the world and the self-perception of European citizens; UNDERLINES the value of space exploration for inspiring young Europe.

ESA’s SMART-1 presents the key step towards ESA’s new technology, space communication, development, and exploration. 

Space Daily 3, (8/20/03, Space Daily, “Europe Looking Forward to Small Smart Lunar Mission” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/lunar-03g.html, AT) 

Europe is going to the Moon for the first time! In just over two weeks the European Space Agency's (ESA) lunar probe, SMART-1, begins its journey to the Moon. Due to be launched from Kourou in French Guiana on 3rd September (12.04am Sep 4 BST) SMART-1 will be powered only by an ion engine which Europe will be testing for the first time as the main spacecraft propulsion. Onboard will be D-CIXS, an X-ray spectrometer built by scientists in the UK, which will provide information on what the Moon is made of. SMART-1 represents a new breed of spacecraft. It is ESA's first Small Mission for Advanced Research in Technology - designed to demonstrate innovative and key technologies for future deep space science missions. As well as the ion propulsion mechanism SMART-1 will test miniaturised spacecraft equipment and instruments, a navigation system which in the long term will allow spacecraft to autonomously navigate through the solar system, and a space communication technique whereby SMART-1 will establish a link with the Earth using a laser beam. Once it has arrived at the Moon (expected to be in January 2005), SMART-1 will perform an unprecedented scientific study of the Moon- providing valuable information which will shed light on some of the unanswered questions. The spacecraft will search for signs of water-ice in craters near the Moon's poles, provide data on the still uncertain origin of the Moon and reconstruct its evolution by mapping and the surface distribution of minerals and key chemical elements. Commenting on the mission Prof. Ian Halliday, Chief Executive of PPARC said," This mission to our only natural satellite is a masterpiece of miniaturisation and UK scientists have played a leading role in providing one of the spacecraft's key instruments - testament to the UK's expertise in space science." Halliday added, "SMART-1 is packed with innovative technology that promises to revolutionise our future exploration of neighbouring planets whilst answering some fundamental questions about the Moon - how did the Moon form and how did it evolve?" UK scientists have a lead role in the mission. D-CIXS, a compact X-ray Spectrometer, which will make the first ever global X-ray map of the Moon's surface, has been built by a team led by Principal Investigator Professor Manuel Grande from the CCLRC Rutherford Appleton Laboratory near Oxford. rays to determine many of the elements found on its surface. This will provide us with vital clues which will help understand the origins of our Moon." Weighing just 4.5 kilograms and the size of a toaster, one of the challenges for the D-CIXS team has been to fit all the necessary components into the instrument. This has been achieved through clever miniaturisation and the development of new technology such as novel X-ray detectors - based on new swept charge devices (similar to the established charged couple devices found in much of today's technology) and microfabricated collimators with walls no thicker than a human hair. Lord Sainsbury, Minister for Science and Innovation at the Department of Trade and Industry said: "SMART-1 is an unprecedented opportunity to provide the most comprehensive study ever of the surface of the Moon. The UK is playing a key role in this important European mission by providing technology that demonstrates excellent collaboration between engineering and science in this country. This mission will also give the European Space Agency the opportunity to develop new technology for future missions, demonstrating once again the effectiveness of joint working between the UK and our European partners in space." 

ESA gaining leadership in space exploration and technology – their plan includes mars, lunar exploration and mining, and robotic space travel 

Messina and Vennemann 5, (5/31/05, Piero, Dietrich, “The European space exploration programme: Current status of ESA’s plans for Moon and Mars exploration” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094576505001116) AT
• A robust European contribution: Europe is already actively engaged in space exploration. It intends to build on that legacy in order to play an essential role in the context of a global effort, while maintaining a certain level of autonomy and independence by developing key elements to acquire and maintain technological capabilities and competences in order to increase knowledge and stimulate innovation and technology. The robustness of the programme will also represent a significant means to support competitiveness of industry. In addition, such a programme provides for a positive and inspirational vision of the future attracting young people to science and technology related studies. All these elements will allow Europe to withstand unilateral decisions by other partners through innovative and flexible models of cooperation, thus contributing to strengthen and European identity citizenship. • A flexible European programme: In the spirit of a truly international collaboration, Europe will strive to establish a programme able to adjust to partners’ calendars and potential variations in the international environment. The approach followed for the future European exploration activities consists of: • the definition of different scenarios, for extended robotic and human exploration, which will allow the identification of priorities and the elaboration of architectures; • the elaboration of the main elements of the programme, based on a building blocks approach, comprising the development of Early Robotic Missions (Entry Vehicle Demonstrator Mission, EDLS Technology Demonstration Mission, Mars Exobiology Mission, Mars Sample Return), the improvement of extended human spaceflight capabilities in Earth orbit, as well as the development of enabling technologies; • the development of a policy conceived to attract and inspire the youth and mobilise public support (increasing public awareness and enhancing youth motivation in science and technology). 7. The current status The programme is currently open for subscription to Participating States and other ESA Member States. The final status will be known at the ESA Council meeting in October 2004. The preparatory phase outcome is a sound and credible fully fledged programme proposal for the 2006–2010 period that will be put forward for decision at the next ESA Council at ministerial level currently scheduled for the end of 2005. During the next 15 months the proposed workplan includes: • continuation of the activities on the ExoMars mission both on the mission itself and on the Rover in order to keep the target date of 2009/2011. The work will focus not only on the supervision of industrial activities but also on the interface with the Pasteur Scientific Advisory Body, the implementation of planetary protection policies as well as the support to possible international cooperation; • pursuing of the EVD design and development; • industrial work on MDL mission or missions; • system study for the Mars Sample Return mission along with establishment of a science advisory team and exploration of international cooperation opportunities; • studies concerning the future transportation systems (CARV, Klipper) and habitability issues conducted in connection with Human Spaceflight Programme; • further activities on human medical and physiological issues as well as psychology studies conducted in the Concordia Station; • the definition of scenarios and of a roadmap including the exploration and exploitation of the Moon; • reflection on the role of nuclear power sources with the establishment of a European Working Group. 8. Conclusions Europe has been working since 2001 to prepare itself to play a significant role in the future international exploration endeavours. The new international and European context have led to a revision of the Aurora Programme approach while maintaining the main robotic missions that had been conceived originally as precursor to human exploration. The new approach will rest on an enhanced synergy between the exploration programme and other ESA programmes, namely the scientific one and the human spaceflight one. ESA will establish over the next months a new roadmap to space exploration that will take into account the expertise, the strength and the goals of Europe as well as the international context and the opportunities for international cooperation. 
ESA wants to do more in space

Dinerman 6 (Taylor, 1/23/6, “NASA and ESA: a parting of ways?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/539/1 MGE) 

ESA, with its much smaller budget, still wants to do a little of everything. It wants to support Europe’s launcher and satellite industries. It also wants to support robotic exploration and its aforementioned quasi-military role. It will also continue its partnership with the US, Russia, and Japan on the International Space Station. Jean-Jacques Dordain, ESA’s Director General, announced that, sometime this year, they will be shipping the Columbus laboratory module from Germany to Cape Canaveral, to be delivered to the ISS on a future shuttle mission. He said, “We can permit ourselves to be confident that Columbus will be launched and utilized.”

ESA wants to do more and is not burdened by the economic crisis

RT 11 (RT, 5/17/11, “We make future on planet Earth possible – ESA boss” http://rt.com/news/esa-space-future-exploration/ MGE)

 The ESA director told RT that the agency has three main objectives to develop – like practically all other space agencies in the world. The first one is science or improving the knowledge about the universe and exploring the solar system and Earth from space. The second topic is the production and launch of satellites of all possible kinds: communication, navigation, exploration, meteorological – all of them aimed to improve life of the people. The third task of the agency is improving technology and competitiveness.

“Space has demonstrated that its main message is the future on planet Earth is a collective future. There is no individual future; no individuals on Earth have future without the others,” Jean-Jacques Dordain stated.

According to Dordain, though it is true that the space industry is very costly, it gives the expenses back hundredfold by forecasting weather, natural disasters, analyzing crop forecasts, allowing the use of navigation systems possible for everyday life, and doing thousands of other things a modern human being is accustomed to without asking who does the job for him or her.

Also, “space is the main field of the international co-operation. We [ESA] are representing 19 countries working together so we are [an] international corporation co-operating with the US, Russia, Japan, China, African and South American countries.”

Jean-Jacques Dordain confirms that the great economic crisis does affect space programs, particularly America’s NASA projects, but he assures that in ESA they do understand that investing in space is equal to investing in future so financing reduction of space exploration in Europe is not that much significant.
ESA’s IXV spacecraft is the key step towards space transportation and technology

Saucer 6/24 (6/24/11, Brittany, Technology Review, published by MIT, “Space News this Week: An ESA Spacecraft, New Moon Images, and Solar-Electric Propulsion”, http://www.technologyreview.com/blog/deltav/26933/) 
The European Space Agency announced that its re-entry spacecraft, called Intermediate eXperimental Vehicle (IXV), will be ready to fly in 2013. The agency first announced the vehicle concept in 2009. Now the detailed design and technologies are ready and the agency has partnered with Thales Alenia Space Italia to manufacture the vehicle. Its first flight will be in 2013. According to the press release, Europe's ambition for a spacecraft to return autonomously from low orbit is a cornerstone for a wide range of space applications, including space transportation, exploration and robotic servicing of space infrastructure. This goal will be achieved with IXV, which is the next step from the Atmospheric Reentry Demonstrator flight of 1998. More maneuverable and able to make precise landings, IXV is the 'intermediate' element of Europe's path to future developments with limited risks. The new spacecraft, which resembles a wing-less space shuttle and it s test vehicle, will launch aboard a small ESA rocket, reaching an altitude of 450 kilometers. It will test technologies like advanced thermal protection systems, new guidance, navigation and control systems, and will collect lots of data. It will operate autonomously. It could be proving ground for ESA to develop a vehicle that can travel to the space station or other destinations. 

The EU takes the lead role in science and technology

Shelton and Holdridge 04-[“ The US-EU Race for Leadership of Science and Technology: Qualitative and Quantitative Indicators “-International Technology Research Institute R.D. Shelton, Director Geoffrey M. Holdridge, WTEC Division Director and ITRI Series Editor ]

Both the United States and the European Union have set goals for worldwide leadership of science and technology. While the U.S. leads in most input quantitative indicators, output indicators may be more specific for determining present leadership. They show that the EU has taken the lead in important metrics and is challenging the U.S. in others. Qualitative indicators of fields of research and development, based on expert review studies organized by the authors, confirm that many EU labs are equal or better than those in the U.S. I. Introduction A. Purpose Since the 1950s, the top science goal of the U. S. Government has been “maintaining world leadership in science, mathematics, and engineering,” and there is wide acceptance in the U. S. of the premise that it is already ahead. With the new emphasis on planning mandated by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), federal agencies need goals, plans for achieving them, and performance reports on their progress. While the U.S. may currently lead the world in science and technology (S&T) in some aggregated sense, research agencies must assess the status in the sub-disciplines they fund. Systematic assessments of individual fields are sparse, but the best available evidence shows that the U.S. does not lead the world in many important fields. In particular many European research centers now present a challenge to U.S. leadership. In 2000 the European Union set itself a goal of becoming the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010. Strategies are being implemented to achieve this goal, including the tighter integration of research and development activities into a European Research Area. In addition the EU also plans to sharply increase its investment in research and development (R&D) to 3% of GDP by 2010. The EU has already made good progress in some output indicators of S&T performance, and these policy measures plus its expansion from 15 countries to 25 in the coming year are likely to accelerate that progress. This paper will compare the status of indicators of S&T leadership by U.S. versus the EU. 

ESA has missions planned

NASA 8 (NASA Exploration Systems Mission Directorate 7/16/8, “The NASA-ESA Comparative Architecture Assessment,” http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/259221main_NASA_ESA_CAA-Report.pdf MGE)

In order to define and analyze potential European contributions to global exploration initiatives, ESA has developed a long-term, international space exploration roadmap, based on a current understanding of international space exploration plans. The roadmap assumes development of exploration architectures in a phased approach, leading ultimately to the implementation of the first international human mission to Mars. The phased approach allows for the incremental development of technologies and systems over time, and is mindful of both political constraints and financial budgets. The four phases are: Phase 1, through 2016 and perhaps through 2020: This period will see the advancement of human operations in LEO based on extensive utilization of the International Space Station (ISS), or potential new orbital infrastructures. At the same time, the development of a new generation of crew space transportation systems, designed for access to both LEO and low lunar orbit (LLO), will secure human access and frequent flight opportunities to space. Early robotic preparatory missions towards the Moon (e.g. the International Lunar Network) and Mars will pave the way for future human exploration and demonstrate key capabilities such as planetary descent and landing, surface mobility, in-situ resource utilization (ISRU), and perform valuable in-situ science.

• Phase 2, early-to-mid 2020s: This period could see extended human operations in LEO based on the transition to new orbital infrastructures replacing ISS, while first human missions to the Moon commence. During this period, further orbital infrastructures beyond LEO (e.g. in LLO or at the Earth-Moon libration points) might be constructed as an element of a transportation architecture. Such infrastructure could facilitate the assembly of vehicles, crew exchange, docking operations, lunar landings and sustained surface operations, while also enabling research for interplanetary mission preparation. The first Mars Sample Return mission would be implemented during this phase and its findings will drive further Mars exploration.

• Phase 3, late 2020’s or early 2030s: Phase 3 would introduce extended lunar surface installations for fixed and mobile habitation and research. ESA assumes that during this phase lunar exploration would move forward as a coordinated international endeavor. Initial activities towards the preparation of an international human mission to Mars may commence.

• Phase 4, mid-to-late 2030s: Based on the essential knowledge gained from and capabilities developed for continued lunar surface activities, Phase 4 will see the implementation of the first human Mission to Mars. Continuation of lunar surface activities will depend on the long-term exploitation objectives of institutional and private actors. 
Solvency – Asteroid Deflection

ESA’s project – Don Quijote – can effectively deflect asteroids

Roberts 9 (Karlene H., PhD, Has School of Business, University of California, Berkeley, Chair, Center for Catastrophic Risk Management, University of California, August 2009, Natural Hazards Observer, “The Catastrophe We Can Prevent: the Near Earth Orbit Problem,” http://ccrm.berkeley.edu/pdfs_papers/9.09/Roberts_Near_Earth_Object_Problem3.pdf MGE)

 The European Space Agency (ESA) has addressed one part of the deflection problem. Its project, Don Quijote, is a mission concept addressing the projectile proposal. A non threatening asteroid would be identified. A spacecraft would fly out and observe the asteroid for some period of time. A second spacecraft would then fly out and ram the asteroid and the first spacecraft would continue to measure changes in asteroid trajectory, etc. This program is as yet unfunded. 

ESA taking key steps towards asteroid deflection – Don Quijote proves
Space Daily 5, (9/27/05, Space Daily, “ESA Selects Targets for Asteroid-Deflecting Mission Don Quijote” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/asteroid-05s.html, AT) 
Based on the recommendations of asteroid experts, ESA has selected two target asteroids for its Near-Earth Object deflecting mission, Don Quijote. Don Quijote is an asteroid-deflecting mission currently under study by ESA's Advanced Concepts Team (ACT). Earlier this year the NEO Mission Advisory Panel (NEOMAP), consisting of well-known experts in the field, delivered to ESA a target selection report for Europe's future asteroid mitigation missions, identifying the relevant criteria for selecting a target and picking up two objects that meet most of those criteria. The asteroids' temporary designations are 2002 AT4 and 1989 ML. With this input and the support of ESA's Concurrent Design Facility (CDF) experts, the Advanced Concepts Team has now completed an extensive assessment of suitable mission architectures, launch strategies, propulsion system options and experiments. The current scenario envisages two spacecraft in separate interplanetary trajectories. One spacecraft (Hidalgo) will impact an asteroid, the other (Sancho) will arrive earlier at the target asteroid, rendezvous and orbit the asteroid for several months, observing it before and after the impact to detect any changes in its orbit. Industrial studies are now about to start; it will be down to European experts to propose alternative solutions for the design of the low-cost NEO precursor mission. This will be the first step towards the development of a means to tackle asteroid impacts – one of the few natural disasters that our technology can prevent. A near miss? While the eyes of the world were on the Asian tsunami last Christmas, one group of scientists were watching uneasily for another potential natural disaster – the threat of an asteroid impact. On 19 December 2004 MN4, an asteroid of about 400 m, lost since its discovery six months earlier, was observed again and its orbit was computed. It immediately became clear that the chances that it could hit the Earth during a close encounter in 2029 were unusually high. As the days passed the probability did not decrease and the asteroid became notorious for surpassing all previous records in the Torino and Palermo impact risk scales - scales that measure the risk of an asteroid impact just as the Richter scale quantifies the size of an earthquake. Only after earlier observations of the object were found and a more accurate trajectory was computed did it become clear that it would not impact the Earth – at least not in 2029. Impacts on later dates, though unlikely, have not been totally ruled out. It is extremely difficult to tell what will happen unless we come up with a better way to track this or other NEOs and if necessary take steps to tackle them. Most world experts agree that this capability is now within our reach. A mission like ESA's Don Quijote could provide a means to assess a threatening NEO and take concrete steps to deflect it away from the Earth. But every good performance needs rehearsing and in order to be ready for such a threat, we should try our hardware on a harmless asteroid first. Don Quijote would be the first mission to make such an attempt. The big question was: which asteroid and what should it be like? 
ESA implementing final design for asteroid deflection after successful Don Quijote mission for asteroid deflection 
Space Daily 5, (9/27/05, Space Daily, “ESA Selects Targets for Asteroid-Deflecting Mission Don Quijote” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/asteroid-05s.html, AT) 
Don Quijote – the knight errant rides again The phase of internal studies on the Don Quijote mission is now over, and it is time for the space industry to suggest suitable design solutions. ESA has made an open invitation to European space companies to submit proposals on possible designs. The selection of the most promising ones will take place towards the end of the year. In early 2006, two teams should start working on their interpretations of this technology demonstration mission. A year later, once the results are available, ESA will select the final design to be implemented, and then Don Quijote will be ready to take on an asteroid!
Solvency – Asteroid Mining

ESA has means to research asteroids – Rosetta taking up-close images for observational purposes 

Space News Staff 10, (6/21/10, Space News, “Rosetta Spacecraft to Make Asteroid Flyby” http://www.spacenews.com/civil/100621-rosetta-spacecraft-make-asteroid-flyby.html, AT) 

A European comet-chasing spacecraft will zip by a large asteroid in July, snapping pictures all the way and potentially unlocking some of the mysteries surrounding the space rock. The Rosetta spacecraft, operated by the European Space Agency (ESA), is set to fly past asteroid Lutetia July 10. At closest approach, Rosetta will come roughly within 3,200 kilometers of the space rock. The flyby will give Rosetta an approximately two-hour window of opportunity to take the first up-close images of Lutetia and immediately beam them back to Earth. Rosetta has been taking navigational sightings of the asteroid since late May so its ground controllers could determine if any course corrections would be needed to achieve the intended flyby distance. In 2008, Rosetta flew by a different asteroid, called Steins, and a few other space missions have also encountered asteroids. Each encounter has led to different findings, and scientists are hoping that observations from the Lutetia flyby will contribute to the relatively small body of knowledge about asteroids. 

ESA’s Rosetta produced flawless images of asteroid, providing extensive information – proves that technology for asteroid research is developed 

Staff Writers 10, (7/14/10, Space Daily, “Rosetta Triumphs at Asteroid Lutetia” http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Rosetta_Triumphs_At_Asteroid_Lutetia_999.html, AT) 

Asteroid Lutetia has been revealed as a battered world of many craters. ESA's Rosetta mission has returned the first close-up images of the asteroid showing it is most probably a primitive survivor from the violent birth of the Solar System. The flyby was a spectacular success with Rosetta performing faultlessly. Closest approach took place at 18:10 CEST, at a distance of 3162 km. The images show that Lutetia is heavily cratered, having suffered many impacts during its 4.5 billion years of existence. As Rosetta drew close, a giant bowl-shaped depression stretching across much of the asteroid rotated into view. The images confirm that Lutetia is an elongated body, with its longest side around 130km. The pictures come from Rosetta's OSIRIS instrument, which combines a wide angle and a narrow angle camera. At closest approach, details down to a scale of 60 m can be seen over the entire surface of Lutetia. "I think this is a very old object. Tonight we have seen a remnant of the Solar System's creation," says Holger Sierks, OSIRIS principal investigator, Max Planck Institute for Solar System Research, Lindau, Germany. Racing past an asteroid Rosetta raced past the asteroid at 15 km/s completing the flyby in just a minute. But the cameras and other instruments had been working for hours and in some cases days beforehand, and will continue afterwards. Shortly after closest approach, Rosetta began transmitting data to Earth for processing. Lutetia has been a mystery for many years. Ground telescopes have shown that it presents confusing characteristics. In some respects it resembles a 'C-type' asteroid, a primitive body left over from the formation of the Solar System. In others, it looks like an 'M-type'. These have been associated with iron meteorites, are usually reddish and thought to be fragments of the cores of much larger objects. The new images and the data from Rosetta's other instruments will help to decide but not tonight. Compositional information is needed for that. Sensors investigate Lutetia Rosetta operated a full suite of sensors at the encounter, including remote sensing and in-situ measurements. Some of the payload of its Philae lander were also switched on. Together they looked for evidence of a highly tenuous atmosphere, magnetic effects, and studied the surface composition as well as the asteroid's density. They also attempted to catch any dust grains that may have been floating in space near the asteroid for on-board analysis. The results from these instruments will come in time. The flyby marks the attainment of one of Rosetta's main scientific objectives. The spacecraft will now continue to a 2014 rendezvous with its primary target, comet Churyumov-Gerasimenko. It will then accompany the comet for months, from near the orbit of Jupiter down to its closest approach to the Sun. In November 2014, Rosetta will release Philae to land on the comet nucleus. "Wunderbar!' says David Southwood, ESA Director of Science and Robotic Exploration, "It has been a great day for exploration, a great day for European science. The clockwork precision is a great tribute to the scientists and engineers in our Member States in our industry and, not least, in ESA itself. Roll on 2014 and our comet rendezvous." But for now, analysing the Lutetia data is the focus for the Rosetta instrument teams. Just 24 hours ago, Lutetia was a distant stranger. Now, thanks to Rosetta, it has become a close friend. 

NASA and ESA cooperation on asteroid deflection is most effective

Secure World Foundation 10, foundation dedicated to the secure and sustainable use of space for the benefit, engages with academics, policy makers, scientists and advocates in the space and international affairs, promotes the development of cooperative and effective use of space for the protection of Earth’s environment and human security, a research body, convener and facilitator to advocate for key space security and other space related topics and to examine their influence on governance and international development, (11/4/10, “Workshop Emphasizes Need for International Response in Dealing with Earth-Threatening Asteroids” http://www.newswise.com/articles/view/570456/?sc=dwtr&xy=5028369, AT) 
The workshop brought together for the first time space agencies to discuss the future deflection of a hazardous asteroid, said former shuttle astronaut, Tom Jones, Chair of the Association of Space Explorers (ASE) Committee on Near-Earth Objects. “Representatives from NASA and the European Space Agency, facilitated by Secure World Foundation and the Association of Space Explorers, talked substantively about how their programs could be coordinated to gather important planetary defense knowledge about asteroids, what asteroid research is needed to facilitate deflection planning, how space agencies should demonstrate asteroid deflection technologies, and when future planning meetings should take place,” Jones said. Leading international authorities on planetary defense, space situational awareness, as well as orbital debris, along with astronauts and space scientists, took part in the workshop. It was the latest in a series of meetings organized to report to the United Nations Action Team-14, a group within the UN’s Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space Scientific and Technical Subcommittee established in 2001 for the purposes of addressing the asteroid impact threat.

ESA groups have planned missions to mine asteroids

Abundant Planet 10, (“The Ages of Asteroid Mining” http://www.abundantplanet.org/home, AT) 
Asteroid value Now is the time to start mining asteroids—Mineral exploration has already begun! More than 5,000 near-Earth asteroids (NEAs) have been discovered in the last decade. In the next 15 years, 500,000 NEAs are expected to be discovered by telescopes now under construction. Many NEAs (15%) are easier to reach than the moon. Many are abundant sources of valuable minerals that we can use in space and that we need on Earth: the U.S. now imports 100% of 18 industrial minerals. Terrestrial sources for some industrial minerals may be depleted in decades. The value of the metals in a single asteroid can exceed a trillion dollars. Much work needs to be done, but the first sample-return mission was recently completed: First mineral samples: June 2010 The return of the Hayabusa (mission animation; mission overview), bringing mineral samples from near-Earth asteroid (NEA) Itokawa, marks the onset of The Age of Asteroid Mining: Extraterrestrial resource development has begun. Hayabusa faced and overcame many challenges. It successfully returned to Earth on 13 June 2010, plummeting through the atmosphere in a fiery display, and is now scheduled to appear in its own movie. Just as a silken thread, tied to a stone and thrown across a deep gorge, makes it possible to deploy a string, a rope, and eventually a load bearing bridge, the knowledge base that has been created by the JAXA team of engineers will inform all future efforts to mine asteroid mineral wealth. They will forever be the first to have completed the loop: From Earth to asteroid and back. Business opportunities Future NEA sample-return missions are planed by the engineers at JAXA (Hayabusa 2), as well as several other groups in the European Space Agency and at NASA. (NASA’s Dawn spacecraft, launched in September 2007, aims for two main belt asteroids.) Missions to analyze, monitor, respond to, and, if necessary, move potentially hazardous NEAs (PHAs), such as Apophis, have also been planned. One such mission is projected to cost less than $20 million. The Hayabusa mission to Itokawa cost $170 million. To date, over 7,000 NEAs have been identified. Of these, 15% are easier to reach than the moon. New telescopes, such as Pan-STARRS and the LSST (generating “terabytes of data/night”), are expected to detect half a million more (500,000) over the next 15 years. This will significantly increase awareness of both Earth-impact risks and business opportunities. 

ESA breakthrough in asteroid exploration with Rosetta images

Schmitt-Roschmann 10, (7/12/10, Verena, Associated Press, USA Today, “European Space Agency looks closely at asteroid Lutetia” http://www.usatoday.com/tech/science/space/2010-07-12-asteroid_N.htm, AT) 

BERLIN — The European Space Agency has taken the closest look yet at asteroid Lutetia in an extraordinary quest some 280 million miles in outer space between Mars and Jupiter. The comet-chaser Rosetta transmitted its first pictures from the largest asteroid ever visited by a satellite Saturday night after it flew by Lutetia as close as 1,900 miles, ESA said in Darmstadt, Germany. "These are fantastic and exciting pictures," space agency scientist Rita Schulz said in a webcast presentation. She said it would take several weeks before all 400 pictures and all data from the high-precision instruments aboard Rosetta would come through to Earth. "I am a very happy man," said ESA manager David Southwood. "It is a great day for European Science and for world science." Though Lutetia was discovered some 150 years ago, for a long time it was little more than a point of light to those on Earth. Only recent high-resolution ground-based imaging has given a vague view of the asteroid, the agency said. "At the moment we know very little about it," Schulz said. Lutetia is believed to be 83.3 miles in diameter with a "pronounced elongation," but scientists have been puzzled as to what type of asteroid it is — a "primitive" one containing carbon compounds or a metallic asteroid. "We are now going to get the details of this asteroid, which is very important," Schulz said. "There will be a lot of science coming from that mission." Scientists hope to find clues to the history of comets, asteroids and the solar system in the information and images gathered by Rosetta, Schulz said.

Solvency - Colonization

Europe is the leader for research in biological survivability key to space colonization 

Crawford 10, Ph.D, University College London, Microeconomics, Consumer Theory, professor of Advanced Econometrics, (7/?/10, Ian A., “Astrobiological Benefits of Human Exploration” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Astrobiological+benefits+of+human+space+exploration.%28Forum+Article%29&rft.jtitle=Astrobiology&rft.au=Crawford%2C+Ian+A&rft.date=2010-07-01&rft.pub=Mary+Ann+Liebert%2C+Inc&rft.issn=1531-1074&rft.volume=10&rft.issue=6&rft.spage=577&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=235721632, AT)

Now is an appropriate time to consider this question because governments and space agencies are currently reviewing their plans for human space exploration. Some context for this activity is provided by the Global Exploration Strategy (GES), which was agreed upon by 14 of the world's space agencies in May 2007 and, to quote from its founding document, "elaborates a vision for globally coordinated space exploration focused on solar system destinations where humans will someday live and work" (GES 2007). The GES was itself largely stimulated by the US Vision for Space Exploration (NASA, 2004), the objectives and implementation of which have recently been reviewed by the Augustine Commission (2009). The situation regarding US human spaceflight policy is now somewhat uncertain, following the cancellation of NASA's Constellation program in the Administration's Fiscal Year 2011 budget request. In part, this reflects a less-than-ringing endorsement of the Constellation architecture by the Augustine Commission, although the Commission did largely endorse the overall objectives of the Vision for Space Exploration and confirmed that scientific and other benefits would result from human exploration beyond LEO. Thus, although the pace may be slower than originally intended, it still appears likely that US human spaceflight activities will be directed beyond LEO in the coming decades and that this will encourage wider international participation (as envisaged by the GES and specifically recommended by the Augustine Commission). In Europe, partly in response to these developments, efforts are underway to define a broad, predominantly science-driven, program for the robotic and human exploration of the Solar System (Worms et al., 2009), and the very existence of the GES indicates that other spacefaring nations are also considering the extent to which they could contribute to such a program. Given that the future objectives of human space exploration are currently uncertain, it is important that scientists take this opportunity to inform the policy debate by identifying those exploration scenarios that will yield the greatest scientific return. In this spirit, I here present the case that significant scientific, and specifically astrobiological, benefits will result from an enhanced international program of human exploration of the inner Solar System. 2. Benefits of Human Exploration While some of the exploratory objectives of astrobiology can undoubtedly be met by suitably instrumented robotic probes, others would be greatly facilitated by a human presence, and some may be wholly impractical otherwise. Specifically, human planetary exploration would have the following scientific advantages over robotic missions: * It would enable rapid on-the-spot decision making and prioritization of exploration activities, including more intelligent and efficient collection of samples from a more diverse range of localities, and over wider geographic areas, than is likely to be practical with the use of robots alone (e.g., Spudis, 1992, 2001; Garvin, 2004; Snook et al., 2007). The Apollo experience demonstrated that astronauts, when suitably equipped with the means of surface mobility, are very efficient at this task (e.g., Heiken et al., 1991). Garvin (2004) presented a detailed comparison of the relevant skills and abilities of humans and robots as explorers of planetary surfaces and found that humans out-perform robots according to most of the criteria considered. This conclusion is corroborated by direct field comparisons of human and robotic exploration at planetary analog sites on Earth--reporting one such study, Snook et al. (2007 p 438) found that "humans could be 1-2 orders of magnitude more productive per unit time in exploration than future terrestrially controlled robots." * Astronauts may be expected to make discoveries that would be overlooked by robots, owing to the uniquely human ability to recognize new observations or phenomena to be of importance even if not anticipated in advance (e.g., Cockell, 2004). The history of exploration on our own planet indicates that serendipitous discoveries are often among the most important, and the exploration of other planets is unlikely to be any different in this respect. * Perhaps most importantly, human missions to other planetary bodies will permit the return to Earth of a much larger, and more diverse, quantity of samples for detailed analysis in terrestrial laboratories than is likely to be achieved robotically. One of the major, but often unspoken, benefits of human planetary exploration is that, because the astronauts must return to Earth, a large quantity of geological samples can be returned with them. The Apollo haul alone was 382 kg, which comprised more than 2000 discrete samples (Heiken et al., 1991); nothing comparable has been, or is likely to be, achieved robotically. * Human missions will facilitate the landing, operation, and maintenance of more massive and complex scientific equipment than is likely to be feasible robotically. Because human missions, by their very nature, must land a significant amount of mass on planetary surfaces, the additional marginal cost of landing massive or bulky scientific equipment is relatively modest (as demonstrated by the range of equipment deployed by the Apollo missions; Heiken et al., 1991). Moreover, human beings are uniquely capable of maintaining and "troubleshooting" problems with complex equipment (of which the five successful repair and upgrade missions to the Hubble Space Telescope provide the best examples to date; NRC, 2005). A particular example relevant to future planetary exploration concerns drilling, which will have important astrobiological applications on both the Moon and Mars. In this context, Zacny et al. (2008) noted that "in the era of human exploration, sufficient mass and real-time supervision should be available to carry out truly deep penetration of the subsurface of extraterrestrial bodies." * Last, but not least, the infrastructure developed to support human space exploration, especially the development of a heavy-lift launch capability, would have many other scientific applications. Examples of relevance to astrobiology include sophisticated robotic probes to the outer Solar System and the construction of large space-based telescopes for the study of extrasolar planetary systems (NRC, 2009). In the following sections, these scientific benefits of human space exploration as applied to astrobiological objectives are expanded upon. 3. Low Earth Orbit Currently, human space activities are concentrated on the completion and utilization of the International Space Station (ISS). Confined to LEO, this activity does not amount to exploration in the spatial or geographic sense. Nevertheless, the ISS, like other orbital facilities before it, does provide a platform for the scientific exploration of the unique microgravity and radiation environments of near-Earth space. The principal scientific rationales for research in this environment lie in the areas of materials science (reviewed by Ratke, 2006), fundamental physics (Dittus, 2006), and the life sciences (Gerzer et al., 2006). Aspects of particular relevance to astrobiology belong mainly to the latter area and may broadly be grouped into two main areas, as follows. 3.1. Biological studies of the adaptability and survivability of organisms in the space environment Astrobiologically relevant experiments in LEO were reviewed by Gerzer et al. (2006) and Baglioni et al. (2007). Of particular interest are studies of the survival of terrestrial organisms to the radiation, vacuum, and temperature extremes of the space environment, because these studies help constrain models for the efficacy of lithopanspermia as a means by which life can transfer between planets (e.g., Mileikowsky et al., 2000; Horneck et al., 2002; Burchell, 2004). Space-based platforms also permit unadulterated access to the solar spectrum and thereby enable long-term studies of the biological consequences of exposure to solar UV radiation. This is important for understanding the possible role of UV radiation in the synthesis of prebiotic molecules (e.g., Bernstein et al., 2002), and the survival of life on planetary surfaces that lack atmospheric UV protection (e.g., Cockell, 2002). The European Space Agency's Expose facility on the ISS (Rabbow et al., 2009) will provide a powerful tool for the furtherance of these studies.

Solvency - Debris

European Space Agency can solve space debris – demonstrator radar can track 20,000 objects

MSNBC.com 11 (4-4-11, “Europe creating space-debris tracker of its own Surveillance system could track thousands of dangerous objects a second” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42417430/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/europe-creating-space-debris-tracker-its-own/)
Human spacefarers and satellites constantly dodge a cloud of dangerous debris left over from orbital traffic accidents and launches. Now the European Space Agency has taken its first steps toward creating its own space surveillance system that could track thousands of objects per second. One such step takes the form of demonstrator radar that will eventually lead to a system capable of tracking 15,000 to 20,000 objects on the radar for at least 10 seconds each day. Having such awareness represents a necessity when even the tiniest space debris can destroy satellites or cause serious damage while traveling at speeds of 17,400 mph – not even space glue could salvage the situation. "(The new surveillance system) can observe a large number of objects simultaneously, detecting their position to a high degree of accuracy and sensitivity," said Andreas Brenner, a department head at the Fraunhofer Institute for High Frequency Physics and Radar Techniques in Wachtberg, Germany. The radar technology also must be able to track debris particles just a few centimeters in diameter. Threats from space debris have only grown in recent years. A satellite collision between U.S. and Russian counterparts in February 2009 added to the cloud of space junk. The International Space Station already has to dodge such debris four to five times each year. Fraunhofer researchers plan to focus on designing the receiver array for the radar, while a Spanish company called Indra Espacio builds the transmitter. Indra Espacio holds the demonstrator radar contract from the European Space Agency (ESA) worth $2 million. European space missions currently rely upon the U.S. Space Surveillance Network to track the smaller pieces of debris in their path. ESA is setting the stage for the European version of such a system to take shape between 2012 and 2019. Just how the European system would fit with U.S. tracking capabilities remains unknown, but keeping electronic eyes on space is necessary if humanity hopes to harness space solar power or launch interplanetary missions that can travel safely in space. 

ESA solves space debris and spurs international cooperation

Eddy 11 (Melissa, February 16, “European Space Agency hopes to clean up space junk” http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D96COB0G0&show_article=1)
Wary of the multitude of satellites in earth's orbit, the European Space Agency has begun a program to monitor space debris and set up uniform standards to prevent future collisions far above the planet, an official said Monday. The euro50 million ($64 million) program—dubbed Space Situational Awareness—aims to increase information for scientists on the ground about the estimated 13,000 satellites and other man-made bodies orbiting the planet, ESA space debris expert Jean-Francois Kaufeler told reporters. The program was launched in January. On Feb. 10, the collision of two satellites generated space junk that could circle Earth and threaten other satellites for the next 10,000 years. "What the last accident showed us is that we need to do much more. We need to be receiving much more precise data in order to prevent further collisions," Kaufeler said of the collision. The smashup happened 500 miles (800 kilometers) over Siberia and involved a derelict Russian spacecraft designed for military communications and a working satellite owned by U.S.-based Iridium, which served commercial customers as well as the U.S. Defense Department. A key element of the program is to increase the amount of information shared worldwide between the various space agencies, including NASA and Russia's Roscosmos, Kaufeler said. Kaufeler also said that another aspect that must be examined is establishing international standards on how debris is described, tracked and, if needed, moved so as to prevent any collisions

ESA can solve space debris – SSA system
ESA 11 (European Space Agency, 2011-06-08, “African-European astronomy partnerships: Leveraging a flagship opportunity for global science cooperation” http://cordis.europa.eu/fetch?CALLER=EN_NEWS&ACTION=D&SESSION=&RCN=33490)
**Note: SSA = Space Situational Awareness
In a statement, the ESA says the development strategy is based on the wide-ranging use of European and national assets. The team will also look to secure any missing components for the future SSA system. It should also be noted that SSA surveillance development activities will be the main focus for 2011. The scientists have already implemented a new generation of software with the capacity to notify when satellites are in the path of debris. 'At the moment, it is undergoing extensive testing using known debris orbits, but it's a first step toward the software we'll use when Europe has its own surveillance capability,' says ESA's Emmet Fletcher, Head of the Space Surveillance and Tracking Segment at the SSA programme office. Conferences like the European Space Surveillance Conference (ESS2011) are important for space research, says the ESA, particularly because participants can become familiar with the latest practices and exchange information about current-generation radars and telescopes. It also provides them with the opportunity to mull over the possible solutions to many challenges impacting satellite operations in space. A piece of debris as small as one centimetre across can seriously damage, and maybe even destroy, an operational satellite if it impacts at orbital velocities, according to the experts. 'We are now finalising a pan-European survey and test of existing tracking facilities, such as radars and telescopes located in France, Germany, Italy, Norway, Spain, Switzerland and the United Kingdom,' Dr Emmet says. 'Knowing how precise these are is fundamental to designing ESA's new SSA system, which may make use of their data in combination with debris readings obtained by new, highly accurate radars and telescopes in the future. We know there is a huge amount of knowledge across Europe and globally. Having a single forum where experts from around the world can meet and present new information is vital and helps move our collective know-how forward.' 
Solves space debris – already have programs

Red Orbit 9 (2/16/9, Red Orbit, “ESA Program Will Monitor Space Debris” http://www.redorbit.com/news/space/1640001/esa_program_will_monitor_space_debris/ MGE) 

The European Space Agency (ESA) has started a new program to track space debris and establish standards to avoid future collisions, an official said on Monday.

Dubbed Space Situational Awareness, the $64 million program was launched in January, and seeks to provide scientists on the ground with additional information about the estimated 13,000 satellites and other man made structures now orbiting the Earth.
Two satellites collided 500 miles over Siberia on February 10, generating space debris that could orbit the Earth and threaten other satellites 10,000 years.  The collision involved a dilapidated Russian military communications spacecraft and an operational satellite owned by U.S.-based Iridium.

"What the last accident showed us is that we need to do much more. We need to be receiving much more precise data in order to prevent further collisions," a Reuters report quoted ESA space debris expert Jean-Francois Kaufeler as saying.

A critical component of the ESA’s program is to augment the amount of information shared among the world’s various space agencies, such as NASA and Russia's Roscosmos, Kaufeler said.

Another feature that must be considered is setting international standards on how debris is described, monitored and, if required, moved to prevent collisions, Kaufeler added.

ESA solves space debris and satellites

AP 9 (European Space Agency hopes to clean up space junk, http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D96COB0G0&show_article=1, 4/16/9, MM)

Wary of the multitude of satellites in earth's orbit, the European Space Agency has begun a program to monitor space debris and set up uniform standards to prevent future collisions far above the planet, an official said Monday. The euro50 million ($64 million) program—dubbed Space Situational Awareness—aims to increase information for scientists on the ground about the estimated 13,000 satellites and other man-made bodies orbiting the planet, ESA space debris expert Jean-Francois Kaufeler told reporters. The program was launched in January. On Feb. 10, the collision of two satellites generated space junk that could circle Earth and threaten other satellites for the next 10,000 years. "What the last accident showed us is that we need to do much more. We need to be receiving much more precise data in order to prevent further collisions," Kaufeler said of the collision. The smashup happened 500 miles (800 kilometers) over Siberia and involved a derelict Russian spacecraft designed for military communications and a working satellite owned by U.S.-based Iridium, which served commercial customers as well as the U.S. Defense Department. A key element of the program is to increase the amount of information shared worldwide between the various space agencies, including NASA and Russia's Roscosmos, Kaufeler said. Kaufeler also said that another aspect that must be examined is establishing international standards on how debris is described, tracked and, if needed, moved so as to prevent any collisions. U.S. and Russian officials traded shots over who should be blamed for the collision that spewed speeding clouds of debris into space, threatening other unmanned spacecraft in nearby orbits. No one has any idea yet how many pieces of space junk were generated by the collision or how big they might be. But the crash scattered space junk in orbits 300 to 800 miles (500 to 1,300 kilometers) above Earth, according to Maj. Gen. Alexander Yakushin, chief of staff for the Russian military's Space Forces. Experts in space debris will meet later this week in Vienna at a U.N. seminar to come up with better ways to prevent future crashes, and the 5th European Conference on Space Debris in March at ESA. "We need more precision in space," said Kaufeler. "The current measurements (of space debris) are not precise enough." He noted that neither ESA nor NASA were able to predict last week's collision, although his scientists have been warning for two decades that such an accident could happen. "The problem of space debris is unique," said Kaufeler. "We need to work together, we need to unify our forces if we are going to solve it." Also this year, the Europeans plan to launch two new telescopes into space to study the far reaches of space. The Planck telescope will map background radiation that fills space, while the Herschel space telescope will give astronomers a view of far-infrared and sub-millimeter wavelengths. 

ESA can solve space debris but is waiting it out

Happe 9 (Frederic, writer for the AFP and Physorg, Space debris: Europe to set up monitor, http://www.physorg.com/news157903034.html, 4/2/9, MM)

The European Space Agency (ESA) hopes to start monitoring orbital debris within the next few years, an official said Thursday at the close of the largest-ever conference on a worsening space peril. "The goal is to be able to offer 'precursor' services in the next two or three years which among other things issue alerts about collision risks," said Nicolas Bobrinsky of ESA's European Space Operations Centre in Darmstadt. "We already have the installations and a knowledge base which we have to bring together and use," he told AFP. The four-day conference, attended by 330 specialists from 21 countries, took place against a backdrop of deepening concern at the accumulation of debris in Earth's backyard. The rubble -- typically shards of old rocket motors or pieces of old satellites, but also including tools lost in spacewalks -- is often very small. But it poses a threat to operational satellites and manned missions as it travels at very high speeds and can inflict a devastating impact. The International Space Station had two debris warnings last month alone. In one incident, its three-member crew had to shelter in a docked Soyuz capsule when a chunk passed by at a distance of some 4.5 kilometers (2.7 miles). Bobrinsky told AFP that ESA's aim was to expand and deepen its flow of data about space debris. Satellite operators get their information about debris from the United States, which tracks the threat using ground-based radar and claims an accuracy to within 100 metres (325 feet). The junk publicly catalogued by the United States is larger than five centimetres (two inches), "but they can probably do much more," said Heiner Klinkrad, ESA's top debris expert, who chaired the Darmstadt conference. "They can probably track one-centimetre (0.4-inch) objects, which is the shielding limit" for protecting spacecraft against impact, he said. At present, European capacity is to track debris at least one metre (3.25 feet) in diameter with an accuracy of one kilometre (five-eights of a mile).   Over the past year, tests have been been carried out using three facilities, said Klinkrad -- a radar at Wachtberg, in northwestern Germany; a 100-metre radiotelescope at Effelsberg, western Germany; and a network of radar stations, called Eiscat, in Finland, Norway and Sweden. "With those facilities, we could detect objects with a diameter of one centimetre (0.4 inches) and we could track (objects of) four centimetres (2.5 inches)," said Klinkrad. Eventually, he hoped, European facilities will be able to track debris of 10 centimetres (4.5 inches) in low Earth orbit, and one metre or smaller in geostationary orbit. He stressed, though, that a European monitoring system was still at an embryonic phase. The agency was sounding out commercial customers to see if they would be interested in the scheme. There are around 600,000 objects larger than one centimetre in orbit, of which more than 13,000 are greater than 10 centimetres (4.5 inches), ESA says. It can take years, decades -- or even longer -- before the junk, tugged by terrestrial gravity, falls to Earth and is consumed by friction with the atmosphere. In February, a disused Russian military satellite, Cosmos 2251, collided with a US communications satellite owned by the Iridium company at an altitude of around 800 kilometers (500 miles), creating a further debris cloud. These clouds themselves generate more debris through further collision. The worst debris zones are in low Earth orbit (LEO), between 800 and 1,500 kilometres (500 and 950 miles) above the Earth, and in geostationary orbit, about 35,000 kilometres (22,000 miles) up. The International Space Station is on a trajectory of around 350 kilometres (220 miles) above Earth. 

ESA solves space debris and satellites

AP 9 (European Space Agency hopes to clean up space junk, http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D96COB0G0&show_article=1, 4/16/9, MM)

Wary of the multitude of satellites in earth's orbit, the European Space Agency has begun a program to monitor space debris and set up uniform standards to prevent future collisions far above the planet, an official said Monday. The euro50 million ($64 million) program—dubbed Space Situational Awareness—aims to increase information for scientists on the ground about the estimated 13,000 satellites and other man-made bodies orbiting the planet, ESA space debris expert Jean-Francois Kaufeler told reporters. The program was launched in January. On Feb. 10, the collision of two satellites generated space junk that could circle Earth and threaten other satellites for the next 10,000 years. "What the last accident showed us is that we need to do much more. We need to be receiving much more precise data in order to prevent further collisions," Kaufeler said of the collision. The smashup happened 500 miles (800 kilometers) over Siberia and involved a derelict Russian spacecraft designed for military communications and a working satellite owned by U.S.-based Iridium, which served commercial customers as well as the U.S. Defense Department. A key element of the program is to increase the amount of information shared worldwide between the various space agencies, including NASA and Russia's Roscosmos, Kaufeler said. Kaufeler also said that another aspect that must be examined is establishing international standards on how debris is described, tracked and, if needed, moved so as to prevent any collisions. U.S. and Russian officials traded shots over who should be blamed for the collision that spewed speeding clouds of debris into space, threatening other unmanned spacecraft in nearby orbits. No one has any idea yet how many pieces of space junk were generated by the collision or how big they might be. But the crash scattered space junk in orbits 300 to 800 miles (500 to 1,300 kilometers) above Earth, according to Maj. Gen. Alexander Yakushin, chief of staff for the Russian military's Space Forces. Experts in space debris will meet later this week in Vienna at a U.N. seminar to come up with better ways to prevent future crashes, and the 5th European Conference on Space Debris in March at ESA. "We need more precision in space," said Kaufeler. "The current measurements (of space debris) are not precise enough." He noted that neither ESA nor NASA were able to predict last week's collision, although his scientists have been warning for two decades that such an accident could happen. "The problem of space debris is unique," said Kaufeler. "We need to work together, we need to unify our forces if we are going to solve it." Also this year, the Europeans plan to launch two new telescopes into space to study the far reaches of space. The Planck telescope will map background radiation that fills space, while the Herschel space telescope will give astronomers a view of far-infrared and sub-millimeter wavelengths. 

ESA solves space debris

MSNBC 11 (news network, Europe creating space-debris tracker of its own, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42417430/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/europe-creating-space-debris-tracker-its-own/, 4/4/11, MM)

Human spacefarers and satellites constantly dodge a cloud of dangerous debris left over from orbital traffic accidents and launches. Now the European Space Agency has taken its first steps toward creating its own space surveillance system that could track thousands of objects per second. One such step takes the form of demonstrator radar that will eventually lead to a system capable of tracking 15,000 to 20,000 objects on the radar for at least 10 seconds each day. Having such awareness represents a necessity when even the tiniest space debris can destroy satellites or cause serious damage while traveling at speeds of 17,400 mph – not even space glue could salvage the situation. "(The new surveillance system) can observe a large number of objects simultaneously, detecting their position to a high degree of accuracy and sensitivity," said Andreas Brenner, a department head at the Fraunhofer Institute for High Frequency Physics and Radar Techniques in Wachtberg, Germany. The radar technology also must be able to track debris particles just a few centimeters in diameter. Threats from space debris have only grown in recent years. A satellite collision between U.S. and Russian counterparts in February 2009 added to the cloud of space junk. The International Space Station already has to dodge such debris four to five times each year. Fraunhofer researchers plan to focus on designing the receiver array for the radar, while a Spanish company called Indra Espacio builds the transmitter. Indra Espacio holds the demonstrator radar contract from the European Space Agency (ESA) worth $2 million. European space missions currently rely upon the U.S. Space Surveillance Network to track the smaller pieces of debris in their path. ESA is setting the stage for the European version of such a system to take shape between 2012 and 2019. Just how the European system would fit with U.S. tracking capabilities remains unknown, but keeping electronic eyes on space is necessary if humanity hopes to harness space solar power or launch interplanetary missions that can travel safely in space. 

ESA can solve space debris but is waiting it out

Happe 9 (Frederic, writer for the AFP and Physorg, Space debris: Europe to set up monitor, http://www.physorg.com/news157903034.html, 4/2/9, MM)

The European Space Agency (ESA) hopes to start monitoring orbital debris within the next few years, an official said Thursday at the close of the largest-ever conference on a worsening space peril. "The goal is to be able to offer 'precursor' services in the next two or three years which among other things issue alerts about collision risks," said Nicolas Bobrinsky of ESA's European Space Operations Centre in Darmstadt. "We already have the installations and a knowledge base which we have to bring together and use," he told AFP. The four-day conference, attended by 330 specialists from 21 countries, took place against a backdrop of deepening concern at the accumulation of debris in Earth's backyard. The rubble -- typically shards of old rocket motors or pieces of old satellites, but also including tools lost in spacewalks -- is often very small. But it poses a threat to operational satellites and manned missions as it travels at very high speeds and can inflict a devastating impact. The International Space Station had two debris warnings last month alone. In one incident, its three-member crew had to shelter in a docked Soyuz capsule when a chunk passed by at a distance of some 4.5 kilometers (2.7 miles). Bobrinsky told AFP that ESA's aim was to expand and deepen its flow of data about space debris. Satellite operators get their information about debris from the United States, which tracks the threat using ground-based radar and claims an accuracy to within 100 metres (325 feet). The junk publicly catalogued by the United States is larger than five centimetres (two inches), "but they can probably do much more," said Heiner Klinkrad, ESA's top debris expert, who chaired the Darmstadt conference. "They can probably track one-centimetre (0.4-inch) objects, which is the shielding limit" for protecting spacecraft against impact, he said. At present, European capacity is to track debris at least one metre (3.25 feet) in diameter with an accuracy of one kilometre (five-eights of a mile).   Over the past year, tests have been been carried out using three facilities, said Klinkrad -- a radar at Wachtberg, in northwestern Germany; a 100-metre radiotelescope at Effelsberg, western Germany; and a network of radar stations, called Eiscat, in Finland, Norway and Sweden. "With those facilities, we could detect objects with a diameter of one centimetre (0.4 inches) and we could track (objects of) four centimetres (2.5 inches)," said Klinkrad. Eventually, he hoped, European facilities will be able to track debris of 10 centimetres (4.5 inches) in low Earth orbit, and one metre or smaller in geostationary orbit. He stressed, though, that a European monitoring system was still at an embryonic phase. The agency was sounding out commercial customers to see if they would be interested in the scheme. There are around 600,000 objects larger than one centimetre in orbit, of which more than 13,000 are greater than 10 centimetres (4.5 inches), ESA says. It can take years, decades -- or even longer -- before the junk, tugged by terrestrial gravity, falls to Earth and is consumed by friction with the atmosphere. In February, a disused Russian military satellite, Cosmos 2251, collided with a US communications satellite owned by the Iridium company at an altitude of around 800 kilometers (500 miles), creating a further debris cloud. These clouds themselves generate more debris through further collision. The worst debris zones are in low Earth orbit (LEO), between 800 and 1,500 kilometres (500 and 950 miles) above the Earth, and in geostationary orbit, about 35,000 kilometres (22,000 miles) up. The International Space Station is on a trajectory of around 350 kilometres (220 miles) above Earth. 

Solvency - Earth Observation

ESA can do earth observation – Programmes prove

Space Mart 8 (Space Mart, 7/16/8, “ESA Launches Program In Support Of Earth Observation Science” http://www.spacemart.com/reports/ESA_Launches_Program_In_Support_Of_Earth_Observation_Science_999.html MGE)

Since the advent of Earth observation from space, satellite missions have become central to monitoring and learning about how the Earth works, resulting in significant progress in a broad range of scientific areas.

In the mid-1990s, ESA set up its Living Planet Programme and established a new approach to satellite observations for Earth science by working in close cooperation with the scientific community to define, develop and operate focused missions.

In 2006, ESA launched a new science strategy for the future direction of its Living Planet Programme in order to address the continuing need to further our understanding of the Earth system and the impact that human activity has on it.

The strategy includes 25 key scientific challenges addressing the different elements of the Earth system. The challenges, formulated under the guidance of ESA's Earth Science Advisory Committee and in consultation with the scientific community, are guiding ESA's efforts in developing the global capacity to understand our planet.

Reinforcing these strategies as well as ESA's scientific support to researchers and industry, ESA has launched a new element of the Earth Observation Envelope Programme (EOPE) - the Support to Science Element (STSE).

ESA can launch Earth observation systems

Space Daily 07 (Website about Space!, “Ministerial Summit On Global Earth Observation System Of Systems” http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Ministerial_Summit_On_Global_Earth_Observation_System_Of_Systems_999.html)
A new global Earth observation system, that could save lives in disasters such as the recent cyclone in southern Bangladash, is being reviewed at a ministerial-level summit in Cape Town this week. Representatives of 71 member governments, the European Commission, and 46 participating organisations, including ESA, of the Group on Earth Observations (GEO) meet in Cape Town 28-30 November, to assess progress on a comprehensive, global monitoring system, to provide vast quantities of near-real-time information on changes in the Earth's land, oceans, atmosphere and biosphere via a single web portal. GEO is an intergovernmental body that is leading a worldwide effort to build a Global Earth Observation System of Systems (GEOSS) over a 10-year period. GEOSS will work with and build upon existing national, regional, and global systems to provide comprehensive, coordinated Earth observations from thousands of instruments worldwide and to transform the data they collect into vital information for society. The GEOSS system is intended to interlink the world's widely dispersed ocean buoys, weather stations, satellites and other Earth observation instruments into one seamless system. This will reduce humanity's vulnerability to disasters and environmental change while enabling countries to better manage their agricultural, energy, water and other natural resources. As a key component for GEOSS, Europe is developing the first operational monitoring systems for environment and security, the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES). GMES is an EU-led initiative, with the space component being developed by ESA. "GMES, where ESA is responsible for the space infrastructure, will be the European contribution to GEOSS," says Stefano Bruzzi, Head of the Programme Planning and Coordination Office. "This is a mosaic piece for GEO, streamlining Europe's effort towards operational Earth observation systems. We believe in GEOSS and we shall continue to support it through GMES, but also through our suite of research satellites, the Explorers missions." Implementation of GMES will see the early deployment of three fast-track services for Emergency Response, Land Monitoring, and Marine Services, to be operational by 2008. Two additional services on Atmosphere monitoring and Security will be added. The conference will consider some 90 'early achievements' presented by the various participants. The Plenary meeting (28-29 November) will assess the progress made over the past year and decide on future actions. The Ministerial Summit (30 November) will review a high-level Report on Progress and issue a Ministerial Declaration. During the three days, an exhibition on Earth observation systems features some of the most sophisticated and up-to-date observation instruments and decision-support tools available today. The ESA stand presents results from today's Earth-watching satellites like Envisat and ERS, as well as models and info on future Earth watchers like the upcoming Earth Explorers and Sentinels. Together with the EC GMES is presented, and experts are on hand to answer questions. In addition, a presentation of the GEO Portal, which is intended to be a gateway to global observation data information and services, will take place at the ESA stand. The GEO portal is an ESA-FAO contribution to GEOSS.
ESA can launch Earth observation systems

Space Daily 07 (Website about Space!, “Ministerial Summit On Global Earth Observation System Of Systems” http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Ministerial_Summit_On_Global_Earth_Observation_System_Of_Systems_999.html)
A new global Earth observation system, that could save lives in disasters such as the recent cyclone in southern Bangladash, is being reviewed at a ministerial-level summit in Cape Town this week. Representatives of 71 member governments, the European Commission, and 46 participating organisations, including ESA, of the Group on Earth Observations (GEO) meet in Cape Town 28-30 November, to assess progress on a comprehensive, global monitoring system, to provide vast quantities of near-real-time information on changes in the Earth's land, oceans, atmosphere and biosphere via a single web portal. GEO is an intergovernmental body that is leading a worldwide effort to build a Global Earth Observation System of Systems (GEOSS) over a 10-year period. GEOSS will work with and build upon existing national, regional, and global systems to provide comprehensive, coordinated Earth observations from thousands of instruments worldwide and to transform the data they collect into vital information for society. The GEOSS system is intended to interlink the world's widely dispersed ocean buoys, weather stations, satellites and other Earth observation instruments into one seamless system. This will reduce humanity's vulnerability to disasters and environmental change while enabling countries to better manage their agricultural, energy, water and other natural resources. As a key component for GEOSS, Europe is developing the first operational monitoring systems for environment and security, the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES). GMES is an EU-led initiative, with the space component being developed by ESA. "GMES, where ESA is responsible for the space infrastructure, will be the European contribution to GEOSS," says Stefano Bruzzi, Head of the Programme Planning and Coordination Office. "This is a mosaic piece for GEO, streamlining Europe's effort towards operational Earth observation systems. We believe in GEOSS and we shall continue to support it through GMES, but also through our suite of research satellites, the Explorers missions." Implementation of GMES will see the early deployment of three fast-track services for Emergency Response, Land Monitoring, and Marine Services, to be operational by 2008. Two additional services on Atmosphere monitoring and Security will be added. The conference will consider some 90 'early achievements' presented by the various participants. The Plenary meeting (28-29 November) will assess the progress made over the past year and decide on future actions. The Ministerial Summit (30 November) will review a high-level Report on Progress and issue a Ministerial Declaration. During the three days, an exhibition on Earth observation systems features some of the most sophisticated and up-to-date observation instruments and decision-support tools available today. The ESA stand presents results from today's Earth-watching satellites like Envisat and ERS, as well as models and info on future Earth watchers like the upcoming Earth Explorers and Sentinels. Together with the EC GMES is presented, and experts are on hand to answer questions. In addition, a presentation of the GEO Portal, which is intended to be a gateway to global observation data information and services, will take place at the ESA stand. The GEO portal is an ESA-FAO contribution to GEOSS.

Solvency - Exploration

Europe has been empirically successful in exploration missions

COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION ’08 (September 26, “Council Resolution Taking forward the European Space Policy” 2891ist Competitiveness (internal market, industry and research) council meeting http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/intm/103050.pdf
AFFIRMS that Europe, building on its successful track record in exploration over a number of decades, in which science has been the key driver, is committed to playing a significant role in the international enterprise to explore the Solar system and to develop a deep understanding of the conditions for life to function beyond our planet and ACKNOWLEDGES the fact that establishing Europe as a fundamental pillar of these activities will be achieved only through sustained investment; REALISES that the technologies to be developed must be assessed carefully with a perspective of taking key decisions, and HIGHLIGHTS that these may have a lasting impact on the perception of Europe's scientific and technological capabilities in the world and the self-perception of European citizens; UNDERLINES the value of space exploration for inspiring young Europe

Solvency – Human Spaceflight

Human flight missions have succeeded – OasISS Mission proves

Spaceref 9 (Spaceref, 12/21/9, “ESA Human Spaceflight and Human Exploration Achievements in 2009” http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=29876) 

During the OasISS mission, a comprehensive European research programme was realised with many experiments utilising the internal facilities and external research platforms of the Columbus laboratory. For the Aliss� mission, ESA astronaut Christer Fuglesang was in charge of operations involving the Italian-built Multi-Purpose Logistics Module (MPLM) Leonardo and participated in two key spacewalks.

European Human Spaceflight activities are entering a bright future following the selection of six new ESA astronauts and the realisation of numerous Human Spaceflight and Exploration projects. Activities simulating a Mars mission and microgravity conditions, Mars500, Parabolic Flight Campaigns and Sounding Rocket flights have been implemented, providing scenarios and platforms for research, also relevant to future space exploration missions. 

Solvency - Human Transport, Mars/Moon, Satellites

ESA can do human transportation, Mars and Moon missions, and satellite services

NASA 8 (NASA Exploration Systems Mission Directorate 7/16/8, “The NASA-ESA Comparative Architecture Assessment,” http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/259221main_NASA_ESA_CAA-Report.pdf MGE)

 In 2001, ESA initiated the Aurora program, and within the framework of this program has developed a long-term roadmap for space exploration.3 In the context of the Aurora program and in light of the development of the GES, ESA has analyzed the potential role of Europe in an international space exploration program. Referred to as the Architecture for Exploration Study (AES), ESA considered long-term scenarios and supporting architectures that enable a significant European role in international space exploration. This study is part of ESA’s strategic planning, and is performed in order to identify European strategic interests and priorities, define technology roadmaps, and to inform discussions at an international level on future exploration architectures and associated needs and opportunities for international coordination and collaboration.

Both for the specific analyses ESA conducted for the AES and for the analyses conducted for the CAA, high-level objectives for European involvement in human and robotic exploration activities have been identified. Outlined below, these objectives have to be met by any potential scenario in order to ensure merit to the European community. In particular, any European contribution to an international exploration framework should: • Support European exploration interests and objectives4 – address the implementation of European lunar exploration objectives as well as foster technological innovation and Mars-forward preparation. • Enhance European autonomy - develop new strategic human spaceflight capabilities and enable the implementation of autonomous European human exploration scenarios. • Foster stakeholder engagement - create opportunities for international cooperation and broad stakeholder engagement. • Ensure programmatic coherence - build on European heritage; enable synergies with other ESA space programs and support European coordination towards a targeted role in a global space exploration architecture.  

With these objectives identified, the AES concentrated on defining the contributions that ESA could make to international space exploration architectures addressing: 1. Human transportation, cargo transportation, or both, to planetary orbits and surfaces, including supporting orbital infrastructures;2. planetary surface operations, including surface habitation capabilities or mobility systems; and, 3. communication and navigation support services.

ESA has determined that any contribution it makes must be relevant to both Moon and Mars exploration, and therefore particular emphasis on synergies between Moon and Mars exploration have been identified and assessed at both the architecture and system level. 

Solvency – Launches, Probes, Telescopes

NASA fails – expensive launches and shuttle loss. ESA solves with efficient satellite launches, probes, and telescopes 
Wilson 3, (7/22/3, Mike, Space Daily, “A Migration to Outer Space” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03zu.html) 
The space program here in the USA is enormously expensive. Just to launch a Shuttle costs around 200 Million dollars, all told (estimate). An army of contractors must swarm all over the vehicle and boosters, mating everything together. Checking thousands of items (and from the sounds of it after the Columbia investigation, not very well). Fueling the vehicle. Provisioning the astronauts, and on and on. These vehicles are still not routine, far from it. Every launch retains an element of the experimental and the unknown, as there is a lot that can go wrong. Now we have lost two Shuttles. More delays, more checks, more costs. NASA's top concern is evidently to bring it's people back home safely - and that costs a lost of money. The on-again off-again work on a replacement to the Shuttle is on again, barely. Now they are talking somewhere around 2012. (Could this be the final dwindling of the US as a major space power?). So things are not looking very bright right now. (They might as well just build another shuttle). European and Asian countries are singly unable to muster much more than satellite launches, the occasional probe to the Moon or some such. The ESA, or European Space Agency, is able to collectively do more. They contribute astronauts to the ISS, they launch satellites, space probes and telescopes. But they still rely on the Russians or the US to send up astronauts. It is believed that someday ESA will have its' own conveyance for astronauts, but this remains to be seen. China is getting ready to launch its' own "Taikonauts". They are using a modified Russian capsule for the most part. And proceeding slowly - the rate is expected to be around one launch a year. Space Travel is costly. The Chinese are doing it on the cheap. So you have, at present, three or four major entities sending people into space right now (July, 2003). No one has been to the Moon since 1972. We all just keep sending people into Earth orbit. Not what we would have envisioned back in the 1970's, eh? As useful as combining resources towards space travel is, it is sometimes a tough road to walk, with setbacks. US-Russian relations got pretty frosty in 1999 during the Serbian-Kosovo conflict. At the time, the Russians were to deliver a key module up to the International Space Station to help get the ball rolling. Funnily enough, the thing got delayed two years, and only then got 'boosted' with some help from NASA funding. Today, Europe and the US are squabbling about a lot of things. Nothing is heard about an ESA module originally planned for inclusion in the ISS. Part of that problem can be traced to the fact that NASA had to cut funding for an extended crew habitation module. Now, we have several tin cans strung together up in orbit, and it ain't going nowhere without a lot more international cooperation. Co-operation that is noticeably absent right now. Another difficulty is that Space is and always will be such a hostile environment to human life. Weightlessness takes a devastating toll on muscles and bone over time, even with vigorous exercise. Rapid temperature changes subject craft to brutal extremes of heat and cold. The Sun pours out lethal doses of radioactive particles. Astronauts must carry with them all of their air, food, drink, and even waste containers. They must contend with long periods away from home and family, and other psychological issues. Space is not a very friendly place to be. So - there are a lot of barriers and obstacles that Humanity faces in confronting the ultimate frontier. But it is STILL worth it to keep on pressing outward - to go! With the pressure of increasing population, fresh water sources are dwindling, greenhouse gases are increasing, we are running out of tillable land. The economies of the world are in a slump, increasingly stimulated only by starting a war with someone. Continued strong efforts to move people out into the Inner Solar system will give companies and people something to build besides weapons. The inspiration of new vistas will stimulate creativity and optimism, especially among the young. The people of the world, struggling through their daily routines, will be given some hope of a better future. Even though much of the world lacks the luxuries that are enjoyed in the leading industrial nations, it is still up to them (G-8, China, etc) to be the leading vanguard, pushing upward, outward and onward, lest the whole world stagnate endlessly. Asteroids and Moons can be checked for availability of minerals and Water Ice. (Ice has already been detected on the Moon and on Mars) Automated mining and building machines can be designed to pave the way for colonies on the Moon, Mars, and Asteroids. Solar Energy can be harvested on a large scale and used for a variety of purposes. Some nuclear energy can also be utilized, especially in colonization of more remote places, such as the moons of Jupiter. Humans can collectively take possession of our vast inheritance, the Solar System, and all of the myriad resources contained therein. 
Solvency - Launches

The EU has strong launch capabilities

EU 09-[“The EU and Space; Reaping the Benefits of Space Exploration and Technology” <

http://www.eurunion.org/News/eunewsletters/EUFocus/2009/EUFocus-Space-7-09.pdf>]

Independent and cost-effective access to space is a strategic priority for Europe, and Europe has its own range of launch vehicles capable of launching the smallest scientific satellite or the heaviest commercial communications device from ESA’s Kourou spaceport. Ariane. Europe’s independent adventure in space began on December 24, 1979, with the successful launch of Ariane 1, ESA’s first heavy lifter. Today, Ariane 5 is used to launch satellites into geostationary transfer orbit, medium and low earth orbits, sun-synchronous orbits, and earth-escape trajectories. All versions of the Ariane 5 consist of a central core with two solid rocket boosters attached; the actual launch configuration can be adapted to specific satellite and trajectory requirements. Vega. Small launchers like Europe’s new Vega are necessary for the cost-effective placement of smaller satellites into the polar and low-earth orbits used for many scientific and earth observation missions. The most recent addition to Europe’s series of launch vehicles, Vega was designed as a single body launcher with three solid propulsion stages and an additional liquid propulsion upper module used for positioning, orbit control, and satellite release. Unlike most small launchers, Vega will be able to place multiple payloads into orbit, making access to space easier, quicker, and cheaper. The first launch is expected in 2009. Soyuz. In 2009, a Russian Soyuz launcher will lift off for the first time from a spaceport other than Baikonur, Kazakhstan or Plesetsk, Russia. The Soyuz rocket, expected to launch from Kourou, has been transporting cosmonauts into space since the 1950s. Soyuz, along with the U.S. space shuttle, ensures the continued transport of crews to and from the International Space Station. Soyuz 2, a medium-class launcher, will be able to carry up to three tons of cargo into geostationary transfer orbit from Kourou. 

Solvency – Lunar Mining

ESA has tech for lunar exploration – International cooperation risky 
Foust 5, (8/17/05, Jeff, Space Review, “To the Moon: together or separately” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/478/1) 
Given all the attention that has been focused on NASA’s new plans to return to the Moon, it’s easy to forget that the United States is not the only nation with lunar exploration plans. While the US is the only country with definitive plans to send humans to the Moon (rumormongering about Chinese plans notwithstanding), the US is not the only country planning to mount robotic lunar expeditions—nor is it even in the lead in this area. By the time the Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter (LRO) mission, the first in NASA’s series of lunar missions, launches in 2008, no fewer than four countries—Europe, Japan, China, and India—will have carried out missions of their own to the Moon, some as the beginning of more ambitious programs. The last time the Moon was the object of such intense scrutiny was at the end of the Cold War-fueled space race between the US and the Soviet Union. With a far different geopolitical climate today, is there room for cooperation, rather that competition, among the various countries exploring the Moon? Can the missions in the planning stages be reconciled among each other to prevent duplication of science? Or, are factors potentially more powerful that science, like national prestige, enough to prevent any meaningful cooperation? Those were the issues representatives of several space agencies grappled with last month at the International Lunar Conference (ILC) in Toronto. The roster of missions In the case of Europe, its lunar exploration effort is already in progress, in the form of SMART-1. The spacecraft, primarily a technology demonstrator, launched as a secondary payload on an Ariane 5 booster two years ago, and entered orbit around the Moon in November 2004. ESA recently extended the spacecraft’s mission through July 2006 by exhausting the remaining xenon propellant used by its ion engine to raise the spacecraft’s orbit. Scientists will use the extended mission to perform color imaging of the lunar surface and also look for evidence of water ice at the lunar poles, a key objective of many of the upcoming missions to the Moon. While there is as of yet no comprehensive program of lunar exploration, some in ESA are making plans for follow-on missions to SMART-1. Bernard Foing, SMART-1 project scientist, said at the conference that small landers, perhaps featuring rovers, are under consideration: one proposal would land a spacecraft with a 50- to 100-kilogram scientific payload in the polar regions, perhaps using some of the technology to be developed for ESA’s upcoming ExoMars rover mission. Any effort for such a mission, though, would come after ExoMars receives final approval at an ESA ministerial meeting late this year. The country perhaps most associated today with lunar exploration, outside of the United States, is China. In early 2004 the Chinese government gave its approval for a three-phase robotic lunar exploration program called Chang’e. That program will begin in late 2007 with the launch of Chang’e-1, a lunar orbiter mission; the second and third phases will consist of a lander and a sample return mission; both are planned for the next decade. A large Chinese contingent was present at the ILC, and offered some insights into the development of the Chang’e-1 orbiter. The spacecraft is based on the DFH-3 communications satellite platform, and will carry seven instruments, including a stereo camera for 3-D imaging, laser altimeter, and various spectrometers and particle detectors. The spacecraft will be launched on a Long March 3A booster and be placed into an elliptical Earth orbit; from there the spacecraft will maneuver into a polar lunar orbit at an altitude of about 200 kilometers for a mission set to last at least one year. Although there had been media reports prior to the conference that the development of Chang’e-1 had run into problems, the project officials at the Toronto conference said that the program was on schedule. Sun Huixian of the Center for Space Science and Applied Research at the Chinese Academy of Sciences said that they had recently completed environmental testing of an engineering model of the spacecraft and encountered “no difficulties” during that process. The Chinese team is now beginning work on the actual flight hardware, while beginning the earliest planning phases for the second mission, a lander. At the same time that China is developing its first lunar spacecraft, India is doing the same with Chandrayaan-1. This mission, scheduled for launch as early as October 2007, consists of a spacecraft that will fly in a 100-kilometer polar orbit around the Moon for at least two years. Narendra Bhandari, a senior scientist involved with the mission, said at the ILC that the mission’s scientific goals include study of the origin and early evolution of the Moon, its bulk composition, and the transport of volatiles on its surface. The spacecraft will accomplish this with a suite of instruments from India, Europe, and, as currently planned, NASA; the spacecraft will also carry a small impactor probe. Japan has long set its sights on the Moon, but its lunar exploration program has been subject to extended delays. Nonetheless, officials with the Japanese Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA) at the conference said the agency is pressing ahead with its plans, including the Selenological and Engineering Explorer, or SELENE, mission. Currently scheduled for launch in 2007 on an H-2A booster, SELENE would be a massive spacecraft, weighing 2,885 kilograms at launch. The mission consists of a main orbiter, in a 100-kilometer polar orbit, and two small subsatellites, R* and V*, that serve as a radio relay and gravitational field mapper respectively. The mission will carry 15 instruments to perform a wide-ranging global survey of the Moon. On the drawing boards for Japan are two follow-on missions. SELENE-2, planned for 2011–2013, would feature a polar lander, while SELENE-3, planned for 2013–2015, would consist of a lander and rover. JAXA’s long-term vision released earlier this year, said Kohtaro Matsumoto, features human missions to the Moon by 2025, although the agency has yet to embark on even conceptual studies for such missions. (Interestingly, the JAXA officials who presented on the status of SELENE made no mention of another Japanese lunar orbiter mission in development, LUNAR-A; it, like SELENE, has encountered significant delays.) NASA, of course, is back in the lunar exploration business with the Vision for Space Exploration. The agency’s first lunar mission as part of the Vision, LRO, is on track for launch in October 2008, said Mark Borkowski, director of NASA’s Robotic Lunar Exploration Program (RLEP). The spacecraft will carry six major instruments plus one demonstration payload (a miniature synthetic aperture radar), flying in an orbit just 50 kilometers above the surface. At that low altitude LRO will have to perform frequent maneuvers to correct its orbit because of the irregularities of the lunar gravity field; as a result, over half of the spacecraft’s mass, planned to be between 920 and 1,130 kilograms, will be propellant. LRO is just the beginning of NASA’s robotic lunar exploration plans. The spacecraft will be followed in 2010 by a lander mission, currently known only by the designation RLEP 2. A couple weeks after the conference NASA announced that NASA’s Marshall and Goddard centers will team together to develop the mission. The purpose of the lander, said Borkowski, will be to provide “ground truth” for the data collected by the orbiter, and to demonstrate landing technology that can be used on future missions. The rest of the robotic program is still being defined, he added, and will likely consist of a mix of orbiter and lander missions, along with perhaps sample return missions, to be launched about once every 12 to 18 months. The role of international cooperation With all these missions being planned for the Moon, one is left to wonder if there are any synergies that can be exploited and any avenues of international cooperation that can be followed. Comments made by those in attendance at the ILC suggested that there could be an expanded degree of international cooperation in lunar exploration, but that policy barriers, including different goals for each nation’s efforts, may pose a serious obstacle. There is already a modicum of international cooperation in lunar exploration today. Chandrayaan-1, India’s lunar orbiter, will carry three European instruments under an agreement signed in June between ESA and the Indian space agency ISRO. India has also agreed to fly two NASA instruments, a mineralogical mapper and a version of the mini-SAR that will also fly on LRO, on Chandrayaan-1, although the agreement for their inclusion has yet to be finalized. One of the instruments on LRO, a neutron imager, will be provided by the Russian space science institute IKI. Beyond that, however, there has been little concrete cooperation among the various Moon-faring countries. Some spoke of nebulous future plans, like ESA’s Foing, who wants to see the development of an “international robotic village” of spacecraft, perhaps at the lunar poles, working on concert. In the near term, one possible cooperative effort would be the exchange of data among countries carrying out lunar missions. Borkowski said he hoped to be able to use international data to select a landing site for the RLEP 2 mission, although some questioned what other nations would get in exchange for providing NASA with such data. “Some of these countries, particularly China and India, are developing their own domestic science capabilities, and want to have their people work on the data” from their missions, rather than turn it over to other countries, said planetary scientist Wendell Mendell of NASA’s Johnson Space Center. There was also a frustration among some participants about the role of international partners in NASA’s overall Vision for Space Exploration: after over a year and a half since the project’s introduction, there has been no clear delineation of the roles prospective international partners could play in the program. Borkowski, also charged by NASA with presenting the results of the Exploration Systems Architecture Study (ESAS) to conference attendees the same day NASA rolled out the study to the public, sympathized with their concerns. “We really are serious about international cooperation. The challenge with international cooperation always seems to be the timing,” he said. “We are frankly disappointed that we are not able to define clearly more international opportunities.” Another obstacle to international cooperation is that different countries have different aims for their missions. Spacecraft like Chandrayaan-1 and Chang’e-1 have a series of scientific goals, but are also national prestige missions for their respective countries. LRO, on the other hand, is not primarily a scientific mission, according to Jim Garvin, NASA chief scientist at the time of the conference. “LRO is designed to be a little different,” he said. “It’s designed to mix the science we all know we need to do about the Moon with the applied science and demonstration engineering we need to go back and establish a sustained presence.”
Solvency - Mars

ESA made progress to explore Mars – can start in 2018

Norcomits 10 (Norcomits, 8/4/10, “Instruments Chosen for Joint ESA/NASA Mission to Mars” http://www.norcomits.info/instruments-chosen-for-joint-esanasa-mission-to-mars/) 

 NASA and the European Space Agency (ESA) are working on a joint program to explore Mars in the coming decades and announced today they have selected five science instruments for the first mission. The ExoMars Trace Gas Orbiter, scheduled to launch in 2016, is the first of three joint robotic missions to the Red Planet. It will study the chemical makeup of the Martian atmosphere with a 1000-fold increase in sensitivity over previous Mars orbiters. The mission will focus on trace gases, including methane, which could be potentially geochemical or biological in origin and be indicators for the existence of life on Mars. The mission also will serve as an additional communications relay for Mars surface missions beginning in 2018.

"Independently, NASA and ESA have made amazing discoveries up to this point," said Ed Weiler, associate administrator of NASA's Science Mission Directorate in Washington. "Working together, we'll reduce duplication of effort, expand our capabilities and see results neither ever could have achieved alone."

ESA pulling ahead – increase support, dominating world market in satellites, and developing telescopes and technology for Mars

Bignami 5, President of COSPAR, keynote speaker at the IAF's 60th Anniversary Celebration (6/1/05, Giovanni Bignami, “A fresh start for Europe’s space agency” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=A+fresh+start+for+Europe%27s+space+agency&rft.jtitle=Nature&rft.au=Bignami%2C+Giovanni&rft.date=2005-06-02&rft.pub=NATURE+PUBLISHING+GROUP&rft.issn=0028-0836&rft.volume=435&rft.issue=7042&rft.spage=563&rft.epage=564&rft_id=info:doi/10.1038%2F435563a&rft.externalDBID=GNAA&rft.externalDocID=10_1038_435563a, AT) 

The European Space Agency has a strong track record and plenty of ambition to propel it into its next 30 years, says Giovanni Bignami. But key decisions must be made in the context of a new Europe. Celebrations for the thirtieth birthday of the European Space Agency (ESA) began early when the Huygens probe landed on Saturn's moon Titan on 14 January. Another mark of European success in space science is that out of a fleet of 17 satellites operated by ESA, 15 are involved in scientific projects. A further satellite will soon be launched in the first European mission to Venus. Of course, Europe has other space successes to celebrate: the 1975 COS-B gamma-ray telescope, with which ESA began; the Giotto mission sent to meet Halley's comet; the Hipparcos satellite that mapped the heavens; and much else besides1. The Ariane launcher, French-driven but solidly European, now dominates the world market in commercial satellite launches, and is a long way from Veronique, Blue Streak and Europa, the forgotten names of the first stages of European rocketry. Today, ESA has a unique opportunity to explore the Solar System, especially if it can quickly shift its attentions beyond the International Space Station. And now is a good time for Europe to take the lead in a number of scientific endeavours, mostly in astronomy, that have been left open by NASA's change of direction towards exploration. Ambitions also reach well beyond space science: the Galileo programme for global positioning, and the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security Initiative are both due to be established by the end of 2008. Rallying support But continued success will need continued investment. The United States has long understood the importance of investing in basic science in space. Despite the US gross national product being similar to Europe's, NASA's budget is more than five times ESA's, which today stands at 3 billion2 (US $4 billion). Moreover, NASA's science programme accounts for 30% of its overall budget — rich by comparison with ESA's 12%. Of the 1 million spent by ESA every day on science, more than 80% goes to industrial contracts. These are particularly cherished by Europe's aerospace industry; scientific projects generate industrial competitiveness and innovation3. STONE/GETTY IMAGES Missions to Mars: building on the success of Mars Express, European scientists have set their sights on future missions to the red planet, to collect more clues about its atmosphere and surface. As the European Union (EU) expands, ESA's membership grows; this year, it includes 17 nations. With the EU's science budget set to double over the next five years, we, Europe's space scientists, are conscious that the importance of our job goes beyond our community. But we also know we have to work with limited financial support. We are used to it: we don't complain, we get organized. From 1984 to 2004, ESA science was guided by two ten-year plans; a third will take us to 2014. This third plan includes numerous missions whose aims range from studying Mercury to understanding the frontiers of cosmology. Like Soviet-style planners of yore, we are now building our fourth ten-year plan — Cosmic Vision 2015–2025. But unlike those of Soviet planners, this plan is built according to Abraham Lincoln's doctrine, "by the people, for the people". In reaction to a request issued last year, 151 European groups entrusted their ideas to ESA. This is more than twice the number of groups that have responded previously, and indicates the increased number and diversity of European space scientists. Before the year is out, our Cosmic Vision plan, already discussed with the space-science community and approved by ESA's advisory structure, will be presented to ESA's council of ministers, who dictate the agency's financial portfolio. ESA's resources cover the 'mandatory science programme' as well as several optional programmes that range from Earth observation and telecommunications to the Space Station and Aurora (see below). For the mandatory programme, contributions from ESA-member states are made according to their gross national products; for the optional programmes, they are made à la carte. Pooling efforts What is in our 2015–2025 plan? The Cosmic Vision plan that was released in April is organized around four grand questions. These range from 'what are the conditions for plan-etary formation and the emergence of life?' to 'how did the early Universe originate and what is it made of?' Each of these questions prioritizes specific subjects for study, ranging from life and habitability in the Solar System to the evolving violent Universe. Starting from these objectives, strategies have been drawn up for possible space missions in astronomy, fundamental physics and solar-system sciences. ESA COS-B, one of Europe's most successful missions, and ESA's first, was used to study gamma-ray sources. Cosmic Vision also includes a technology development plan that spells out how to get from these strategies to proto-missions — the concepts from which real missions will emerge. Examples of proto-missions include: an X-ray Super Telescope; a next-generation gravity-wave explorer; and a Jupiter/Europa probe. Although ministers at December's council meeting will not be allocating funds to the Cosmic Vision plan, a broad commitment is hoped for. If all goes well, calls to the community for concrete mission proposals will start early next year. But the European space-science programme cannot proceed in isolation, without input or overlap with other ESA programmes, such as Aurora and the Space Station. Aurora was conceived in 2001 as a pay-as-you-go programme to explore the Solar System, and to support European aerospace. 

ESA making progress towards Mars expedition and solar system exploration 

Messina and Vennemann 5, (5/31/05, Piero, Dietrich, “The European space exploration programme: Current status of ESA’s plans for Moon and Mars exploration” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094576505001116) 

ATRecent events have resulted in an increased attention for Mars and the future plans for space exploration, notably towards the Moon and the Red Planet. The successful operations of the two MERs by NASA and of the Mars Express orbiter by European Space Agency (ESA) have provided a wealth of data about our neighbouring planet. The even more recent findings where methane and water vapour seem to match have contributed to raise the expectations towards future robotic missions to Mars by the scientific community and beyond to the public at large. Space exploration is not new for ESA. We pursue several missions in solar system exploration, such as Mars Express, the Europe's first Mars mission, SMART-1, a lunar probe (launched in 2003), Rosetta (launched in March 2004), Cassini/Huygens, a joint ESA–NASA mission to reach Saturn and Titan by the end of June. Europe is also planning the exploration of other solar system bodies, such as Venus with Venus Express (due for launch in 2005) and Mercury with BepiColombo, in cooperation with Japan. ESA is also a key partner in ISS (about 5.2 billion €) through the supply of many elements: the Columbus laboratory, the Automated Transfer Vehicle the Data Management System (DSM-R) and the European Robotic Arm. The participation of several European astronauts to ISS missions has allowed Europe to gain experience and competences in human spaceflights. The ESA has been working since 2001 on establishing a roadmap for the exploration of those celestial bodies holding promise for traces of life, notably Mars. This was dubbed the Aurora Programme for the exploration of the solar system. The preparatory phase of this programme was unanimously voted at the ESA Council at ministerial level in Edinburgh in November 2001. The programme was conceived as an optional programme and it was subscribed by 10 ESA countries (including Canada). Its goal was to formulate first and then implement a European long-term plan for the robotic and human exploration of the solar system bodies, in particular those holding promise for traces of life. Within the Aurora Programme it was envisioned to establish a European framework for exploration and pursuing near and long-term priorities in order to prepare Europe to play a crucial role in the international endeavour aimed at the robotic and human exploration of Mars. The programme was supported by an Exploration Programme Advisory Body including representatives from all main ESA's advisory bodies concerned with the solar system exploration as well as representatives from academia, industry and from the European Astronaut corps. An Aurora Board of Participants, with representatives from all subscribing nations, was also created. After discussion within these two bodies, study activities for two major robotic missions were approved and started. 2. Exomars In 2009/2011, a mission to study the Martian environment and search for evidence of life, past or present, on the planet's cold, arid surface. The large spacecraft will take advantage of the planet's thin atmosphere to aerobrake into Mars orbit. Using an inflatable braking device or a parachute system, a descent module will then deliver a large rover to the Martian surface. The autonomous roving vehicle, powered by conventional solar arrays, will spend many months exploring the hostile terrain. The 40 kg payload (known as Pasteur, after the famous French microbiologist) will include a drill and a sampling and handling device that will enable it to analyse soil from sites that may be hospitable to primitive Martian life forms. The rover navigation system, including optical sensors, on board software and autonomous operation capability and the life detecting payload will be a significant technological challenge to European and Canadian industry. Testing of rendezvous and docking techniques on the ExoMars mission will prepare the way for the second flagship mission, Mars Sample Return. A recently launched call for ideas for experiments to be included in the Pasteur payload has attracted a very large response with over 580 investigators from 30 countries having expressed the desire to participate in the ExoMars mission. Several industrial teams, composed by European and Canadian companies, have been studying the different mission elements as well as the overall mission and everything is ready to start the next industrial phase. 3. Mars Sample Return Scheduled for launch in 2011/2013, this mission will bring back the first sample of Martian soil for analysis in laboratories on Earth. After braking into Mars orbit, a descent module will be delivered to the planet's surface. A robotic ‘scoop’ will collect a soil sample and place it inside a small canister on the ascent vehicle. This will then lift off from the surface and rendezvous with the spacecraft in Martian orbit. An Earth return vehicle will bring back the capsule and send it plummeting into the atmosphere. Slowed by a parachute or inflatable device, it will make a fairly gentle touchdown before the recovery teams retrieve the precious sample from the landing site. Today, the main aim of the Mars Sample Return mission is to test at reduced scale technologies for return trip to Mars. The mission does not foresee mobility and sample collection is currently limited at 0.5 kg. Planetary protection (PP) is a critical issue for MSR both to avoid forward and backward contamination. Based on the COSPAR PP requirements ESA is developing its own planetary protection guidelines. 4. Technology demonstrator missions Next to the main missions (so-called flagship missions within the Aurora Programme) there are other missions limited in size and scope but not less important in the programme's approach. Currently, two missions are being looked at: • An Entry Vehicle Demonstrator (EVD) aimed at validating and testing the design for the MSR capsule that will actually return the samples from Mars to the Earth. Verifying the compliance of the capsule design with the planetary protection requirements is another important aspect of this mission that is scheduled for 2007. • A Mars Demo Lander (MDL) that should demonstrate EDLS technologies for the future flagship missions. Internal work is being carried out at ESA/ESTEC concurrent design facility in preparation of industrial involvement. Target date for this demonstrator is 2009 with several options as far as the configuration is concerned.

Funding for Mars is supported

Dinerman 6 (Taylor, 1/23/6, “NASA and ESA: a parting of ways?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/539/1 MGE) 

Last month’s ESA ministerial meeting in Berlin failed to provide observers with any of the fireworks that some observers expected. There were no major project cancellations or any real program reforms. They agreed to give preference to European launchers, which may be bad news for Russia’s space industry unless somehow the EU finds a way to define the Proton as “European.” The ministers also failed to provide the Aurora solar system exploration project with the increased funding needed to prepare for independent European human space exploration.

Instead, they agreed to continue work on the ExoMars project, planned for a launch in 2011. This will be a Mars rover with instruments designed specifically to search for signs of life on Mars. It should be a fascinating endeavor that, even if it fails to find traces of organic life, will provide the scientific community with a wealth of data on the nature of the Red Planet.

ESA has technology feasible for mars and the moon – ESA’s spectrometer, MoonShot, is going to the moon by 2011 and Mars by 2016. 
Yeager 9, (2/10/09, Ashley, Nature News, “One more step for private moon mission” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=One+more+step+for+private+Moon+mission&rft.jtitle=Nature+News&rft.au=Yeager%2C+Ashley&rft.date=2009-02-12&rft.pub=Nature+Publishing+Group&rft.issn=0028-0836&rft.volume=457&rft.issue=7231&rft.spage=770&rft.epage=771&rft_id=info:doi/10.1038%2F457770b&rft.externalDBID=GNAA&rft.externalDocID=194334445, AT) 
A spectrometer meant to fly to Mars on a European mission in 2016 will get to the Moon first. The Dutch team that is building the instrument last week announced it would send a scaled-up version, dubbed MoonShot, to the lunar surface by 2011 with Odyssey Moon, a company headquartered in the Isle of Man, UK. If it works, the private MoonOne lander and its successors could serve scientists much as a commercial trucking company serves wholesalers, providing a platform to ferry science instruments and other payloads to the lunar surface. "The intention is to bring on a new age," says Alan Stern, science mission director for Odyssey Moon and former science chief at NASA. That could mean new opportunities for scientists whose instruments were cut or scaled back in government missions, or whose nations do not have their own lunar spacecraft. "It's an ongoing business that will make sense many years in the future," Stern says. MoonShot was originally designed to look for organic compounds in the Martian soil using two different types of laser-based spectrometry. The version that will go to Mars on the European Space Agency's ExoMars mission has been cut back to include only a Raman spectrometer, which uses a laser beam to detect chemical signatures, including organic compounds, in surface samples. The version flying privately to the Moon, however, will also have a laser-induced breakdown spectrometer, which will scan the lunar soil and can detect heavy metals. "You shine the laser and just find out what's there," says Erik Laan, an engineer who helped build the instrument at TNO Science and Industry in Delft, the Netherlands. MoonShot would be the first Dutch instrument on the lunar surface. A consortium of European companies, including Philips Applied Technologies, Dutch consultants Space Horizon, the Free University in Amsterdam and the Delft University of Technology, will pitch in to pay Odyssey Moon an unspecified amount — although less than US$10 million — to transport the instrument. The MoonOne lander is already slated to carry two other commercial payloads. These include a precursor to the International Lunar Observatory, a communications dish at the lunar south pole envisioned by a Hawaii-based non-profit organization, and packages from Texas-based company Celestis, which acts as a broker for ferrying cremated remains and other relics to the Moon.
ESA has developed technology critical to landing for effective missions to Mars and the moon. 
Guizzo et al 8, (Gian Paolo Guizzo, Andrea Bertoli, Alberto Della Torre, Giorgio Magistrati, Filippo Mailland, Igor Vukman, Christian Philippe, Maria Manzana Jurado, Gian Gabriele Ori, Malcom Macdonald, Oliver Romberg, Stefano Debei, Mirco Zaccariotto, “Mars and Moon exploration passing through European Precision Landing GNC Test Facility” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Mars+and+Moon+exploration+passing+through+the+European+Precision+Landing+GNC+Test+Facility&rft.jtitle=ACTA+ASTRONAUTICA&rft.au=Guizzo%2C+Gian+Paolo&rft.au=Macdonald%2C+Malcolm&rft.au=Zaccariotto%2C+Mirco&rft.au=Magistrati%2C+Giorgio&rft.au=Ori%2C+Gian+Gabriele&rft.au=Bertoli%2C+Andrea&rft.au=Debei%2C+Stefano&rft.au=Jurado%2C+Maria+Manzano&rft.au=Mailland%2C+Filippo&rft.au=Torre%2C+Alberto+Della&rft.au=Philippe%2C+Christian&rft.au=Vukman%2C+Igor&rft.au=Romberg%2C+Oliver&rft.date=2007-01-01&rft.pub=PERGAMON-ELSEVIER+SCIENCE+LTD&rft.issn=0094-5765&rft.volume=63&rft.issue=1-4&rft.spage=74&rft.epage=90&rft_id=info:doi/10.1016%2Fj.actaastro.2007.12.006&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=10_1016_j_actaastro_2007_12_006, AT)
Preparation for the Mars Sample Return (MSR) mission was identified at the Ministerial Council of 5–6 December 2005 in Berlin as a major European priority in its wider exploration agenda. This importance and interest have been reiterated as the Core Programme [1] has progressed, and several major steps have been taken to build on the existing European heritage in many relevant areas. Of major importance has been the initiation of the MSR Phase A2 system activity, which is currently refining the MSR mission architecture itself and resolving outstanding system level tradeoffs. Among the identified key enabling capabilities for MSR, the system study has highlighted the importance of having an active powered descent phase in order to ensure safe and soft conditions (few m/s) at the contact with the planetary surface. Moreover, future planetary exploration missions will require targeting scientifically interesting sites near hazardous terrain features. Although the landing accuracy on Mars has improved substantially over time, a drastically different Guidance, Navigation and Control (GNC) concept is required to meet more stringent landing accuracy requirements. Future landers will have the ability to identify the pre-selected landing zone and hazardous terrain features within it, to select an alternate landing site, and manoeuvre to a new and safe site. ESA has supported for many years the preparation of European solutions for autonomous safe precision landing GNC systems through several R&T activities. A “step-wise” technology pre-development approach has been implemented and consists of one rapid prototyping of critical algorithms, software and hardware followed by integration into ground technology test-beds where critical interfaces can be validated, performances under representative planetary environment demonstrated, and integration and test procedures developed and verified. The technologies under development include autonomous vision-based and LIDAR-based navigation systems (image processing, autonomous navigation algorithms, APS camera and imaging LIDAR breadboard) [2] and [3], terminal descent algorithms encompassing onboard capabilities for terrain relative navigation, hazard map generation, re-designation of safe target during powered descent [4], as well as the suite of simulation tools [2] and [5] and ground test facility for performance validation and verification of autonomous safe precision landing GNC systems. These technologies are presently at different maturity level and are developed to support primarily safe precision landing missions to Mars and Moon. They will have to be tested with extensive descent imagery in Mars and Moon analogue terrains on Earth.
Solvency - Mining

EU an solve plutonium mining

O’Neill 10 (Ian, 7/9/10, Discovery News, “AS NASA'S PLUTONIUM SUPPLY DWINDLES, ESA EYES NUCLEAR ENERGY PROGRAM” http://news.discovery.com/space/as-nasas-plutonium-supply-dwindles-esa-eyes-nuclear-energy-program.html MGE)

  NASA is running low on plutonium, an issue that is causing growing concern for future outer solar system missions. And now, the European Space Agency (ESA) has recognized the US space agency's problems in acquiring the fuel, announcing Europe has plans to start their own production to support joint NASA-ESA programs.
The isotope plutonium-238 (or Pu-238) produces a steady supply of heat that can be readily converted into electricity. Small pellets of Pu-238 (like the one shown above) are commonly found inside radioisotope thermoelectric generators (RTGs) -- the power source of spacecraft that explore space beyond the orbit of Mars. At these distances, the sun's energy is too weak to be a viable energy source for spacecraft, forcing space agencies to use the plutonium isotope.

Deep space missions such as the 1970's Pioneer and Voyager probes were all launched with RTGs attached -- Voyager 2 is still transmitting scientific data after three decades in space, proving the longevity of this energy resource. The Cassini Equinox and New Horizons missions are also equipped with RTGs, and next year's NASA Mars Science Laboratory will use Pu-238 to provide a 24/7 energy resource.

Solvency - Moon

NASA has fallen behind Europe in the race to the moon due to lack of interest 

AAAS 4, (1/30/4, American Association for the Advanced of Science, “Asking for the Moon” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Asking+for+the+Moon&rft.jtitle=Science&rft.au=Andrew+Lawler&rft.date=2004-01-30&rft.issn=0036-8075&rft.volume=303&rft.issue=5658&rft.spage=612&rft.externalDBID=GSCI&rft.externalDocID=544369811_, AT)
The moon has been left in the dust in the stampede by U.S. researchers to study Venus, Mars, and the outer planets during the past 3 decades. The new White House vision for NASA promises to give lunar science its chance to shine, but NASA will have to play catch-up. Although the American space agency has no approved lunar science mission, its European, Japanese, Indian, and Chinese counterparts are well on their way toward preparing spacecraft to explore the moon (Science, 2 May 2003, p. 724). A sample-return mission to the Aitken Basin at the lunar south pole will be part of a wider NASA competition now getting under way. Scientists can propose flights to Venus, Jupiter, and a comet as well as the lunar site. The winner, to be chosen next spring, must keep costs under $700 million and launch by 2010. The president's 14 January announcement certainly gives a leg up to two proposals that would return lunar samples, NASA officials say. Each would touch down somewhere inside the basin, a vast feature some 2500 kilometers in diameter and 13 kilometers deep near the lunar south pole. A National Research Council decadal survey last year strongly backed a sample-return mission to the roughly 4-billion-year-old basin, which geologists believe to be the oldest in the solar system and an important source for data on its development (Science, 2 May 2003, p. 727). The region is also the most likely site for the lunar base that Bush wants to build after 2015. Two U.S. orbiters in the 1990s sparked a still-unresolved debate on how much water exists at the moon's poles and what form it takes. The presence of easily attained water would be a great help for lunar pioneers. The chance to explore the moon, whether with humans or robots, excites researchers. The moon's surface may preserve meteorites from ancient Earth, Venus, or Mars, and its regolith-lunar soil-may hold clues to the charged particle environment in the solar system's early evolution. But NASA managers warn that even if the sample return is approved, that doesn't mean a U.S. flotilla of research-focused spacecraft will follow. Robotic flights to prepare for a lunar base would be paid for by NASA's technology office rather than out of the space science budget, says NASA space science chief Ed Weiler. "Out of 50 or 60 Discovery proposals, only three have been about the moon," he says regarding NASA's competitive program for robotic space missions. "The scientific community has not voted with its feet." That comment infuriates some space scientists. "I'm taken aback," says Paul Spudis, a lunar geologist at the Applied Physics Laboratory in Laurel, Maryland. NASA "systematically rejected proposals to do lunar science for the last decade," he adds. "They locked us out." That attitude forced those interested in the moon to look elsewhere, says Spudis, who is proposing a sample-return mission. The other competitor is a team led by Michael Duke of the Colorado School of Mines in Golden.

The moon is the next step for ESA

ESA 8 (ESA, 7/9/8, “NASA and ESA complete comparative exploration architecture study”

 http://www.esa.int/esaCP/SEMBA0THKHF_index_0.html MGE)

Bruno Gardini, ESA Exploration Programme Manager said: “ESA is preparing itself to a round of decisions that will mark Europe's role in human spaceflight and exploration for the decades to come. After the satisfaction of the successful deployment of Columbus and ATV we are looking forward to enhancing our role in the partnership for a sustained and robust space exploration programme where human spaceflight is the cornerstone. The Moon is surely a important case study and an useful test bed to thoroughly prepare for more distant destinations. This architecture work is very useful to prioritise our proposals to European decision-makers and define a European strategy. I would like to thank all the people who have been involved and NASA for their cooperation”.

Astrium Space Transportation proves ESA has technology for moon landings 

Space News Staff 10, (9/17/10, Space News, “Astrium Unit to Design Lunar Lander for ESA” http://www.spacenews.com/civil/astrium-lunar-lander.html, AT)

 Astrium Space Transportation will complete mission design work on a robotic lunar lander under an 18-month contract with the European Space Agency (ESA) valued at 6.5 million euros ($8.5 million), Astrium announced Sept. 16. The design results, to include cost estimates for a rover as well as the lander, will be part of a package of proposals the 18-nation ESA expects to present to its member governments at a meeting scheduled for the first half of 2012. Astrium will use its experience in rendezvous and docking technologies gained as prime contractor for Europe’s Automated Transfer Vehicle (ATV), an unmanned cargo freighter that has made the first of several planned visits to the international space station. ESA governments are also likely to be asked to decide in 2012 whether the ATV capsules, which are currently destroyed after each mission to the station, should be enhanced to permit atmospheric re-entry for cargo return. “It would not be possible to envisage landing an automated vehicle on the Moon without” the ATV experience, Michael Menking, Astrium senior vice president for orbital systems and space exploration, said in a Sept. 16 statement. For the lunar mission, Astrium will design a lander that would touch down near the Moon’s south pole. 

ESA has technology for effective landing on the moon with propulsion 

Moon Daily 6, (8/17/6, Moon Daily, “Europe Rediscovers the Moon with SMART-1” http://www.moondaily.com/reports/Europe_Rediscovers_The_Moon_With_SMART_1_999.html) 

Now Europe too can say it has been to the Moon. Watch the Moon up close in the early morning of 3 September (at around 07:40 Central European Summer Time, as currently estimated) and you may just see a European satellite land on its surface. The story began in September 2003, when an Ariane 5 launcher blasted off from Kourou, French Guiana, to deliver the European Space Agency's lunar spacecraft SMART-1 into Earth orbit. SMART-1 is a small unmanned satellite weighing 366 kilograms and roughly fitting into a cube just 1 metre across, excluding its 14-metre solar panels (which were folded during launch). After launch and injection into low Earth orbit, the gentle but steady push provided by the spacecraft's highly innovative electric propulsion engine forcefully expelling xenon gas ions caused SMART-1 to spiral around the Earth, increasing its distance from our planet until, after a long journey of about 14 months, it was 'captured' by the Moon's gravity. To cover the 385,000 km distance that separates the Earth from the Moon if one travelled in a straight line, this remarkably efficient engine brought the spacecraft on a 100 million km long spiralling journey on only 50 litres of fuel. The spacecraft was captured by the Moon in November 2004 and started its scientific mission in an elliptical orbit around its poles. ESA's SMART-1 is currently the only spacecraft around the Moon, paving the way for the fleet of international lunar orbiters that will be launched from 2007 onwards. The story is now close to ending. On the night of Saturday 2 to Sunday 3 September, looking at the Moon with a powerful telescope, one may be able to see something special happening. Like most of its lunar predecessors, SMART-1 will end its journey and exploration of the Moon by landing in a relatively abrupt way. It will impact the lunar surface in an area called the 'Lake of Excellence', situated in the mid-southern region of the Moon's visible disc at 07:41 CEST (05:41 UTC). 

ESA dispatches SMART-1, demonstrating moon exploration and propulsion capabilities 

AAAS 3, (8/3/03, American Association for the Advancement of Science, “Europe embarks on leisurely lunar Odyssey” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Space+exploration.+Europe+embarks+on+leisurely+lunar+odyssey&rft.jtitle=Science+%28New+York%2C+N.Y.%29&rft.au=Clery%2C+Daniel&rft.date=2003-10-03&rft.pub=AMER+ASSOC+ADVANCEMENT+SCIENCE&rft.issn=0036-8075&rft.volume=302&rft.issue=5642&rft.spage=35&rft.epage=35&rft_id=info:doi/10.1126%2Fscience.302.5642.35a&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=14526048, AT)

CAMBRIDGE, U.K.-The European Space Agency (ESA) on 27 September dispatched a spacecraft on a mission that will try to solve a 4-billion-year-old riddle-how the moon was formed-and look to the future by testing a next-generation type of propulsion. ESA has grand ambitions to explore the solar system, from Mercury to the asteroid belt. To prepare for such long-haul missions, agency managers want to get the technology right. That's what the $125 million SMART-1 mission, launched on an Ariane 5 rocket from French Guiana, is all about. At 367 kilograms, the bantamweight spacecraft fits into a cube 1 meter across. Its 14-meter solar panels provide power to ionize wisps of its 82-kilogram supply of xenon gas and shoot it out the back of the craft. This generates a thrust of 70 millinewtons, or about the weight of a postcard against the hand; because that force can be applied continually as long as the sun falls on the arrays, the craft's speed will build slowly. Ion drives have been used to keep orbiting satellites in position; NASA's Deep Space 1, launched in 1998, was the only spacecraft to date to use one as its main source of propulsion. ESA was keen to get in on the act because ion drives provide 10 times as much impulse per kilogram of propellant as chemical thrusters. It plans to employ an ion drive in its 2011 or 2012 mission to Mercury. SMART-1, now in Earth orbit, will ever so gradually spiral out to an altitude of 200,000 kilometers before feeling a tug from the moon; it should be captured in March 2005. After completing its 18-month voyage (Apollo 11, for comparison, took 3 days), it will transform into a science mission. Its instruments include a miniature charge-coupled device camera, an infrared spectrometer, and an imaging x-ray spectrometer. Infrared maps of the moon have been compiled before, most recently by NASA's Clementine. But SMART-1's infrared eye will make more-detailed surveys of intriguing areas using 250 wavelength channels-a big jump from Clementine's five. "It's an enormous improvement in spectral resolution," says co-investigator Sarah Dunkin of the U.K.'s Rutherford Appleton Laboratory in Chilton. The spectrometer will also hunt for water in the shadowy craters of the south pole. As no direct sunlight falls there, the detector must rely on light reflected off crater slopes then bouncing off the ice up to the spacecraft. "It sounds like a long shot," admits Dunkin, but researchers are hoping that with regular overflights over 6 months they may gather enough light to make the first direct observation of lunar water. The big science question that SMART-1 hopes to shed light on is how the moon was born. The prevailing theory is that it coalesced from the debris of a titanic collision between Earth and a large body some 4.5 billion years ago. Rocks hauled back by Apollo missions suggest that the moon has constituents similar to those of Earth's mantle. But that was a limited sample, and "there is a desperate need for a global inventory of what the moon is made of," says principal investigator Manuel Grande of Rutherford. X-rays in sunlight impinging on the moon cause surface atoms to fluoresce; these photons, with wavelengths that are characteristic for each element, can be picked up by SMART-1 's x-ray spectrometer. SMART-1 project manager Giuseppe Racca cautions that because many of the craft's systems and instruments are experimental, they cannot be guaranteed to work as predicted. But if SMART-1 delivers, he says, "it will open a new era of lunar science."

ESA has technology feasible for mars and the moon – ESA’s spectrometer, MoonShot, is going to the moon by 2011 and Mars by 2016. 
Yeager 9, (2/10/09, Ashley, Nature News, “One more step for private moon mission” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=One+more+step+for+private+Moon+mission&rft.jtitle=Nature+News&rft.au=Yeager%2C+Ashley&rft.date=2009-02-12&rft.pub=Nature+Publishing+Group&rft.issn=0028-0836&rft.volume=457&rft.issue=7231&rft.spage=770&rft.epage=771&rft_id=info:doi/10.1038%2F457770b&rft.externalDBID=GNAA&rft.externalDocID=194334445, AT) 
A spectrometer meant to fly to Mars on a European mission in 2016 will get to the Moon first. The Dutch team that is building the instrument last week announced it would send a scaled-up version, dubbed MoonShot, to the lunar surface by 2011 with Odyssey Moon, a company headquartered in the Isle of Man, UK. If it works, the private MoonOne lander and its successors could serve scientists much as a commercial trucking company serves wholesalers, providing a platform to ferry science instruments and other payloads to the lunar surface. "The intention is to bring on a new age," says Alan Stern, science mission director for Odyssey Moon and former science chief at NASA. That could mean new opportunities for scientists whose instruments were cut or scaled back in government missions, or whose nations do not have their own lunar spacecraft. "It's an ongoing business that will make sense many years in the future," Stern says. MoonShot was originally designed to look for organic compounds in the Martian soil using two different types of laser-based spectrometry. The version that will go to Mars on the European Space Agency's ExoMars mission has been cut back to include only a Raman spectrometer, which uses a laser beam to detect chemical signatures, including organic compounds, in surface samples. The version flying privately to the Moon, however, will also have a laser-induced breakdown spectrometer, which will scan the lunar soil and can detect heavy metals. "You shine the laser and just find out what's there," says Erik Laan, an engineer who helped build the instrument at TNO Science and Industry in Delft, the Netherlands. MoonShot would be the first Dutch instrument on the lunar surface. A consortium of European companies, including Philips Applied Technologies, Dutch consultants Space Horizon, the Free University in Amsterdam and the Delft University of Technology, will pitch in to pay Odyssey Moon an unspecified amount — although less than US$10 million — to transport the instrument. The MoonOne lander is already slated to carry two other commercial payloads. These include a precursor to the International Lunar Observatory, a communications dish at the lunar south pole envisioned by a Hawaii-based non-profit organization, and packages from Texas-based company Celestis, which acts as a broker for ferrying cremated remains and other relics to the Moon.
ESA has developed technology critical to landing for effective missions to Mars and the moon. 
Guizzo et al 8, (Gian Paolo Guizzo, Andrea Bertoli, Alberto Della Torre, Giorgio Magistrati, Filippo Mailland, Igor Vukman, Christian Philippe, Maria Manzana Jurado, Gian Gabriele Ori, Malcom Macdonald, Oliver Romberg, Stefano Debei, Mirco Zaccariotto, “Mars and Moon exploration passing through European Precision Landing GNC Test Facility” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Mars+and+Moon+exploration+passing+through+the+European+Precision+Landing+GNC+Test+Facility&rft.jtitle=ACTA+ASTRONAUTICA&rft.au=Guizzo%2C+Gian+Paolo&rft.au=Macdonald%2C+Malcolm&rft.au=Zaccariotto%2C+Mirco&rft.au=Magistrati%2C+Giorgio&rft.au=Ori%2C+Gian+Gabriele&rft.au=Bertoli%2C+Andrea&rft.au=Debei%2C+Stefano&rft.au=Jurado%2C+Maria+Manzano&rft.au=Mailland%2C+Filippo&rft.au=Torre%2C+Alberto+Della&rft.au=Philippe%2C+Christian&rft.au=Vukman%2C+Igor&rft.au=Romberg%2C+Oliver&rft.date=2007-01-01&rft.pub=PERGAMON-ELSEVIER+SCIENCE+LTD&rft.issn=0094-5765&rft.volume=63&rft.issue=1-4&rft.spage=74&rft.epage=90&rft_id=info:doi/10.1016%2Fj.actaastro.2007.12.006&rft.externalDBID=n%2Fa&rft.externalDocID=10_1016_j_actaastro_2007_12_006, AT)
Preparation for the Mars Sample Return (MSR) mission was identified at the Ministerial Council of 5–6 December 2005 in Berlin as a major European priority in its wider exploration agenda. This importance and interest have been reiterated as the Core Programme [1] has progressed, and several major steps have been taken to build on the existing European heritage in many relevant areas. Of major importance has been the initiation of the MSR Phase A2 system activity, which is currently refining the MSR mission architecture itself and resolving outstanding system level tradeoffs. Among the identified key enabling capabilities for MSR, the system study has highlighted the importance of having an active powered descent phase in order to ensure safe and soft conditions (few m/s) at the contact with the planetary surface. Moreover, future planetary exploration missions will require targeting scientifically interesting sites near hazardous terrain features. Although the landing accuracy on Mars has improved substantially over time, a drastically different Guidance, Navigation and Control (GNC) concept is required to meet more stringent landing accuracy requirements. Future landers will have the ability to identify the pre-selected landing zone and hazardous terrain features within it, to select an alternate landing site, and manoeuvre to a new and safe site. ESA has supported for many years the preparation of European solutions for autonomous safe precision landing GNC systems through several R&T activities. A “step-wise” technology pre-development approach has been implemented and consists of one rapid prototyping of critical algorithms, software and hardware followed by integration into ground technology test-beds where critical interfaces can be validated, performances under representative planetary environment demonstrated, and integration and test procedures developed and verified. The technologies under development include autonomous vision-based and LIDAR-based navigation systems (image processing, autonomous navigation algorithms, APS camera and imaging LIDAR breadboard) [2] and [3], terminal descent algorithms encompassing onboard capabilities for terrain relative navigation, hazard map generation, re-designation of safe target during powered descent [4], as well as the suite of simulation tools [2] and [5] and ground test facility for performance validation and verification of autonomous safe precision landing GNC systems. These technologies are presently at different maturity level and are developed to support primarily safe precision landing missions to Mars and Moon. They will have to be tested with extensive descent imagery in Mars and Moon analogue terrains on Earth.
Solvency - Satellites

ESA can do satellites

Pasco 6 (Xavier, PhD in political science, professor at the University of Maryland, July 2006, Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland, “A European Approach to Space Security,” http://www.cissm.umd.edu/papers/files/pasco2006.pdf MGE)
 The United States and Europe agree on the importance of developing new space-based information systems to help manage these new security challenges, but they differ both in terms of the types of space assets that they would like to develop and the amount of resources that they plan to invest in new capabilities. While the United States military is dramatically increasing its reliance on space, European space-faring countries still want to keep their military space investments at a minimum level, reflecting both limited resources and political and military restraints. 

Europe does have extensive experience with multi-use satellite systems through its longstanding scientific and experimental programs in the field of Earth observation. A large number of scientific satellites have now been launched by the European Space Agency (ESA), covering the whole range of the Earth observation techniques, and these will be increasingly useful for security purposes. One of the latest and most important space developments was undertaken in Europe with the satellite Envisat equipped with multispectral sensors10 and other new technical payloads for studying atmospheric composition, which makes it an efficient space laboratory for a large array of customers dealing with new security issues. A number of other experimental projects undertaken in the scientific program of ESA also show the excellence of European knowledge and know-how.11 

ESA has a satellite program

Sen 5 (Avery, MA, International Science and Technology Policy, Researcher, Space Policy Institute, The George Washington University, 2005, Imagining Notes, “Remote Sensing Applied to Developing Renewable Energy,” http://www.imagingnotes.com/go/article_free.php?mp_id=52 MGE)

Until now, the accuracy of solar irradiance assessment using satellite data has been limited by a lack of information about the state of the atmosphere (e.g. clouds and aerosols). To improve accuracy, HELIOSAT-3 exploits data from the European Space Agency’s new METEOSAT Second Generation (MSG) satellites. As opposed to the first generation of imagers offering only 3 wide frequency bands measuring data with 8-bit coding, MSG imagers collect light in 12 narrow bands with 10-bit coding. This improvement translates to an increase in spectral and radiometric resolution, which will allow for the identification of atmospheric parameters with much greater detail, and thus will lead to a better estimation of the true conditions on the ground. MSG also improves accuracy in time and space from pictures of 2.5 km resolution every 30 minutes to 1 km resolution every 15 minutes (Heinemann 1999).

ESA wants to work on satellites

Softpedia 11 (Softpedia, 7/10/11, “ESA Launches GlobWave Project” http://news.softpedia.com/news/ESA-Launches-GlobWave-Project-205493.shtml MGE)

 European Space Agency (ESA) is determined to assist people involved in all aspects of exploiting the world's sea, and one way it could do so was the launch of the GlobWave Project. Its aim is to provide accurate forecasts on the states of the world's seas to anyone demanding it. 

Such forecasts have been proven critical for coastal engineering efforts, tourism, coast management, shipping and offshore engineering. But unexpected ocean waves can ruin the work being carried out in all these fields, unless those involved have access to updated data at a moment's notice.

This is precisely what ESA wants to provide through its new service, which utilizes satellite data to create the forecasts. If successful, the initiative could save hundreds of millions of dollars or euros around the world. 

 Rough seas and waves are a real problem sometimes, and they pose both safety and financial hazards, including damages to fisheries, ship, oil or gas extraction, offshore power plants, artificial fisheries and so on. The effects of coastal erosion must also be considered.

Since NASA put the Skylab space station in Earth's orbit, back in 1973, scientists have had access to radar altimetry data that measured the height of waves. But the data bases were unconsolidated, and an exclusive group of people had access to the information.

Now, data from 11 satellites – some of which have been working since 1985 – have been consolidated into a unique dataset, which ESA makes available through GlobWave. The development of synthetic aperture radar (SAR) instruments was absolutely necessary in order for this to become possible.

Solvency - Shuttle

ESA is planning to launch to the ISS

Dinerman 6 (Taylor, 1/23/6, “NASA and ESA: a parting of ways?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/539/1 MGE) 

According to ESA, they are now on track to launch the Jules Verne Automated Transfer Vehicle (ATV) to the ISS sometime in 2007. For both the Europeans and for the space station, this will be a major step forward. The ATV will be one of the major resupply systems needed to keep the station operational after 2010, when the shuttle is retired. Russia’s Progress capsules have done excellent work since the Columbia disaster, but it is now showing its limits. If the larger ATV is a success, it will be an important factor in any decision to increase the ISS crew size.

NASA and ESA won’t cooperate, leading to the failure of any mission

Dinerman 6 (Taylor, 1/23/6, “NASA and ESA: a parting of ways?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/539/1 MGE) 

Philosophically, this is not going down well in Europe. Their belief in multilateralism for its own sake, and their distaste for the Bush Administration, to say nothing of generic anti-Americanism, puts limits on their willingness to be “loyal followers” in any blatantly American-led program.

There is room for cooperation in the various scientific aspects of the program. However, the US government has made it plain: the command and control of this effort is going to remain in Washington.

Last September, writing in the left wing Paris newspaper Liberation, Sylvestre Huet wrote: “To go back to the Moon to build a scientific base, to prepare for a Mars mission that will help to discover the origins of the solar system and its relations or not with life on Earth… This looks like an open, peaceful program of scientific cooperation, with no one showing any will to dominate it and one that needs a regular source of financing. Bush or any his successors who want to imitate Kennedy and his show of force will not carry out such a program. The European Union could do so if it wanted to, with a rational and progressive program, structured around scientific objectives, and one day, under the flag of the UN.”

This is as good a representation as any of what the Europeans want to see happen. It is not what the US wants or is ready to pay for. This fundamental political incompatibility will continue to haunt any effort to restore close cooperation between the US and the European space programs.

NASA doesn’t have enough fuel, ESA key

Slashdot 10 (Slashdot, 7/9/10, “NASA's Plutonium Supply Dwindling; ESA To Help” http://science.slashdot.org/story/10/07/10/0034245/NASAs-Plutonium-Supply-Dwindling-ESA-To-Help MGE)

"NASA's stockpile of the plutonium isotope Pu-238 is at a critical level, causing concern that there won't be enough fuel for future deep space missions. Pellets of Pu-238 are used inside radioisotope thermoelectric generators (or RTGs) to generate electricity for space probes traveling beyond the orbit of Mars — solar energy is too weak for solar arrays at these distances. Blocked by a contract dispute with Russia to supply Pu-238 and the US Department of Energy that has not been granted funds to produce more of the isotope, NASA lacks enough of the radioisotope to fuel the future joint NASA-ESA mission to Europa. However, the head of the European Space Agency has announced that they have plans to commence a new nuclear energy program to alleviate the situation."

ESA is working on human spaceflight

ESA 8 (ESA, 7/9/8, “NASA and ESA complete comparative exploration architecture study”

 http://www.esa.int/esaCP/SEMBA0THKHF_index_0.html MGE)

ESA is currently studying scenarios and associated architectures for human space exploration, building upon its extensive human space flight experience including its contributions to the International Space Station Programme. While ESA’s concept studies are currently at a conceptual stage some of the scenarios assessed as part of this joint study included potential future use of an automated, Ariane 5-based lunar cargo landing system; European developed communication and navigation systems; ESA-developed human rated systems such as an Ariane 5 crew transportation capability and orbital outposts; and ESA-developed dedicated lunar surface elements such as habitation and mobility systems.

ESA and NASA work well together

ESA 8 (ESA, 7/9/8, “NASA and ESA complete comparative exploration architecture study”

 http://www.esa.int/esaCP/SEMBA0THKHF_index_0.html MGE)

Geoff Yoder, Directorate Integration Office Director of NASA’s Exploration Systems Mission Directorate said: “We are very pleased to have worked with ESA on this comparative architecture assessment. Since the announcement of the U.S. Space Exploration Policy, NASA has sought and welcomed input from its international partners on NASA’s lunar architecture plans in areas of mutual interest. As future exploration plans mature around the world, , it is becoming increasingly important that we seek compatibilities between NASA’s plans and those of its potential future partners. The work we did with ESA will serve as a useful model for discussions with other potential partners as we begin to implement this very exciting mission.”

ESA working on asteroid detection

Cain 5 (Fraser, 9/26/5, “ESA Picks an Asteroid to Move”

 http://www.universetoday.com/10967/esa-picks-an-asteroid-to-move/ MGE)

Based on the recommendations of asteroid experts, ESA has selected two target asteroids for its Near-Earth Object deflecting mission, Don Quijote.

Don Quijote is an asteroid-deflecting mission currently under study by ESA?s Advanced Concepts Team (ACT). Earlier this year the NEO Mission Advisory Panel (NEOMAP), consisting of well-known experts in the field, delivered to ESA a target selection report for Europe?s future asteroid mitigation missions, identifying the relevant criteria for selecting a target and picking up two objects that meet most of those criteria. The asteroids? temporary designations are 2002 AT4 and 1989 ML.

With this input and the support of ESA?s Concurrent Design Facility (CDF) experts, the Advanced Concepts Team has now completed an extensive assessment of suitable mission architectures, launch strategies, propulsion system options and experiments.

The current scenario envisages two spacecraft in separate interplanetary trajectories. One spacecraft (Hidalgo) will impact an asteroid, the other (Sancho) will arrive earlier at the target asteroid, rendezvous and orbit the asteroid for several months, observing it before and after the impact to detect any changes in its orbit.

Industrial studies are now about to start; it will be down to European experts to propose alternative solutions for the design of the low-cost NEO precursor mission. This will be the first step towards the development of a means to tackle asteroid impacts ? one of the few natural disasters that our technology can prevent. 

Solvency - SPS

ESA can solve SPS

Coppinger 8 (Rob, 9/15/8, Hyperbola, “ESA funds technology for Earth and Moon base SBSP,” http://www.flightglobal.com/blogs/hyperbola/2008/08/esa-funds-technology-for-earth.html MGE) 

The European Space Agency's general studies programme is to assess a laser-based SBPS concept for Earth and for the lunar surface. Small scale science missions' laser power transmissions will also be considered

The ESA work will include an assessment of the integration of space-based solar power plants into terrestrial ones, "including innovative approaches to orbit selection [and] methods for the adaptation of terrestrial solar power plants to serve in addition as receiving stations for space solar power plants"

According to the European agency direct solar pumped laser technologies offer the option of increasing total laser conversion efficiencies "by an order of magnitude" and innovative beam control and steering technologies, laser to electricity conversion systems and a combination of parallel data, power transmission techniques are of interest

An earlier ESA study found that some SBSP related technologies were now showing "near- to mid-term potential" 

ESA’s SSP technology tested and modified to become 80% more efficient within the next decade 
Edwards 10, (1/21/10, Lin, PhsyOrg, “European Space Company wants Space Power Plant in Space” http://www.physorg.com/news183278937.html) 
Chief executive officer of Astrium, François Auque, said the system is at the testing stage, but that a viable system collecting and transmitting power from space could be within reach soon. Auque said space solar power is an attractive idea because it is an inexhaustible and clean form of energy. Unlike solar plants on Earth, orbital solar collectors can work around the clock, and there is no interference from clouds or atmospheric dusts or gases, which means the energy hitting photovoltaic cells in orbit is much greater than it would be for the same panels on the ground. Earlier concepts of beaming power to Earth from space were criticized because they relied on microwaves to transmit the power to the ground, which has safety concerns, so Astrium plans to use infrared lasers instead, which means that even if they were misdirected people and objects hit by the laser beams could not be scorched. The transmission of power via infrared laser has been tested in Astrium’s laboratories, and they are now concentrating on improving the system’s efficiency. Work on developing converters to convert received infrared energy to electricity is proceeding rapidly, and Astrium is collaborating in this work with scientists at the University of Surrey, in the UK. The company is hoping to achieve 80% efficiency in the conversion. According to Astrium’s chief technology officer, Robert Laine, at present the power handled by the system is limited by the size of the laser that can be built. A demonstration mission would also be necessary to prove the system works, and this should be possible within the present decade.

ESA solves – funding SBSP technology now

Coppinger 08, (8/15/08, Fight Global Serious About Aviation, “ESA funds technology for Earth and Moon Based SBSP” http://www.flightglobal.com/blogs/hyperbola/2008/08/esa-funds-technology-for-earth.html) 

The European Space Agency's general studies programme is to assess a laser-based SBSP concept for Earth and for the lunar surface. Small scale science missions' laser power transmissions will also be considered The ESA work will include an assessment of the integration of space-based solar power plants into terrestrial ones, "including innovative approaches to orbit selection [and] methods for the adaptation of terrestrial solar power plants to serve in addition as receiving stations for space solar power plants" According to the European agency direct solar pumped laser technologies offer the option of increasing total laser conversion efficiencies "by an order of magnitude" and innovative beam control and steering technologies, laser to electricity conversion systems and a combination of parallel data, power transmission techniques are of interest An earlier ESA study found that some SBSP related technologies were now showing "near- to mid-term potential"

Europe has had solar powered programs in the past

Sen 5 (Avery, MA, International Science and Technology Policy, Researcher, Space Policy Institute, The George Washington University, 2005, Imagining Notes, “Remote Sensing Applied to Developing Renewable Energy,” http://www.imagingnotes.com/go/article_free.php?mp_id=52 MGE)

The most advanced use of satellite data for solar resource assessment has come with the European Commission’s HELIOSAT-3 project, conducted under the Energy, Environment and Sustainable Development program. This project aims to address several problems identified by the solar energy industry concerning solar irradiance data. Specifically, the uncertainty of solar irradiance estimates is too high, the spatial and temporal resolutions are too low, and many variables such as angular and spectral distribution are undetectable even with ground-based equipment. Objectives for HELIOSAT-3 are to supply irradiance data by angular and spectral distribution, to double spatial and temporal resolution, and to reduce errors to less than 5 percent, 10 percent and 20 percent RMSE (Root Mean Squared Error) on a monthly, daily and hourly basis, respectively.

ESA plans to develop space solar power

Sen 5 (Avery, MA, International Science and Technology Policy, Researcher, Space Policy Institute, The George Washington University, 2005, Imagining Notes, “Remote Sensing Applied to Developing Renewable Energy,” http://www.imagingnotes.com/go/article_free.php?mp_id=52 MGE)

The largest strides toward developing renewable energy sources are being made in Europe, including the use of remote sensing technologies. In accordance with the Kyoto Protocol, the European Commission has pledged that 22 percent of Europe’s energy will come from renewable sources by 2010. It is therefore not surprising that the European Space Agency announced its plans to fund an international program to use Earth observation services to assist in the development and management of solar, wind and hydroelectric sources (according to the European Space Agency Website, http://www.esa.int/export/esaSA/SEMORAYO4HD_earth_0.html). We have already seen similar efforts from the European Commission with projects such as HELIOSAT and PVSAT.

The EU supports Solar Power

ESA NEWS ’09 (October 16 “More Efficiant Solar Power with Space Technology” ESA newshttp://www.esa.int/esaCP/SEMRGNYRA0G_index_0.html
A new system from an Italian company uses weather satellite data to estimate the potential of solar cell power plants and monitor their performance. The approach helps to give a faster return on investments in clean solar energy. Solar cells have been used for many years to power pocket calculators and, more recently, street signs, garden lighting and other small devices. But since the need for sustainable living has become a key issue in our society, there has been a considerable increase in interest in exploiting one of the environmental cleanest energy sources to generate electricity: the Sun’s rays. It has spurred the development throughout Europe of large photovoltaic (PV) plants to generate electricity to power offices, homes and even factories. The interest has also boosted the search for ways to improve the operation of these plants. Italian company Flyby srl has come up with ways to do just that, by using Europe’s Meteosat weather satellites to map the amount of sunshine available for such sites. This information assists to determine the best sites for new PV plants, as well as how much electricity they will produce yearly. This helps to decide precisely how large the plants have to be for a given use, optimising investment and improving solar power economy. The second development uses Meteosat data to monitor if the solar cells are working properly all the time, by comparing in real-time the actual production of electricity to what can be expected from the amount of available sunshine. The system takes data from the satellites and measurements from a ground sensor; any difference indicates the solar cells are not working optimally, and the system immediately sends an alarm. Technicians can then be called in to remedy possible faults. Developed with help from ESA The satellite solar irradiation data come from two Meteosat Second Generation satellites: Meteosat-8 and Meteosat-9. The services providing these data have been jointly developed by ESA and Eumetsat, the European Organisation for the Exploitation of Meteorological Satellites. Making the satellite information available for commercial use is a result of the Envisolar project, funded by ESA as part of its Earth Observation Market Development Programme and led by prime contractor DLR in Germany. ESA’s technology transfer broker D’Appolonia then helped Sonepar Immobiliare e Servizi (SIS) SpA, an Italian distributor of solar power systems, to integrate Flyby’s solution into their systems, with successful results for several plants in Italy. “Our company is offering services and integrated solutions for energy efficiency and we are particularly focused on sources of renewable energy,” said Maurizio Testa, Marketing Director of SIS. “It is of utmost importance for us to develop new technology for the improvement of photovoltaic technologies, our primary sector of interest.” “The tool from Flyby has indeed allowed us to devise a system with a very high spatial resolution and capable of interacting with satellite geographical maps, like solar irradiance maps. Thus, as well as an analysis of a plant’s productivity, it is possible to obtain an economic analysis to evaluate investments [in new PV plants],” added Mr. Testa. 
Solvency – Solar Sails

ESA can have solar sail mission

Innovation 8 (Luxembourg Portal for Investigation and Research, 4/28/8, “The European Space Agency "Solar Sails Materials" (SSM) Project in Luxembourg” http://www.innovation.public.lu/en/actualites/2008/04/the-european-space-agency-solar-sails-materials-ssm-project-luxembourg/index.html MGE) 

The European Space Agency ESA "Solar Sails Materials" (SSM) project has been presented, last Monday, 28th April, by Minister François Biltgen and State Secretary Octavie Modert along with the "Solar Sails Materials" participants and the ESA.

Since Luxembourg became in 2005 a fully-fledged member of the ESA, new opportunities have been arising for Luxembourgish companies and research organisms. Particularly, the ESA selection of a consortium with a strong Luxembourgish participation demonstrates that technologies developed in the materials' domain within Luxembourgish companies and research organisms are of strong interest for the space sector in general and for the ESA in particular.

This project has been carried out within the ESA technological research program frame. This programme is part of the yearly Luxembourg´s due contribution to the ESA.

The SSM Project

- Many groups around the World made and/or are making attempts to build and deploy solar sails but none of these succeeded until now.

- In Europe, the European Space Agency (ESA) initiated several studies in the past and defined a plan for future solar sail missions.

- This plan is crucial in that it defines the overall missions programme. 

From it the technological steps to be made to realise these missions will be define. 

ESA has a solar sail program

Fox 10 (Stewart, 7/28/10, Space.com “Solar Sail Experiment Could Prove” http://www.space.com/8827-solar-sail-experiment-prove-space-time-theory.html MGE)

And other solar efforts are gaining speed.

The Planetary Society has made several attempts to launch a solar sail in the past and has a new project, called Lightsail-1, slated to launch in early 2011. NASA and the European Space Agency have plans for separate solar sail missions that could be launched through 2015, representatives from both space agencies said during the meeting.

CP Solves Leadership

Failure to revitalize the EU scientific programs causes an exodus of scientists that kills EU leadership – Counterplan solves

Wener 10 (Avi, October 21, “Will the UK Science Budget Freeze Lead to an Exodus of British Scientists” http://www.europeanbiotechnologist.com/blog/uk-science-budget-exodus/)

Yesterday the Guardian reported that the science budget will be spared major cuts in today’s spending review as the government looks to limit the damage to Britain’s research and innovation base. While the government will not cut any money from the £4.6bn yearly spend on scientific research, in real terms, this represents a 10% reduction in buying power over a period of 4 years (after inflation). (For those whose understanding of science is much stronger than their understanding of finance, by not increasing the amount of money allocated to science, the ability of scientists to build research institutes, hire staff and purchase capital equipment and supplies will actually decrease. This is due to the fact that salaries and the prices of goods will likely increase over time while the money scientist will be receiving from the government will remain the same.) In another story published in the Guardian last month, the heads of several prestigious universities warned that proposed government cuts to Britain’s science budget threaten “an insidious grinding down of the UK research community”. Leading researchers, including an Oxford professor of physics and a stem cell researcher seeking a cure for the commonest form of blindness, told the newspaper that they are poised to quit Britain. The story includes a podcast from a stem cell researcher at University College London, who decided to move either to Singapore or the US where, unlike in Britain, his peers have not had any trouble finding funds for his research projects. Is the UK in danger of losing some of its most talented scientists? What are your thoughts? Whatever the case may be, we can all agree that it is to everyone’s benefit to have well-funded science programs. 

Space = Priority

Space is a top priority for the EU
EUROPA ‘11( April 4“A new space policy for Europe: Independence, competitiveness and citizens quality of life” Europe.edu http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/11/398)

Improving the safety and daily lives of European citizens thanks to radio navigation, guiding tractors by satellite for high-yield crops, optimizing response to humanitarian crisis… This is not science fiction but just a few examples of innovations related to space technologies developed today. This crucial role of space is reflected in the European Commission communication presented today as a first step of an integrated Space Policy to be developed with the new legal basis provided by the Lisbon Treaty. The new Communication aims at reinforcing Europe’s space infrastructure and calls for increasing support for research to increase European technological non-dependence, foster cross-fertilisation between the space sector and other industry sectors, and boost innovation as a driver of European competitiveness. Vice-President Antonio Tajani, responsible for Industry and Entrepreneurship, said: “Space is strategic for Europe's independence, job creation and competitiveness. Space activities create high-skilled jobs, innovation, new commercial opportunities, and improve citizens’ well-being and security. This is why we need to reinforce European space policy to best exploit its social and economic opportunities for industry and SMEs. In order to achieve our goals, Europe needs to keep an independent access to space.” Faced with important economic, societal and strategic challenges, today’s communication sets out priorities for the future EU space policy: Pursue the achievement of the European navigation satellite programmes Galileo and EGNOS. For example, a service that was recently introduced under EGNOS enables precision approaches and renders air navigation safer (IP/11/247). Implement with Member States the European Earth Monitoring Programme (GMES) which is designed for land, ocean, atmosphere, air quality and climate change monitoring, as well as emergency response and security, with the objective to become fully operational from 2014; Protect space infrastructures against space debris, solar radiation and asteroids by setting-up a European Space Situation Awareness (SSA) system; Identify and support actions at EU level in the field of Space exploration. The Union could notably explore options to work with the ISS ensuring that all Member States participate in it; Pursue a Space Industrial policy developed in close collaboration with the European Space Agency and Member States; Support research and development to increase European technological non dependence and ensure that innovation in this field will be of benefit to non-space sectors and citizens. Communication satellites play a key role in this context; Strengthen the partnerships with EU Member States and the European Space Agency (ESA) and implement improved management schemes.

AT: Not Inforced

EU policies are effective and enforced

Roberts 02-[ 12/3/02 --Paul Craig, author, “European Union Consumes Nations, Threatens US”, VDare.com,]

The finishing touch to the demise of the sovereignty of European countries is being supplied by a centralized European bureaucracy. Technically, the European Union is a treaty arrangement entered into by sovereign states. But in fact, the European Commission and a European “court” created to arbitrate disputes are creating European law and ruling by edicts. Witness the extraordinary fact that European Union law exists prior to the existence of the European Union state. The European Union is creating itself by successfully exercising power. Various member countries complain and kick up a fuss, but EU edicts are regularly followed. For example, since the dawn of aviation, sovereignty has meant the right of a country to control its own air space and the landing rights of foreign airlines. Recently, the “European Court” ruled that member countries had, unbeknownst to themselves, given up the right to enter into treaties relating to air service and declared all existing agreements null and void. The “court” asserted that sovereignty over airspace resided in the European Commission. British opponents to European Union argue that constitutionally a British government cannot surrender Britain’s sovereignty to the European Union and that any such transfer is an act of treason. These opponents, many of them legally learned, might well be correct. However, the test of sovereignty under international law is given by the answer to the question: “Are the edicts of the European Union regularly followed in the territories over which the EU claims governance?” If the answer to this factual question is “yes,” then the European Union is the sovereign. CR 

AT: Budget Concerns

UK Space budget increasing

Swinney 6/11, (Rob Swinney, Freelance writer and member of the British Interplanetary Society and Chartered Engineer registered with the UK’s Engineering Council and a member of the Institution of Engineering and Technology, “Report from the UK Space Conference”, The News Forum of the Tau Zero Foundation, July 11, 2011, http://www.centauri-dreams.org/?p=18782)

The UK Space Agency emerged from the forerunner British National Space Centre. This week the agency hosted the UK’s Space Conference 2011 at Warwick University, England, where economic issues came to the fore. The agency has an apparently vastly increased budget of several hundred millions of pounds although this was created by merging funds from other areas and the figure is still well below the amounts spent by the other major European economies. The conference, whose theme was ‘The New Space Economy,’ brought together members of the space community from industry, government and academia and painted a positive picture of the space sector in the UK, which is estimated to be worth £7.5 billion per year (over $10 billion), a figure the new agency hopes to help grow to over £40 billion in the next 20 years. There was definitely a ground swell of positive opinion about the skills in the UK to build small satellites and other specific areas of the sector that can offer business opportunities.
Budget cuts aren’t hurting the ESA

Clark 10, (Stephen Clark, Journalist for Spaceflight Now, “ESA previews next year’s budget amid tight economy”, Spaceflight Now, September 28, 2010, http://spaceflightnow.com/news/n1009/28esabudget/)

Europe's top space official says his space agency is preparing for the same budget next year as this year, telling reporters he has received no indications that member states will reduce their contributions during an ongoing financial crisis. "We are proposing a budget for 2011 which is calling for the same contributions from the member states as the budget for 2010," said Jean-Jacques Dordain, director general of the European Space Agency. "There is not a reduction in our demand from member states." Dordain also said ESA's 18 member states have not said they need to cut their space funding beyond the levels agreed to in a spending freeze announced early this year. ESA limited itself to 3.35 billion euros, or $4.5 billion, in spending this year. Its budget remains higher, but the space agency committed to reshuffling its programs and contracts to stretch out industrial payments and save money. So far, none of ESA's approved programs have suffered delays or cancellations due to the spending freeze. Dordain said he has prepared contingency plans in case further budget cuts are necessary, but he did not provide details on the potential measures. In a June interview with Spaceflight Now, ESA's senior financial officer said the agency's member states held ultimate accountability for the budget. If they could not afford continued funding, he said, ESA would have to reduce its budget. But Dordain painted a rosier picture Monday, saying he is going into 2011 assuming ESA will operate under the same profile as 2010 -- a constrained budget, but one without significant cuts. "I am not expecting a different budget for 2011," Dordain said. "What we are doing is different from the activities we are doing to control costs." Dordain said ESA is in the middle of a major cost-cutting effort, the first monetary audit of the agency since 1995. Financial experts have produced a 20-page outline of actions to decrease operating costs, not only inside ESA's departments but also among member states
AT: Perm

Perm makes the EU look like evil Americans – wrecks credibility

Casey 05 (Terrence, works at the Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology, “Of Power and Plenty? Europe, Soft Power, and “Genteel Stagnation”” Pdf)

In The United States of Europe, T.R. Reid argues that Americans are ignoring a revolution across the Atlantic. The EU has a larger population and market than America’s, a governing structure establishing peace and stability where war once prevailed, and a currency with more daily users than the dollar. European companies are dominating international, especially American, markets. Coupled with a European social model protecting its citizens from globalization and providing a high standard of living, the region is becoming the model to be emulated, especially given the negative portrayal of the US. America is seen as a selfish, materialistic society that abandons the poor and sick. It is a nation stained in violence, 3 epitomized by the death penalty. American foreign policy is moralizing, unilateralist, and hypocritical, violating international laws and treaties at a whim. The real problem is that, “…this nation perceived to be ignorant of the rest of the world has the wealth and power to dominate much of it” (Reid, 19). Europeans increasingly see America as a threat to world peace and are determined to form a counterbalance. They cannot compete with America militarily, but their commitment to multilateralism and will Europe gain influence in a world equally concerned with American “hyperpower”. 

AT: Perm – Coop Fails

Perm can’t solve – empirically the two agencies were instable

De Selding 11 (Peter B., 6/30/11, Space News, “ESA Forced To Defer Full-scale Work on 2016 Mars Orbiter” http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110630-esa-defer-work-mars-orbiter.html MGE) 

 The European Space Agency (ESA) on June 30 withdrew its proposal to begin full-scale work on a 2016 Mars orbiter mission with NASA following receipt of a letter from NASA’s administrator saying the U.S. agency could not commit to a companion 2018 Mars rover mission, a senior ESA official said June 30.

The decision by ESA Director-General Jean-Jacques Dordain to remove the ExoMars contract decision from the agenda of ESA’s Industrial Policy Committee, which met June 29-30, illustrates the continued instability of the joint ESA-NASA Mars exploration program that in principle was decided two years ago.

Briefing reporters here, Eric Morel de Westgaver, ESA’s director for procurement, financial operations and legal affairs, said ESA coupled its decision not to approve the full contract for the 2016 telecommunications relay orbiter with an agreement to fund just enough work on it so as to be able to throttle up to full contract work soon enough to make the 2016 launch date. 

NASA and ESA can’t work together

NASA 8 (NASA Exploration Systems Mission Directorate 7/16/8, “The NASA-ESA Comparative Architecture Assessment,” http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/259221main_NASA_ESA_CAA-Report.pdf MGE)ESA is currently studying the development of a human transportation capability to LEO and beyond. In this context, ESA is studying different options for orbital infrastructures and supporting cis-lunar transportation capabilities. Such infrastructure could support human transportation in cis-lunar space and continue European access to the microgravity environment for scientific research following the retirement of the ISS. Options for an ESA orbital platform vary in size and utilization capabilities depending on their potential location; either in low-Earth orbit (LEO), low-lunar orbit (LLO), or at an  Earth-Moon Lagrange (EML) point. It was difficult in the time available to fully examine the benefits from enabling interoperability between NASA’s transportation systems and any of these options, given that a great deal depends on details such as orbit altitude and inclination (details that are not finalized yet). In general, NASA could contribute a heavy lift capability for ESA by providing the Ares V launch vehicle as a means to lift orbital elements and transport them to their final location. However, beyond this point, there is no synergy between NASA’s plans for lunar exploration and ESA’s concepts for a LEO or EML station. However, an ESA-developed LLO station may have many synergies, and these are explored further below. 

AT: Perm – Crowd-Out

Perm crowds out the ESA – Only the Counterplan solves the net-benefit

Dunk 09 (Frans G. van der, Creighton Law Review, “ARTICLE: EUROPEAN SATELLITE EARTH OBSERVATION: LAW, REGULATIONS, POLICIES, PROJECTS, AND PROGRAMMES” LexisNexis()
The actual impact the Director General may have on the formulation of ESA policies depends upon a number of interlocking factors essentially of a non-legal nature and may, consequently, vary considerably. However, at the end of the day, the Director General's actions are always subject to confirmation and a form of high-level control by the Council as enshrined in the ESA Convention. A final key point to be noted when trying to understand the proper role of ESA in shaping European policies and regulations in the realm of satellite earth observation concerns the way in which the ESA space programmes are developed and run. While both ESA's individual member states, through the Council, and the Director General, as assisted by his or her staff, can propose that ESA engage in certain space programmes, such programmes generally need to be one of three kinds. The first kind of programme that can be proposed to ESA's Council are the so-called mandatory activities. Mandatory activities are those programmes that every ESA member state is obliged to participate in. These programmes concern "... the execution of basic activities, such as education, documentation, studies of future work projects and technological research work; ... [and] the elaboration and execution of a scientific programme including satellites and other space systems" to the extent follow-up activities on the ground are concerned. ESA should also "collect relevant information and disseminate it to Member States, draw attention to gaps and duplication, and provide advice and assistance for the harmonisation of international and national [*401] programmes." n8 Regarding financing the mandatory activities, which are essentially scientific, non-space activities, all ESA member states must finance the mandatory activities, once properly agreed upon, through a pre-determined scale of respective contributions. n9 Secondly, ESA may agree to conduct optional activities. Optional activities concern, in particular, space programmes as opposed to programmes concerned with the preparation for the space programmes or programmes concerned with after-mission space programme issues. The ESA Convention in this regard refers to "the design, development, construction, launching, placing in orbit, and control of satellites and other space systems; [and] the design, development, construction, and operation of launch facilities and space transport systems." n10 In percentage terms, ESA's optional activities have made up eighty to eighty-five percent of ESA's activities, as opposed to fifteen to twenty percent of those being mandatory in nature. n11 The optional character of these activities manifests itself by way of an opt-out clause as the ESA Convention provides that "all Member States participate apart from those that formally declare themselves not interested in participating therein." n12 Optional ESA activities are also financed in a different manner than are mandatory ESA activities. Specifically, the financial contribution formula, as applied to ESA's optional activities, is an opt-out from the standard rule that individual member states contribute financing as a proportion of each individual member state's national income averaged over the most recent three years. n13 Here, individual member state contributions are decided, as it were, from the ground up. That is, each individual member state promises, as following from its own particular measure of interest in such optional activities, to contribute a certain percentage to the proposed programme budget for the activity in question. Once the proposed programme reaches a certain threshold in terms of promised financing, for example eighty-five percent of the agreed total budget, it is formally accepted as an ESA optional activity. [*402] Furthermore, it should be noted that the aforementioned cornerstones of ESA's general - including in particular industrial - policy are implemented by means of the so-called geographical distribution approach in order to "ensure that all Member States participate in an equitable manner, having regard to their financial contribution ... ." n14 The result of the geographical distribution approach, further elaborated in Annex V to the ESA Convention, is often labelled fair return, industrial return or juste retour. Under fair return, each individual member state should roughly receive its own investment in a particular programme returned to the individual member state in the form of orders for its space industry, preferably for the very programme at issue or alternatively as compensation derived from orders for other programmes. n15 Over the past several decades, ESA's success has shown that the dichotomy between mandatory and optional activities is remarkably pragmatic. Specifically, it has demonstrated that this was a workable compromise to balance an individual member state's need to maintain their sovereign independence in choosing to contribute to, and participate in, actual space programmes (on an a la carte-basis as it were) and their need for some coherence in ESA's programmes. Such a balance is needed in order for ESA to provde any added value to individual member states in terms of real cooperation and an efficient pooling of resources between them. The ESA Convention also mentions a third category of activities: operational activities. n16 Operational activities are undertaken upon the specific request of a third party rather than being conjured up by ESA itself. As a consequence, such operational activities are not financed by the budget of ESA; rather they are paid for in principle on a [*403] full-cost, not-for-profit, n17 basis by the individual member state, organisation, or entity requesting such services. 

Aff - Not A Priority

Space not a priority for the EU

PASZTOR ’10 (Andy, August 14, “European Space Programs to come Back to Earth Wall Street Journal http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704268004575417243464103072.html
Shrinking budgets and national rivalries increasingly are undermining European space programs, even as the U.S. seeks expanded partnerships for future manned exploration efforts. Debates over financial commitments for space projects by individual countries—and the number of jobs they expect in return—have intensified as a result of the region's economic woes. Some governments are considering slashing next year's contributions to the European Space Agency by 20% or more, while Italy's top space official last month stressed that economics and return on investment are now primary factors in determining national funding levels. Jean-Jacques Dordain, ESA's director-general, predicts it probably will take the European Union until 2014 to substantially reorient its space priorities. "There are some economic difficulties in all of our" participating countries, Mr. Dordain said in an interview last month, so Europe won't be able to fully respond to Washington's invitation to step up cooperative ventures until national budgets stabilize. The lack of momentum is a dramatic shift from the situation two years ago, when politicians and senior executives at major European aerospace companies expressed confidence that the region was on the verge of establishing a strong, unified and ambitious space program. Underscoring the importance of scientific, military and possibly manned European missions, the EU for the first time explicitly linked space efforts to broader diplomatic and foreign-policy goals. Starting in 2008, the new aim was to launch Europe on a trajectory to become an equal partner with Washington and Moscow across the full range of space endeavors. Since then, China, India and other countries have ratcheted up their own space ambitions. But many European initiatives appear to be faltering, according to industry officials and analysts, due to a lack of will by the region's political leaders and budget problems squeezing a wide array of government programs. Europe is estimated to spend less than $9 billion a year on civilian space projects. Roughly half goes to programs overseen by ESA, while the rest is spent on space programs run by individual countries. But the total is only a fraction of U.S. civilian and military space expenditures. So far, critics contend Europe has failed to come up with a consensus around a coherent, long-term exploration plan. "I am sorry to say there is no visible and clearly articulated strategy," Francois Auque, who runs space businesses for European Aeronautic Defence & Space Co., the region's largest aerospace firm, said in an interview last month. "Space exploration is quite low in the European priorities."

Aff - Multilat Good

ESA Multilateralism is the only way to continue Space Policy

Hayden 03 Deputy Director of the Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. Dr. Hayden possesses a broad background in both U.S. policy, space and missile operations. Dr. Hayden completed a fulfilling career as a member of the U.S. Air Force in 2007. Early in his career he served as a member of the Secretary of the Air Force’s Staff Group, and an assistant professor of history at the United States Air Force Academy. His experience in space and missile operations includes providing space support and missile warning in-theater during Operations DESERT STORM and PROVIDE COMFORT and command in missile operations. Dr. Hayden has served as a Harvard Fellow, the Director of the Airpower Research Institute and Dean of Air Command and Staff College (April 2003, Dale L. Hayden, “The International Development of Space and  Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy”,  College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2004-01.pdf) RP 
Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION If you can’t take a little bloody nose, maybe you had better go back home and crawl under your bed. It’s not safe out here! It’s wondrous, with treasures to satiate desires both subtle and gross, but it’s not for the timid. — Q Star Date 42671.3 STAR TREK: TNG Entering the twenty-first century, the United States dominates all other nations in the combined arenas of technology, commerce, and military prowess. Yet in the years following the fall of the Soviet Union, U.S. national leadership has struggled with developing a viable postCold War strategy that adequately addresses the desire for continued American hegemony. The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 further emphasized the requirement for a new American strategy. The September 2002 National Security Strategy was the first presidential policy document to address both the post-Cold War and post-9/11 environment, and is only the first of many such documents policymakers will draft that reflect a changed international environment.1 One area directly affected by this changing international scene is the area of space and space operations. The race for space began in earnest once the Soviet Union launched Sputnik on 4 October 1957. Since the Soviet Union’s fall the race is no longer a bipolar expression of the Cold War, but has developed into a highly complex set of relationships in which multiple nations and organizations across the globe strive to stake out their position in the heavens. American preeminence in space is consistent with its superpower status; no other nation or organization possesses the full array of intelligence, surveillance, and communications satellites it does. Yet this supremacy also comes at a price, as the United States is more dependent on its space assets than any other nation. The question U.S. policymakers must answer in an era of a dramatically altered landscape is what is the best approach to ensure national space interests are protected. They have numerous models upon which they can base future actions. This paper will review four possible alternatives: technological dominance, multilateralism, unilateralism, and America as an empire. As during the Cold War, what path policymakers decide to select will reflect how it reacts in other international situations, as space policy is only one reflection of the overall U.S. national security strategy. After considering all alternatives, the approach they will select will emphasis multilateranlism and international cooperation because the other options are untenable and because the multilateral model provides the greatest prospect of protecting U.S. national interests in the long-term. This paper will not attempt to determine how policymakers will implement a multilateral approach, only that it must and will do so. Notes 1U.S. National Security Council, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (National Security Council, September 2002) Chapter 2 Why Is Space Important? Why is space important to U.S. national interests? During the Cold War, the space race represented not just national pride, but national security, as well. In the 1960s Vice-President Lyndon B. Johnson stated, “Failure to master space means being second best in every aspect, in the crucial arena of our Cold War world. In the eyes of the world, first in space means first period; second in space is second in everything.”1 Today, space exploration has even wider connotations. The European Union has assessed the importance of space as follows: “a command of space is key to success in the world of modern technology…. The use of space has today penetrated all fields of economic, social and cultural management to a degree that makes space vitally important to the European Union. The ability to continue to develop and use space infrastructures autonomously and competitively, including collecting and using data, is clearly a key priority for Europe.”2 During the past forty years, space has moved from exploration to public and private exploitation; in other words, a medium not that different than the land, sea or air. Gordon Adams, Director of Security Policy Studies at George Washington University, puts it this way: “Space is no longer a frontier, used and occupied solely by governments. From an environment in which only governments operated, largely for exploration and military purposes, space has rapidly filed with assets used for intelligence and military operations to civilian communications, to observation and commerce. Today, more launches are dedicated to commercial purposes than to military ones.”3 The numbers support his views. In the year 2000, the commercial space industry generated over $80 billion in worldwide revenue.4 The largest share of this commercial market was in satellite services, or the use of satellites to deliver telephone, television, radio, data communications, remote sensing data and government services, accounting for 44.5 percent of total commercial space revenues in 2000.5 Using space assets has become an everyday event for the average American, much as television has over the past fifty years. When we turn on the TV, we simply expect the picture and sound to be there; no one speaks with awe about how the video and audio waves appear. Many Americans will start their day by driving to work in an auto with a graphic display that depicts their present location; directs them across town following instructions to a predetermined destination; stop to gas-up by using a credit card at the pump; and remove money from an automated bank teller machine from their account that could be from a different bank in another part of the country. They will think nothing about the technological wizardry, but this set of transactions--location, directions, link to credit card and banking accounts--are all made possible by instantaneous access to multiple satellite constellations, something we all take for granted. These and other satellite systems can provide navigation for civilian airliners, identify underground water in sub-Saharan Africa, and mark the destruction of the Amazon rain forests, in addition to numerous other everyday services we have all come to expect from a modern society. The failure of a single satellite in May 1998 disabled 80 percent of the pagers in the United States, as well as video feeds for cable and broadcast transmission, credit card authorization networks, and corporate communication systems. If the Global Positioning System (GPS), a multi-satellite constellation originally designed for military navigational assistance were to experience a major failure, it would disrupt fire, ambulance and police operations around the world; cripple the global financial and banking system; and could in the future threaten air traffic control.6 Space, therefore whether we realize it or not, plays an increasingly important role in everyday life. The evolution of space from a frontier to an operating environment with multiple users raised a new set of issues for American policymakers.7 Recognizing the importance of space to U.S. national interests, Congress chartered a review of national security space activities. Released in May 2001, “The Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security, Space Management and Organization,” better known as the Space Commission Report, found that: The security and economic well-being of the United States and its allies and friends depend on the nation’s ability to operate successfully in space. To be able to contribute to peace and stability in a distinctly different but still dangerous and complex global environment, the U.S. needs to remain at the forefront in space, technologically and operationally, as we have in the air, on land and at sea. Specifically, the U.S. must have the capability to use space as an integral part of its ability to manage crises, deter conflicts and if deterrence fails, to prevail in conflict.8 The military has long understood the significant of space, which is recognized as the ultimate “high ground” for military operations. Space provides the opportunity for surveillance without the issues of over flight, and instantaneous communications capability that enables command and control of forces across the globe. Secretary of the Air Force Dr. James G. Roche stated that, “Space capabilities in today’s world are no longer nice-to-have, they’ve become indispensable at the strategic, operational and tactical levels of war.”9 Peter B. Teets, Undersecretary of the Air Force and Director of the National Reconnaissance Office and the senior Department of Defense (DoD) space official, emphasized the critical nature space plays today when he remarked, “I think the recent military conflict [Afghanistan] has shown us, without a doubt, how important the use of space is to national security and military operations.”10 General Ralph E. Eberhart, Commander-in-Chief, United States Space Command, pointed out that, “Most anyone involved in military operations, whether military or civilian, would tell you space is becoming increasingly important. Looking back to how we leveraged our space assets in Desert Storm, compare that to Kosovo–or how we can leverage them even today as we have made advancements since Kosovo–and I think it is obvious how important and how much we rely on capabilities that are resident in our information that moves through space.”11 Or as General Lance W. Lord, Commander, Air Force Space Command, succinctly put it, “If you’re not in space, you’re not in the race.”12 Notes 1David W. McFaddin, Lt Col, USAF, Can the U.S. Air Force Weaponize Space?, (research paper, Air War College, Maxwell AFB, AL, 1998), 19. 2EUROPA, Towards a European Space Policy, 2002, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 7 March 2002, available from http://europa.eu.int/comm/space/intro. 3Gordon Adams, forward, paper by Laurence Nardon, Satellite Imagery Control: An American Dilemma, (The French Center on the United States (CFE), Paris, France, March 2002) 4John E. Hyten, Colonel, USAF, “A Sea of Peace or a Theater of War? Dealing with the Inevitable Conflict in Space,” Air and Space Power Journal, (Fall 2002), 80. 5Peter L. Hays, Lt Col, USAF, United States Military Space: Into the Twenty-First Century, U.S. Air Force Institute for National Security Studies, U.S. Air Force Academy, INSS Occasional Paper 42, September 2002, 22. 6John M. Logsdon, “Just Say Wait to Space Power,” ISSUES in Science and Technology, on-line, Internet, Spring 2001, available from http://www.nap.edu/issues/17.3/p_logsdon.htm. 7Gordon Adams, forward, paper by Laurence Nardon, Satellite Imagery Control: An American Dilemma, (The French Center on the United States (CFE), Paris, France, March 2002). 8The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, “The Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security, Space Management and Organization,” May 2001, 9. 9Scott Elliott, Tech Sgt, USAF, “SECAF: Space forces have become indispensable,” Air Force News Link, on-line, Internet, 24 September 2002, available from http://www.af.mil/news/Sep2002/92402411.shtml. 10Scott Elliott, Tech Sgt, USAF, “Partnership will guide military, civilian space activities,” Air Force News Link, on-line Internet, 17 October 2002, available from http://www.af.mil/news/Oct2002/101702364.shtml. 11Gerry J. Gilmore, “Space must be top national priority, says SPACECOM chief,” Air Force News Link, on-line, Internet, 18 September 2002, http://www.af.mil/news/Apr20010406_0480.shtml. 12Lance W. Lord, General, USAF, Command, Air Force Space Command, comments made to Lt Col Dale L. Hayden, Deputy Director of Staff, Air Force Space Command, 1 May 2002. Chapter 3 What Is U.S. National Space Policy? Organization Any understanding of U.S. space policy must begin with an explanation of who is responsible for what. Following the Soviet Union’s Sputnik launch in 1957, which made the U.S.S.R the first space-faring nation, the U.S. grappled with the means and policy to respond. The Eisenhower administration moved rapidly to determine a direction for America’s space effort and created the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) on 1 October 1958, which dictated the civilian route of the U.S. entry into space. During this same period, the U.S. Air Force moved quickly to stake its claim to military operational interests. General Thomas D. White issued the first Air Force space doctrine on 29 November 1957, which included the ideas that spacepower would someday prove as dominant in combat as the Air Force believed that airpower already was, and that the Air Force should have operational control over all forces within this medium.1 Today, civilian-operated NASA controls manned space flight and space exploration, while the DoD directs the nation’s military space efforts, with the Army, Navy and Air Force operating separate organizations within their services responsible for space application. Following the Space Commission Report in May 2001, DoD identified the Air Force as the military’s executive agent of space, reporting to the Under Secretary of the Air Force.2 Within the Air Force, Air Force Space Command serves as the “space corps” discussed in the commission’s report, with cradle-to-grave responsibility for space systems acquisition and operations.3 Further streamlining the administrative function of space within DoD, effective 1 October 2002, United States Strategic Command assumed control of military space as the nation’s unified command.4 One significant change since the earliest days of the U.S. space program is the current state of cooperation between NASA and the military. Through much of U.S. space history, NASA and the military competed for resources, which is understandable, with space being an extension of Cold War expectations. During the post-Cold War era, however, the paradigm has changed, culminating in May 2002, when Congress directed the Secretary of the Air Force to continue the growing cooperative relationship with NASA and explore the possibility of a joint development project for future spacelift that could meet each organization’s requirements.5 Space Policy Just as the U.S. national security strategy evolved and adapted to a changing international environment, so did space policy. During the Cold War, it reflected the struggle between East and West. According to Matthew J. Mowthorpe, author of U.S. Military Approach to Space During the Cold War, during the early period of the Cold War, American administrations generally viewed space from a sanctuary point of view; that is, the realm of space should not be used for military purposes and should remain free from weapons. Space could then provide strategic stability by providing surveillance of missile launches, which increased the survivability of retaliatory strategic forces.6 During the 1980s, the Reagan administration shifted U.S. policy from viewing space as a surveillance medium to exploring the feasibility of using space for strategic defense.7 Announcement of the Strategic Defense Initiative in March 1983, coupled with the Challenger disaster in January 1986, led to a revised U.S. space policy in January 1988 that set out four new pillars for space: deterring or defending against enemy attack; assured U.S. space access; negating hostile space systems; and enhancing operations of U.S. and allied forces.8 The Reagan administration’s shift in policy implied for the first time space was not a pristine environment, but, like land, sea and air, was another arena for military operations. As the first post-Cold War statement of national space policy, the 1996 U.S. National Space Policy continued this trend and announced, “Access to and use of space is central for preserving peace and protecting U.S. national security as well as civil and commercial interests.”9 Completing the transition in national space policy, President Clinton’s secretary of defense, William Cohen, wrote in a letter to his service secretaries and senior military personnel, “Space is a medium like the land, sea, and air within which military activities will be conducted to achieve U.S. national security objectives.”10 Recognizing the increasing importance of space, the National Security Strategy (NSS) of December 1999 declared for the first time that the “unimpeded access to and use of space is a vital national interest.”11 The congressionally chartered “Space Commission” completed the current evolution of U.S. space policy when it reached five unanimous conclusions in its report: 1. The present extent of U.S. dependence on space, the rapid pace at which this dependence is increasing, and the vulnerability it creates all demand that U.S. national security space interests be recognized as a top national security priority. 2. The U.S. government—in particular, the Department of Defense and the Intelligence Community—is not yet arranged or focused to meet the national security space needs of the twenty-first century. 3. U.S. national security space programs are vital to peace and stability. 4. We know from history that every medium—air, land, and sea—has seen conflict; reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the U.S. must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space. 5. Investment in science and technology resources—not just facilities, but people—is essential if the U.S. is to remain the world’s leading space-faring nation.12 The Bush administration’s National Security Strategy of September 2002 remained consistent with the policy transition began during the Reagan administration. The new NSS addressed space in the post-9/11 environment: Before the war in Afghanistan, that area [space] was low on the list of major planning contingencies. Yet, in a very short time, we had to operate across the length and breath of that remote nation, using every branch of the armed forces. We must prepare for more such deployments by developing assets such as advanced remote sensing, long-range precision strike capabilities, and transformed maneuver and expeditionary forces. This broad portfolio of military capabilities must also include the ability to defend the homeland, conduct information operations, ensure U.S. access to distant theaters, and protect critical U.S. infrastructure and assets in outer space.13 Seeing a need to update the 1996 U.S. space policy to reflect both the post-Cold War and post-9/11 situations, on 28 June 2002 President Bush instructed the National Security Council to chair a review of U.S. space policies and report back during 2003. He directed the review to focus on: United States policy on commercial remote sensing and on foreign access to remote sensing space capabilities; U.S. space transportation policy; and a revision, consolidation, and/or elimination of existing national policy statements related to space activities.14 The question yet unanswered is how bold will the new policy be? Will it depict a new era of exploration with a manned mission to Mars; will it recognize the increased international involvement in space; will it emphasis engagement and cooperation; or will it restrict U.S. involvement; shrink the U.S. space program; return to the unilateralism of the Cold War? Policymakers will have to take into account many diverse factors as they determine the path for the twenty-first century. Understanding who the international players are in space and what they bring to the table will help determine the direction. Notes 1Mathew J. Mowthorpe, “The United States Approach to Military Space During the Cold War,” Air and Space Power Chronicles, (8 March 2001), 2. 2William A. Davidson, SAF/AA, Letter Subject: Organizational Stand-Up of Executive Agent for Space, 12 April 2002, Department of the Air Force. 3The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, “The Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security, Space Management and Organization,” May 2001, 80. 4Jim Garamone, “Strategic, Space Command to Merge,” American Forces Information Service News Article, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 26 June 2002, available from http://www.defenselink.mil/news/jun2002/n06262002_2--2-6266.html. 5United States Congress, Senate Armed Services Committee, National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2003 Report, SpaceRef.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 23 May 2002, available from http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html. 6Mathew J. Mowthorpe, “The United States Approach to Military Space During the Cold War,” Air and Space Power Chronicles, (8 March 2001), 11. 7Ibid., 4. 8The White House, “Presidential Directive on National Space Policy,” 11 February 1988, 1. 9The White House, “Fact Sheet National Space Policy,” National Science and Technology Council, September 19, 1996, 1. 10William Cohen, Secretary of Defense, TO: All Military Departments, subject “Department of Defense Space Policy,” Department of Defense, 9 July 1999, 2. 11U.S. National Security Council, The National Security Strategy for a New Century (National Security Council, December 1999), 12. 12The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, “The Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security, Space Management and Organization,” May 2001, 99-100. 13U.S. National Security Council, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (National Security Council, September 2002), 29-30. 14The White House, Presidential Directive re. National Space Policy Review, NSPD-15, June 28, 2002. Chapter 4 Who are the Players? Throughout most of the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union were the only nations with the industrial infrastructure and political will to break the bounds of earth. Today, in addition to the European Space Agency consortium, no less than seven countries have space launch capability.1 Furthermore, space activities are moving away from government operation and are becoming increasingly commercially orientated. According to Charles V. Pena of the Cato Institute, space as it relates to national security may be shaped and influenced more by the future of commercial space activities rather than international military competition.2 During the 1990s, the U.S., Europe, China and Russia developed proven commercial launch capabilities. Orbital Sciences Corporation of Dulles, Virginia launched a Department of Defense satellite aboard an air-launched Pegasus rocket in 1990, becoming the first privately developed space launch vehicle and launch to be sold to the government on a commercial basis.3 The European Space Agency’s family of Ariane vehicles has been the chief U.S. competitor in the international launch market, and has dominated the market by launching 55 percent of all commercial payloads between 1990 and 1995; China’s Long-March vehicle captured 9 percent of commercial payloads in the first half of the decade, compared to the U.S. 36 percent share.4 Russia entered the commercial launch market through a consortium with Lockheed Martin called International Launch Services, while offering other independent commercial launch services at the same time. India, Israel, Japan and Australia round out the list of countries with proven space launch capabilities, and with the exception of Japan, have yet to offer international commercial services. It may well be that future space exploitation my not be restricted to governments and multinational corporations, but may follow the proliferation pattern exhibited by aviation. One such example is an attempt to emulate the aviation industry of the early 1920s when private organizations offered monetary rewards in an attempt to spur technological development. In the spirit of Charles Lindbergh and his winning the race for the first solo flight across the Atlantic, a group of St. Louis, Missouri-based business leaders started the X-Prize in 1996 to promote private space travel. In all, 21 teams from 6 countries, Argentina, Canada, Romania, Russia, Britain and the U.S., have so far joined the competition for $10 million prize to the first amateur team that builds and flies a manned craft into space.5 Amateur un-manned programs have proliferated as capabilities increase and cost decreases. The California-based Reaction Research Society sent a rocket payload up 53 miles in 1996, while the Civilian Space eXploration Team (CSXT), a Minnesota-based group, has twice attempted to reach the edge of space, most recently in September 2002.6 Nevertheless, despite great commercial and private involvement, for the immediate future space principally remains the purview of nation-states. Space exploration reflects national pride, as well as representing strategic national interests. Henry Kissinger, President Nixon’s secretary of state, noted the “international system of the twenty-first century will contain at least six major powers—the United States, Europe, China, Japan, Russia, and probably India….”7 This also happens to be the powers most capable of independently projecting national aspirations into space, in both the present and near term. Each has highly capable industrial infrastructures and possesses the will to expend scarce resources to support their space-faring goals. None of these powers yet has the ability to directly threaten U.S. dominance in space; however, to obtain an accurate picture one must look not only at capabilities, but future intent as well. But, before determining what impact each might have on future U.S. policy, it is first necessary to review the current state of play in each nation. A logical place to begin is with Russia, the inheritor of much of the Soviet Union’s Cold War space heritage. Russia The Russian government inherited both vast capabilities and significant challenges from its Soviet predecessor. The Russian Space Agency and the Russian Militant Space Forces, both founded in 1992, were given the responsibility for maintaining a diverse constellation of approximately 170 operational spacecraft and the industry behind them.8 Today, the Russian space program faces many daunting challenges with shortfalls in financing being blamed for a series of rocket explosions in the 1990s.9 Yuri Koptev, Russian Aerospace Agency director, concluded that the steady decline of Moscow’s space program meant it was only capable of providing services to others and could no longer independently launch any major missions. The Russian space budget has shrunk to one-nineteenth of what it was in 1989. Mr. Koptev remarked at a conference on space research in December 2002, “Our NASA colleagues are terrified by the fact that their budget amounts to $15 billion a year, but Russia’s space budget totals $309 million.” He added that India spends nearly $530 million annually on space research.10 Under funding not only affects the Russian space effort, but its infrastructure as well. A May 2001 fire at Serpukhov, 150 miles from Moscow, severely damaged Russian command and control capabilities, while in May 2002, a roof collapsed at the Baikonur cosmodrome, killing six workers and damaging the Buran shuttle spacecraft, the only one of three built to have flown in space. The Soviets initiated the Buran project in 1976 in response to the U.S. shuttle program, but abandoned it after the fall of the Soviet Union.11 Further hampering the Russian space effort is the location of its main launch site at the Baikonur cosmodrome in the now independent Republic of Kazakhstan, in the former Soviet Central Asia. Moscow leases the facility from its neighbor, but has been trying to shift launches to its own Plesetsk cosmodrome, which represents yet another funding challenge.12 Russia does retain a robust launch capability able to place objects in both near-earth and deep-space orbits. Its Soyuz rocket, the backbone of Russia’s space operations, traces its origins to the rocket that sent the first man, Yuri Gagarin of the Soviet Union, into space in 1961. It remains highly reliable, and has experienced only one failure within the last eleven years. Following the space shuttle Columbia accident of February 2003, Russia’s launch capability represents the only viable lifeline to the International Space Station (ISS), of which Russia is a full partner. While the past presents a proud heritage for the Russian space program, and the present displays hope, the future may not be as bright. China Another Cold War adversary and potential competitor is the Peoples’ Republic of China, which has made significant advances in reaching its goals as a space-faring nation. It launched its first satellite on 24 April 1970 and possesses a robust family of boosters called Long-March. Launching from three sites–Jiuquan, Xichang and Taiyuan–it has established an integrated command and control network capable of directing satellites in both near-earth and geostationary orbit, the largest models being three tons.13 On 20 November 1999, China launched and then recovered the next day an unmanned experimental spacecraft, taking its first steps toward reaching manned space flight.14 The China Business Times, a Chinese government-run publication, noted the military implications for the space flight, as well. It quoted a Chinese military expert as stating the same low-power propulsion technology used to adjust a spacecraft’s orbit could also be used to alter the path of offensive missiles, helping them evade proposed U.S. anti-missile defense systems.15 Luan Enjie, administrator of the Chinese National Space Agency, proclaimed at the Third United Nations conference on the Exploration and Peaceful Uses of Outer Space on 4 October 2000, “The development and application level of the space technology has become an important indicator of a nation’s comprehensive strength. Sustained development and application of the space technology has been the important topic of every country dedicated to its own development.” He went on to state that “China will actively and pragmatically implement a comprehensive multi-layer and multi-form strategy of international cooperation and exchange in space technology according to the market demands of space science, space technology and space application. The new century is a century for Chinese space industry to develop continuously.”16 China’s tenth Five Year Plan, published in December 2001, gave more details of its space goals and articulated a new generation of boosters with greater thrust, higher reliability and lower cost. It also described aspirations for a manned space program that could potentially lead to lunar and deep space exploration.17 China faces many challenges in the near future as it strives to fulfill its promise. To date, it appears to be effectively transforming itself from a command economy to more of a capitalist model. A new moneyed elite is emerging, and entrepreneurs were welcomed for the first time at a Chinese Communist Party Congress in November 2002, yet vast areas within China remain unaffected by the economic boom of the past decade. Furthermore, officials are struggling with the question of how to reform the Party while retaining control of the government, something few one-party systems have ever done effectively. While there is no guarantee China will reach its potential, underestimating it would be foolhardy. China sees itself as a future world player and must be taken seriously. Japan Long in the shadow of shared U.S. space technology, Japan is beginning to strike an independent path. The National Space Development Agency (NASDA), established in 1969 to oversee most of Japan’s space effort, witnessed its first satellite launch in 1970. Over the next two decades, Japan based its booster program on shared U.S. technology, but during the 1980s, it began developing a domestically designed booster to take advantage of the growing commercial market and to increase its flexibility.18 Though it was poised to enter the competitive commercial market with its domestically produced H-2 booster, Japan experienced failure after failure, and eventually canceled the H-2 program in 1999.19 In August 2001, Japan successfully launched its H-2A booster, which ended six major setbacks in seven years, restoring much of Japanese’s sapped morale.20 Today, the Japanese vision for space development is based on the following NASDA doctrine: 1. Establishing a strong foundation for the future of Japanese space development programs 2. Involvement in developing new and innovative space technologies and systems 3. Promoting international cooperation programs by sharing philosophical ideas behind the future of space development.21 As a result of this direction, Japan has placed higher priority on four areas: construction of a global earth observation system; promoting advanced space science and unmanned lunar exploration; an in-orbit laboratory; and developing and operating new space program infrastructures.22 Looking toward space exploration and a potential lunar exploration, Japan is posed to begin testing an unmanned landing and take-off system in hopes that one day it will lead to a reusable shuttle or other spacecraft.23 Nevertheless, despite lofty goals and aspirations, the Japanese space program faces significant challenges. The NASDA budget currently represents about 0.035% of Japan’s gross national product, about half of the European Space Agency budget and one-tenth of the NASA budget.24 Conservative estimates place the fifteen-year cost for NASDA’s proposals at $70 billion, a figure far exceeding the current budget proposals.25 Further complicating finances, Hughes satellite manufacturing pulled out of a contract with Japan to launch ten of its satellites on the H-2A, and other clients seem reluctant to risk their satellites on this still unproven rocket, when other, more established launch vehicles are available.26 In addition, the commercial launch business is becoming more competitive, with the introduction in 2002 of Boeing’s Delta IV and Lockheed Martin’s Atlas V new generation of boosters. An editorial in the Yomiuri Shinbun newspaper expressed public concerns about the Japanese space program, in the light of Japanese involvement in the International Space Station, and the economic stagnation of the Japanese economy over the past decade. Labeling the national goal for space as “unclear mission creep,” the editorial concluded with the questions: “How much money is needed for space development? What can be done when? Or, what cannot be done? Is the final goal a practical space manned flight? Or is it just a fundamental technological experiment?”27 These are questions both the Japanese government and its people must answer. European Space Agency (ESA) The most immediate commercial competitor to the United States space effort is the European Space Agency. ESA is a consortium of European nations founded in 1973 and today represents fifteen member states.28 ESA’s charter is to “provide for and to promote for exclusively peaceful purposes, cooperation among European States in space research and technology and their space applications, with a view to their being used for scientific purposes and operational space applications systems.”29 While individual members retain some autonomy and nations such as the United Kingdom (UK) and Germany have expressed space goals, the true might of the European space effort is expressed through the ESA. Though not a subsidiary of the European Union (EU), the EU and ESA do cooperate closely. Late in 2000, the EU Research Council and the ESA Ministerial Council met and outlined a new European space strategy. Edelgard Bulmahan, Germany’s federal minister of education and research, described the strategy as, “aimed at providing Europe with its own access to space.”30 The strategy detailed three lines of action: strengthen the foundations of space activities; enhance scientific knowledge; and reap the benefits for society and seize markets opportunities.31 According to the ESA, the first line of action encompasses broadening space technology and guaranteeing access to space through a family of launch vehicles. The second sees Europe continuing to pursue cutting-edge technology, while the third has the objectives of seizing market opportunities and meeting new societal demands.32 Whereas lines one and two have significant international implications, with the Ariane family of rockets proving quite reliable and competitive on the commercial market, it is the line three where Europeans see their greatest promise. The European Space Agency puts the case directly: “The challenge is to ensure that Europe can take a fair share of the global market and related jobs.”33 In a highly competitive market and with an eye toward peaceful space exploitation, where might Europe be headed? In a 1999 article in The Parliamentary Monitor Magazine, Ian Taylor, a United Kingdom Member of Parliament, observed that economic challenges are “transforming the space industry, with larger, leaner suppliers emerging in both the United States and Europe.” In an attempt to define what role Europe might play in space, he went on to say, “perhaps we [Europeans] could challenge the U.S. dominance by backing dedicated niche applications,” such as better, smaller and cheaper satellites.34 Taking further action toward independence from U.S. and NATO, the European Union, at a 1999 council meeting in Cologne, set a goal of creating a 60,000 person “Rapid Reaction Force” by 2003, able to operate independently with “the necessary means and capabilities to assume its responsibilities regarding a common European policy on security and defense.”35 The November 2000 report to the ESA Director General (commonly referred to as the “Wise Men Report”) asserted, “without a clear space component, the evolution towards the [European Security and Defense Policy] will be incomplete.”36 Clearly, Europe sees space as an arena where it must be actively engaged. Europe is also moving ahead with Galileo, a civilian satellite navigation program. Ian Taylor expressed European public opinion when he wrote, “The alternative [to Galileo] is to remain dependent on the military satellite navigation systems of the U.S. (Global Positioning System or GPS) and Russia (Global Navigation Satellite System or GLONASS).”37 Erkki Liikanen, a member of the European Commission responsible for Enterprise and the Information Society, reiterated Taylor’s earlier remarks at an October 2002 conference in The Hague, saying: On space, the main commission actions are concentrated on the development of the Galileo positioning and navigation system and the global monitoring for environment and security (GMES) initiative…. I believe it is essential to develop future space programs under the political umbrella of the European Union, given the strategic importance of space capabilities and increased reliance on spacebased applications to implement individual European policies.38 The European Union and ESA have both the political drive and the technological ability to implement their goals; the problematic area is funding. A conservative estimate to meet Europe’s space security goals over the next fifteen years is in excess of 8.5 billion euros.39 The question remains, will an expanding EU, taking ten new members during 2002 with a combined population of over 550 million people, be able to reach its lofty goals for space, or will it be forced to concentrate on more immediate social problems? Regardless of the answer, the U.S. can no longer ignore the growing European space capabilities. The Rest The remaining space-faring nations include India, Australia, Israel, and potentially North Korea. Each has demonstrated space access capabilities to varying degrees of success. Looking at their accomplishments and aspirations shows that the future model for international development in space will be proliferation rather than retrenchment. India entered the brotherhood of space-faring nations on 15 October 1994 with the successful launch of its PSLV-D2 rocket with a 804kg Indian Remote Sensing (IRS)-P2 satellite. The focus of India’s space program is in the arena of weather, surveillance, and communications, particularly in light of increased tensions with its Pakistani neighbors. The Indian launch program remains active, with the seventh successful flights of its indigenous Polar Satellite Launch Vehicle in September 2002, which placed its first dedicated weather satellite in orbit.40 Australia has a distinguished history of space flight, mostly through their cooperation in U.S. and British launches from their Woomera launch site. Australia has on numerous occasions attempted to joining the space-faring nations independent of its old allies. The latest occurred in 1999, when Spacelift Australia Ltd signed an agreement with Russia to launch payloads under 800 kilograms into low earth orbit. The agreement remains only a stated goal at this time, as the company has yet to meet its planed test launch of 2001.41 Australia continues to await independent launch capability without a clear path to obtain it. The Israeli space program also has a long history, dating back to 1961 with the launch of its first solid fueled mini-rocket. Desiring greater independence and self-reliance following the 1986 Challenger accident, Israel felt compelled to develop an indigenous space capability, and on 19 September 1988 launched its first domestically constructed satellite.42 Since 1988, Israel has continued domestic satellite launches from its Palmanchim site, though it also relies upon U.S. and ESA launch support for surveillance and communications capabilities. Finally, North Korea announced on 4 September 1998 that it had placed its first satellite into orbit aboard a Taep’o-dong rocket.43 While international debate immediately erupted concerning the success and intent of the launch, North Korea certainly exhibited both ICBM and space launch intent, if not full capability. Coupled with the open admission of a continuing nuclear research program, North Korea presents a clear challenge to U.S. policymakers in the areas of both international relations and space development. This brief review of space-faring nations points to a future where space capability represents not just a nation’s pride, but also its strategic interests. U.S. policymakers face many uncertainties, though possibly none is more daunting than intent and direction of international space development. Due to the increased activity over the past decade, the question remains whether the U.S. should be concerned and if so, what is the best approach to protect its own national interests. Notes 1Nations with space-faring capability: United States, Russia, China, Japan, India, Australia, and Israel. 2Charles V. Pena, “U.S. Commercial Space Programs: Future Priorities and Implications for National Security,” Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs, James Clay Moltz, ed., Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Mountbatten Centre for International Studies, University of Southampton, (July 2002), 10. 3Christopher Myers and Jonathan Ball, “Space Transportation,” Space Web, n.p.; on-line, Internet, available from Http://home.att.net/-SpaceWeb/SPSM5900/Nat_Pol.htm, 2. 4Ibid. 5Richard Stenger, “Armadillo, Romanians join $10 million space race,” CNN.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 17 October 2002, 1827 GMT, available from http://www.cnn.com/2002/TECH/space/10/17/xprize.contest/indes.html. 6Richard Stenger, “Science & Space, Amateur rocket fizzles in record attempt,” CNN.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 27 September 2002, 1402 GMT, available from http://www.cnn.com/2002/TECH/space/09/27/rocket.failure/index.html. 7Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1996) 28. 8FAS Space Policy Project, “Russian and Soviet Space Agencies,” World Space Guide, n.p.; on-line, Internet, available from http://ww.fas.org/spp/guide/russia/agency/indes.html 9Cable News Network, “Russian Soyuz blow up, killing one,” CNN.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 16 October 2002, available from http://www.cnn.com/2002/TECH/space/10/16/.soyuq.explosion.reut/index.html. 10“Top official deplores decline of Russian space program,” Sydney Morning Herald, SMH.com.au, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 12 December 2002, available from http://www.smh.com.au/articles/2002/12/11/1039379887168.html 11British Broadcasting Channel, “Bodies found in cosmodrome debris”, BBC News, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 13 May 2002, 1136 GMT, available from http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/1983638.stm. 12Cable News Network, “Russian Soyuz blow up, killing one,” CNN.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 16 October 2002, 1352 GMT, available from http://www.cnn.com/2002/Tech/space//10/16/soyuz.explosion.reut/index.html. 13People’s Republic of China, The Information Office of the State Council, “China’s Space Activities,” n.p.; on-line, Internet, November 22, 2000, available from http://www.fas.org/spp/guide/china/wp112200.html. 14People’s Republic of China, The Information Office of the State Council, “The day of carrier space flight of China is not far off,” n.p.; on-line, Internet, 21 November 1999, available from http://www.cnsa.gov.cn/news/20021112002e.htm. 15Robert Windrem and Alan Boyle, “China space shot has military implications,” MSNBC, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 23 November 1999, available from http://www.msnbc.com/news/211770.asp?cp1=1. 16Luan Enjie, “Chinese Space Undertakings toward the 21st Century,” World Space Week News, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 4 October 2000, available from, http://www.cnsa/gov.cn/wsw/readnews_e.asp?mc=News&tmjz=24&xsyh=01. 17People’s Republic of China, The Information Office of the State Council, “Development of China’s Aerospace Industry during the 10th Five Year Plan,” n.p.; on-line, Internet, 12 March 2001, available from http://www.fas.org/spp/guide/china/bjb031201.html. 18National Aeronautics Space Development Association. “To A New Phase of Japanese Rocket Development,” NASDA Report, No. 51, n.p.; on-line, Internet, September 1996, available from http://www.nasda.go.jp/lib/nasda-news/1996/09/series_e.html. 19British Broadcasting Channel, “Japanese rocket blasts off,” BBC NEWS, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 29 August 2001, 1044 GMT, available from http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/1514468.stm. 20David Whitehouse, “Japan’s uncertain space future,” BBC NEWS, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 29 August 2001, 1241 GMT, available from http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/1515095.stm. 21“Japan Sets Space Program Thrust,” AOARD Asia Science Letter, Vol 5, January 1995, n.p.; on-line, Internet, available from http://www.nmjc.org/aoard/ASL.5.www.html 22Ibid. 23Cable News Network, “Japan to test shuttle technology,” CNN.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 7 September 2002, available from http://www.cnn.com/2002/TECH/space/09/07/japan.shuttle.ap/index.html. 24“NASDA’s Successes: Role and achievements,” NASDA Report, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 25 November 1998, available from http://www.nasda.go.jp/press/1998/11/hyouka_981125_a_05_e.html. 25“Japan Sets Space Program Thrust,” AOARD Asia Science Letter, Vol 5, January 1995, n.p.; on-line, Internet, available from http://www.nmjc.org/aoard/ASL.5.www.html. 26David Whitehouse, “Japan’s uncertain space future,” BBC NEWS, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 29 August 2001, 1241 GMT, available from http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/1515095.stm. 27Keiko Chino, “Need for Japanese manned spacecraft suddenly argued,” The Yomiuri Shinbun, n.p.; on-line, Internet, The Planetary Society of Japan: Column, 23 January 2002, available from http://www.planetary.or.jp/en/colum/20020123.html. 28 European Space Agency, “About UNEP’s Partner,” n.p.; on-line, Internet, 2 December 1997, available from http://www.unep.org/unep/partners/regional/esa/. The European Space Agency is a consortium of 15 European nations joined to further European space exploration and exploitations. The 10 founding members of ESA included the largest Western European countries: France, Germany, Italy, Spain and UK, together with Belgium, Denmark, Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland. Five others joined later: Ireland, Austria, Norway, Finland and Portugal. Canada is a Cooperating State. Most Member States also belong to the European Union, but some do not. Conversely, some members of the EU do not yet belong to ESA. The two bodies are independent of each other, but they interact in evolving European space programs and policy. 29Ibid. 30Erkki Likanen, “Aerospace and the Evolution of Europe,” European Union Press Release, on-line, Internet, 4 October 2002, available from http:europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=SPEECH/02/456. 31European Space Agency, “ESA and the European Union adopt a common strategy for space,” European Space Agency Press Release, n.p.; on-line, Internet,16 November 2000, available from http://www.esa.int/export/csaCP/Pr_74_2000_p_EN.html. 32Ibid. 33European Space Agency, “Shaping the future of Europe in Space: which programmes, which needs?,” European Space Agency Press Release, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 21 April 1999, available from http://www.esa.int/export/csaCP/Pr_6_1999_i_EN.html. 34Ian Taylor, “A Competitive Space,” The Parliamentary Monitor Magazine, n.p.; online, Internet, August 1999, available from http://www.political.co.uk/iantaylor/articles%200899.htm. 35John M. Logsdon, “A Security Space Capability for Europe? Implications for U.S. Policy,” Security Space Forum, Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University, (Summer 2002), 1. 36Carl Bildt, Jean Peyrelevade, and Lothar Spath, “Towards a Space Agency for the European Union (aka Wise Men Report),” Report to the ESA Director General, November 2000, 9. 37Ian Taylor, “A Competitive Space,” The Parliamentary Monitor Magazine, n.p.; online, Internet, August 1999, available from http://www.political.co.uk/iantaylor/articles%200899.htm. 38Erkki Likanen, “Aerospace and the Evolution of Europe,” European Union Press Release, on-line, Internet, 4 October 2002, available from http:europa.eu.int/rapid/start/cgi/guesten.ksh?p_action.gettxt=gt&doc=SPEECH/02/456. 39Daneil Gavoty, “L’space Militaire, un Projet Federateur pou l’Union Europeenne,” Defense Nationale, (October 2001), 95. 40“India launches its first weather satellite,” CNN.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 12 September 2002, available from http://www.cnn.com/2002/TECH/space/09/12/india.satellite.reut/index.html. 41“Spacelift: Spacelift Australia- SS-25 missile” SpaceDaily, on-line, Internet, August 1999, available from http://www.spacedaily.com/news/aust-99e.html. 42Israeli Space Agency, “Israel Space Agency History: ISA foundation and The Israeli space age,” n.p.; on-line, Internet, available from http://www.geocities.com/CapeCanaveral/5150/isahist.htm. 43 Monterey Institute of International Studies, “North Korea’s Ballistic Missile Program,” CNS-The 31 August 1998 North Korean Satellite Launch: Factsheet, n.p.; on-line, Internet, available from http://cns.miis.edu/research/korea/factsht.htm. Chapter 5 Why Be Concerned? 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 fully 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. Competition In the previous chapter, this paper summarized the aspect of the competition within the launch sector. The European Space Agency’s Ariane, China’s Long-March, Russia’s Soyuz, and the Japanese H-2A boosters have all proven highly reliable, and American industry is positioning itself for the future with successful launches of the Delta IV and Atlas V boosters. However, launch competition is only one challenge facing the United States. A greater concern to policymakers might well be competition in areas they consider safe, specifically the high technology sector. The ESA has openly expressed the goal of improving its market share in a number of areas, including the civilian navigational satellite market through the program entitled Galileo. Referring to Galileo in a January 2002 statement, Claudio Mastracci, ESA’s director of application programs, said, “The stakes here [with Galileo] are commercial. The technical issues can be worked out between us [U.S. and Europe] without much difficulty. They are not a problem.”1 French President Jacques Chirac’s comments on the situation can be interpreted from an economic as well as a political perspective when he suggested the failure to go ahead with Galileo would have resulted in Europe becoming a “vassal” of the United States.2 In light of potential commercial competition, policymakers must address the state of health of the American space industry. Satellite manufacturing is now the second largest component of the commercial space sector, growing 47.5 percent between 1996 and 2000, where it accounted for $18.3 billion, or 22 percent of the total commercial space revenue in 2000.3 But, is it healthy enough to sustain competition from European consortiums that have proven quite capable and competitive? In light of the success in the European aerospace industry, the answer is not simple. Proliferation Beyond the challenge exhibited by direct competition, the U.S. must face the specter of technological proliferation. Commercial space launch enterprises have produced some unexpected consequences for U.S. national space policy. Following a Chinese Long-March-2E vehicle failure in January 1995 with a Hughes Space and Communications satellite payload onboard, China and Hughes immediately commissioned an independent review to determine the cause of the failure. The U.S. State Department concluded in its analysis of the review that, “Hughes assistance directly supported the Chinese space program in the areas of anomaly analysis/accident investigation, telemetry analysis, coupled loads analysis, hardware design and manufacturing, testing, and weather analysis. Moreover, the assistance provided by Hughes is likely to improve the standing of the Chinese in the commercial launch market, as they make improvements in spacelift reliability and performance.”4 The report went on to state, “The longterm effect of increased reliability will be to improve the rate of successful deployment of Chinese satellites and, in turn, to facilitate China’s access to space for commercial and military programs.”5 China has not had a failure of its Long-March family of vehicles since the assistance from Hughes. History has proven technology is extremely difficult to contain, with proliferation appearing as the natural order of things. Accordingly, America is faced with enhanced Chinese spacelift capabilities, increased commercial launch competition, and the potential transfer of technology from the civilian to the military sector. Policymakers must decide what the appropriate response to proliferation is in an era of the Internet, professional journals, and ready access by the international community to American colleges and universities. Surveillance Beyond the arena of increased surveillance capability posed by nation-states, U.S. policymakers must also concern themselves with commercially available imagery. Over the past decade, numerous companies have begun providing high-resolution satellite imagery to those willing to purchase their product. One example is the SPOT Image Corporation of France that has been commercially offering high-resolution imagery since the early 1990s. SPOT provides earth observation products for such diverse applications as agriculture, cartography, cadastral mapping, environmental studies, urban planning, telecommunications, surveillance, forestry, land use/land-cover mapping, natural hazard assessments, flood risk management, oil and gas exploration, geology and civil engineering.6 The concern over commercially available imagery became so great during the 2002 Afghanistan campaign that the U.S. National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA) purchased exclusive rights to pictures taken of the war zone by Space Imaging’s Ikonos satellite, which has 1-meter black and white resolution and 4-meter color resolution. According to Charles Pena of the Cato Institute, this “buy to deny” policy is an example that demonstrates the importance of and demand for commercial space assets.7 While such arrangements augment governmentowned resources, they also preclude others from obtain like intelligence data. Commercial imagery is rapidly improving, with less than one-meter resolution available in the near future, and as it becomes more profitable, new companies will certainly be enticed to enter the marketplace. What will the impact of greater availability and improved fidelity be on U.S. national security, and how will policymakers respond to this challenge? The next chapter provides examples of potential American responses. Notes 1Peter B. de Selding, “Europeans Blame U.S. Government for Galileo Delay,” SPACENEWS International, Volume 13 Number 3, (21 January 2002), 6. 2John M. Logsdon, “A Security Space Capability for Europe? Implications for U.S. Policy,” Remarks at a symposium on the occasion of the 40th anniversary of the French Space Agency CNES, December 18, 2001, Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University. 3Peter L. Hays, Lt Col, USAF, United States Military Space: Into the Twenty-First Century, U.S. Air Force Institute for National Security Studies, U.S. Air Force Academy, INSS Occasional Paper 42, September 2002, 21. 4United States State Department, “Satellite Launches in the PRC: Hughes,” State Department Assessment of Damage to National Security, Washington, D.C., 18 December 1998, 8. 5Ibid., 9. 6SPOT Image Corporation, n.p.; on-line, Internet, available from http://www.spot.com/. 7Charles V. Pena, “U.S. Commercial Space Programs: Future Priorities and Implications for National Security,” Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs, James Clay Moltz, ed., Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Mountbatten Centre for International Studies, University of Southampton, (July 2002), 10. Chapter 6 What Models Can Be Used? In an attempt to better understand what policy implications the international development of space might have on U.S. national space policy, it could be helpful to analyze some historical examples or models. History cannot predict the future, but it can assist in gaining an appreciation for actions governments might take when faced with external stress factors. This paper will accordingly look at four potential models: technological domination, multilateral action, unilateral action, and the American Empire. Technological Domination Space is often compared to the high seas, as they share numerous commonalities, such as exploration and international law. It even captures the human imagination today much as the high seas excited generations of explorers like Leif Erickson, Ferdinand Magellan, and James Cook. If the comparison between space and the high seas holds, lessons can be learned from analyzing how a naval superpower, Britain, maintained her status during the latter half of the nineteenth century, a period of great technological change. For the better part of two centuries, the British Royal Navy ruled the high seas virtually unchallenged, dominating the next two largest navies, the French and Spanish, in engagement after engagement. The Royal Navy projected British power to contain threats in Europe and abroad, ensured the flow of commerce from India, Asia, Africa and the Americas, and extended British colonial expansion and control. With such a high dependence on naval power, how did the British protect their lead? Following the advantages gained by the British during the eighteenth century, they rapidly moved to ensure their continued dominance. Lacking a true rival in the last half of the nineteenth century, the British took full advantage of their superiority in shipbuilding and design. In less than twenty years they moved from the wooden man-of-war that had dominated the high seas for centuries, to ironclads and battleships that held naval dominance well into the twentieth century. Lack of an immediate threat and direct competition allowed the British to use their industrial base to ensure a technological lead. They were able to build “sample fleets,” test them in real environments, choose what worked best, and discard the rest.1 The British technological advantage in industrial capacity and design also brought about the age of great luxury lines with ships like the Queen Mary. How does this model of technological domination relate to U.S. space systems? In his book … the Heavens and the Earth, Walter McDougall relates the story of the early days of the American space program, writing “The technocratic model triumphed under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. Four months after taking office, Kennedy asked Congress to commit the United States to go to the moon.… Space technology was drafted into the cause of national prestige. Later, advanced technology in general was tapped as the vehicle for national and international regeneration.”2 One could argue that America is following the example of the Royal Navy, in that she is rapidly moving ahead despite the lack of direct competition or nation-state threat. Two examples, one in the area of navigation and the other in surveillance, best address the potential for American technological domination of space. The Europeans are talking now about fielding their first satellite navigation system (Galileo), while over the past fifteen years the U.S. have moved through almost four generation of Global Positioning Systems (GPS) satellites, each a dramatic improvement over the previous. In the area of launch detection, the U.S. is in the process of not just upgrading, but completely replacing its Defense Satellite Program (DSP), the system used during Operation DESERT STORM to identify Iraqi SCUD missile launches, with a new generation of satellites known as the Space-Based Infrared System (SBIRS).3 These changes are occurring at the same time Russian navigation and surveillance capabilities are rapidly degrading and Chinese capabilities are rudimentary at best. Continuation of the technological model would require the U.S. to assure research and development are adequately funded, enhance educational opportunities in engineering and science, and protect the American industrial base for space operations (i.e., protectionism). Moves in this direction are visible, as the American government over the past fifteen years has allowed companies to position themselves for greater technological domination and survivability by allowing merger after merger among aerospace corporations. Only a few years ago, Boeing, MacDonald-Douglas, Lockheed, Martin, Marietta, Northrop, Grumman, and TRW existed as separate companies; today, there are three companies--Boeing, Lockheed-Martin, and NorthropGrumman--were once there were eight. Multilateral Action Over the past 100 years, the United States has exhibited a long history of operating in concert with other nations on the international scene. From Woodrow Wilson and the League of Nations through President George H. W. Bush and Operation DESERT STORM, the U.S. has not only actively engaged in traditional multilateral relations, but also led attempts to build coalitions of like-minded nation states where threats exist. Following World War II, the U.S. has actively cooperated in building an international system that has greatly benefited its national interests. How might this model be played out in the future? Past and present examples abound. As American interests have become relevant on the international scene, the U.S. has chosen time and again to become a major multilateral player. Before the collapse of the Soviet Union, the two Cold War enemies shared technologies making possible a joint U.S.-Soviet ApolloSoyuz docking in 1975. Following the Soviet Union’s demise, the U.S. jointly manned the Russian Mir space station. In 1994, the U.S. engaged with South Korea and Japan to forestall North Korean nuclear weapons development. In Bosnia and Kosovo, the U.S. operated under NATO’s umbrella, and in Afghanistan the U.S. worked outside of NATO, with Britain, Turkey, Germany and other nations to rebuild the country following the fall of the Taliban regime. International forces exist that encourage U.S. policymakers to select multilateral engagement. The global nature of the world’s economy places economic pressures on the U.S. to take into account the international flow of capital, which has grown to approximately $2 trillion each day.4 Organizations like the World Trade Organization (WTO), the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), and the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) build bonds of common interest, embedding national commercial interests deeply into the fabric of international relations. The global economy makes it much more difficult to exclude other nations when determining any U.S. course of action. When U.S. policymakers have chosen to follow the multilateral model, they have found it to be quite useful. It gave international legitimacy to military operations during the Korean War and DESERT STORM, as well as providing much needed funding during the later. Cooperation under the auspices of the International Space Station provides a medium not only for technological cross flow, but also sharing financial and operational risk, certainly an attractive option when developing future U.S. space policy. Unilateral Action America also has a long history of unilateral action. Where American interests are at stake, the U.S. has shown a willingness to go it alone, dating back to the negotiations for independence from Britain, the attack on the Barbary pirates in 1805, the capture of the American Southwest from Mexico and the Philippines from Spain, through and beyond the Cold War with action in Granada, Panama and Haiti. Out of the American Western experience and its own Civil War came an approach to how it viewed the world. Stories of the exploits of Daniel Boone, Davy Crocket, and Abraham Lincoln came the deeply held belief that individual action could make a difference. Protected by two oceans, American foreign policy was essentially isolationist in nature through most of its history. Despite involvement in World War I, American foreign policy reverted to its pre-war stance shortly following the end of hostilities, exhibited by the failure to join the League of Nations. Following World War II, the United States seemed ready to step forward and embrace its newfound role on the international scene as it led the world in founding the United Nations. Presidents Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman projected an understanding that American interests were best served by fashioning an international system that would promote the rule of law, conflict resolution, and standards of social justice. The emergence of the Cold War, however, immediately hindered the U.S. movement toward a vision of internationalism, leading to a world centered around two armed camps. With the end of the Cold War, many Americans again doubted the benefit of international engagement, as it refused to pay its arrears to the United Nations, refused to ratify key international conventions, came forward with a series of unilateral sanctions against countries with which it disagreed (e.g., Cuba and the Helms-Burton Act), and politicians like isolationist Ross Perot and Patrick Buchanan gained national followings. Moving contrary to international opinion on the Kyoto Protocol, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treat, the International Criminal Court, and the Biological Weapons Convention, many could conclude that unilateralism will be the American foreign policy signature of the twenty-first century.5 Many Americans have long mistrusted the United Nations and other such organizations for their lethargy and inability to make a difference, pointing to actions like those in Bosnia and Kosovo where it has been American troops that ensured peace. In the 2000 presidential elections, George W. Bush ran on a platform denouncing nation building, something some Americans described as a wasted effort in a world that does not appreciate what they did during World Wars I and II, much less today. Unilateral action can provide results favorable to U.S. national interests; the capture of Manuel Noriega during the invasion of Panama under President Bush and regime change in Haiti under President Clinton are but two examples. Policymakers have also seen that when America acts unilaterally, critics often follow. While few European nations supported the U.S. decision to move forward with a missile defense system, many European aerospace companies seeking ways to grow in tough economic times, are now pressing their governments to show interest in an initial missile defense system. Some firms have also secured their governments’ approval to begin exploratory talks with Boeing Corporation on a possible European role in the U.S. missile defense effort. Philippe Couillard, president of European Aeronautic, Defence and Space Company Launch Vehicles, Les Mureaux, which makes ballistic missiles and Ariane rocket segments, acknowledged that missile defense is one of several space-based defense efforts that European governments cannot ignore indefinitely.6 In the arena of space operations, the U.S. has also exhibited a propensity to act unilaterally. In the post-World War II environment, it was easy for policymakers to justify the “us versus them” approach. American pride and national interests were at stake as President John F. Kennedy proclaimed in 1961 that the U.S. would have a man on the moon before the end of the decade, never mind a U.S. astronaut had not yet orbited the earth. It was no mistake that the U.S. space program was a unilateral effort and that only Americans have ever walked on the moon. Will America choose to go it alone in space operations as it did during the Cold War? The signals are mixed with Boeing and Lockheed-Martin having developed their next generation commercial boosters principally without foreign involvement; a trend also exhibited among other space-faring nations, while increasing international cooperation exists with the International Space Station. Policymakers must determine if unilateral action, which preserves American sovereignty and which makes possible rapid independent response to any given threat, is the most appropriate model in a global society with an increasing number of international organizations and interdependency. American Empire Many theorists have postulated on the paradigm that would replace the Cold War’s bipolar global engagement. Thomas Donnelly, deputy executive director of the Project for the New American Century, a Washington, D.C. think tank, argues that the U.S. is an empire, not one bent on global conquest by establishing colonies, but an empire of democracy or liberty spreading its influence globally through its military, economic and cultural presence. A former journalist and congressional aide, Donnelly argues that the sooner the U.S. government recognizes that it is managing an empire, the faster it can take steps to reshape its military and its foreign policy to fit the mission.7 Andrew Bacevich, a retired Army colonel and now a professor of international relations at Boston University, also concludes that America is an empire. He argues that, “In all of American public life there is hardly a single prominent figure who finds fault with the notion of the United States remaining the world’s sole military superpower until the end of time.… The practical question is not whether or not we will be a global hegemon, but what sort of hegemon we’ll be.”8 Donnelly and Bacevich argue that until American policymakers candidly acknowledge they are playing an imperial role on the world stage, U.S. strategy will be muddled, the American people will frequently be surprised by the resentment the U.S. meets overseas, and the military will not be given the resources necessary to carry out its missions, such as more troops trained for a “constabulary” role of peacekeeping and suppressing minor attacks, along the lines of the nineteenth century British military.9 The view of America as an empire emphasizes the U.S. tendency to use military force to resolve international affairs. One can point to an almost unbroken chain of military actions that include Thomas Jefferson and the Barbary pirates, James K. Polk in the Mexican-American war, and virtually all the twentieth century presidents, from Woodrow Wilson in the U.S.-Mexican border crisis, to George W. Bush in Afghanistan. Thomas Donnelly emphasizes, “I think Americans have become used to running the world and would be very reluctant to give it up, if they realized there were a serious challenge to it.”10 If Donnelly and Bacevich are correct about America being an empire, one could postulate that future U.S. space policy may emphasize military dominance and there are indications that policymakers are headed in this direction. The U.S. military refers to space as the next medium, in the same construct as land, sea or air. United States Space Command’s Vision for 2020 proclaims, “Historically, military forces have evolved to protect national interests and investments—both military and economic…. Likewise, space forces will emerge to protect military and commercial national interests and investment in the space medium due to their increasing importance.”11 Is the realization of weapons in space far behind? The Best Example Which model would serve as the best example for policymakers? Convincing arguments can be made for each. The answer must be found in which model most accurately represents the current world environment and which best addresses U.S. national security concerns. The final chapter of this paper will address both these issues. Notes 1John F. Beeler, British Naval Policy in the Gladstone-Disraeli Era 1866-1880, (Stanford, California, Stanford University Press, 1997), 354. 2Walter A. McDougal, … the Heavens and the Earth, (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1985), 8. 3Jim Banke and Roger Guilemette, “Missile Warning Satellite Ready to Fly Friday from Cape Canaaveral,” SPACE.com, n.p.; on-line, Internet, 26 July 2001, available from http://www.space.com/missionlaunches/launches/titan4_dsp_preview_010726.html. 4T.J. Pemel, “Beyond Bilateralism: Japanese and U.S. Cooperation Conflict in Multilateral Asia,” Research Institute of Economy, Trade & Industry, BBL Seminar, n.p.; online, Internet, 6 December 2001, available from http://www.rieti.go.jp/jp/events/bbl/01120601.html. 5Steven E. Miller, “The End of Unilateralism or Unilateralism Redux?,” The Washington Quarterly, The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, (Winter 2002), 27. 6Peter B. de Selding, “European Space Companies Push for Missile Defense Role,” DefenseNews, Army Times Publishing Company, Springfield, VA, ISSN 0884-130X, (November 11-17, 2002), 56. 7Thomas E. Ricks, “Empire or Not? A Quiet Debate Over U.S. Role,” The Washington Post, August 21, 2001, section A, 01. 8Andrew J. Bacevich, American Empire: The Realities and Consequences of U.S. Diplomacy, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2002), 244. 9Thomas E. Ricks, “Empire or Not? A Quiet Debate Over U.S. Role,” The Washington Post, August 21, 2001, section A, 01. 10Ibid 11United States Space Command, Vision for 2020, Colorado Springs, CO, February 1997, 3. Chapter 7 The Multilateral Approach 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 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. Furthermore, if technological development is an issue, any group willing to expend the funds can purchase a satellite on orbit from numerous commercial or governmental agencies. If funding is an issue, any number of services can be shared or directly purchased in such areas as communication or surveillance. As we have seen, commercial companies, such as SPOT, provide high-resolution imagery for public consumption at a nominal cost. Technological edges cannot be safeguarded or guaranteed in perpetuity, particularly in a global environment. Once the bottle is opened, it is impossible to get the genie back inside. A second alternative policy, unilateralism, does preserve freedom of action in the short term; the question, however, is whether U.S. policy should be based upon short-term gain over longterm benefits; whether independence trumps cooperative action which fosters adherence to the rule of law and strengthens international organizations. Unilateral action often reinforces the view of an American “cowboy” approach to foreign policy, generating resentment that makes it more difficult for the U.S. to deal cooperatively with the international community on other issues of common interest (e.g., U.S./European relations concerning Iraqi disarmament). This growing anti-American sentiment is represented by mass demonstrations in Europe and the Middle East in February 2003 against potential American military action against Iraq, and numerous public demonstrations in South Korea protesting the decades-old American military presence. While a multilateral approach takes more time to implement, it provides benefits across the international spectrum, including trade, investment, intelligence sharing, and space operations. It does this by building an atmosphere of trust and a greater willingness to engage in dialogue and to cooperate on maters of mutual national interest. Stephen Miller, director of the International Security Program at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, states that U.S. policy must change dramatically to accommodate the exigencies of the war against terrorism. He prescribes to the belief that the world did in fact change following the attack on 11 September 2001; above all else, he claims that September 11 and its aftermath must spell the end of U.S. unilateralism.2 He notes that while strong intelligence ties exist with allies and close friends, the U.S. may wish to point those collaborative efforts more directly at the growing terrorist threat and to use existing networks in different ways.3 Miller proposes that the best hope U.S. policymakers have to influence the international community is to draw the major states into networks of cooperation and consultation. Compromise need not be seen as a sign of weakness, but rather as a means of moving toward an objective with the cooperation of others, thus at a lower cost to the United States. The third alternative policy, the American Empire theory, emphasizes the global nature of American influence and its tendency to use military might to obtain national interests. Joseph Nye, dean of the Kennedy School of Government, addressed this issue by saying, “I think people who talk about ‘benign hegemony’ and ‘accepting an imperial role’ are focusing too much on one dimension of power and are neglecting the other forms of power--economic and cultural and ideological.”4 Along the same lines, Richard Kohn, a University of North Carolina historian, argues that most Americans would wisely reject an imperial role if it were put to them openly. “The American people don’t have the interest, the stomach or the perseverance to do it.”5 Stephen Miller adds, “The unrivaled military superpower cannot, by arms alone, protect itself from the violence and fanaticism of the weak and the dispossessed.”6 Current military force levels make it problematic for U.S. global control; furthermore, short of invasion and occupation, how could America use its military might to control international space efforts? Leading with the military as a policy approach has significant technological limitations as well. Despite being the sole remaining superpower, any long-term action without multilateral support is extremely difficult. The U.S. Army requires land-basing rights, as it had with Saudi Arabia during Operation DESERT STORM; the Air Force, while possessing significant air refueling capability, desires land bases within the theater of operation for rapid mission turnaround and the ability to produce multiple sorties; and while the Navy with its carrier task forces is the most self-sufficient service, when engaged in offensive operations, naval aircraft fall prey to the same restrictions found with Air Force fighter aircraft (i.e., short range and limited payload). Consequently, U.S. policymakers have few other real alternatives to multilateralism. America cannot expect to protect its technological edge in perpetuity, unilateral action does not garner international legitimacy or foster long-term international cooperation, and, despite being the sole remaining superpower, the U.S. military has severe restrictions that demand multinational collaboration. Thus, American policymakers need to design a strategy to protect vital U.S. space interests based upon a multilateral approach. The next question is, Will they? Why Policymakers Will Follow a Multilateral Approach 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 no 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 Within the body of the 2002 National Security Strategy, policymakers clearly articulated the U.S. concept of global engagement, “America will implement its strategies by organizing coalitions—as broad as practicable—of states able and willing to promote a balance of power that favors freedom.” Those who fear an American empire or unilateral action on its part need only read further: “There is little of lasting consequence that the United States can accomplish in the world without the sustained cooperation of its allies and friends in Canada and Europe.”8 Despite some actions by the Bush administration, Steven Miller sees other indicators that suggest U.S. policy in the twenty-first century will be multilateral in nature as well. Though George W. Bush campaigned on a unilateral approach to foreign policy, Miller believes that Washington’s priorities have changed. He emphasizes that the war against terrorism will take precedence over all else and affirms that the United States will undoubtedly continue the diplomatic maneuverings it thinks are necessary or desirable to permit and support its war against terrorism.9 A strong indicator of American multilateral intent is the U.S. engagement within the United Nations concerning Iraqi weapons inspections. By the summer of 2002 it appeared to many that the U.S. was willing to act alone against Iraq to enforce UN disarmament resolutions.10 However by the end of the year, even former President Jimmy Carter stated, “The government has decided that action should be multilateral. The U.S. has taken a completely appropriate multilateral position.”11 Working with the international arena, U.S. policymakers engaged within the UN and received in November 2002 a unanimous vote by the Security Council supporting an American drafted resolution.12 Despite the situation as it evolved following that vote, the U.S. stayed engaged within the Security Council for yet another four months before taking action with a “coalition of the willing.” According to Secretary of State Colin Powell, this coalition constituted the third largest multilateral military force over the past 100 years.13 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.”15 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 In an area of commercial, if not political rivalry, the U.S. has chosen to engage in discourse with a potential competitor. American and European policymakers are actively involved in cooperative discussions concerning the ESA’s navigation satellite program, Galileo. Edelgard Bulmahnm, Germany’s Federal Minister of Education and Research concluded, “The existing American Global Positioning System and Galileo should not be seen as separate or opposed systems but they [GPS and Galileo] are to supplement each other so that both sides can reap the greatest benefit possible.”17 In a 1 December 2001 letter to NATO member governments, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz warned EU members about overlapping spectrum between GPS and Galileo, but added that “acceptable solutions can be found that we can avert potential serious impacts.” 18 John Logsdon of George Washington University’s Space Policy Institute, proposed that change is necessary to ensure that GPS and Galileo do not interfere with one another, and so they can be developed and operated in a complementary manner.19 Rick Skinner of Lockheed Martin Corporation, stated, “there are clearly opportunities for collaboration between Galileo and GPS for our mutual protection of the radio frequency spectrum so that we can get the most performance out of our respective systems. We should work together to have a unified stance within the International Telecommunications Union as well as solicit support from all global navigation satellite system users to assist us in the protection of this vital resource.”20 Facing daunting economic and technological challenges, U.S. policymakers decided early on a multilateral approach was in its self-interest as it entered the next stage in space exploitation, building the International Space Station. Despite an estimated cost exceeding $100 billion when completed, with most of the funding coming from the U.S., American policymakers actively engaged a 16-nation coalition in developing the ISS.21 This cooperative effort became a winwin scenario, particularly in light of the shuttle Columbia accident where Russian resupply vehicles became the only lifeline for the three person crew; and as the Russians most certainly took into account their involvement in the ISS project as a factor in allowing their once crown jewel, the MIR space station, to deorbit in March 2001.22 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 attempted to answer the question what policy is 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 

Multilateralism is inevitable and preferable – an emerging consensus among experts proves this trend. 

Harvey, 02 [Dr. Frank P., Director of the Center for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University, GLOBALISM, TERRORISM and PROLIFERATION: Unilateral vs. Multilateral Approaches to Security After 9/11 and the Implications for Canada”, August 2002, http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/arms/isrop/research/harvey_2002/menu-en.asp]

Perhaps the clearest illustration of the errors that flow from superficial speculations about globalism and terrorism can be seen in the ongoing debate between proponents of multilateralism vs. unilateralism in the aftermath of 9/11. Globalism, Terror & Multilateralism: The Conventional Wisdom Several globalization experts have argued that 9/11 destroyed, once and for all, the myth of American independence. According to this view, U.S. officials can no longer remain complacent in the belief that they are somehow isolated from global conflict, or that they have the power to independently protect the U.S. from external (and internal) attacks. As the world continues to transform, state-centric models of international politics will become increasingly obsolete. These outdated frameworks no longer provide a useful analytical tool for predicting international behaviour, and have become almost useless as a guide for foreign and security policy after 9/11. 35 The American myth of independence is not the only casualty of September 11. Traditional realist paradigms fail us today also because our adversaries are no longer motivated by "interest" in any relevant sense, and this makes the appeal to interest in the fashion of realpolitik and rational-choice theory seem merely foolish (Benjamin Barber, 2001).36 The death of independence, in turn, will have a profound impact on U.S. foreign and security policy. American unilateralism (a key feature of U.S. foreign policy prior to September 11) will be replaced by a strong preference for multilateralism, because only multilateral strategies and institutions can provide the coalitions and international cooperation required to address the security threats created by the forces of globalization. The five quotes outlined in Table 1 are included here to illustrate the emerging consensus in the literature. These arguments, predictions and associated policy recommendations, from leading experts in the field, represent the conventional wisdom on globalism and the inevitable (and rational) trend towards multilateral solutions to security after 9/11. 

Multilateralism is key to stop multiple scenarios for extinction.

Harvey, 02 [Dr. Frank P., Director of the Center for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University, GLOBALISM, TERRORISM and PROLIFERATION: Unilateral vs. Multilateral Approaches to Security After 9/11 and the Implications for Canada”, August 2002, http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/arms/isrop/research/harvey_2002/menu-en.asp]
Globalism, Terrorism and Multilateralism: The Emerging Consensus 1. “It could hardly escape even casual observers that global warming recognizes no sovereign territory, that AIDS carries no passport, that technology renders national boundaries increasingly meaningless, that the Internet defies national regulation, that oil and cocaine addiction circle the planet like twin plagues and that financial capital and labor resources, like their anarchic cousins crime and terror, move from country to country with 'wilding' abandon without regard for formal or legal arrangements -- acting informally and illegally whenever traditional institutions stand in their way….Terrorism's network exists in anonymous cells we can neither identify nor capture. Declaring our independence in a world of perverse and malevolent interdependence foisted on us by people who despise us comes close to what political science roughnecks once would have called pissing into the wind” (Benjamin Barber, 2001).37 2. “Globalization means, among other things, that threats of violence to our homeland can occur from anywhere. The barrier conception of geographical space, already anachronistic with respect to thermonuclear war and called into question by earlier acts of globalized informal violence, was finally shown to be thoroughly obsolete on September 11….The globalization of informal violence means that we are not so insulated. We are linked with hateful killers by real physical connections, not merely those of cyberspace. Neither isolationism nor unilateralism is a viable option….The terrorist attacks on New York and Washington force us to rethink our theories of world politics. Indeed, we need to reconceptualize the significance for homeland security of geographical space” (Robert Keohane, 2001).38 3. “The likely effects of the September 11 terrorist bombings will be to usher in an era where U.S. foreign policy is more multilateralist than before, an era that indicates both the essential interconnectedness of world politics and the fact that the U.S. can neither as world policeman nor retreat into isolationism” (Steve Smith, 2001).

Prefer our analysis – recent events necessitate rethinking the positive aspects of multilateralism. 

Harvey, 02 [Dr. Frank P., Director of the Center for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University, GLOBALISM, TERRORISM and PROLIFERATION: Unilateral vs. Multilateral Approaches to Security After 9/11 and the Implications for Canada”, August 2002, http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/arms/isrop/research/harvey_2002/menu-en.asp]
5. “[M]ilitary power alone cannot produce the outcomes Americans want on many of the issues that matter to their safety and prosperity….The problem for Americans in the 21st century is that more and more things fall outside the control of even the most powerful state. Although the United States does well on the traditional measures, there is increasingly more going on in the world that those measures fail to capture. Under the influence of the information revolution and globalization, world politics is changing in a way that means Americans cannot achieve all their international goals by acting alone….And in a world where borders are becoming more porous to everything from drugs to infectious diseases to terrorism, America must mobilize international coalitions to address shared threats and challenges” (Joseph Nye, 2002).41 These are powerful and compelling accounts of the death of American independence and the decline of ‘state’ power as it relates to an independent capacity to fight, let alone win, the war on terror.

Multilateralism solves terrorism, climate change, proliferation, and economic collapse

Weber, 07 [Steven, Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California, “How Globalization Went Bad”, http://www.wright.edu/~tdung/How_globalization_went_bad_FT.pdf]
From terrorism to global warming, the evils of globalization are more dangerous than ever before. What went wrong? The world became dependent on a single superpower. Only by correcting this imbalance can the world become a safer place. The world today is more dangerous and less orderly than it was supposed to be. Ten or 15 years ago, the naive expectations were that the “end of history” was near. The reality has been the opposite. The world has more international terrorism and more nuclear proliferation today than it did in 1990. International institutions are weaker. The threats of pandemic disease and climate change are stronger. Cleavages of religious and cultural ideology are more intense. The global financial system is more unbalanced and precarious. It wasn’t supposed to be like this. The end of the Cold War was supposed to make global politics and economics easier to manage, not harder. What went wrong? The bad news of the 21st century is that globalization has a significant dark side. The container ships that carry manufactured Chinese goods to and from the United States also carry drugs. The airplanes that fly passengers nonstop from New York to Singapore also transport infectious diseases. And the Internet has proved just as adept at spreading deadly, extremist ideologies as it has e-commerce. The conventional belief is that the single greatest challenge of geopolitics today is managing this dark side of globalization, chipping away at the illegitimate co-travelers that exploit openness, mobility, and freedom, without putting too much sand in the gears. The current U.S. strategy is to push for more trade, more connectivity, more markets, and more openness. America does so for a good reason—it benefits from globalization more than any other country in the world. The United States acknowledges globalization’s dark side but attributes it merely to exploitative behavior by criminals, religious extremists, and other anachronistic elements that can be eliminated. The dark side of globalization, America says, with very little subtlety, can be mitigated by the expansion of American power, sometimes unilaterally and sometimes through multilateral institutions, depending on how the United States likes it. In other words, America is aiming for a “flat,” globalized world coordinated by a single superpower. That’s nice work if you can get it. But the United States almost certainly cannot. Not only because other countries won’t let it, but, more profoundly, because that line of thinking is faulty. The predominance of American power has many benefits, but the management of globalization is not one of them. The mobility of ideas, capital, technology, and people is hardly new. But the rapid advance of globalization’s evils is. Most of that advance has taken place since 1990. Why? Because what changed profoundly in the 1990s was the polarity of the international system. For the first time in modern history, globalization was superimposed onto a world with a single superpower. What we have discovered in the past 15 years is that it is a dangerous mixture. The negative effects of globalization since 1990 are not the result of globalization itself. They are the dark side of American predominance. 
Multilateralism is key to stop terrorism 
Weber, 07 [Steven, Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California, “How Globalization Went Bad”, http://www.wright.edu/~tdung/How_globalization_went_bad_FT.pdf]

If there were rival great powers with different cultural and ideological leanings, globalization’s darkest problem of all—terrorism—would also likely look quite different. The pundits are partly right: Today’s international terrorism owes something to globalization. Al Qaeda uses the Internet to transmit messages, it uses credit cards and modern banking to move money, and it uses cell phones and laptops to plot attacks. But it’s not globalization that turned Osama bin Laden from a small-time Saudi dissident into the symbolic head of a radical global movement. What created Osama bin Laden was the predominance of American power. A terrorist organization needs a story to attract resources and recruits. Oftentimes, mere frustration over political, economic, or religious conditions is not enough. Al Qaeda understands that, and, for that reason, it weaves a narrative of global jihad against a “modernization,” “Westernization,” and a “Judeo-Christian” threat. There is really just one country that both spearheads and represents that threat: the United States. And so the most efficient way for a terrorist to gain a reputation is to attack the United States. The logic is the same for all monopolies. A few years ago, every computer hacker in the world wanted to bring down Microsoft, just as every aspiring terrorist wants to create a spectacle of destruction akin to the September 11 attacks inside the United States. Al Qaeda cells have gone after alternate targets such as Britain, Egypt, and Spain. But these are not the acts that increase recruitment and fundraising, or mobilize the energy of otherwise disparate groups around the world. Nothing enhances the profile of a terrorist like killing an American, something Abu Musab al-Zarqawi understood well in Iraq. Even if al Qaeda’s deepest aspirations lie with the demise of the Saudi regime, the predominance of U.S. power and its role supporting the house of Saud makes America the only enemy really worth fighting. A multipolar world would surely confuse this kind of clear framing that pits Islamism against the West. What would be al Qaeda’s message if the Chinese were equally involved in propping up authoritarian regimes in the Islamic, oil- rich Gulf states? Does the al Qaeda story work if half its enemy is neither Western nor Christian? 

Unilateralism causes increased proliferation
Weber, 07 [Steven, Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California, “How Globalization Went Bad”, http://www.wright.edu/~tdung/How_globalization_went_bad_FT.pdf]

SHARING GLOBALIZATION’S BURDEN The world is paying a heavy price for the instability created by the combination of globalization and unipolarity, and the United States is bearing most of the burden. Consider the case of nuclear proliferation. There’s effectively a market out there for proliferation, with its own supply (states willing to share nuclear technology) and demand (states that badly want a nuclear weapon). The overlap of unipolarity with globalization ratchets up both the supply and demand, to the detriment of U.S. national security. It has become fashionable, in the wake of the Iraq war, to comment on the limits of conventional military force. But much of this analysis is overblown. The United States may not be able to stabilize and rebuild Iraq. But that doesn’t matter much from the perspective of a government that thinks the Pentagon has it in its sights. In Tehran, Pyongyang, and many other capitals, including Beijing, the bottom line is simple: The U.S. military could, with conventional force, end those regimes tomorrow if it chose to do so. No country in the world can dream of challenging U.S. conventional military power. But they can certainly hope to deter America from using it. And the best deterrent yet invented is the threat of nuclear retaliation. Before 1989, states that felt threatened by the United States could turn to the Soviet Union’s nuclear umbrella for protection. Now, they turn to people like A.Q. Khan. Having your own nuclear weapon used to be a luxury. Today, it is fast becoming a necessity. North Korea is the clearest example. Few countries had it worse during the Cold War. North Korea was surrounded by feuding, nuclear-armed communist neighbors, it was officially at war with its southern neighbor, and it stared continuously at tens of thousands of U.S. troops on its border. But, for 40 years, North Korea didn’t seek nuclear weapons. It didn’t need to, because it had the Soviet nuclear umbrella. 

Multilateralism is key to stop diseases
Weber, 07 [Steven, Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California, “How Globalization Went Bad”, http://www.wright.edu/~tdung/How_globalization_went_bad_FT.pdf]

Globalization is turning the world into an enormous petri dish for the incubation of infectious disease. Humans cannot outsmart disease, because it just evolves too quickly. Bacteria can reproduce a new generation in less than 30 minutes, while it takes us decades to come up with a new generation of antibiotics. Solutions are only possible when and where we get the upper hand. Poor countries where humans live in close proximity to farm animals are the best place to breed extremely dangerous zoonotic disease. These are often the same countries, perhaps not entirely coincidentally, that feel threatened by American power. Establishing an early warning system for these diseases—exactly what we lacked in the case of SARS a few years ago and exactly what we lack for avian flu today—will require a significant level of intervention into the very places that don’t want it. That will be true as long as international intervention means American interference. The most likely sources of the next ebola or HIV-like pandemic are the countries that simply won’t let U.S. or other Western agencies in, including the World Health Organization. Yet the threat is too arcane and not immediate enough for the West to force the issue. What’s needed is another great power to take over a piece of the work, a power that has more immediate interests in the countries where diseases incubate and one that is seen as less of a threat. As long as the United States remains the world’s lone superpower, we’re not likely to get any help. Even after HIV, SARS, and several years of mounting hysteria about avian flu, the world is still not ready for a viral pandemic in Southeast Asia or sub-Saharan Africa. America can’t change that alone. 

The alternative to multilateralism is anarchy. Unilateralism makes extinction inevitable.
Weber, 07 [Steven, Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California, “How Globalization Went Bad”, http://www.wright.edu/~tdung/How_globalization_went_bad_FT.pdf]
THE DANGERS OF UNIPOLARITY A straightforward piece of logic from market economics helps explain why unipolarity and globalization don’t mix. Monopolies, regardless of who holds them, are almost always bad for both the market and the monopolist. We propose three simple axioms of “globalization under unipolarity” that reveal these dangers. Axiom 1: Above a certain threshold of power, the rate at which new global problems are generated will exceed the rate at which old problems are fixed. Power does two things in international politics: It enhances the capability of a state to do things, but it also increases the number of things that a state must worry about. At a certain point, the latter starts to overtake the former. It’s the familiar law of diminishing returns. Because powerful states have large spheres of influence and their security and economic interests touch every region of the world, they are threatened by the risk of things going wrong—anywhere. That is particularly true for the United States, which leverages its ability to go anywhere and do anything through massive debt. No one knows exactly when the law of diminishing returns will kick in. But, historically, it starts to happen long before a single great power dominates the entire globe, which is why large empires from Byzantium to Rome have always reached a point of unsustainability. That may already be happening to the United States today, on issues ranging from oil dependency and nuclear proliferation to pandemics and global warming. What Axiom 1 tells you is that more U.S. power is not the answer; it’s actually part of the problem. A multipolar world would almost certainly manage the globe’s pressing problems more effectively. The larger the number of great powers in the global system, the greater the chance that at least one of them would exercise some control over a given combination of space, other actors, and problems. Such reasoning doesn’t rest on hopeful notions that the great powers will work together. They might do so. But even if they don’t, the result is distributed governance, where some great power is interested in most every part of the world through productive competition. Axiom 2: In an increasingly networked world, places that fall between the networks are very dangerous places—and there will be more ungoverned zones when there is only one network to join. The second axiom acknowledges that highly connected networks can be efficient, robust, and resilient to shocks. But in a highly connected world, the pieces that fall between the networks are increasingly shut off from the benefits of connectivity. These problems fester in the form of failed states, mutate like pathogenic bacteria, and, in some cases, reconnect in subterranean networks such as al Qaeda. The truly dangerous places are the points where the subterranean networks touch the mainstream of global politics and economics. What made Afghanistan so dangerous under the Taliban was not that it was a failed state. It wasn’t. It was a partially failed and partially connected state that worked the interstices of globalization through the drug trade, counterfeiting, and terrorism. Can any single superpower monitor all the seams and back alleys of globalization? Hardly. In fact, a lone hegemon is unlikely to look closely at these problems, because more pressing issues are happening elsewhere, in places where trade and technology are growing. By contrast, a world of several great powers is a more interest-rich environment in which nations must look in less obvious places to find new sources of advantage. In such a system, it’s harder for troublemakers to spring up, because the cracks and seams of globalization are held together by stronger ties. Axiom 3: Without a real chance to find useful allies to counter a superpower, opponents will try to neutralize power, by going underground, going nuclear, or going “bad.” Axiom 3 is a story about the preferred strategies of the weak. It’s a basic insight of international relations that states try to balance power. They protect themselves by joining groups that can hold a hegemonic threat at bay. But what if there is no viable group to join? In today’s unipolar world, every nation from Venezuela to North Korea is looking for a way to constrain American power. But in the unipolar world, it’s harder for states to join together to do that. So they turn to other means. They play a different game. Hamas, Iran, Somalia, North Korea, and Venezuela are not going to become allies anytime soon. Each is better off finding other ways to make life more difficult for Washington. Going nuclear is one way. Counterfeiting U.S. currency is another. Raising uncertainty about oil supplies is perhaps the most obvious method of all. Here’s the important downside of unipolar globalization. In a world with multiple great powers, many of these threats would be less troublesome. The relatively weak states would have a choice among potential partners with which to ally, enhancing their influence. Without that more attractive choice, facilitating the dark side of globalization becomes the most effective means of constraining American power. 
The world post globalization necessitates multilateralism

Weber, 07 [Steven, Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California, “How Globalization Went Bad”, http://www.wright.edu/~tdung/How_globalization_went_bad_FT.pdf]

In no way is U.S. power inherently a bad thing. Nor is it true that no good comes from unipolarity. But there are significant downsides to the imbalance of power. That view is hardly revolutionary. It has a long pedigree in U.S. foreign-policy thought. It was the perspective, for instance, that George Kennan brought to the table in the late 1940s when he talked about the desirability of a European superpower to restrain the United States. Although the issues today are different than they were in Kennan’s time, it’s still the case that too much power may, as Kennan believed, lead to overreach. It may lead to arrogance. It may lead to insensitivity to the concerns of others. Though Kennan may have been prescient to voice these concerns, he couldn’t have predicted the degree to which American unipolarity would lead to such an unstable overlap with modern-day globalization. America has experienced this dangerous burden for 15 years, but it still refuses to see it for what it really is. Antiglobalization sentiment is coming today from both the right and the left. But by blaming globalization for what ails the world, the U.S. foreign-policy community is missing a very big part of what is undermining one of the most hopeful trends in modern history—the reconnection of societies, economies, and minds that political borders have kept apart for far too long. America cannot indefinitely stave off the rise of another superpower. But, in today’s networked and interdependent world, such an event is not entirely a cause for mourning. A shift in the global balance of power would, in fact, help the United States manage some of the most costly and dangerous consequences of globalization. As the international playing field levels, the scope of these problems and the threat they pose to America will only decrease. When that happens, the United States will find globalization is a far easier burden to bear.  
The ESA is cost-effective and successful compared to NASA and can cooperate with major space powers, including China and India

Reiter, 2011 [Thomas, the head of ESA's manned space program, “Future of space exploration is bright, German astronaut says”, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,15217461,00.html]

One needs only read the daily newspapers to realize that there are huge economic problems in Europe and around the world. Still, against this background, we are in good shape. Our expertise in Europe, in science, industry, research and development is very good compared with NASA and the Russian space agency, but also in comparison with the emerging space powers, China and India. Compared to NASA, we have only a fraction of their annual budget. NASA has 14 billion euros ($20 billion), and ESA has approximately 3.5 billion euros ($5 billion). And only a fraction of that goes into manned space flight and the operation of the ISS. I must say that Europe is very efficient, despite our many member states that have to approve our decision-making process. You've mentioned India and China. What roles do the two new space-faring nations have, both now and in the future? China and India are in a phase where they want to build the capacity for manned spaceflight. China has proved it twice already. The country is currently in a phase where it will soon be on par with the major aerospace engineering nations such as the US and Russia. If that happens, I see great possibilities for cooperation on the research tasks in near-Earth orbit as well as further research tasks on international missions. India, however, is still not quite there yet. The country plans to start its first manned mission in the middle of this decade. We are following it with great interest. We know that this is a difficult path. There is a difference if a country can “just” shoot satellites into space or carry people on them as well. Clearly, we need more reliable, secure systems. Both nations are perceived to have important roles in international scenarios. For the future of the exploration of outer space by humans, I think this is a fantastic development and I also hope that Europe will play an appropriate role 
Space Policy should be multilateral to prevent serious transgressions
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1. Space is Humankind’s New Frontier For the last 50 years, the development of space activities, conducted mostly in a peaceful manner, has contributed greatly to humankind. For example, the degree to which we rely today on space systems for many daily routine activities is quite incredible. Weather forecasting, radio and TV broadcasting, ship, air and car navigation, mobile telecommunications in the high seas and remote areas, search and rescue, environment data collection, and worldwide time synchronization for data transfer and bank transactions are but a few applications which call upon satellite-based infrastructure located in Earth orbits, at altitudes ranging from a few hundreds of kilometres to the geosynchronous (GEO) orbit at 36,000 km. These applications, benefiting from a strong government-funded research and development effort and the deployment of government space systems, have generated a significant industrial activity in satellite manufacturing, launch services, ground infrastructure, dedicated facilities and user terminals, some of them at a very large scale such as GPS receivers. During the last few years, the total yearly turnover of the space manufacturing industry (satellite manufacturing and launch services), not including the ground equipment nor downstream hardware and services, reached a level of about $25 billion. A significant portion of this figure corresponds to government funded space systems, with the commercial market representing about 30 per cent. When downstream services and equipment are added, this number grows to more than $100 billion per year. The contribution of space activities to the global economy is therefore significant. Space based systems have also played, and will continue to play, a major role in support to peace (i.e. peace making, peace keeping and peace building), whether by providing support to armed forces via satellite-based communication, navigation, guidance, intelligence gathering, and environment information, but more importantly, in my view, by providing since the beginning of the space era, an historically unequalled access to information on the plans and activities of states. This new access to information is available, thanks to monitoring and intelligence/reconnaissance satellites, combined with high-speed communication for near real time access to raw data and speedy delivery of information. The contribution of the added capabilities provided by space-based systems to stability and peace during the Cold War was absolutely essential and has put space at the forefront of strategic planners since. Today, space is our new frontier: from the beginning of the International Geophysical Year (IGY) 50 years ago, space has become an area for scientific research, for discovery, and for exploration. Thanks to systematic exploration, we made some significant achievements. We have a better understanding of the immediate surroundings of planet Earth; we have landed crews briefly on the Moon during the Apollo era; we have launched probes to observe the Sun from a variety of different angles; we have deployed sophisticated robots to study Venus and Mars, both from orbital distance and on their surface with small landers and rovers; we even landed a probe on Titan (a satellite of Saturn) in 2005; we have gotten close looks at Jupiter and its many satellites, at Saturn and its rings, at comets and asteroids, etc. With sophisticated telescopes, we have looked beyond the solar system to other parts of our galaxy and found planets orbiting around other stars, prompting the question: are there other “Earth-like” planets out there? Going beyond our galaxy to other galaxies and nebulae, we study remnants of the radiation produced during the initial stages of our universe. From this variety of scientific and exploration missions, we have learned that our level of ignorance was much worse than expected, that our models were much too simplistic and that there is enormous room for further progress in our understanding of our origins, of the formation of the solar system, of the history of our own planet and, of course, of how life was able to develop at its surface. We also acknowledge that these advances could very well have a profound impact on our present vision of the universe, comparable to Copernicus’s and Galileo’s contributions in the sixteenth century. These elements are at the basis of the fascination that space exerts on many people and nations. It explains to a large extent the investments made in space technology and space systems by an increasing number of countries. Today, at least nineteen nations master satellite launch technologies, or are close to mastering them, and have created facilities dedicated to space launch. More than fifty nations or regional organizations operate satellites of various degree of complexity. Many of these new space-faring nations, particularly in the developing world, consider these investments as a vital part of the learning process which will allow them to access advanced technology, motivate their young students in science and technology to stay home rather than emigrate to more industrialised nations, and eventually to gain more autonomy in managing their resources and to reduce their dependence on information provided by third parties. 2. Are Space Activities in Earth Orbit Sustainable in the Long Term? The increasing number of nations and commercial actors operating satellites in Earth orbit leads to the following question: do we need to plan for stricter rules and regulations at some stage in order to prevent collisions, traffic jams, crashes, and unintended incidents in space such as those that occurred in the high seas and in the skies at various times in history, sometimes leading to conflicts between nations and even wars? If so, who is to be in charge and how is the international community going to address the development of such rules? Today, there are about 600 operational satellites in Earth orbit and the number is increasing with the recent development of mini- and micro-satellites. This number is relatively small, but much larger is the number of dysfunctional spacecraft, spent rocket upper stages and other large debris orbiting the Earth. Smaller debris, generated mostly by in-orbit accidental explosions and collisions, are becoming a real danger. Let us look at some figures: About 13,000 objects larger than 10 cm in low Earth orbit and larger than 1m in the GEO orbit are tracked, and a little more than 9,000 of them are properly identified. Only six per cent of these identified objects are operational satellites! Forty per cent are satellites which are no longer functional (i.e. which have reached the end of their useful lifetime or have suffered severe malfunction) or spent upper stages of launchers which put these spacecraft in orbit. The rest, i.e. 54 per cent, consists of fragments (41%) and other objects associated with spacecraft operations (13%). In addition, it is estimated that there are more than 300,000 debris items between 1 cm and 10 cm, too small to be tracked routinely by present space surveillance systems. Below 1 cm, estimates vary but many experts agree that their number is probably in the range of millions! No wonder the Shuttle launch windows from the Kennedy Space Center now include space debris collision avoidance restrictions, and other launch centers are gradually introducing similar safety Gerard Brachet 6 criteria. These numbers are scary indeed and in absence of any cleaning up system apart from the natural orbital decay for objects in low altitude orbit, debris mitigation measures are needed. Since the 1980s, the Inter-Agency Debris Committee (IADC) has been the principal focus at the international level for exchange of information on debris issues. It has developed a set of mitigation guidelines which were finalized and officially approved by IADC member agencies in October 2002. 1 These guidelines now form the basis for recommendations being developed by the Scientific and Technical Subcommittee of the UN Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS). According to the work plan established by COPUOS, these guidelines will be officially submitted to its member states before the next meeting of the S&T Subcommittee in February 2007, and if approved at the COPUOS plenary in June 2007, become part of a resolution submitted to the UN General Assembly in late 2007. All space actors, government and commercial, are concerned with the risks resulting from this proliferation of space debris after almost 50 years of space exploitation. This explains why they have all agreed to get together and develop these guidelines. Those actors are even more worried by the potentially much larger damage to the space environment which could result from offensive activities taking place in outer space, if ever it were to become a battleground. Contrary to land, sea and air warfare, where wrecks and Collective Security in Space 7 damaged craft either sink to the bottom of the sea or can be cleaned up later, damaged spacecraft and other debris stay in orbit for a long time, thus threatening all space operators and endangering other space assets without distinction between friend or foe. Also, international treaties dealing with space activities, particularly the Outer Space Treaty (OST) of 1967, explicitly ban the placement of weapons of mass destruction in space, but do not say anything about other weapons. Everybody agrees that ensuring the safety of satellites is vital to security and prosperity, but the presence of weapons in space, if it ever happens, could actually make it harder to achieve security for these assets. Fortunately, to our knowledge, no offensive weapons are currently deployed in space and although the debate about the desirability of doing so has been very active in the United States during the last few years, no decision has been made to deploy such weapons as of today. Indeed, it is interesting to note that after almost fifty years of space activities, including thirty years of Cold War between the West and the Soviet bloc, deployment of weapons in outer space has not taken place. Could it be that some wise people have realised that it is not such a good idea after all? Is this in any way a guarantee that it will not take place in the future? Of course not. Gerard Brachet 8 3. What Measures are Needed to Ensure the Security of Space Assets? Which is the Preferred Mechanism to Develop a Common Approach to Such Measures? In a long-term perspective, we need to collectively reflect on possible measures to improve the safety of space operations, measures that we can all agree to and would not adversely affect the economics of space operations. Whether we can easily find the right forum for such discussions is open to debate, as shown by the deadlock in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva since the mid-nineties. My own view is that the CD PAROS (Prevention of Arms Race in Outer Space) discussions are too narrowly focused on the risk of weaponization of space and are probably hostage to other key disarmament issues. Therefore, in the present context, they will have difficulty making any significant progress. On the other hand, secure access to space and safety of space assets is not only a disarmament issue, it is an issue for all uses and all users of space. Any discussion on ways and means to keep space clean and safe for exploitation would have to involve all parties. Presumably, it would be possible to address this issue in the framework of the UN COPUOS, which gathers 67 nations and reports to the UN General Assembly via the Fourth Committee, but its terms of reference would probably have to be expanded or at the very least reinterpreted. Some participating states might not want to support this evolution, although it is too early to discard this possibility as no such discussion has taken place yet. Collective Security in Space 9 Another angle to look at the issue of future space security is to find ways to build confidence by transparency and voluntary exchange and distribution of information, thus reducing the risks of incidents for all operators, be they government military, government civil or commercial. This increased confidence should also reduce the temptation to place weapons in space as a means to protect space assets. Confidence building measures can include notification measures comparable to international agreed rules in the maritime and air navigation worlds, rapid information exchange mechanisms, agreement on space “rules of the road,” etc. Some proposals go further, as for example in the proposed Code of Conduct model suggested by Michael Krepon of the Henry L. Stimson Center which would aim at preventing incidents and dangerous military practices in outer space. Key elements in this suggested Code of Conduct include avoiding collisions and dangerous maneuvers, safer traffic management practices, prohibiting simulated attacks and antisatellite tests, information exchanges, transparency and notification measures and more stringent space debris mitigation measures. 2 Other ideas for increased transparency and confidence building are promoted by various parties, including a new international treaty banning weapons deployment in space, as suggested by the joint China-Russia proposal of 2002 at the Disarmament Conference. One could be skeptical that a new international treaty with such drastic obligations could be negotiated in the Gerard Brachet 10 present political environment, but progress can be made towards more transparency and creating a climate of higher confidence between nations when it comes to space activities. The work which has taken place on the space debris issue within the Scientific and Technical SubCommittee of COPUOS over the last few years is a good indication that some useful work can take place, provided that political considerations take second place, at least for a while, to a rigorous, technically based approach. COPUOS can also contribute to confidence building via its current work on the application of the Registration Convention of 1975. The implementation of the Registration Convention is not done in a systematic and standardised fashion across states, even those who have ratified the Convention. This led the COPUOS Legal Sub-Committee to establish in 2004 a working group on registration, whose work plan should lead to a set of recommendations in 2007. These would tend to harmonize states’ practices and hopefully improve the quality and timeliness of information exchange on satellites and other craft which are launched. Based on the space debris discussions, one route which could be considered is the setting up of a Working Group under the UN COPUOS S&T Sub-Committee, similar to the Space Debris Working Group, with the purpose to assess the technical soundness and feasibility of “rules of the road for space traffic.” This could take as a first discussion basis the International Academy of Astronautics (IAA) Cosmic Study on Collective Security in Space 11 “Space Traffic Management,” recently released. 3 The legal aspects of such potential “rules of the road” could be investigated by the legal Sub-Committee in a second stage. An ideal situation would be to have such a Working Group established under a dual umbrella: both the COPUOS and the CD PAROS agenda items could jointly mandate the Working Group, thus establishing a communication link between the COPUOS and the CDPAROS which has never been in place. It could provide the basis for a joint reflection on how to develop rules for space activities to ensure the safety of future space operations. One should not underestimate the difficulties in achieving such cooperation between two organisations that have different backgrounds, different agenda, and different participants from member states, but such a proposal would possibly produce some interesting, and hopefully useful, reactions. In conclusion, I believe is essential for all of us to recognize that ensuring long term secured access to, and uses of, space is not a defence issue, it is an issue for both the civilian and military communities. These communities need to work together and find a common ground to establish jointly new “rules of the road” which would ensure a safer future for their space assets simply because they share the same space environment whose degradation would affect all in the same manner. 
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EU ineffective-war on terrorism proves 

BAKKER ‘05( Edwin  “The cracks in EU anti-terrorism cooperation that invite a attack” Europes World http://www.europesworld.org/NewEnglish/Home_old/Article/tabid/191/ArticleType/articleview/ArticleID/20536/language/en-US/Default.aspx”)

Fundamental differences of opinion also exist over the right balance between freedom of the individual and the measures governments should take to protect society. The question of what should and should not be allowed in the fight against terrorism gets different answers in different member-states. These differences hamper anti-terrorism policymaking in many fields and are unlikely to be overcome in the foreseeable future. And of course within the member states themselves there is often much disagreement on these issues. In Spain, even after the Madrid bombings, views split sharply between those who supported Draconian anti-terrorism legislation and those who were more concerned about possible abuses of power at the expense of civil liberties. In the Netherlands, one prosecution case against terrorism suspects failed because a judge refused to accept information from the intelligence service as evidence in court. In the United Kingdom, the Law Lords declared the provisions for detention of foreign terrorist suspects to be incompatible with Britain's obligations under the European Convention on Human Rights. Meanwhile, serious disagreement exists between the European Parliament, the Commission and the Council on issues relating to fundamental rights. This is very much the case regarding the sharing of information with third countries, with a case in point being the European Parliament’s strong opposition to an agreement with Washington on making airline passengers’ names available to the US Bureau of Customs and Border Protection. Exchanging information is not just a troublesome transatlantic issue. There are differences between EU member states on what should be exchanged, between whom and how. This is particularly the case on intelligence data, where unfortunately agreement is needed most because cooperation between intelligence services is the key to fighting terrorism. There have been calls for more joint investigatory teams at EU level and for strengthening procedures to allow, and even force, intelligence services and police forces to work together
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EU economically unstable-cant fund the plan

CIA ’11 (June 29 The World Factbook Europe; European Union, economy https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/ee.html

Internally, the EU has abolished trade barriers, adopted a common currency, and is striving toward convergence of living standards. Internationally, the EU aims to bolster Europe's trade position and its political and economic power. Because of the great differences in per capita income among member states (from $7,000 to $78,000) and in national attitudes toward issues like inflation, debt, and foreign trade, the EU faces difficulties in devising and enforcing common policies. Eleven established EU member states, under the auspices of the European Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), introduced the euro as their common currency on 1 January 1999 (Greece did so two years later), but the UK and Denmark have 'opt-outs' that allow them to keep their national currencies, and Sweden has not taken the steps needed to participate. Between 2004 and 2007, the EU admitted 12 countries that are, in general, less advanced economically than the other 15. Of the 12 most recent member states, only Slovenia (1 January 2007), Cyprus and Malta (1 January 2008), Slovakia (1 January 2009), and Estonia (1 January 2011) have adopted the euro; the remaining states other than the UK and Denmark are legally required to adopt the currency upon meeting EU's fiscal and monetary convergence criteria. The EU has recovered from the global financial crisis faster than expected, with business investment growing by an estimated 2% in 2010, but with public investment and housing development lagging. Strong corporate profits should enable this recovery to continue in 2011. Nevertheless, significant risks to growth remain, including, high official debts and deficits, aging populations, over-regulation of non-financial businesses, and doubts about the sustainability of the EMU. In June 2010, prompted by the Greek financial crisis, the EU and the IMF set up a $1 trillion bailout fund to rescue any EMU member in danger of default, but it has not calmed market jitters that have diminished the value of the euro. Discussions are currently under way to create a permanent European Stabilization Mechanism (ESM) in 2013, when the existing European Financial Stability Facility expires

ESA budget is miniscule

Reiter 11 (Thomas, head of the ESA’s manned space program, 7/8/11, Deutsche Welle, “Future of space exploration is bright, German astronaut says” http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,15217461,00.html MGE)

 One needs only read the daily newspapers to realize that there are huge economic problems in Europe and around the world. Still, against this background, we are in good shape. Our expertise in Europe, in science, industry, research and development is very good compared with NASA and the Russian space agency, but also in comparison with the emerging space powers, China and India.
Compared to NASA, we have only a fraction of their annual budget. NASA has 14 billion euros ($20 billion), and ESA has approximately 3.5 billion euros ($5 billion). And only a fraction of that goes into manned space flight and the operation of the ISS. I must say that Europe is very efficient, despite our many member states that have to approve our decision-making process.
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Internally, the EU has abolished trade barriers, adopted a common currency, and is striving toward convergence of living standards. Internationally, the EU aims to bolster Europe's trade position and its political and economic power. Because of the great differences in per capita income among member states (from $7,000 to $78,000) and in national attitudes toward issues like inflation, debt, and foreign trade, the EU faces difficulties in devising and enforcing common policies. Eleven established EU member states, under the auspices of the European Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), introduced the euro as their common currency on 1 January 1999 (Greece did so two years later), but the UK and Denmark have 'opt-outs' that allow them to keep their national currencies, and Sweden has not taken the steps needed to participate. Between 2004 and 2007, the EU admitted 12 countries that are, in general, less advanced economically than the other 15. Of the 12 most recent member states, only Slovenia (1 January 2007), Cyprus and Malta (1 January 2008), Slovakia (1 January 2009), and Estonia (1 January 2011) have adopted the euro; the remaining states other than the UK and Denmark are legally required to adopt the currency upon meeting EU's fiscal and monetary convergence criteria. The EU has recovered from the global financial crisis faster than expected, with business investment growing by an estimated 2% in 2010, but with public investment and housing development lagging. Strong corporate profits should enable this recovery to continue in 2011. Nevertheless, significant risks to growth remain, including, high official debts and deficits, aging populations, over-regulation of non-financial businesses, and doubts about the sustainability of the EMU. In June 2010, prompted by the Greek financial crisis, the EU and the IMF set up a $1 trillion bailout fund to rescue any EMU member in danger of default, but it has not calmed market jitters that have diminished the value of the euro. Discussions are currently under way to create a permanent European Stabilization Mechanism (ESM) in 2013, when the existing European Financial Stability Facility expires

Shrinking budgets holding back ESA

Pastzor, 10 (Andy Pastzor, Journalist for The Wall Street Journal, “European Space Programs Come Back to Earth”, The Wall Street Journal, August 9, 2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704268004575417243464103072.html)

Shrinking budgets and national rivalries increasingly are undermining European space programs, even as the U.S. seeks expanded partnerships for future manned exploration efforts. Debates over financial commitments for space projects by individual countries—and the number of jobs they expect in return—have intensified as a result of the region's economic woes. Some governments are considering slashing next year's contributions to the European Space Agency by 20% or more, while Italy's top space official last month stressed that economics and return on investment are now primary factors in determining national funding levels. Jean-Jacques Dordain, ESA's director-general, predicts it probably will take the European Union until 2014 to substantially reorient its space priorities. "There are some economic difficulties in all of our" participating countries, Mr. Dordain said in an interview last month, so Europe won't be able to fully respond to Washington's invitation to step up cooperative ventures until national budgets stabilize. The lack of momentum is a dramatic shift from the situation two years ago, when politicians and senior executives at major European aerospace companies expressed confidence that the region was on the verge of establishing a strong, unified and ambitious space program. Underscoring the importance of scientific, military and possibly manned European missions, the EU for the first time explicitly linked space efforts to broader diplomatic and foreign-policy goals. Starting in 2008, the new aim was to launch Europe on a trajectory to become an equal partner with Washington and Moscow across the full range of space endeavors. Since then, China, India and other countries have ratcheted up their own space ambitions. But many European initiatives appear to be faltering, according to industry officials and analysts, due to a lack of will by the region's political leaders and budget problems squeezing a wide array of government programs. Europe is estimated to spend less than $9 billion a year on civilian space projects. Roughly half goes to programs overseen by ESA, while the rest is spent on space programs run by individual countries. But the total is only a fraction of U.S. civilian and military space expenditures. So far, critics contend Europe has failed to come up with a consensus around a coherent, long-term exploration plan. "I am sorry to say there is no visible and clearly articulated strategy," Francois Auque, who runs space businesses for European Aeronautic Defence & Space Co., the region's largest aerospace firm, said in an interview last month. "Space exploration is quite low in the European priorities." In Britain, for example, where a newly created space agency opened its doors in April, industry officials had hoped to parlay that into sharply increased government funding for space. "We can make the cake much bigger, and everyone gets a bigger slice," according to Keith Mason, chairman of a government advisory board, who has advocated job growth in the space sector. But in his first speech on space policy, David Willetts, the U.K. minister for universities and science, made it clear that public spending isn't going up. During a panel discussion at the Farnborough International Airshow in July, Mr. Willetts said he couldn't support such a move because the government's "fiscal position is very tight" and other parts of his department are being asked for 25% cuts in spending. Unlike in the U.S, European space officials are trying to save money by pushing the concept of combined satellite fleets providing various services—including monitoring orbiting debris—to both civilian and military users.  Separately, Europe is pressing ahead with construction of more than two dozen civilian earth-observation and environmental-monitoring satellites, the largest part of the space agency's budget. Mr. Dordain also said there is strong U.S.-European agreement in at least one promising arena: potential robotic missions deep into the solar system. "We have decided to use any opportunity to go to Mars together," he said. But work on a new, pan-European spacecraft able to carry cargo and possibly crews to the international space station is barely inching along. In addition, Mr. Auque pointed to what he described as a stalemate over designing a next-generation European heavy-lift rocket. The governments of Italy, France and Germany—which would bear the largest cost of such a program—haven't agreed on a "concrete budget" despite years of debate and don't appear to have "the impetus or the stamina" to finish the job, according to Mr. Auque. Mr. Dordain disagrees, countering that work on the proposed new rocket is "a big development" that needs more technical and political debate. Yet officials at his agency, which historically has been reluctant to commit to hefty operational costs, now worry about spending increases necessary to keep the international space station going past 2020.
ESA needs funding

Gleason 06, (Michael P. Gleason, PhD. Political Science, Lieutenant at the United States Air Force, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the Air Force Academy, “European Space Initiatives: The Political Will for Increasing European Space Power”, Astropolitics, 2006)

Increased expenditures, designation of new sources of money, restructured processes, and new efficiencies to free up more money for space are key measures of the level of European political commitment. This section highlights a variety of funding streams available for the EU to finance space activities. In pillar one they include a virtual budget line for space in the upcoming 2007– 2013 EU Financial Perspective, a dedicated space research budget in the upcoming EU 7th Framework Program for Research (2007– 2013), the current Preparatory Action on Security Research, the future European Security Research Program (2007), EU Structural Funds, and basic infrastructure budgets. European initiatives to harmonize requirements and research activities in order to avoid costly duplication of effort are also outlined below. Pillar two funding streams include contributions made by Member States toward common costs based on their individual Gross Domestic Product (GDP), and EDA spending in support of the ESDP and CFSP.39 The two-phased approach for implementing the European Space Program described earlier is matched by a two-phased budgetary approach at the EU. The first phase, 2004 to 2006, is based on a ‘‘Financial Perspective’’ and budgets already in existence. A ‘‘Financial Perspective’’ provides a framework for EC’s budget priorities over a period of several years. The second phase for funding European-level space initiatives during 2007–2013 is to be included in the ‘‘Financial Perspective’’ expected to be approved later in 2006. The inclusion of space as a shared competency in the Constitutional Treaty for Europe was supposed to generate a space budget line in the 2007–2013 Financial Perspective, but that likelihood is now in doubt. Analysts will need to examine the 2007–2013 Financial Perspective to determine true EU space expenditures, because in addition to straightforward spending on space activities, funding will be scattered among research, communications, transportation, security, and EU Structural Funds. Research funds are traditionally the primary source of money in Europe for spending on space. In 2004, the estimated annual public funding for space in Europe was 5.380 billion euros (approximately 6.5 billion dollars). This funding comes from fourmain sources: ESA—2.7 billion euros; national civil and military activities—2.15 billion euros; EUMETSAT— 300 million euros; and the EC—230 million euros.41 Note that the EC contributed the least in 2004. This provides a baseline for future measures to compare growth, or decline, in EC spending on space, and will provide a key indicator of the EU’s political will to increase its space power. Growth in public funding and new financial structures at all levels are needed to maintain Europe’s status as a space power and achieve their new goals according to the Green Paper. Maintaining the previous level of expenditure is not considered an option because it would result in the decline of Europe as an independent space power. In addition, the ‘‘geographic return’’ rules of ESA are not suitable at the European level due to their inefficiency, so there is a need for new financial structures. The Green Paper called for doubling European public investment in space by 2010. Increases are needed at the European level, the IGO level, and the national level to meet that goal. Obviously, the support of the Member States is a prerequisite for increased public expenditures at any level since all money ultimately comes from the Member States. The White Paper cautions that growth in funding of the European level of space activity should not be an incentive for states to reduce the amount of funding at the national level or the IGO level. Rather, it should be viewed as an incentive for them to increase their levels of space funding.42 A re-direction of funding without a true net increase across Europe would be counter to what the new European Space Policy is trying to achieve. It would be the worst possible outcome, according to Lars Freden, ESA Head of International Relations.43 To meet the Green Paper goal of doubling overall European public investment by 2010, the EC White Paper presents three scenarios for European-level policy-makers to consider. The European level would need to commit to an annual public expenditure growth rate of 4.6% under scenario A. This is the best case scenario. Security-space activities would play a large role. By 2013, security space would be 29% of the European space budget. Scenario B involves a 3.4% growth rate and is considered the middle position. It provides significant growth, while being more realistic. Scenario C envisions a 2.4% annual public expenditure growth rate and is considered the low, business-as-usual scenario. It would not guarantee European independent access to space and space technology.44 Moreover, it would be a major disappointment for the European space sector. The release of the 2007–2013 Financial Perspective will provide very strong evidence of the amount of political will Europe’s political leaders have for space. Growth of 3.4% or greater will be considered a success by the European space sector and momentum will continue to build in the development of the European Space Program. An amount less than 3.4% will deflate enthusiasm and bring European space players down to earth. 

Budget cuts in the status quo

Hill 10, (News Editor for Satellite Today, “German Government Proposes Galileo Budget Cuts to the EC”, Satellite Today, October 26, 2010, http://www.satellitetoday.com/twitter/German-Government-Proposes-Galileo-Budget-Cuts-to-the-EC_35407.html)

The German Transport Ministry has asked the European Commission (EC) to propose cost-cutting measures for Europe's Galileo satellite navigation system after an EC report confirmed the program was over budget and behind schedule, German government officials announced Oct. 25. In the EC proposal, Germany said it wants to shrink the costs of programs administered by the European Union (EU) and European Space Agency (ESA) by 500 million to 700 million euros ($696 million to $974 million). The German government said the measures are needed after its own research showed that the program faces further delays and additional costs of between 1.5 billion and 1.7 billion euros ($2 billion to $2.3 billion). German magazine Wirtschafts Woche reported Oct. 24 that the German government presented options in the EC proposal, which included scrapping plans to use Arianespace’s Ariane 5 launcher in favor of the Russian Soyuz launcher, which would see Galileo launch from Baikonur, Kazakhstan, instead of from French Guiana.

Budget Cuts threaten major science programs

Prasad 10, (R. Prasad, “Uncertainty over mega science projects in Europe”, The Hindu, August 26, 2010, http://www.thehindu.com/sci-tech/science/article594275.ece)

It was never a question of whether but when the funding for mega science projects in Europe or funded by European countries would get affected by the financial downturn. Alas, it appears that many projects are running out of luck this time. And that is sad news for science, particularly basic sciences. Unlike the U.S., most of the mega projects underway in Europe or funded by European countries are to understand and investigate various phenomena in different fields in basic sciences. But it should be remembered that none of the mega projects faced the axe or had to make do with reduced funding during the recent global recession. In a way, they were insulated from the gloom of the global recession. But their luck seems to be running out. With another recession beginning to build up in the U.S and most of the European countries, the fate of many mega projects like the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), the world's most powerful particle collider located at CERN, is uncertain. According to a news report in today's (Aug 26) Nature, representatives from 20 nations involved in CERN will be meeting to discuss budget cuts over the next five years. And in the next few months, other organisations are “facing decisions on whether to delay new projects, put upgrades on hold or make cuts in an attempt to appease their struggling member States,” notes Nature. Unlike the projects in the U.S., most of the mega projects based in Europe are built and run with financial contribution by many European countries. Some, like the CERN, involve the U.S. and Asian countries as well. The other projects that have been created the same way like CERN include the European Molecular Biology laboratory (EMBL) in Heidelberg, Germany and a series of massive telescopes built in the Chilean desert and spacecraft to observe Earth and beyond. The only silver lining is that these organisations operate under treaties. And such treaties ensure that any funding committed by member States is strictly adhered to. This ensures that the projects are never left in a limbo all of a sudden. The funding decisions taken during budget meetings are hotly debated. The five-year funding budget for CERN that came up recently for approval saw the U.K. putting up strong resistance. The message was simple and clear — the budget had to be revised to save money. The extraordinary meeting to discuss the revision plan on Aug 25 will have its repercussions. Among other things, suspension of activities at CERN's smaller accelerators during a shutdown of LHC in 2012, and a slow down in the development of Compact Linear Collider advanced accelerator technology. One of the European nations that is strongly against the business-as-usual funding is the U.K. The U.K. is the third largest funding country, next to France and Germany. Incidentally, France and Germany are far better placed financially than U.K. and other nations in the continent. 
Aff - No Solvency – Mars

ESA is reliant on US funding and participation

Amos 6/30 (Jonathan, 6/30/11, BBC News, “Mars missions in summer slow lane” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-13982527) 

European nations were hoping this week to release industry to start work on building an orbiter to hunt for methane in Mars' atmosphere in 2016.

But the full authority could not be given because Washington said it was not yet in a position to commit to the programme in its entirety, which includes sending a rover to the Red Planet two years later.

Faced with the Americans' uncertainty, European Space Agency member states decided not to issue an industrial contract to build the orbiter.

Instead, Esa will discuss with space companies what minimum works can be done on the project under existing arrangements to keep it on track - in the expectation that the US will come back with a proper commitment in September.

Can’t solve Mars – they need 30 years to develop the technology

Reiter 11 (Thomas, head of the ESA’s manned space program, 7/8/11, Deutsche Welle, “Future of space exploration is bright, German astronaut says” http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,15217461,00.html MGE)

In my view, before a manned mission to Mars can take place, we need to develop a number of new technologies. So, it is natural to first return to a somewhat nearer goal, namely, to the moon. There, you can develop and perfect important technologies such as life support or protection against cosmic radiation. Then maybe 20 or 30 years down the road, we will be ready to actually send people to Mars.

French holding back missions to Mars 

Selding 5/22 (Peter B. de Selding, Staff Writer at Space.com, “Despite French Objections”, ESA Seeks to Press Ahead on ExoMars, June 22, 2011, http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110622-esa-press-ahead-exomars.html)

The orbiter will provide a crucial telecommunications relay function for the second ESA-NASA ExoMars mission, a jointly developed rover whose design and work-share distribution are yet to be determined, slated for launch in 2018. That uncertainty has caused the French space agency, CNES, to call for a delay in approving full funding for ExoMars until a clearer picture develops of how much the NASA-ESA rover will cost. CNES President Yannick d’Escatha said June 21 that France’s priority is the 2018 rover mission, and that the doubts about this mission’s contours under NASA-ESA management argue for an increased budget. With ESA’s share of the two-part ExoMars mission budget capped at 1 billion euros ($1.4 billion), d’Escatha suggested that the 2016 mission should be scaled back, with the savings directed to preserving the scientific value of the 2018 mission. France voted against a late-May ESA committee agreement to sign off on the ExoMars mission with NASA despite the many unknowns about the rover cooperation. A majority of ESA members agreed that delaying the start on the 2016 mission any further would raise the threat that mission, which includes an entry, descent and landing demonstration package, would be late on arrival and miss the 2016 launch date. In a June 22 interview, Dordain agreed with this assessment. He said ESA is proceeding with plans to ask its Industrial Policy Committee, which is the final step to approving agency funding, to clear the ExoMars funds when it meets June 29-30. The Industrial Policy Committee operates by simple majority, Dordain said, meaning it does not need French approval to OK the budget for ExoMars. “I fully understand the French position,” Dordain said. “But industry has told me I have already wasted three months and cannot wait to approve funding for the 2016 mission beyond July 1. If I delay agreeing to ExoMars financing until questions about the rover are settled, industry could later tell me I am responsible for their missing the 2016 launch window. I do not want this.” 
Aff - No Solvency – Military
Europe doesn’t have a space military program

Pasco 6 (Xavier, PhD in political science, professor at the University of Maryland, July 2006, Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland, “A European Approach to Space Security,” http://www.cissm.umd.edu/papers/files/pasco2006.pdf MGE)
Unfortunately, Europe is not yet part of the discussions surrounding security issues in space. Without any military space program comparable to those in the US or Russia, European countries, individually or collectively, cannot approach the issue from an exclusively military angle. Still, Europe has recently become more sensitive to these debates as space applications are increasingly mentioned as a necessary step for enhancing European security,12 whether in the military sense or as a way to increase the safety of populations confronted with natural disasters or catastrophes. 

Aff - No Solvency – Tech

Europe is technologically behind – can’t do the plan

Nardon 4 (Laurence, Research fellow, French Center on the United States at the Institut Francais de Relations Internationales, 6/1/4, The Brookings Institute, “GALILEO AND GPS: COOPERATION OR COMPETITION?” http://www.brookings.edu/fp/cusf/analysis/nardon.pdf MGE)

It seems however, that American companies will have to meet their European partners more than halfway. In the short-term, Europeans have a lot to lose if they agree to use compatible application systems. American and Japanese companies are far ahead in the field of navigation applications and European companies will have a hard time becoming major players without technical help from their foreign counterparts 

Aff - Perm Solvency

Perm solves best- better than any unilateral actor

De Selding 11 (Peter, writer for Space News, ESA Cleared To Restart Work on 2016 Mars Mission, http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110527-esa-cleared-restart-work-mars.html, 5/27/11, MM)

The European Space Agency (ESA) on May 26 gave a sufficiently strong endorsement of a redesigned Mars exploration program with NASA to permit contract payments to restart in July, ESA officials said, adding that the new schedule leaves enough time — but just barely — to meet the program’s launch dates. Meeting in Utrecht, Netherlands, May 26-27, ESA’s Human Spaceflight and Operations directorate agreed to the general outlines of an ESA-NASA cooperative effort that includes launches in 2016 and 2018. The two-launch program was destabilized in March when NASA said it could no longer afford to build its own rover for the 2018 mission to be launched alongside a European rover. Instead, NASA proposed a joint rover for the 2018 mission. With the rover mission facing a major review, ESA in early April issued a stop-work order on not only the 2018 rover work, but also on a 2016 mission with NASA to launch a Mars orbiter and an entry, descent and landing technology package. The payment freeze was necessary because ESA governments approved the 2016 and 2018 missions as a single program called ExoMars. In addition to coping with the rover issue, ESA’s ExoMars project was struggling to fit its industrial contract package into a budget of 1 billion euros ($1.4 billion). That figure includes only ESA’s work, and does not account for some 400 million euros in ExoMars experiments that will be provided by individual ESA member states. ESA officials had planned to ask the agency’s check-writing body, the Industrial Policy Committee, for authority to resume payments for the 2016 mission while waiting for the rover issues to be settled. That would have permitted a restart of work in mid May. ESA Director-General Jean-Jacques Dordain said he scrapped that idea because it would have required approval of the 2016 financing pending a resolution of the wider ExoMars budget issues and the NASA rover cooperation. Instead, he elected to seek prior approval by the Human Spaceflight and Operations panel. In a May 26 interview, Dordain said that having now obtained that approval, the agency can present a complete package to the Industrial Policy Committee for financial approval on June 29-30. “This allows us to restart work on July 1, which our industrial contractors have told us gives them enough time to meet the 2016 launch schedule,” Dordain said. Alvaro Gimenez, ESA’s director of science and robotic exploration, said negotiations with the ExoMars industrial team in recent weeks have come close to the target price for ExoMars. Gimenez’s directorate has formal authority over ExoMars. “We are now within about 5 percent of the ceiling price,” Gimenez said in a May 27 interview. “That gave us enough confidence to seek the board’s approval, and they endorsed our proposal. We have committed to remain within the ceiling price of 1 billion euros and we have also ring-fenced the 2018 budget so that it will not be threatened” by cost overruns in the 2016 mission. Gimenez said ESA has budgeted about 260 million euros for the 2018 rover mission with NASA, which is about what it had planned to spend on its own rover. The 2016 mission, which features the ESA-built ExoMars Trace Gas Orbiter — with a payload provided mostly by NASA — and the European entry, descent and landing package, is budgeted at just over 300 million euros for the industrial hardware contract. To assure that the program budget is not exceeded, ESA has taken the unusual step of waiving almost all of its usual program management fees, a gesture which has cut ExoMars costs by about 50 million euros. Gimenez conceded that removing much of ESA’s usual program oversight may be seen as adding risks, but said it was a signal to ESA’s member governments that the agency is committed to bring ExoMars in on time and within budget. “We expect to be able to reduce the industrial proposal by the necessary 5 percent before the [Industrial Policy Committee] meeting in late June,” Gimenez said. “This will then get the program moving again with sufficient time to make the deadlines. In October, we will return to our governments to describe, in detail, the division of authority for the common rover we are building with NASA. There was some reluctance among member states, and this is normal. But we are quite pleased at the way things stand now.” 

Perm solves best- better than individual actors

Cooney 9 (Michael, editor for Network World, Damn the torpedoes: NASA, European Space agency want to go to Mars, http://www.networkworld.com/community/node/47712, 11/11/9, MM)

 NASA and the European Space Agency (ESA) are aiming to cooperate on all manner of robotic orbiters, landers and exploration devices for a future trip to Mars. Specifically, NASA and ESA recently agreed to consider the establishment of a new joint initiative to define and implement their scientific, programmatic, and technological goals for the exploration of Mars. The program would focus on several launch opportunities with landers and orbiters conducting astrobiological, geological, geophysical, climatological, and other high-priority investigations and aiming at returning samples from Mars in the mid-2020s. The envisioned program includes the provision that by 2016, ESA will build what it calls an Entry, Descent, and semi-soft Landing System (EDLS) technology demonstrator and a science/relay orbiter. In 2018, the ESA would also deliver its ExoMars rover equipped with drilling capability. NASA's contribution in 2016 includes a trace gas mapping and imaging scientific payload for the orbiter and the launch and, in 2018 a rover, the EDLS, and rockets for the launch. NASA and ESA will establish legally binding agreements, as soon as feasible, to cover specific activities of this initiative, the agencies said in a release. The NASA/ESA agreement has been in the works for months and while the agencies have cooperated in the past, budgetary constraints likely helped move the discussions along. The idea being they can support the costs of research, development and launch of Mars missions together better than individually. In fact one of the findings in the recent Review of United States Human Space Flight Plan Committee report said the US can lead a bold new international effort in the human exploration of space. If international partners are actively engaged, there could be substantial benefits to foreign relations and more overall resources could become available to the human spaceflight program. The commission also said that "Mars is the ultimate destination for human exploration of the inner solar system; but it is not the best first destination. If humans are ever to live for long periods on another planetary surface, it is likely to be on Mars. But Mars is not an easy place to visit with existing technology and without a substantial investment of resources." NASA's Mars Reconnaissance Orbiter has sent back high-resolution images of about 30 proposed landing sites for the Mars Science Laboratory, a mission launching in 2011 to deploy a long-distance rover carrying sophisticated science instruments on Mars by 2012. The European Space Agency recently said to wants volunteers to take a simulated 520-day trip to Mars. Starting in 2010, an international crew of six will simulate a 520-day round-trip to Mars, including a 30-day stay on the Martian surface. The 'mission' is part of the Mars500 program being conducted by ESA and Russia's Institute of Biomedical Problems (IBMP) to study human psychological, medical and physical capabilities and limitations in space through fundamental and operational research. 

The ESA needs NASA for successful missions- perm solves best

Travis 11 (John, writer for Science Insider, European Space Missions to Go It Alone After NASA Yanks Support, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/03/european-space-missions-to-go-it-alone.html, 3/18/11, MM)

 European space scientists are scrambling to rethink—and redesign—massive potential missions after it was confirmed that NASA, whose budget is in disarray, won't contribute significant funding to any of the efforts. NASA's decision "means in principle that none of the three missions is feasible for ESA [European Space Agency]," notes Xavier Barcons of the Cantabria Institute of Physics in Spain, who has helped develop plans for the International X-Ray Observatory (IXO) (pictured), one of three so-called L-class missions under consideration by ESA. ESA was supposed to decide in June whether to spend about $1 billion on IXO, the Europa-Jupiter mission known as EJSM-Laplace, or a space-based gravitational-wave detector called LISA. But each L-class mission, which wouldn't launch until the next decade, has been developed with NASA as a would-be partner. The beleaguered U.S. space agency has now told ESA it has higher priorities for its limited space science budget. So ESA will press ahead on its own, delaying its choice until 2012. The agency has asked each L-class group if a significant fraction of the science goals in their respective mission can be preserved within Europe's planned budget. "We've given them a year to come up with the answer," says Fabio Favata, head of ESA's science planning office. European scientists working on the three missions are now reviewing what can be cut from their projects. "It is disappointing ... all three missions will have difficulty now, and all three will have delays and redesigns," says physicist Karsten Danzmann of the University of Hannover in Germany, who is the European chair of the LISA International science team. "It is premature to say which science projects will be cut [from LISA], ... but science will be lost." 

CP alone fails and the perm is key

 NASA 8 (NASA Exploration Systems Mission Directorate 7/16/8, “The NASA-ESA Comparative Architecture Assessment,” http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/259221main_NASA_ESA_CAA-Report.pdf MGE)An evaluation of these systems with respect to NASA’s exploration concepts and key capabilities is not possible if one only utilizes terms like “enhance.” These systems are not meant to enhance a lunar surface architecture; they are the sine qua non of a lunar surface architecture. These surface systems, if developed by ESA, would have to be developed in a coordinated fashion with NASA and other space agencies as appropriate, with detailed attention paid to requirements and interfaces and development schedules at an early stage. It is feasible to consider a scenario wherein NASA may forego the development of either a pressurized rover or perhaps a small habitation module if ESA were to undertake this task. This would only serve to quicken the pace of exploration on the surface, enable the development of more advanced technology in other critical areas like surface power or ISRU, and ensure joint European-U.S. exploration missions to the Moon. However, it should be noted that any significant ESA investments in such high-value surface assets would require as a prerequisite the establishment of a framework for international lunar exploration addressing subjects such as responsibilities for the deployment of the surface asset as well as access and utilization opportunities for European astronauts.

ESA and NASA can work together

NASA 8 (NASA Exploration Systems Mission Directorate 7/16/8, “The NASA-ESA Comparative Architecture Assessment,” http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/259221main_NASA_ESA_CAA-Report.pdf MGE)

There are differences between what NASA believes to be its key capabilities and the three categories of potential ESA contributions to space exploration. For NASA, the key capabilities identified include the transportation elements of the Constellation Program that NASA is committed to developing; they are part of NASA’s mandate to explore, as expressed in both the 2004 U.S. Space Exploration Policy and 2005 NASA Authorization Act. For ESA, future contributions to human space exploration are similar to NASA’s key capabilities in that they address areas of high strategic interest to the agency and to Europe as a whole, but final decisions on their development and implementation have yet to be made, and likely will not be made final until 2011. In this respect any particular ESA contribution is more like the surface exploration elements NASA has examined during its LAT exercises, which will not receive funding for development until 2011. An important goal of this phase of the CAA therefore is to provide the reader an early perspective on opportunities for long-term collaboration between NASA and ESA; a perspective which can be valuable in the near-term as programmatic and funding decisions are being made. 

The ESA needs NASA for successful missions- perm solves best

Travis 11 (John, writer for Science Insider, European Space Missions to Go It Alone After NASA Yanks Support, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/03/european-space-missions-to-go-it-alone.html, 3/18/11, MM)

 European space scientists are scrambling to rethink—and redesign—massive potential missions after it was confirmed that NASA, whose budget is in disarray, won't contribute significant funding to any of the efforts. NASA's decision "means in principle that none of the three missions is feasible for ESA [European Space Agency]," notes Xavier Barcons of the Cantabria Institute of Physics in Spain, who has helped develop plans for the International X-Ray Observatory (IXO) (pictured), one of three so-called L-class missions under consideration by ESA. ESA was supposed to decide in June whether to spend about $1 billion on IXO, the Europa-Jupiter mission known as EJSM-Laplace, or a space-based gravitational-wave detector called LISA. But each L-class mission, which wouldn't launch until the next decade, has been developed with NASA as a would-be partner. The beleaguered U.S. space agency has now told ESA it has higher priorities for its limited space science budget. So ESA will press ahead on its own, delaying its choice until 2012. The agency has asked each L-class group if a significant fraction of the science goals in their respective mission can be preserved within Europe's planned budget. "We've given them a year to come up with the answer," says Fabio Favata, head of ESA's science planning office. European scientists working on the three missions are now reviewing what can be cut from their projects. "It is disappointing ... all three missions will have difficulty now, and all three will have delays and redesigns," says physicist Karsten Danzmann of the University of Hannover in Germany, who is the European chair of the LISA International science team. "It is premature to say which science projects will be cut [from LISA], ... but science will be lost." 

Perm solves – NASA key to spur interest in moon, mars, and asteroid mining 

Selding 7, (1/17/07, Peter B, Space News Staff Writer, “Italy, Britain and Germany Eye Lunar Exploration” http://www.spacenews.com/archive/archive07/euroexplore_0115.html, AT) 
PARIS — Italy, Britain and Germany are expressing fresh interest in lunar exploration even as they and their European partners contend with substantial new costs of a Mars lander already in development. Spurred by NASA's move toward making the Moon a way station to Mars and elsewhere, these three European governments are studying small lunar missions that they could do on their own or in partnership with other nations. The Italian Space Agency (ASI) is expected to decide this year on at least one lunar mission to be selected from 16 exploration proposals now being considered. The British National Space Centre is evaluating two small lunar landers, called MoonRaker and MoonLite, that would use low-cost small-satellite technologies developed by Surrey Satellite Technology Ltd. The German Aerospace Center, DLR, also is looking at a lunar exploration mission, although DLR officials have said they will need to be persuaded that the scientific value justifies the expense. About 160 representatives from industry, government agencies and scientific organizations met Jan. 8-9 in Edinburgh, Scotland, to begin a year-long process of discussing priorities for space exploration. A similar meeting scheduled for late this year in Germany should result in specific proposals to be made to European Space Agency (ESA) governments when they gather to set new space priorities in 2008. On a parallel track, 14 governments including agencies from United States, Russia, India, Japan, Canada, China and Europe are assembling a global exploration strategy that should be completed following meetings in Kyoto, Japan, in March and a conference in Spineto, Italy, set for May. One possible obstacle for the Europeans will be the likely cost increases in ESA's ExoMars Mars rover and surface penetrator. This mission was budgeted at 600 million euros ($780 million) and approved by ESA governments in December 2005 for a 2011 launch aboard a Russian Soyuz rocket operating from Europe's Guiana Space Center spaceport. ExoMars' development has fallen behind schedule and its launch has been delayed to 2013. Because of the relative positions of Mars and Earth then, a 2013 launch cannot carry as much scientific payload as a 2011 launch. To compensate for the less-favorable date and to maximize the value of ExoMars, ESA governments this year will decide whether to switch to a heavy-lift Ariane 5 rocket, with a broader suite of instruments on board. Making that decision would mean increasing the ExoMars mission costs by up to 200 million euros. Italy, which has taken a leadership role in ExoMars and ESA's exploration program generally, would be expected to pay 40 percent of this increase, with Britain, Germany and France also taking large shares. Simonetta Di Pippo, chair of the ESA exploration program board and director of exploration at ASI, said a costlier ExoMars mission could reduce or at least delay Europe's ability to participate in lunar or other Mars exploration "Additional costs of ExoMars would have to be agreed to this year, and this would make it more difficult to find other exploration funds in 2008," Di Pippo said Jan. 11. "What we are trying to do now is reduce the delta costs of a bigger ExoMars mission as much as possible. We should have clear answers in time for a decision by autumn." Daniel Sacotte, director of ESA's space station and exploration program, said during a Webcast following the Edinburgh meeting that ESA governments are weighing missions to the Moon and Mars, and possible asteroid exploration as well. The French space agency, CNES, has made clear that the French scientific community sees little value in lunar exploration and prefers to concentrate its resources on Mars — first ExoMars in 2013, then a possible mission to make deeper searches for life or water, and then a Mars sample return sometime after that. Piero Messina, director of ESA's exploration coordination office, said "most European scientists don't see the Moon as a high scientific objective." But Messina said interest in lunar exploration has picked up because of the possible opportunities offered by NASA's program. "There is an opportunity to surf on the wave of renewed interest in the Moon caused by the U.S. program," Messina said Jan. 11. "It will take time before we determine what a possible contribution to the NASA effort might be. We are lagging behind the [exploration debate] in the U.S. and the Edinburgh meeting is part of our attempt to catch up."

Aff - Perm – James Webb 

Cooperation key to James Webb – ESA can’t support the funding alone

Space Daily 4 (Space Daily, 6/10/4, “ESA Signs Agreement For James Webb Space Telescope Payload” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/telescopes-04k.html MGE)

An agreement between ESA and seven Member States to jointly build a major part of the MIRI instrument, which will considerably extend the capability of the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST), was signed yesterday, 8 June 2004. This agreement also marks a new kind of partnership between ESA and its Member States for the funding and implementation of payload for scientific space missions.

MIRI, the Mid-Infrared Instrument, is one of the four instruments on board the JWST, the mission scheduled to follow on the heritage of Hubble in 2011.

MIRI will be built in cooperation between Europe and the United States (NASA), both equally contributing to its funding. MIRI's optics, core of the instrument, will be provided by a consortium of European institutes. According to this formal agreement, ESA will manage and co-ordinate the whole development of the European part of MIRI and act as the sole interface with NASA, which is leading the JWST project.

This marks a difference with respect to the previous ESA scientific missions. In the past the funding and the development of the scientific instruments was agreed by the participating ESA Member States on the basis of purely informal arrangements with ESA.

In this case, the Member States involved in MIRI have agreed on formally guaranteeing the required level of funding on the basis of a multi-lateral international agreement, which still keeps scientists in key roles.

Over the past years, missions have become more complex and demanding, and more costly within an ever tighter budget. They also require a more and more specific expertise which is spread throughout the vast European scientific community.

As a result, a new management procedure for co-ordination of payload development has become a necessity to secure the successful and timely completion of scientific space projects. ESA's co-ordination of the MIRI European consortium represents the first time such an approach has been used, which will be applied to the future missions of the ESA long-term Science Programme – the 'Cosmic Vision'. 

Aff - Perm – Colonization

ESA’s SMART-1 creator says that space colonization is only feasible through cooperation 
World Future Society 06, (“Sweden Leads the Way to Lunar Colonization” http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Sweden+leads+the+way+to+lunar+colonization&rft.jtitle=FUTURIST&rft.au=Anonymous&rft.date=2006-07-01&rft.pub=WORLD+FUTURE+SOCIETY&rft.issn=0016-3317&rft.volume=40&rft.issue=4&rft.spage=9&rft.epage=9&rft.externalDBID=FUS&rft.externalDocID=1066692621, AT) 
A self-sufficient and productive colony on the moon is a near-term reality, according to materials scientist Niklas Järvstråt of Sweden's SMART-Centre, whose SMART-1 probe built for the European Space Agency is the only spacecraft currently orbiting the moon. Thus far, space exploration has proceeded as a series of short-term, round-trip excursions rather than long-term missions with sustainable, productive goals. Järvstråt's plan to put a colony on the lunar surface, first devised more than a decade ago, will soon be put into motion thanks to the creation of an international consortium with more than 50 government, commercial, and academic partners. "Why treat a space project as a disposable unit, when it is possible to build a base, which can thrive, expand, and enhance man's benevolent presence in space?" says Järvstråt. The plan involves the creation of colonies where inhabitants and their environment are completely self-supporting and sustainable using raw materials and technologies manufactured on the moon itself. This would eliminate the need for continuous shipment of supplies from Earth. Research and development on the moon would contribute to new environmental and technological solutions on Earth. For instance, since helium-3 is found in abundance on the moon, advances in helium-3 fusion power could yield a potentially rich source of alternative energy for Earth. The lunar surface could also provide materials for spacecraft and satellites. "At this time of potential fossil fuel shortages, threats of global warming, cultural clashes, and population explosion, this concept might well be what stops man's overexploitation of Mother Earth by uniting governments and nations, scientists and laymen in mutual cooperation and understanding," according to the Swedish Research Council
***EU Leadership DA

1NC

The EU is hedging against US Space Policy now

Stone 11 Space policy analyst and strategist near Washington, DC (Christopher Stone, 5-16-2011, “Collective assurance vs. independence in national space policies”, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1843/1) RP

Earlier this year, after the fanfare and applause by many for the new US Space Policy and National Security Space Strategy, the European Union released their long awaited space strategy. Despite numerous articles, commentaries, and international discussions about the merits and failings of American space policies released in 2006 and 2010, there is very little commentary on the EU’s new priority statement on space. This article outlines some views about this policy that national leaders could consider as the United States implements its policy that has been described by the Pentagon Space Policy office as “collective assurance.” The EU produced a highly unilateral document focused on the advancement of European domestic space capabilities. The EU space policy is based on years of meetings within the European Commission and its space council regarding the direction for Europe in space. The policy articulates goals and objectives within three main areas: strategic interests, security, and economic prosperity. Throughout the document, strategic language interweaves itself throughout with Euro-centric goals and objectives for its industry, economy, and civil and military arenas. This policy indicates that the Europeans understand the political and economic importance of space power as a vital interest, its impact on the everyday life of European citizens, and its affect on Europe’s quest for greater security, prestige, and wealth. Interestingly, the order and precedence of their strategic objectives were like a national-focused document with end states reflecting the interests of Europe first, and lacking the global flavor of the 2010 US space policy and follow-on strategy. The strategic goals of this document are not what many might expect: a US-modeled push for “interdependence”, “collective self-defense”, and further integration in the “global economy.” Rather, the EU produced a highly unilateral document focused on the advancement of European domestic space capabilities. These capabilities aim to enable “economic and political independence” for European citizens and a greater role for European excellence in space and worldwide. They view space as an area of strategic importance and acknowledge the need for enhanced military capabilities in space, in order to “strengthen its security missions.” Galileo is one example of many projects, where the Europeans desire is to remain independent and lead in other areas as well, such as space launch. One other key area to note is that this “independent access” to space is underscored by the statement that Europe will not rely on any foreign launch or service provider. This is interesting when comparing EU with current US plans and policy that project reliance on Russian Soyuz for human access to the International Space Station and American reliance on commercial and foreign partners overall. This US reliance on foreign partners could potentially lead to advantages for foreign commercial entities and possibly hurt, not help, US space industrial and high tech jobs. This is an area that shows potential strategic contradictions within the US policy and bears further scrutiny. Second, the Europeans’ vision for space power advancement includes growth for its domestic space industry and economic capabilities as well. The EU policy states, “a solid technological base [is required] if [Europe] is to have an independent, competitive space industry.” To advance the influence of the EU space industrial base globally, they recognize they must increase innovation. Like the US space policy that advocates increased innovation in research and development, the EU policy also advocates innovation but with a different tone. To promote “industrial competitiveness” in the marketing of European space technology, they see “the setting of ambitious space objectives” as the key to “stimulating innovation,” not endless funding of STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math) education initiatives to keep the youth excited about entering the apparently dwindling US space sector. They understand that beyond mere research and development alone, with no concrete commitment to any funded ambitious space objectives in space exploration and national security programs, their space industrial base will neither innovate nor compete on the world stage. As a result of this understanding, the Europeans desire a strong industry that will assist/provide the increased prestige and influence necessary for European space efforts to be advanced in multilateral forums. The EU space policy is a policy regarding Europe and its goals and objectives for the Union to gain in space leadership worldwide. The third observation concerns EU’s view of international cooperation. Reading through the document, and what little press was given to the release of the policy, demonstrated a structure dissimilar to US policy. Rather than interweaving international and global themes throughout each sector or mission area, the Europeans focus on advancing domestic capability and policy for the benefit of Europeans. I will note that the Europeans are not anti-international cooperation; they do view themselves as a partner and want to maintain “space dialogues” with their “strategic partners”, notably Russia and the United States. However, one will note that international cooperation is a very short section of the overall policy and its overall strategic goal is to use space “as an instrument serving the Union’s internal and external policies.” Also, this section is the last in their list of strategic objectives. They do, however, acknowledge that “increasingly” space efforts are not just for individual nations but in many cases can be achieved through pooling resources. The word usage in quotations here is notable. By contrast, US space policy states that international cooperation in US space programs is a requirement (and a directive for all departments to pursue international partnerships in all space mission areas). The Europeans appear to see it as something to be considered following the development of their domestic capabilities and leadership in critical areas such as positioning, navigation and timing, and space launch, among others.

Power is zero sum-U.S leadership trades off with EU leadership

Shelton and Holdridge 04-[“ The US-EU Race for Leadership of Science and Technology: Qualitative and Quantitative Indicators “-International Technology Research Institute R.D. Shelton, Director Geoffrey M. Holdridge, WTEC Division Director and ITRI Series Editor ]

Both the United States and the European Union have set goals for worldwide leadership of science and technology. While the U.S. leads in most input quantitative indicators, output indicators may be more specific for determining present leadership. They show that the EU has taken the lead in important metrics and is challenging the U.S. in others. Qualitative indicators of fields of research and development, based on expert review studies organized by the authors, confirm that many EU labs are equal or better than those in the U.S. I. Introduction A. Purpose Since the 1950s, the top science goal of the U. S. Government has been “maintaining world leadership in science, mathematics, and engineering,” and there is wide acceptance in the U. S. of the premise that it is already ahead. With the new emphasis on planning mandated by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), federal agencies need goals, plans for achieving them, and performance reports on their progress. While the U.S. may currently lead the world in science and technology (S&T) in some aggregated sense, research agencies must assess the status in the sub-disciplines they fund. Systematic assessments of individual fields are sparse, but the best available evidence shows that the U.S. does not lead the world in many important fields. In particular many European research centers now present a challenge to U.S. leadership. In 2000 the European Union set itself a goal of becoming the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010. Strategies are being implemented to achieve this goal, including the tighter integration of research and development activities into a European Research Area. In addition the EU also plans to sharply increase its investment in research and development (R&D) to 3% of GDP by 2010. The EU has already made good progress in some output indicators of S&T performance, and these policy measures plus its expansion from 15 countries to 25 in the coming year are likely to accelerate that progress. This paper will compare the status of indicators of S&T leadership by U.S. versus the EU. 

US and EU acting together will look like a US run operation since US is a world power – EU needs to act alone to boost their own leadership

CSIS 07-[“Modeling U.S. Policy Will Not Secure European Leadership,”Simon Serfaty, CSIS, TERMS OF ENGAGEMENT: THE EURO-ATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP AT SIXTY, March 15, 2007, http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/070315_euusnato.pdf]

In the United States, the process of European integration has never been well understood. But as we approach the 60th anniversary of the Marshall Plan, in June 2007, it is good to remember that Euro-Atlantic solidarity was a central dimension of Europe’s commitment to unity, just as the latter was a central feature of the U.S. vision of Europe’s future. In encouraging that vision, the U.S. intention was not to impose itself as a model, or to secure a permanent control over a weak continent.

European global leadership necessary to arrest climate change, control global pandemics, and solve terrorism

Nye 08-[Joseph Nye, Harvard JFK School, The St. Petersburg Times, March 4, 2008, p. 17]

U.S. military might is not adequate to deal with threats such as global pandemics, climate change, terrorism and international crime. These issues require cooperation in the provision of global public good and in the soft-power technique of attracting support. No part of the world shares more values or has a greater capacity to influence U.S. attitudes and power than Europe. This suggests that the fourth political determinant of the future will be the evolution of European policies and power.   

Leadership High

Europe soft power high- Tunisia

UPI 7/19 (United Press International, EU wants first-hand look at Tunisia, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2011/07/19/EU-wants-first-hand-look-at-Tunisia/UPI-97701311085378/, MM)

European lawmakers aim to get firsthand knowledge of the civilian impact of the war in Libya by talking with refugees in Tunisia, a visiting official said. A delegation of six lawmakers from the European Parliament is examining the situation facing Libyan refugees who have fled to Tunisia. Simon Busuttil, the lead delegate from Malta, said European leaders have a responsibility to address the humanitarian challenges facing Libyan refugees. Renewed violence in Tunisia could complicate the refugee situation. Six policemen were injured in clashes last weekend and a 14-year-old boy was killed when riot police tried to quell the violence in Sidi Bouzid, the site of the first clashes in the Tunisia revolution that brought down the government of Zine el-Abidine Ben Ali after more than 23 years in power. The government said recently it was delaying national elections by three months to October. "Transitions are not easy, especially seismic transitions such as the one Tunisia is going through," said U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights Navi Pillay in a statement during her visit last week.  

EU soft power high- Greece

Landau 7/21 (Pinchas, writer for the Jerusalem Post, Global Agenda: The EU goes all in, http://www.jpost.com/Business/Commentary/Article.aspx?id=230468, MM)

The European Union summit was rightly billed in advance as a critical event in the history of the European project. The European Union summit held Thursday was rightly billed in advance as a critical event in the history of the European project and, in a different sphere, for the well-being of the global economy. For once, the hype was not overdone, and it appears from initial reports that the huge expectations that built up toward this event have not been disappointed. The immediate issue facing the European leaders was the imminent insolvency of Greece, a member of the EU and of EMU, the European Monetary Union known to the general public via its common currency, the euro.

EU soft power high- economic indicators

Landau 7/21 (Pinchas, writer for the Jerusalem Post, Global Agenda: The EU goes all in, http://www.jpost.com/Business/Commentary/Article.aspx?id=230468, MM)

The way this has been done is complex in its details but simple in essence. The EU will create mechanisms (or expand existing ones) to buy the debt of crisis-bound member states and will recapitalize their banks. In return, it will effectively take full control of the economies of those states and will also exert much greater control over all the economies of all its members. In other words, the EU has taken a giant step toward full economic union. As noted, the alternative to going forward was to withdraw or be forced into retreat, with potentially disastrous consequences. However, even this belated display of political determination – while making a stark contrast to the continued partisan politics in Washington – may be insufficient. There are major financial and economic issues arising from the proposals agreed to Thursday, and these details may cause major problems. Certainly, the initial reaction of the financial markets was one of great relief, as is natural. But some analysts were quick to point out the potential pitfalls. Yet these issues are ultimately secondary. Far more important is the fact that on Thursday the leaders of the EU committed their countries and citizens to a great leap forward in the European project, without consultation or explanation; other than that, the alternative was unthinkable. Whether the peoples of Europe, including the richer countries such as Germany, Holland, Finland and Sweden, let alone the ever-recalcitrant British, are prepared to go down this path, and pay the price in terms of both money and sovereignty, is quite another matter.

Link - Generic

Boosting U.S action trades off with EU leadership -- EU Soft power is zero sum

Berger 06-[Bernt Berger,Researcher at the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy, Research Fellow at the Institute for Asian Affairs, 06[last modified 11-20-06 “From strategic triangle to tripartite stakeholdership,”www.ifsh.de/dokumente/artikel/157_7_dokument_dok_pdf_9537_2.pdf, accesed 7-17-07]

Conflicting interests and strategies as well as colliding policies among China, U.S. and the EU not only hamper cooperation and possibly create zero sum conditions. They also create new issues on the global goverance agenda and to some extent on local agendas. From a European perspective a positive sum game is by and large only possible through coordination and cooperation. Especially macro-dynamics and rivalries for influence and resources will most likely turn into a zero sum game for the EU. In a strategic rivalry, the EU would inevitably become a playball between the U.S. and China. Therefore the EU needs to continiously assert its position and – so much for Cold War speak– avoid leaning to either side. In doing so the EU has a weak agenda as an influential power with strong limitations on its foreign policy implementation. In fact, the EU has developed an effective representation of its economic interests in trade and investment. However, in dealing with suppliers of raw materials and commodity-producing countries it also has to deal with a clearly defined ethical guidelines and public interest. The CFSP’s room for manoeuvre is restricted by paradigmatic requirements, which are in line with its self-conception as a soft (stance) power. This particularly means that the European Security Strategy focuses on the nexus between security and development. Clearly defined development agendas are also being regarded as mitigating security risks, especially through sector development and civil capacity building. As for the European energy agenda and its energy security, there is still way to go, before a cohesive strategy might become implemented. A green paper drafted this year could be basis for a common approach. However, a full-blown policy can still be regarded as non-existent. The focus so far is on the liberalisation of the single market, environmental issues including climate change and alternative energy sources. As of yet, a global strategy for energy security did not officially find any attention. In contrast to China, in some European countries the energy sector is already detached from national control, as it is the case in the UK. Thus, energy strategies are for the most part a matter of the private sector.

Space power is key to European soft power

Peter 9 (Nicolas, analyst for the European Space Policy Institute, Space power and its implications—The case of Europe, published in Acta Astronautica,  July 11 2009, p. 354, MM)

The effectiveness of space power is dependent on the ability to set the space agenda and influence other actors. The ability to exercise space power is therefore an impor- tant tool for Europe because space power, among others, en- hances Europe's prestige in the international arena due to its superior economic and soft power and supports the exercise of its hard power potential. Exercising space power could for instance allow Europe to influence the drafting of inter- national regulations, and by taking the lead in strategic the- matic areas such as environmental research, it can also help to affect the development of global standards and norms. Space power could also allow Europe to remain a centre of gravity in international relations by attracting the best part- ners to cooperate, therefore increasing the capabilities and possibilities of its projects (e.g. financial, technical, etc.).

European unilateralism is key to solve

Peter 9 (Nicolas, analyst for the European Space Policy Institute, Space power and its implications—The case of Europe, published in Acta Astronautica,  July 11 2009, p. 354, MM)

Because of the growing importance of space power and the rapid pace of change of the space environment, it is important to have a sound understanding of space power in Europe to be able to develop a strategy that maintains Europe's advantages in the space sector to enable Europe to maintain its position in the global “space hierarchy”. The involvement of Europe in the debate of defining and strengthening the conceptual framework of space power is therefore essential in order to take into account Europe's pe- culiarities and depart from the current idea of space power being dominated by hard power. A better understanding of the attributes of space power will also help Europe to de- velop more “political will” and programmatic building blocks to ensure a leading role of Europe in the emerging new space order. 

Internal Link - Leadership

Independent action is key to European soft power.
Serfaty 06,-[ Simon Serfaty; Initiative for a Renewed Transatlantic Partnership, Center for Strategic and International Studies Paper, August 1, 2006.]
In the United States, the process of European integration has never been well understood. But as we approach the 60th anniversary of the Marshall Plan, in June 2007, it is good to remember that Euro-Atlantic solidarity was a central dimension of Europe’s commitment to unity, just as the latter was a central feature of the U.S. vision of Europe’s future. In encouraging that vision, the U.S. intention was not to impose itself as a model, or to secure a permanent control over a weak continent. Rather, the U.S. intention was to help the Europeans master their past and, literally, reverse the course of their history. Long past the Cold War, Americans can also reflect, therefore, with much satisfaction over the achievements of the past decades. On a large number of significant issues, U.S. relations with the European Union (EU), now matters more to the United States Than bilateral relations with any EU member. But with such satisfaction also comes a bit of apprehension over what remains to be done, beginning in 2007, to achieve a Euro-Atlantic finality that incorporates new modalities of U.S.-European relations for the organization of coordinated action—common or complementary—in the twice-changed security environment born out of the events of November 9, 1989 in Europe and September 11, 2001 in America. On both sides of the Atlantic, the past two years provided for a useful moment of reflection during which intra-European, U.S.-EU and Euro-Atlantic relations regained the collegial tone that had been missing during the fierce Euro-Atlantic and intra- European debates of the previous years. There is little room for complacency, however. After this moment of reflection comes an urgent need for action: to renew the institutional core of the Euro-Atlantic partnership, meaning the EU and NATO, and to re-cast Europe and its relations with the United States, as well as NATO and its relations with the EU, into an ever-closer Euro- Atlantic Community that regroups the EU, NATO, and the United States into a cohesive and capable We that integrates substantively and procedurally the separate dialogues that occur within the EU and with the United States, as well as within NATO and with the EU.

EU action on space is key to sustain its leadership

EC 11-[European Commission, “Bringing Space Down to Earth”, http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/space/index_en.htm, 1/20/2011] 

Europe needs an effective space policy that will allow the EU to take the global lead in selected strategic policy areas. Space can provide the tools to address many of the global challenges that face society in the twenty-first century: challenges that Europe must take a leading role in addressing. Space systems and space-based technologies are a critical part of the daily life of all European citizens and businesses. From telecommunications to television, weather forecasting to global financial systems, most of the key services that we all take for granted in the modern world depend on space in order to function properly. Research and development activities are coordinated within the framework of the overall European Space Policy, complementing the efforts of member countries and of other key players, including the European Space Agency. In the future space will become even more important and offer new opportunities for business as well as services for citizens. Improved positioning and timing systems along with global environmental monitoring will provide areas for innovative companies to flourish by providing new services. Space is also critical in terms of environmental, security and climate change considerations. Europe is home to a large, hi-tech aerospace industry that supplies a significant part of the world's commercial requirements for satellite manufacture, launch and services. The European industry has proved highly competitive in a difficult marketplace. Space systems are clearly strategic assets that demonstrate independence and the ability to assume global responsibilities. To maximise the benefits and opportunities that they can provide to Europe now and in the future, it is important to have an active, co-ordinated strategy and a comprehensive European Space Policy.

Space policy is key to EU leadership and cooperation over national security issues
Economics 4-4-11-[“EU Commission wants to control the Space Policy” By Hendrik Kafsack, Brussels 04th April 2011 2011-04-04 http://economicsnewspaper.com/policy/german/paper-eu-commission-wants-to-control-the-space-policy-8975.html]

The European Union will play in the space policy a greater role. The EU should coordinate its space policy more beyond individual projects such as the Galileo satellite navigation system with each other and of the independent European Aviation and Space Agency, called in a strategy paper of the European Commission will present the European Commissioner Antonio Tajani this Monday. Wed independent access to space was important for challenges such as climate change, transport planning, the development of information technology or security policy. Therefore, the EU should explore whether they could get direct access to the international space station ISS. Above all, they must invest more in self-space missions from the European spaceport in Kourou, French Guiana. Specific sums are not in the strategy paper.  Wed controversial, expensive, and far behind schedule – the Galileo space project also has its own EU budget line for space policy, for it was Tajani predecessor Günter Verheugen called for strikes, the Commission’s inquiry. At that time of around 3 billion euros in the speech. The money should now be collected from various pragmatic budget items, according to the Commission. 
Middle East Impact*

EU soft power is key to ongoing peace efforts in the middle east

Steinberg 10-[EU Funding for Political NGOs: Examining Soft Power Impact on Arab-Israel Peace Efforts 23/09/2010 Author : Gerald M. Steinberg, is an Israeli academic and political scientist,<http://www.europesworld.org/NewEnglish/Home_old/PartnerPosts/tabid/671/PostID/1823/language/en-US/Default.aspx>]

Over the past ten years, the EU has channeled tens of millions of euros to at least one-hundred Israeli and Palestinian non-governmental organizations (NGOs). EU funds for NGOs are provided through the European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), and the European Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) as well as other EU structures that channel money to a selected group of NGOs. While rarely discussed by officials, MEP, or journalists, many of these NGO and civil society recipients are involved in strident political advocacy in the Middle East as well as on the international scene, and play an active role in the on-going conflict between Israelis and Palestinians. As result of the EU’s funding to these NGOs, the civil societies in Israel and the Palestinian Authority have become highly important and visible expressions of EU policy related to the conflict and the ongoing peace efforts. In a wider sense, as part of the “soft power” approach to diplomacy and international relations, the large-scale EU funding for political advocacy NGOs, operating both within and outside the EU’s boundaries, is growing in relevance and importance. But there is little analysis of the impact, if any, of this funding, and the degree to which the declared objectives are being achieved. Questions such as how and why the money is being distributed become more and more central as an increasing number of politicized NGOs in the region benefit from EU funding. While the declared soft-power goals of the EU funding are altruistic, a number of problems emerge when the details of the process and the outcome are examined. Therefore, large-scale EU support for NGOs that are active in the Arab-Israeli conflict provides an important case-study highlighting the problematic nature of this approach to foreign policy. 

Econ Impact*

EU leadership is key to global economic growth

Farrell 07-[Towards Hegemony or Counter-Hegemony? The Rise of European Union InterRegional Cooperation Dr. Mary Farrell 

http://www.reggen.org.br/midia/documentos/sobrehegemoniaoucontrahegemonia.pdf]

From its inception, the European Union has adopted an outward orientation even though the particular model of integration that emerged was based upon internal liberalisation combined with protectionism against non-members. The past few decades have witnessed increasing levels of external interaction and a greater degree of international interdependence. With a dominant share of global trade, the EU is also one of the largest sources of foreign investment, and contributes the largest amount of the inward investment in the United States. In addition, it attracts significant foreign investment from the United States, Japan, and the rest of Asia. Contrary to fears that the European Single Market would create a ‘fortress’ Europe, the EU has gone on to extend its global economic reach. The lack of a common foreign policy, in direct contrast to the success of the common commercial policy, has inhibited the evolution of the EU as an international political actor. Nonetheless, the EU has developed a comprehensive set of cooperation agreements, bilateral arrangements, and inter-regional relations that have come to define the international political role of the Community, using economic channels just as the founding fathers set out to build European unity and a political community through economic integration. The issue we need to consider is to what extent this international community, based around the portfolio of EU inter-regional arrangements, was co-opted by the strategies of cooperative hegemony. To what extent did security, geopolitical, economic and ‘epistemic’/ideational factors come together in the different strategies adopted towards each region? 

Peace Process Impact

Independent EU action is critical to it credibility—EU credibility is essential for the peace process

LaFranchi 04 –[Howard La Franchi-- Staff Writer for the CSM) 2004 Christian Science Monitor April 26th 2004, lexis]
The immediate result is a blow to Mideast reforms, both because would-be promoters from outside are discredited, and because internal reforms, increasingly associated with the West, are suspect. "Bush will probably never again be seen by the Arabs as a credible mediator of peace, having so fully identified with the Sharon position," says Edward Walker, a former State Department official and now president of the Middle East Institute. "Countries in the region will be hard-pressed to cooperate with the administration on questions like reform, Iraq, and even terrorism as their populations react to their perception of this one-sided US position." At the same time, promodernization Arabs are telling American contacts that domestic reform efforts are being hurt by an association with pressures from the US for change. Recent events have also cooled European enthusiasm for working with the US on Mideast reform - just as the US is acknowledging it needs more partners in Iraq and in the broader region. Even Bush's stalwart ally, British Prime Minister Tony Blair, has expressed frustration at the US drawing closer to Israel, while Europeans worry that the poor US image in the region could tarnish the work the EU has done in encouraging Arab reforms. "The Europeans will have greater difficulty working with the Americans as they did before, when they all wanted the Americans in the driver's seat because that was the way progress in the region has been made," says the European official in Washington. "The problem is they [the Americans] just drove off in a certain direction, and we were not cautious enough." 

Peace process breakdown causes war and nuclear terrorism

Slater 99 –[ Jerome Slater--Professor of Political Science at SUNY-Buffalo) Tikkun, Mar/Apr,

http://64.233.187.104/search?q=cache:WpQo7GAUjEkJ:www.tikkun.org/magazine/index.cfm/action/tikkun/mode/printer_friendly/issue/tik9903/article/990312a.html]
There has been a kind of conspiracy of silence over the potential consequences of a breakdown of the peace process, perhaps because in the worst case they are nothing short of apocalyptic. But the risks are real. Israel has hundreds of nuclear weapons, Syria has nerve gas mounted on ballistic missiles aimed at Israeli cities, and it is only a matter of time before other Arab states or—far worse—fanatical terrorist groups obtain weapons of mass destruction, whether nuclear, chemical, or biological. Here is the nightmare scenario: The intransigence of the Netanyahu government and its clear intention to continue to dominate the West Bank and deny the Palestinians true national citizenship and sovereignty lead to a resumption of sustained terrorism, this time with the tacit acquiescence or open support of Arafat and the Palestinian Authority and with the general support of the Palestinian population. Israel reacts with economic and military retaliation that creates widespread desperation among the Palestinians, and this results in the eclipse of Arafat by Hamas and other Palestinian extremists. The intifada resumes, this time not with stones but with guns and bombs. Israel responds with unprecedented repression, and the cycle of communal violence and counterviolence continues to escalate until Israel decides to reoccupy the West Bank and perhaps Gaza in order to crush the Palestinian movement—maybe even expelling large numbers of Palestinians into neighboring Arab states. An inflamed Arab world greatly increases its support of the new intifada or, worse, moderate governments that try to stand clear are overthrown and replaced by extremists in Syria, Egypt, and Jordan. In these circumstances, even if a general war in the Middle East could somehow be averted, there is likely to be escalating international terrorism against Israel and its supporters—sooner or later including nuclear or other forms of mass terrorism.

Growth Impact*

Counterplan is key to spur European growth

Brauer and Monte 05 (Gerard and Luca del, Gerard is the head of the ESA, “European Space Research and Developmentfor the Security and Military Sectors” pdf)

Specific attention should also be devoted to the protection of critical infrastructure based in space in order to guarantee its availability for the well-being of the European citizens. Such protection measures may include services and capabilities for surveillance of space based assets as well as protection for terrestrial infrastructure. It is recommended to start implementing demonstration projects, also in order to maintain the high level of the European industry base. Short term needs should be covered by off-the-shelf purchases whenever possible, while long-term activities require technology activities which could benefit from EU Financial Perspectives instruments. Considering its transversal usefulness and its relevance to many security challenges, it is also expected that space applications will be an integral part of security capabilities within the framework of the EU Preparatory Action for Security Research and in the future European Security Research Programme. The ongoing ASTRO+ project, collecting user inputs paves the way for security related capabilities using space assets.

Iran Impact

The brink is now- EU soft power is key to check Iranian prolif

EDA 11 (Economic Disaster Area, news outlet specializing in European economic and political affairs- especially Iceland and the EU, The EU: A soft power with strong capabilities, http://www.economicdisasterarea.com/index.php/features/the-eu-a-soft-power-with-strong-capabilities/, 1/11/11, MM)

The European Union itself is created on values of mulitlateralism, where the aim is to solve problems through dialogue and mutual concessions rather than hard realism. Although most nations recognize the need for increased cooperation, the EU is the oddity in a world where sovereign nations are the norm. Dialogue with the Iranian government on WMD nonproliferation went through the three largest nations on the EU’s behalf instead of a common front. Being an entity of many parts with vague common foreign policy is one part of the problem, the lack of executive powers is another. Unlike other big players such as Russia, China and the United States, the European Union does not have a cohesive army or arsenal under single command. The first months of Lady Catherine Ashton’s term as the EU’s Foreign Policy Chief, beginning on December 1, 2009 typified this dilemma. Early vague comments on WMD nonprolifiration were eventually followed up with a sharper rhetoric on the Iranian nuclear issue, yet it was enough to send mixed signals to the world about the EU’s policies and raise questions about they were about to take a different direction. No wonder since opinions differed within the EU on Iranian sanctions, with the French government supportive of further measures, but the Swedish apprehensive. At the latest Nonprolifiration Treaty Conference, a number of member nations broke away from the EU to form additional coalitions having shown indications of a unified approach at previous conferences. Different regional ambitions and regional non-cohesion make common policies hard to enforce. In supplanting the Western European Union (WEU) and with the advent of positions with greater executive reach the Lisbon Treaty offers the European Union the opportunity to become a more cohesive strategic international player. Yet WEU has voiced concern over the possibility of stagnation as the wording of the Lisbon Treaty has left much open to translation regarding further approaches in cooperation and even uncertainty over the storied mutual defence clause from the Brussels Treaty.

An Iranian bomb shatters the NPT and result in mass proliferation. Hundreds of minor conflicts around the world go nuclear. 

Kantor, 11/3/2010 (Moshe, President of the International Luxembourg Forum on Preventing Nuclear Catastrophe, “The World With A Nuclear Iran”, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704141104575588220900969594.html, MM)

Only days ago, Iran began loading uranium fuel rods into the core of its first nuclear power plant at Bushehr. While many in the international community played down the significance of Bushehr, it is emblematic of an illegal nuclear policy that could spell the end of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)—perhaps the most important pillar of global security. An Iranian bomb must be stopped not only for what it could physically wreak on its neighbors and the world at large, but for the paradigm-breaking order that could result if Iran is able to achieve nuclear weaponization. Many neighboring governments have already said that they will fast-track their own nascent nuclear programs toward weapons capability if Iran acquires the bomb. This domino effect could spread further around the globe, thus tearing the NPT to shreds. Nuclear weapons would become so commonplace that any of the more than 100 current conflicts around the world could come to a devastating conclusion with the flick of a switch. The nations soon to acquire nuclear weapons will not be decent democracies. As recent history has shown, it's countries like North Korea, Saddam's Iraq, Iran, and Libya that have attempted to build the atom bomb. Repressive regimes are seeking to provide the impetus for a new global regime where radicals, terrorists and serial human-rights abusers will hold the balance of power. The greater the number of nuclear powers, the more likely that terrorist organizations will be able to acquire atomic weapons. The possibility of "dirty bombs" exploding in a major metropolitan area would become more real. Al Qaeda and other Islamic extremists make no secret that they hold such intentions. The explosion of just one "dirty bomb" in a major city would have devastating effects, which would be measured not just in human casualties but in the long-term health of the world's economies and political institutions. Such an act would turn inhabitants of the Western world into fearful hostages of terrorists, resulting in the moral and psychological collapse of our civilization.  

--XT: Iran Prolif

 EU soft power is key to solve Iran proliferation

Blatt 4 (Dan, Publisher and editor of Futurecasts magazine- a periodical that offers critiques and reviews of international relations and economic journals, internally quoting Joseph Nye- professor of international relations at Harvard, Soft Power, http://www.futurecasts.com/book%20review%206-4.htm, copyright 2004, MM)

The dispute between advocates of multilateralism and unilateralism is covered at some length by Nye. Multilateralism can be a prescription for paralysis and ineffectiveness, but unilateralism can create opposition that greatly increases the costs of action. In addition, there is always a major price to pay in terms of loss of soft power influence whenever allies are ignored or disdained. Europe is currently taking the lead in trying the multilateral soft power approach with respect to Iranian nuclear weapons programs. This is entirely appropriate, since Europe has significant trade ties with Iran and considerably more applicable soft power influence than the U.S. So far, the results have been less than reassuring - but hopefully success will be achieved in the end. Failure in this important matter would constitute a significant setback for multilateralism and reliance on soft power. 

Only EU credibility solves Iran prolif – unilateral Hegemony only causes more conflict

Rafnsson 11 (Dadi, January 11, “The EU: A soft power with strong capabilities” http://www.economicdisasterarea.com/index.php/features/the-eu-a-soft-power-with-strong-capabilities/)
The European Union itself is created on values of mulitlateralism, where the aim is to solve problems through dialogue and mutual concessions rather than hard realism. Although most nations recognize the need for increased cooperation, the EU is the oddity in a world where sovereign nations are the norm. Dialogue with the Iranian government on WMD nonproliferation went through the three largest nations on the EU’s behalf instead of a common front. Being an entity of many parts with vague common foreign policy is one part of the problem, the lack of executive powers is another. Unlike other big players such as Russia, China and the United States, the European Union does not have a cohesive army or arsenal under single command. The first months of Lady Catherine Ashton’s term as the EU’s Foreign Policy Chief, beginning on December 1, 2009 typified this dilemma. Early vague comments on WMD nonprolifiration were eventually followed up with a sharper rhetoric on the Iranian nuclear issue, yet it was enough to send mixed signals to the world about the EU’s policies and raise questions about they were about to take a different direction. No wonder since opinions differed within the EU on Iranian sanctions, with the French government supportive of further measures, but the Swedish apprehensive. At the latest Nonprolifiration Treaty Conference, a number of member nations broke away from the EU to form additional coalitions having shown indications of a unified approach at previous conferences. Different regional ambitions and regional non-cohesion make common policies hard to enforce. In supplanting the Western European Union (WEU) and with the advent of positions with greater executive reach the Lisbon Treaty offers the European Union the opportunity to become a more cohesive strategic international player. Yet WEU has voiced concern over the possibility of stagnation as the wording of the Lisbon Treaty has left much open to translation regarding further approaches in cooperation and even uncertainty over the storied mutual defence clause from the Brussels Treaty. Soft vs. hard Comparing the European Union’s security strategies with those of the United States reveals a picture of contrasts and stereotype as Robert Kagan’s quote from before indicates. One’s hegemonic tendencies are the apples to the other’s institutionalist oranges. The EU’s moves in the last decade towards more cohesive approaches to foreign policies have brought the United States a more capable, partner than NATO as far as fighting global threats is concerned. But while the two agree on the most serious threats, they differ in the ways they counteract them. The EU’s “soft” approach to multilateralism and emphasis on international law, aiming to change the world through long-term influence and an emphasis on human rights is markedly different to the “hard” and often forceful approach of the United States, which concentrates on combating threats directly. The relationship between the United States and the European Union is certainly more complex as the soft power has expressed hard capabilities and the hard power has taken soft stances. Yet the biggest questions which remain to be answered about their future relationship are no different from the most haunting questions the member nations must ask of each other. Is the EU going to talk the talk and walk the walk in a more unified manner than hitherto? And can it realistically do so without assuming more state-like features? “If we are to make a contribution that matches our potential, we need to be more active, more coherent and more capable. And we need to work with others (…) the challenge now is to bring together the different instruments and capabilities”. - 2006 brief on EU Strategy against the proliferation of WMD presented by the General Secretariat. It can be convincingly argued that the European Union’s “soft” approach offers a more appealing roadmap forward in a globalized world than the classically realist and forceful “hard” approach of the United States. While the EU has offered the Iranian government dialogue, the United States have delivered threats which have ultimately not delivered different results and even hardened Iran’s stance. A security policy which aims to make different nations into partners with common interests is arguably bolder in intent and harder in implementation than posing confrontations of force as it requires long term committment and plenty of patience to follow through. By approaching percieved problems in Afghanistan and Iraq with brute force, the United States might even have contributed more to global human, financial and defensive insecurity than any rogue regimes could dream of. In spite of all its shortcomings as it ventures into unchartered waters, the European Union should continue to walk this way of mulitlateralism and cooperation. Rapid and increasing globalization and the accompanying threats such as WMD proliferation has brought such great pressures on nation states that another world of increased multilateralism is not only possible but ultimately inevitable.

Econ Impact

EU power is key to the global economy

Bourguignon 7 (Michael, euro-journalist and writer, Does Europe influence the world with its soft power?, http://www.theeuros.eu/919-Does-Europe-influence-the.html, 11/22/7, MM)

Markets no longer work strictly in states. Regulations are now made in a transnational manner, and no longer only nationally. Today’s global village no longer works like yesterdays local market. The global village effects the local village and vica-versa. Europe is but a production of such a consequences. However, the spread of European power into the world has happened because of it’s own adaptation to modern times. But more so because it is a power composed of twenty-eight actors : its twenty-seven member states and the EU as a whole in international institutions. The increased necessity to regulate the international market renders Europe as a power prima inter pares. The economist, in a recent issue, has described Europe as a standard setter. The European market is probably the most interconnected market in the world. The EU regulates its own market according to precautionary principles, according to the economist. It is due to the “what may happen” which drives Europe to make today’s laws. Half a billion people makes the European the market a high playing field for revenues. It is because of this fact that today companies indirectly now abide more by European regulations than any other market which has stricter regulations than that of the EU. All we need to do is ask Microsoft, General Electric, or maybe even Apple in the future. 

Economic collapse causes global war
Auslin, 9 – resident scholar at AEI (Michael “Averting Disaster”, The Daily Standard, 2/6, http://www.aei.org/article/100044)
 

As they deal with a collapsing world economy, policymakers in Washington and around the globe must not forget that when a depression strikes, war can follow. Nowhere is this truer than in Asia, the most heavily armed region on earth and riven with ancient hatreds and territorial rivalries. Collapsing trade flows can lead to political tension, nationalist outbursts, growing distrust, and ultimately, military miscalculation. The result would be disaster on top of an already dire situation.
No one should think that Asia is on the verge of conflict. But it is also important to remember what has helped keep the peace in this region for so long. Phenomenal growth rates in Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, China and elsewhere since the 1960s have naturally turned national attention inward, to development and stability. This has gradually led to increased political confidence, diplomatic initiatives, and in many nations the move toward more democratic systems. America has directly benefited as well, and not merely from years of lower consumer prices, but also from the general conditions of peace in Asia.
Yet policymakers need to remember that even during these decades of growth, moments of economic shock, such as the 1973 Oil Crisis, led to instability and bursts of terrorist activity in Japan, while the uneven pace of growth in China has led to tens of thousands of armed clashes in the poor interior of the country.
Now imagine such instability multiplied region-wide. The economic collapse Japan is facing, and China's potential slowdown, dwarfs any previous economic troubles, including the 1998 Asian Currency Crisis. Newly urbanized workers rioting for jobs or living wages, conflict over natural resources, further saber-rattling from North Korea, all can take on lives of their own. This is the nightmare of governments in the region, and particularly of democracies from newer ones like Thailand and Mongolia to established states like Japan and South Korea. How will overburdened political leaders react to internal unrest? What happens if Chinese shopkeepers in Indonesia are attacked, or a Japanese naval ship collides with a Korean fishing vessel? Quite simply, Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict.
This would be a political and humanitarian disaster turning the clock back decades in Asia. It would almost certainly drag America in at some point, as well. First of all, we have alliance responsibilities to Japan, South Korea, Australia, and the Philippines should any of them come under armed attack. Failure on our part to live up to those responsibilities could mean the end of America's credibility in Asia. Secondly, peace in Asia has been kept in good measure by the continued U.S. military presence since World War II. There have been terrible localized conflicts, of course, but nothing approaching a systemic conflagration like the 1940s. Today, such a conflict would be far more bloody, and it is unclear if the American military, already stretched too thin by wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, could contain the crisis. Nor is it clear that the American people, worn out from war and economic distress, would be willing to shed even more blood and treasure for lands across the ocean.
The result could be a historic changing of the geopolitical map in the world's most populous region. Perhaps China would emerge as the undisputed hegemon. Possibly democracies like Japan and South Korea would link up to oppose any aggressor. India might decide it could move into the vacuum. All of this is guess-work, of course, but it has happened repeatedly throughout history. There is no reason to believe we are immune from the same types of miscalculation and greed that have destroyed international systems in the past.

--XT: Econ

EU credibility solves the economy and great power wars

Larive 11 (Maxime  is a PhD Candidate in International Relations and European Politics at the University of Miami (USA). He received a Master degree in 2006 in International Relations from Suffolk University (USA) and a BA in History/Geography from the University of Nice (France) in 2004. He has been working as a Research Assistant at the Jean Monnet Chair/ European Union Center at the University of Miami since 2007. His researches focus on the issues of European Union integration, foreign policy analysis, security studies, and European security and defense policy., June 29, “Europe is More Than a Soft Power- Just Look Inside!” http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2011/06/29/europe-more-than-a-soft-power-just-look-inside/)
Interestingly enough, how has Belgium been able to sustain itself economically and without falling into deeper ethnic and cultural crises? The answer is simple: its membership in the EU. As illustrated by the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty in 2005 by the citizens of France and the Netherlands, the EU has been perceived by Europeans as a useless, incompetent, remote, misunderstood political entity. The latest and upcoming elections within EU Member States have illustrated this malaise with the raising of particular questions on the EU such as: What is the purpose of the EU? Why is the EU involved in Europeans’ daily lives? A growing discontented group has denounced the EU, especially the Euro, for they are perceived to be the main agents causing the slow recovery of Member States. Extreme right wing parties, jumping on the train of this rising euro-skepticism, have become more and more popular throughout Europe, like the National Front in France led by Marine Le Pen, the Freedom Party in the Netherlands led by Geert Wilders, the Sweden Democrats in Sweden and so forth. However, the emergence of xenophobic parties in times of crises is not surprising, and as proven historically, should be seen as a cyclical phenomenon. The difference between Europe post-1929 and Europe post-2007 is the European Union. However, in times of crises, many have forgotten the centrality of the EU as an agent of stability at every level – domestic, regional, international – and in economic, political, and even social matters. The Belgian case is a perfect example. Because of its membership in the Union, Belgium has been able to sustain its standards of living without falling into deeper recession and crisis. The institutions of the EU, as well as the economic stability provided by the Euro, even in this tumultuous time, have offered a splendid umbrella. The case of Belgium is a fantastic way to remind those abroad and within that the European project provides a guarantee of stability and peace even in times of crisis. Belgium is often described as the ‘sick man of Europe,’ and can afford to remain sick thanks to the economic and political blanket provided by the EU. Belgium exemplifies the importance of institutions – domestic and regional – for lasting stability, especially in stormy time. 
Warming Impact

EU soft power is pushing measures to solve warming but a sustained commitment is key

Ferrero-Waldner 7 (Benita,  European Commissioner for External Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy,  The European Union and the world: a hard look at soft power, 9/24/7, p. 4, MM)

Today, safeguarding global security and prosperity also means working for reliable energy relations and tackling the existential threat of climate change. The EU has placed these issues at the top of our political agenda. There is no longer any debate about the severity of the threat posed by global warming or the need for urgent action to tackle it. The UK government’s report by Sir Nicholas Stern estimates its costs at 20% of global GDP when extrapolating wider risks. Yet, by comparison, the cost of action to avoid the worst impacts will be only 1% of global GDP per year. The EU is leading by example – we have agreed to cut carbon-dioxide emissions by 20% and to raise the share of renewable energy sources to 20%, both by the year 2020. Our system of emissions trading has blazed a trail in using market forces to protect the environment. Which is why various players, including California, are considering joining this system. The current focus is the UN Climate Change Conference in Bali in December which will be an essential for agreeing on a comprehensive and global post-Kyoto regime. The EU is engaging in intensive “green diplomacy” in the run-up to the conference, building on the positive momentum generated by the G8 Summit and ensuring all our partners, including the US and the emerging economies, are on board. I am hopeful that positive signs, like the first no-car day held in China on Saturday, will push us in the right direction. 

Warming causes extinction

Tickell, 08  (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

--XT: Warming

EU Power solves environment

  European Commission ’10 (October 18 “What is the EU doing on climate change?” European Commission Climate Actionhttp://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/brief/eu/index_en.htm)
Combating climate change is a top priority for the EU. Europe is working hard to cut its greenhouse gas emissions substantially while encouraging other nations and regions to do likewise. At the same time, the EU is developing a strategy for adapting to the impacts of climate change that can no longer be prevented. Reining in climate change carries a cost, but doing nothing will be far more expensive in the long run. Moreover, investing in the green technologies that cut emissions will also create jobs and boost the economy. The science of climate change and its effects Preventing dangerous climate change To prevent the most severe impacts of climate change, the scientific evidence shows that the world needs to limit global warming to no more than 2ºC above the pre-industrial temperature. That is just 1.2°C above today's level. To stay within this ceiling, we have to halt the rising trend in global greenhouse gas emissions before 2020, at least halve global emissions by the middle of this century and continue cutting them thereafter. One goal, lots of actions! The EU is showing the way forward through its strategy to fight climate change and the policies that it already implements or has proposed to the member states and the European Parliament. The European Commission services are also exploring options for preparing future proposals. Initiatives it has taken to cut its climate emissions include: Continually improving the energy efficiency of a wide array of equipment and household appliances; Mandating increased use of renewable energy sources, such as wind, solar, hydro and biomass, and of renewable transport fuels, such as biofuels; Supporting the development of carbon capture and storage (CCS) technologies to trap and store CO2 emitted by power stations and other large installations; Launching the European Climate Change Programme (ECCP) in 2000, which has led to the adoption of a wide range of new policies and measures, including the Emissions Trading System, the EU's key tool for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from industry cost-effectively. Developing a comprehensive EU adaptation strategy that strengthens Europe's resilience to climate change. The EU at the forefront of international efforts The European Union has long been a driving force in international negotiations that led to agreement on the two United Nations climate treaties, the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 1992 and the Kyoto Protocol in 1997. The Kyoto Protocol requires the 15 countries that were EU members at the time ('EU-15') to reduce their collective emissions in the 2008-2012 period to 8% below 1990 levels. Emissions monitoring and projections show that the EU-15 is well on track to meet this target. In 2007 EU leaders endorsed an integrated approach to climate and energy policy and committed to transforming Europe into a highly energy-efficient, low carbon economy. They made a unilateral commitment that Europe would cut its emissions by at least 20% of 1990 levels by 2020. This commitment is being implemented through a package of binding legislation. The EU has also offered to increase its emissions reduction to 30% by 2020, on condition that other major emitting countries in the developed and developing worlds commit to do their fair share under a future global climate agreement. This agreement should take effect at the start of 2013 when the Kyoto Protocol's first commitment period will have expired. The Cancún Agreement, a balanced and substantive package of decisions adopted at the end of the UN Climate Conference in Mexico (December 2010), represents an important step on the road to building a comprehensive and legally binding framework for climate action for the period after 2012.

Human Rights Impact*

EU soft power solves several scenarios for conflict, democracy promotion and human rights

Ferrero-Waldner 7 (Benita,  European Commissioner for External Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy,  The European Union and the world: a hard look at soft power, 9/24/7, p. 5, MM)

As an example, you may not be aware of the role the EU played in resolving the long-running conflict in Aceh, Indonesia. There we financed the peace negotiations; sent the Aceh Monitoring Mission to monitor compliance with the Peace Agreement; and put in place a package of long term measures like reintegrating former combatants and prisoners, and promoting the rule of law, human rights and democracy. Nearer to home we are tackling the so-called frozen conflicts in our neighbourhood, like Transnistria. We have sent a Border Assistance Mission to the Moldova Ukraine border which is proving highly successful in helping prevent customs fraud, smuggling of goods, as well as the trafficking of people, drugs and weapons. The Mission staff are offering advice and on-the-job training to border and customs officials on both sides of the border, so helping manage the border in a more modern and efficient way. Above all it is an important step towards facilitating the end of the Transnistria conflict. Similarly, in the Middle East we have used our standing in the region to set up the Temporary International Mechanism, which has enabled the international community to provide humanitarian relief for the Palestinian people despite the absence for 18 months of a fully functioning legitimate government. Concretely it means that people are receiving social allowances from us to enable them to survive an extremely difficult economic situation. We have also been funding supplies to keep hospitals and schools open and operational. 

--XT: Rights

EU soft power is key to democracy promotion

Rehn 07-[Olli, European Commissioner for Enlargement, “The EU’s soft power and the changing face of world politics”, April 20]

Enlargement has proved to be the most important instrument of the EU's soft power. The quest for EU membership has driven democratic and economic reforms forward more effectively than any rod or sword could. An area of peace and freedom has spread out across virtually the whole of Europe thanks to the EU's soft power. By taking on new members, the EU has spread democracy much more successfully and costeffectively than the Americans in Iraq. The American political scientist, Francis Fukuyama, who rose to worldwide fame with his 1989 essay "The End of History" also fully recognised the value of this achievement. In Fukuyama's opinion, there was no other credible benevolent alternative to liberal democracy and the market economy. Shortly after this, in 1993, Samuel Huntington put forward an alternative thesis of the clash of civilisations, which, especially after September 2001, seemed a more apposite description of the course of world events. History has not ended. Now Fukuyama says that: "the European Union more accurately reflects what the world will look like at the end of history than the contemporary United States. The EU's attempt to transcend sovereignty and traditional power politics by establishing a transnational rule of law is much more in line with a 'post-historical' world than the Americans' continuing belief in God, national sovereignty, and their military" [as the guiding principle of foreign policy].  

EU Soft power is key to peace and stability 

Washington Times 7-7-11–[“Cracks show even as European Union tries to grow,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/7/cracks-show-even-as-european-union-tries-to-grow/]
DUBLIN — Riots in Athens. Border controls in Denmark. Growing nationalism in the Netherlands and France. The European Union is looking anything but united these days. As troubles persist and grow, EU leaders are pushing for further enlargement, with countries such as Croatia and Iceland eagerly lining up to join. “Europe wants to show that it can repeat the success stories of the enlargements in 2004 and 2007,” said Almut Moeller, who specializes in EU integration issues at the German Council on Foreign Relations in Berlin. “[EU leaders] want to show they can use the union’s transformative power to bring peace and stability. And even though it isn’t always working beautifully, membership is quite an interesting prospect for Croatia and others because they know that being part of a big economic bloc brings tremendous benefits.” Still, as Europe’s economic crisis deepens, clashes last month between police and protesters demonstrating against Greek austerity measures hint at a deeper crisis — one of political legitimacy. Greece has instituted deep cuts in public services in exchange for billions of dollars in bailout funds from EU member states, sparking protests and criticism of Greek fiscal responsibility. What’s more, Denmark’s plan announced this week to increase customs checks at its borders has drawn fierce opposition from Germany, which argues that the Danish initiative violates one of the EU’s founding principles: the unencumbered movement of people and goods among the 27 member states. 

Africa Impact

EU credibility is key to spreading democracy and African and Tunisian stability

Larive 11 (Maxime  is a PhD Candidate in International Relations and European Politics at the University of Miami (USA). He received a Master degree in 2006 in International Relations from Suffolk University (USA) and a BA in History/Geography from the University of Nice (France) in 2004. He has been working as a Research Assistant at the Jean Monnet Chair/ European Union Center at the University of Miami since 2007. His researches focus on the issues of European Union integration, foreign policy analysis, security studies, and European security and defense policy., “Tunisia: The Limits of EU Soft Power” http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2011/01/23/tunisia-the-limits-of-eu-soft-power-2/)
Outside of several statements made by the EU foreign minister, it appears that European powers are trying to adapt their policies and positions on daily basis. These last couple of days the Financial Times has been publishing articles on the change of major western powers’ foreign policies and national narratives like France and the US. Obviously, the West has accepted Ben Ali regime’s violations of human rights, high corruption for two reasons: economic stability and since 2001 control of Islamic radicalism in Tunisia. Due to institutional constrains and the supremacy of nation-states in foreign affairs, the EU has not been an effective voice and platform for discussion. Tunisia remains a matter of raison d’état. As a former French colony, the debate is clearly maintained within the French arena. The French position has been very particular and contradictory. For example, in the early days of the civil movement, French foreign minister, Ms. Alliot-Marie, offered assistance to Ben Ali by providing French security forces and its savoir faire in controlling social unrest. Several days later, the French government broke all bridges with Mr. Ben Ali. It is time for Europe as a whole to shine and become a stronger partner of the post-Ben Ali Tunisia. The EU needs to deploy all its soft power in order to strengthen its position in North Africa. EU Member states like France should understand that a stable and democratic Tunisia is a regional and international interest. Only on January 21, 2011, the EU has been “working on a set of proposals that would see a union-wide freeze on the assets of ousted Tunisian President Zine al-Abidine Ben Ali and his family.” Switzerland and France are planning to freeze Ben Ali’s money as he is currently living in Saudi Arabia. What should we expect from these actions? In the mid- and long-term, the case of Tunisia will allow the implementation of two factors. First, the EU will be able to stand by its commitment towards democracy through political assistance in upcoming elections. Second, this democratic desires expressed in Tunisia could spill-over to neighboring countries and change the political spectrum of the Maghreb. Such political process should ultimately renew and strengthen the dialogue and relations within the Euro-Mediterranean community. These political and institutional transformations could ultimately re-launch the construction of the Union for the Mediterranean strengthening cooperation within the community of Euro-Mediterranean states. 

Food shortage in Africa causes systemic deaths - EU intervention solves

Chumo 11 (Abeje T., is an expert on International law. He work on human right, peace and social justice issues in East Africa, at regional and international levels. He serve as Chief editor for The Horn of Africa Press web page and as editor for The Horn of Africa blog with Foreign Policy Association., “The Horn of Africa Drought: The Endless Plight” http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2011/07/10/horn-africa-drought-endless-plight/)
Currently, in Kenya and Somalia, food shortages have already reached the emergency stage, although the prognosis for each differs, according to news sources. With the Kenyan government having declared a national emergency and promising to increase cereal imports, there is an opportunity to stop things getting much worse. But in Somalia, the ongoing conflict raises a question mark about the ability of aid agencies to respond. Last week, Al-Shabaab lifted a ban on humanitarian agencies supplying aid in the large patches of the country the rebel group controls, because of the drought. The international aid community welcomed the move, but remains concerned about security. Addressing drought in the region requires a multifaceted multicultural long term approach. Food security problems have been present since the 1970s. Unless the root causes are adequately addressed now, the amount of food shortages will continue. For the agrarian, life with their cattle is a continuous struggle, but is the only sources of income. Without any peace and sustainable government support or insurance against cattle and crop failure, agrarian way of life remains precarious and undependable. There are many factors believed to hinder sustainable peace and cooperation between the different ethnic groups in the region: access to decision making, culturally and environmentally appropriate forms of local administration, social service provisions, administrative practice and policies, and participatory resource sharing structures, to name a few. Understanding the dynamics of competing and disputed claims over access to the main trade routes, which often includes security alerts, will reduce conflicts. Past interventions also incurred calls to revisit short and long-term development policies, and strategies of the government and partners operating in the region towards the agricultural sector. The complexity of agricultural development policies in Kenya and Ethiopia, as well as ignorance of the nomadic sector, has led to persistent food security problems. Significant structural reforms both at national and regional levels are required. The region must speed up voluntary settlement and urbanization, adopt culturally sensitive conflict prevention mechanisms, and involve the private sector in development activities like irrigation based commercial crop production and investment in salt extraction. Concerted efforts must be made in the following areas to timely identify, coordinate, and react to famine and food security problems among the pastoral communities. Culturally acceptable mechanisms for peaceful settlement of disputes over resource and decision making must be incorporated in local administration systems. Respective governments and partners in the region need to improve inadequate transport and communication network systems- this will aid access to markets and responsible transportation of goods (such that food finds its way from areas of surplus to those with deficits). Alternative sources of income in non pastoral sectors must be supported on the side of economic policy and strategy. Also, special attention is needed and concerted effort must be made for environmental rehabilitation and protection, both for ecological and tourism purposes.

Food shortages kills millions – D-rule

Ghosh 11 (Pallab, January 24, “Report: Urgent action needed to avert global hunger” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-12249909)
The Foresight Report on Food and Farming Futures says the current system is unsustainable and will fail to end hunger unless radically redesigned. It is the first study across a range of disciplines deemed to have put such fears on a firm analytical footing. The report is the culmination of a two-year study, involving 400 experts from 35 countries. According to the government's chief scientific adviser, Professor Sir John Beddington, the study provides compelling evidence for governments to act now. The report emphasises changes to farming, to ensure that increasing yields does not come at the expense of sustainability and to provide incentives to the agricultural sector that address malnutrition. It also recommends that the most resource-intensive types of food are curbed and that waste is minimised in food production. "We know in the next 20 years the world population will increase to something like 8.3 billion people," he told BBC News. "We know that urbanisation is going to be a driver and that something of the order of 65-70% of the world's population will be living in cities at that time. "We know that the world is getting more prosperous and that the demand for basic commodities - food, water and energy - will be rising as that prosperity increases, increasing at the same time as the population." He warned: "We have 20 years to arguably deliver something of the order of 40% more food; 30% more available fresh water and of the order of 50% more energy. "We can't wait 20 years or 10 years indeed - this is really urgent." Radical changes Professor Beddington commissioned the study and was among the first to warn of "a perfect storm" of a growing population, climate change and diminishing resources for food production. The Foresight report says that the food production system will need to be radically changed, not just to produce more food but to produce it sustainably. "There is an urgency in taking what may be very difficult policy decisions," the authors say. "(But) 925 million people suffer hunger and perhaps a further billion lack micronutrients. The task is difficult because the food system is working for the majority of people but those at risk of hunger have least influence on decision-making." Professor Beddington also said he viewed the billion people who overeat and are therefore obese as another symptom of the failure of the food production system to deliver good health and well-being to the world's growing population. The report says that "piecemeal" changes are not an option: "Nothing less is required than a redesign of the whole food system to bring sustainability to the fore."

Tunisian instability spills over to Egypt

Mekay 11 (Emad, January 25, “Egypt Sees Protests A La Tunisia” http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2011/01/25/egypt-sees-protests-a-la-tunisia/)
The demonstrations are different in many ways than the ones that happened before for the following reasons: 1-They happened in so many cities and towns at the same time including Cairo, Alexandria, Tanta, Mahala, Suez, Mansoura, some part of Sinai and elsewhere. The local Al-Mehwar TV station reported just an hour ago that the only areas that didn’t see protests were Luxor, Aswan and the distant Western Desert city of Al-Wadi Al-Gadeed. By some counts, this the largest protest Egypt saw since Mubarak took office in 1981. 2-This the first time I see so many women; young and old, take part. One protester told me that she came to protest after she knew of the demonstrations from a 15 year old “Facebook blogger”. A 30-year old woman in Mahala told me over the phone that she encouraged her husband to “wake up” and go out with her to take part in the protests. She said she only left after she heard shots from the police. “I think they have orders to shoot and kill,” she said over the phone. 3-The protesters are clearly not afraid of the police. Many threw stones. Others sat on the ground to stop armored police cars from advancing against protesters. The police couldn’t scare them away as they used to in the past. This maybe be a result of the Tunisian revolution which eventually toppled the president there. 4-The protesters were chanting against Mubarak himself. In several instances I saw protesters pulling down pictures for Mubarak 
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European soft power leadership is critical to preventing Iranian proliferation, addressing global climate change, creating peace process in the middle East, and sustaining US/EU realtions

Wolfgang Ischinger (German ambassador to Britain) March 22, 2007 "Can the EU Fill Leadership Void Left by US?" The Guardian http://www.china.org.cn/english/international/203945.htm

In 1990, Charles Krauthammer published his famous essay on the "unipolar moment", about the United States' future power to shape the world at will. He wrote: "The true geopolitical structure of the post-Cold-War world ... is a single pole of world power that consists of the United States at the apex of the industrial west."  In 2007, most will agree that the unipolar moment, if it ever existed, has passed. That is only underlined by the failure of the unipolar experiment also know as the invasion and occupation of Iraq and the damage it inflicted on Washington's international legitimacy and credibility.  For traditional European Atlanticists, it does not make for pleasant viewing to see US leadership damaged and questioned. But expectations are low today regarding US ability to lead the international community. In the face of a US credibility crisis, some look to Europe to take the initiative and fill the vacuum. Can 2007 be a European moment?  Critics will contend that the EU is in no shape to lead, as it continues to grapple with its constitutional crisis, its inability to provide clear foreign policy guidance and its lack of military power. But on three critical global issues nuclear non-proliferation, Middle East peace, and climate change it is better placed than anyone else. Opening nuclear negotiations with Teheran was a European idea in 2004, initially given a lukewarm reception by Washington. More recently, as the EU3-Britain, France and Germany-approach began to be seen as the only game in town, Washington has offered more active support, but so far continuing to stop short of speaking to Teheran directly on the nuclear issue. Bringing Russia and China on board was, again, a European initiative. If a solution emerges, it is likely to be European-brokered. There is much greater cohesion among Europeans on Iran than there was on Iraq five years ago: On Iran, the EU will not be split. When it comes to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, barely any progress has been made over the past six years. The adoption of the road map and the creation of the quartet EU, Russia, the UN, the United States were born of European ideas. They were formally endorsed by Washington, but never seriously pursued and later quasi-abandoned. This year, a major effort by the current EU presidency has led to the quartet's revival and more diplomatic activity. Many in the region doubt, however, whether Washington will have the determination necessary for a breakthrough in the peace process without even more active input from Europe. The European willingness to take more responsibility in the region and to play a role in ending the Lebanon War in 2006, including the deployment of military forces to the country, was an eye-opener for many in the region and beyond. On climate change, the critical question is who can and will lead the international debate about a post-Kyoto regime. If a deal can be hammered out in 2007, and if it has any chance of endorsement in the United States, China and India, it will most likely be the result of the EU's ongoing efforts to move ahead with ambitious goals on carbon dioxide emissions and energy saving. But would a European moment in 2007 not be interpreted as a challenge to the global leadership role of the US? Let's not get carried away. Without active US support, both political and military, none of these major challenges can be resolved. Europeans should beware the hubris of challenging the United States.  But the European moment could actually enhance the transatlantic relationship by offering, at a crucial juncture, elements that the United States currently lacks: legitimacy and credibility. That is why our American friends should encourage European initiatives, embrace a European willingness to lead, and welcome the European moment.

--XT: laundry list

EU leadership will solve global problems and avoid militarism and environmental destruction

John McCormick, political scientist, University of Miami, THE EUROPEAN SUPERPOWER, 2007, p. 32-33

If there is one point on which almost everyone can agree, it is that the EU will never be a global actor along the old cold war-style military lines of the United States and the Soviet Union. But the age of the military superpower is over. Instead, the EU has rejected realist interpretations of the international system, and has emerged as a post-modem superpower. There is a close association between modernism, militarism, and environmental devastation  the European post-modern view, by contrast, is better suited to the rise of the global economy, new levels of personal mobility, the increasing irrelevance of borders, the shift from manufacturing to service economies, new attitudes towards the role of science, the anti-war movement, a preference for social spending over military spending, mass communications, multiculturalism, the emergence of a new global culture, sustainable development, and a concern for the environment. For 'post-modern', we could as easily insert `post-national' or `post-material' – these are all related concepts. While the European Union is adapting to the new international system – indeed, even shaping that system – American policymakers are having difficulty leaving behind their realist, statist cold war thinking.  Richard Cooper writes of a world divided into three zones: a pre-modern zone of chaos (mainly Africa and Asia) where the rule of law has failed and which acts as a source of modern terrorism; a modern zone with an emphasis on national interests and national security, and a belief in force as a means of protecting them (he includes in this group the United States, China, and India); and a post-modern zone (including the EU and Japan) that has the luxury of abhorring war and the use of force as a primary instrument of policy.  In a related argument, Mary Kaldor argues that while the United States still holds to realist views of the world, the European Union has moved away from a desire to impose its will, and has instead embraced what she calls `cosmopolitanism': a mix of idealism and multilateralism, a belief in containment through political and legal means, and a commitment to a liberal world economy and global social justice. There is a role in this view for military means, but mainly for the protection of civilians, the arrest of war criminals, and the achievement of humanitarian goals, and always with the authorization of appropriate multilateral procedures. In the post-modern era, the kind of economic and political influence that the EU enjoys is more pertinent to the resolution of the most urgent international problems than the military options so often pursued by the United States. This is not to say that the military option will not always be necessary, and that it should not at least be kept in reserve, but it is of little value – and may even be counterproductive – when governments are faced with problems to which there is no military solution. In short, the changing nature of power has allowed the EU to become a new kind of superpower, exerting influence based not on its military firepower, but on its economic, political, and diplomatic influence. Out of a combination of its intrinsic advantages, the disadvantages of the cold war model of American power, and changes in the international system, the EU has emerged as a post-modern superpower. The bipolar system of the cold war era – where Americans and Soviets competed on ideological grounds using military tools – has been replaced with the bipolar system of the post-modern era –where Europeans and Americans offer competing sets of values, competing definitions of global problems, and competing sets of prescriptions for addressing those problems.

Strong EU soft power has laundry list of benefits

LANDABURU ’06 (Director General, “External Relations” Director General, “Enlargement” Director-General for “Regional policy and Cohesion” Member of the Administration Board of “Notre Europe”, association chaired by Jacques Delors. Member of the scientific Board of the Institute of European Studies at UCL, Louvain-La-Neuve. Alternate member of the Board of Directors of the European Investment Bank (EIB), Luxembourg Director of the Institute for Research on Multinationals, Geneva. Member of the Basque Parliament, Spanish Socialist Party (PSOE) “Hard facts about Europes soft power” Europe’s World http://www.europesworld.org/LogIn/tabid/689/language/en-US/Default.aspx?returnurl=%2fNewEnglish%2fHome%2ftabid%2f763%2fDefault.aspx%3flanguage%3den-US)
There are also clear examples of our soft power on a global scale. Aside from the obvious example of the euro as the world’s second reserve currency, there is the Kyoto Protocol, whose impact on environmental policy is increasing. Although the present US Administration has obstinately refused to look beyond the coercive aspects of the protocol to the market mechanisms that will underpin it, the support manifested by many of America’s state governors and city mayors, as well as the wide-ranging plan aiming to cut carbon emissions in California by the use of carbon-credit trading, shows that the EU was right to support Kyoto. There is also the establishment of the UN Human Rights Council, where the steady building up of an overwhelming majority of members on the basis of a coherent EU position secured a practical and workable solution in March of this year. Strengthening multilateral machinery on vital policies like this is one of our priorities, and it’s now generally recognised that the EU’s decision to support the final compromise text was decisive in ensuring its adoption. On trade issues, one of the bugbears in our relations with China has been our insistence on respecting intellectual property. The higher that European economies move up the value chain, the more effort we must devote to protecting our ideas. This leads inevitably to friction when we respond resolutely, but the core of our approach is a classic of soft power – structured dialogues and working groups, combined with technical assistance. The success of this approach is that it goes with and not against the grain of the Chinese economy – as the Chinese economy develops we expect to see increasing demand from Chinese companies for tougher enforcement. State-sponsored terrorism is being replaced by terrorist-sponsored states as the strategic planner’s nightmare, and strengthening the sinews of fragile and failing states – “security sector reform” – is a key element of the “consensus on development” that EU member states adopted last year. This new consensus reflects years of experience, some of it a source of pride, some of it a source of valuable lessons, that the European Commission has had in administering its aid budget. While the jargon is relatively new, the EU’s long experience is not. The EU had embarked on the long and difficult process of state-building before it became fashionable; reform of the judiciary, the establishment of new democratic institutions, training for parliamentarians, assistance to police forces, human rights education, promotion of public involvement in decision-making and management of borders are all areas where the EU has a good deal of experience, not least on its own continent. If we turn to the centrepiece of democratic life, the elections that have mushroomed across Europe since 1989, the EU is a visible and credible actor. Outside Europe, it sends on average 12 missions a year to places as diverse as Ethiopia, the Palestinian Authority and Afghanistan. These missions have made a real difference and are practical demonstrations of the EU’s commitment to human rights and democracy. Needless to say, this effort is very much in our enlightened self-interest because democracies make better and more stable partners. The EU is therefore a real player on the world stage because of its wide-ranging and comprehensive set of “soft-power” tools. Nevertheless, the EU’s citizens should be aware that they will never get the ability to shape world events that most of them say they want unless they are prepared to pay the extra cost, either in financial terms, or in terms of institutional and political reforms that will give them the kind of hard power enabling the EU to act entirely independent of the US security umbrella.

Aff – Leadership Low

Europe is in decline

Blainey 7/6 (Geoffery, writer for The Australian, Things fall apart, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/arts/things-fall-apart/story-e6frg8nf-1226084952277, MM)

While China is rising, Europe, like the US, is stumbling. Its decline was also unexpected. It was only in 2005 that talented historian Tony Judt could write in Postwar: A History of Europe Since 1945 (recently reprinted in paperback) that united Europe is a new beacon and searchlight illuminating the way for the Third World. He called it a model way of regulating social and cross-border relations, a new mix of individual liberty and the welfare state. Judt proudly called the EU and its way of life "a global challenge to the US". Its success was all the more captivating because it had come in the face of high obstacles and an anti-democratic spirit that was widespread in Europe in the 30s on the eve of World War II. In 2005, before the global crisis, Judt's congratulatory assessment of the reborn Europe was widely accepted. Even then, however, it seemed slightly optimistic. Today it is frayed. The prevailing financial crisis in Ireland, Portugal, Greece and elsewhere has dulled the appeal of what Judt called "a role model and magnet for individuals and countries alike". NATO's action and inaction, when faced this year with the uprisings in North Africa, is viewed by many as another sign of a divided Europe. 
EU soft power has failed- diplomats and the Middle East

Vogel 7/20 (Toby, writer for the European Voice, Internal follies leave the EU hamstrung in the Middle East, http://www.europeanvoice.com/article/imported/internal-follies-leave-the-eu-hamstrung-in-the-middle-east/71683.aspx, MM)

The failures of the EU's foreign policy chief in the Middle East reflect the EU's own indecision. In politics, the line separating bravery from folly is sometimes very thin. The unexpected success of a foolish idea can, in retrospect, make that idea appear brave. But such an outcome looks unlikely for the moribund Middle East peace process, and for the European Union's attempts to resuscitate it. Ever since becoming the EU's foreign policy chief in December 2009, Catherine Ashton has been struggling with her reputation as a lightweight, which has not been wholly deserved, at least not on all issues. As if last year's infighting between EU institutions over the shape of the new diplomatic service was not bad enough, she compounded the loss of credibility by failing to leave her mark on any major foreign policy issue. But it appears that she, or her advisers, understood this: Ashton is now devoting a significant share of her time to the peace process between Palestinians and Israelis, and has made her engagement very public. It was Ashton who urged her counterparts in the Middle East Quartet, which steers international policy on the Israeli-Arab conflict, to host a meeting last week that ended in predictable failure. She has picked as her signature issue an international conflict that has defied the world's most experienced diplomats for six decades, brought down statesmen and soured alliances between states, and turned international terrorism into a fact of everyday life. If ever there's been a lost cause, the Middle East peace process is it. Just because peace between Israelis and Palestinians has eluded diplomats for decades does not mean that the inter-national community should give up try-ing. But it is one thing to apply diligence and hard work to the problem in the full expectation that this will fail to advance a solution; something else entirely to pin one's hope for a political rehabilitation on a quick breakthrough. Ashton's failed bid is in the second category. Her Middle East activism was propelled in part by her determination to avoid a dangerous, public split between the Europeans over recognising Palestine. The Palestinians will, barring a last-minute upset, ask the United Nations General Assembly for recognition in September. They will easily garner the two-thirds majority in the assembly required for it to pass, prompting the US to veto recognition at the Security Council. So the motion will go nowhere – yet it will force the EU's member states to come off the fence. The deep rifts within the EU will be visible to the whole world. Ashton wants to avoid that at almost any cost. Whether such determination is reason-able depends on the policies that flow from it. In Ashton's case, it put her on the foolish course of trying to revive peace talks that have been clinically dead for three years. The prospect of a resumption of talks, the thinking went, would convince the Palestinians to drop their bid for recognition. The idea was borne of despair: if the Palestinians have – rightly – concluded that Benjamin Netanyahu, Israel's prime minister, is not interested in talks, why would they drop their demand for international recognition in return for a make-believe process that would produce nothing of value? Yet Ashton pushed for a meeting of the Middle East Quartet, which was held last week in Washington, DC, and produced nothing of substance. Hillary Clinton, the US secretary of state, hosted a dinner on Monday with Ban Ki-moon, the secretary general of the UN; Sergey Lavrov, foreign minister of Russia; and Ashton. The principals left the meeting without agreement; lower-level officials were left to work on hammering out a statement. The prospect of a breakthrough at officials' level was always dim, and no statement emerged before last weekend, an informal deadline. “It was very much our own initiative,” a senior EU diplomat said of the meeting, “to urge the Quartet to come together and try to present a statement to help [the parties] get back to the negotiating table.” Much of the blame for last week's sad spectacle belongs to Barack Obama. It was Obama who raised Palestine's expectation of statehood last September by grandly declaring in front of the UN General Assembly: “When we come back here next year, we can have an agreement that will lead to a new member of the UN – an independent sovereign state of Palestine, living in peace with Israel.” That artificial deadline gave both sides an incentive not to compromise: Israelis knew that any Palestinian statehood bid would be defeated at the Security Council; Palestinians knew that even if defeated, it would create major embarrassment for the US, which would have to veto it, and for the Europeans, which would have to declare which side they are on, thereby raising the chance that the US in particular might lean on Israel (as well as Palestine) to avoid such embarrassment. Both sides, in other words, were going for broke. In a speech in May, Obama referred to Israel as “a Jewish state and the homeland for the Jewish people”. That gave Netanyahu yet another issue over which to delay any decision. Both sides claim that they are ready for talks without preconditions. But the Quartet has been dealing with nothing more substantial than these non-existent preconditions: none of its work has been on the substance of a solution, all of it on the conditions from which a solution might, conceivably, emerge. Thanks to Obama, Israel's character as a Jewish state – which no one has seriously questioned – has emerged to rival Israel's continued settlement activity as the main stumbling block in Washington last week, according to EU diplomats. But the EU has been playing an enabling role for all this folly. Hamstrung by internal divisions, it has left the initiative to Ashton, setting her up for failure. The failure confirms the suspicion that the EU's foreign policy is all about process, not product. It sees negotiations as a cure-all for any conflict because negotiations allow it not to take sides. But in the Middle East, it is too late for that. 

Aff – No Link

U.S. soft power doesn’t trade-off with EU leadership

Grant 03-[Charles Grant, director of the Center for European Reform, 03 [april/may, cer bulletin, issue 29, “The Decline of American Power” http://www.cer.org.uk/articles/29_grant.html, accessed 7-17-07]

When the war is over, the western allies will have a strong interest in helping each other to rebuild their soft power. Even the Washington hawks should see that many of the most pressing challenges in global economic governance, the reconstruction of failed states, and the fight against terror and weapons proliferation cannot be tackled except through broad alliances and international institutions. President Bush could do wonders for America's image by adopting a more diplomatic style and by focusing on the Middle East peace process. Tony Blair will need to show his European partners that Britain's support for the US is not unconditional and that it has a European destiny. Jacques Chirac should accept the reality of EU enlargement, learn to make friends in Eastern Europe, and abandon the idea that the rationale of EU foreign policy is to resist the US. The example of the European Union shows that soft power is not a  zero-sum game: it has enabled all the member-states to enhance their influence and well-being. A stronger West needs countries with more power hard and soft on both sides of the Atlantic.

Influence isn’t zero sum

Grant 3 (Charles, April/May 2003, CER Bulletin, Issue 29, “THE DECLINE OF AMERICAN POWER” http://www.cer.org.uk/articles/29_grant.html MGE) 

When the war is over, the western allies will have a strong interest in helping each other to rebuild their soft power. Even the Washington hawks should see that many of the most pressing challenges in global economic governance, the reconstruction of failed states, and the fight against terror and weapons proliferation cannot be tackled except through broad alliances and international institutions.

President Bush could do wonders for America's image by adopting a more diplomatic style and by focussing on the Middle East peace process. Tony Blair will need to show his European partners that Britain's support for the US is not unconditional and that it has a European destiny. Jacques Chirac should accept the reality of EU enlargement, learn to make friends in Eastern Europe, and abandon the idea that the rationale of EU foreign policy is to resist the US. The example of the European Union shows that soft power is not a zero-sum game: it has enabled all the member-states to enhance their influence and well-being. A stronger West needs countries with more power hard and soft on both sides of the Atlantic.

Aff – Alt Causes

Alt causes tank EU credibility

Ash 11 (Timmy Garton, “Germany must take the wheel; No one has more to lose if the struggling Eurogroup skids off the road than its central economic power. By the time Germans figure that out, it may be too late” LexisNexis)

Retired prime ministers and foreign ministers never tire of attributing this faltering of the European project to the lack of "leadership." (Subtext: It was all so much better when we were in charge.) This is true, but less than half the story. For while the quality of European leadership is somewhat poorer than it was a quarter-century ago, the need for it is greater. Why? Because all the great underlying motivators of the European project back in the days of Helmut Kohl, François Mitterrand and Jacques Delors, and even more so in the time of the founding fathers, have faded intellectually convincing new rationales for the project, including the rise of non-Western giants such as China, rationales are no match for emotional motivators. Heart trumps head, every day. The key to so much of this, especially on the economic side, is Germany. For much of its history, what has become the EU pursued political ends by economic means. For Mr. Kohl and Mr. Mitterrand, the euro was mainly a political project, not an economic one. Now the boot is on the other foot. To save a poorly designed and overextended monetary union, the political must ride to the rescue of the economic. This is where Angela Merkel comes in. There is no particular reason to expect Germany to take the lead in creating a European foreign and security policy. For a response to the Arab spring, we should look first to the Mediterranean countries such as Spain, France and Italy. If the issue is the integration of migrants, every country must do its homework. But if we are talking about the European economy and currency, Germany is the indispensable power. Only the combination of Germany and the European Central Bank, working in unison, has a chance of calming the mighty markets. or disappeared. Those powerful driving forces included searing personal experiences of war, occupation, Holocaust, fascist and Communist dictatorships; the Soviet threat, catalyzing west European solidarity; generous, energetic U.S. support for European unification; and a West Germany that was the mighty engine of European integration, with France on top as the driver. The West Germans wanted to rehabilitate themselves as good Europeans, but also needed the support of their European neighbours to achieve their national goal of unification. All these are now gone, or very much diminished. 

Multiple Alt causes to EU credibility and internal division prevent action

Erlanger 10 (Steven, April 30, “In Debt Crisis, Europe's Latest Drama, Leaders Are Offstage” LexisNexis)
With new European Union leaders practically invisible and some national leaders acting largely for domestic political reasons, the burden of shaping a rapid and credible restructuring program for Greece has fallen primarily to the International Monetary Fund -- exactly where proud European Union leaders had insisted it should not be. Once again -- as during the 2008 financial crisis and the more recent halt in European air traffic due to volcanic ash -- European leaders have failed to surmount national interests and cobble together a coherent policy quickly enough to address a problem. In the process, they may have done permanent damage to the credibility of the European Union. ''There is no doubt that the European project has suffered structural damage from this,'' said Jacob Kirkegaard, a research fellow in European affairs and structural reform at the Peterson Institute for International Economics here. ''It's clear that the I.M.F. is the last man standing and is structuring the program.'' Criticism is rising about the competence of European leaders, which has worsened the plight of all the countries in the euro zone. Senior United States officials, while not wanting to interfere in a European problem, have nonetheless expressed their anxiety to European counterparts and to the monetary fund itself. President Obama called Chancellor Angela Merkel of Germany on Wednesday to lend his support and encouragement for her willingness to take a bolder position to try to calm the markets. Mrs. Merkel has been the central figure in the debt crisis, as she has tried to respond to German voters' displeasure at having to bail out Greece, after years of bailing out eastern Germany. She delayed action on the problem for months, hoping to put it off until after critical regional elections on May 9. Ultimately, that proved impossible. But her foot-dragging, combined with her insistence that Greece pay a severe long-term price for its profligacy and that the German Parliament approve any bailout, gave the markets both reason and room to run up the price of Greek debt to unsustainable levels. That forced the International Monetary Fund and the Europeans on Wednesday to practically quadruple the commitment to Greece, to try to calm the markets and not turn their attention to Portugal, another weak reed. ''The fact that a German regional election can play such a disproportionate role in messing up efforts to contain what was a much smaller crisis several months ago is astonishing,'' Mr. Kirkegaard said. And the fact that there will be no European Union summit meeting until May 10, after the German elections, ''is so blatantly political,'' he said. ''This is no way for an E.U. that has to contain an accelerating crisis and market panic to behave,'' Mr. Kirkegaard said. The European monetary union was simply ''not ready for bad weather,'' said Janis A. Emmanouilidis, a senior policy analyst at the European Policy Center in Brussels, saying it had no mechanisms in place to deal with issues of debt or the potential default of a member state. ''In the absence of such clear mechanisms, you need political leadership,'' he said. ''But the past months have seen a lack of leadership.'' The same problem was raised earlier this month by the ban on European air travel because of the ash spewed by an Icelandic volcano. With no European Union agreement governing European airspace, national leaders struggled, with astounding delays, to coordinate a policy while both airlines and passengers suffered. But even worse, ''the current crisis has done enormous political damage,'' Mr. Emmanouilidis said. ''It is decreasing the trust among member states,'' he said, with Germany feeling betrayed by the ''Club Med'' countries of southern Europe, while those nations feel that Germany has procrastinated and shown an egregious lack of solidarity. The outspoken Greek deputy prime minister, Theodoros Pangalos, has said that European Union leaders were ''not up to the scale of the task'' in dealing with the crisis. ''I believe if Delors was in charge in Europe, Mitterrand in France and Kohl in Germany, things would not be the same,'' he told Greek television in February, referring to the former president of the European Commission, Jacques Delors; the former French president, Francois Mitterrand; and the former German chancellor, Helmut Kohl. While there is blame to go around on the national level, there is also finger-pointing at the new European Union leadership. Herman Van Rompuy, president of the European Council, has been largely invisible in his efforts to coordinate national leaders. A French member of the European Parliament, Philippe Juvin, vented to Agence France-Presse: ''Where is the president of the European Council? What is the president of the Commission doing? Is there a European pilot in the Greek crisis? Or are they waiting for the collapse of the euro?'' But the Lisbon Treaty that created Mr. Van Rompuy's position, and which was intended to make the enlarged European Union more agile and coherent, deliberately left out powers for coordinating fiscal policies, which are the fiercely guarded prerogative of the separate nations. Even so, countries like Germany can only blame themselves for not insisting on realistic European oversight of Greek statistics, which were widely believed to be false for two decades. Some analysts argue that this latest crisis will inevitably mean further European integration, with more fiscal oversight and coordination. Constance Le Grip, a French member of the European Parliament, said that ''it is clear that the E.U.'s hesitations have worsened the Greek situation.'' She added: ''Pragmatism and the E.U.'s adaptation skills are not sufficient anymore. We have to create new institutional responsibilities, for a new European economic government.''

No EU military makes Leadership impossible

Jones 11 (Martin Mark, February 16, “Does the European Union Need an Army?” http://www.e-ir.info/?p=7120)
With no standing army or immediate internal or external military threat, with the challenges of completing Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) and the pressures financial and sovereign debt crises of the end of the decade, it is perhaps understandable that despite the declaration of partial CSDP operability in 2001 (Council of the European Union, Laeken, 2001) the Helsinki Headline Goal, set in 2000 (initially for completion by 2002 and then in 2010), had still not been met in 2010 (Sturm, 2010). There is also the sense that Europe’s identity as a world power may be severely undermined if it were still reliant, over 6 decades later, upon US military buttressing. At a supranational level, the need for an EU army, therefore, is not merely a question of insuring yourself from the whims of an old ally in a changing world environment when you are no longer the primary point of focus but also a question of pride and self-determination (Keohane & Valasek, 2008). To this extent the Lisbon Treaty’s Mutual Defence clause (Art 42(3) TEU-revised), inherited from the WEU and strikingly similar to Article V of the Washington Treaty, also acts to underscore the EU’s status in the world. The Berlin Plus agreements allow CSDP to develop a degree of operational autonomy from NATO whilst also pointing out the striking capabilities gap that hampers the future potential for the autonomous use of European military force. Given this it is difficult to conceive of a situation in which CSDP would ever be anything more than a NATO fiefdom whilst still reliant upon US military assets. Perhaps ever closer union in defence spending, avoiding the duplication, that sees the EDA countries’ military expenditure around half that of the USA with incommensurate effectiveness, could help close such a capabilities gap (Duke, 2003) (European Defence Agency, 2009). We will return to this point later. 2.1b Elaborating Bull’s point relating to the relationship between soft and hard power (1983), Stavridis points out that the EU’s undoubted soft power is best enhanced by the establishment of a military identity of some kind (2001). Smith rightly points out that the concept of a Platonic civilian power being is deficient (2005) and the existence of the credible threat of hard power is perceived both as vital for the future use, and past failure in the Balkans, of the EU’s soft-power (Cini, 2007) (Duke, 2003) (Lord Bilimoria, 2010). As Deighton observed, EU structures remain driven by soft-power and “not as a security actor” (Deighton, 2002). Therefore, one could argue that CSDP is as much a function of the EU’s soft power identity as any search for a military dimension per se. Although prima facie a CFSP, as opposed to CSDP, development it is worth noting that since Lisbon, Kissinger may, to an extent, finally have his desired European phone number in the shape of the High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, currently Catherine Ashton. It may be interesting to consider to what extent Kissinger’s rhetorical question acted as a stalk-horse for the establishment of such a role and whether such an outcome may have been reached had his Defense [sic] colleague have made a similar remark relating to. There is also a sense among those seeking greater integration within the Union that the European project would be incomplete without a security dimension (Duke, 2003). It is interesting to note the incarnation of the tension between the multiplicity of actors and interests within the Union that has produced a degree of what could be said to be the ultimate institutional spill-over, that is to say in defence. However, set against this background of apparent neo-functionalist supranationalism one must also note the firmly intergovernmental nature of a defence framework that has failed to live up to its own benchmarks and goals. Perhaps defence cooperation à la CSDP is one aspect of sovereignty that even the most pro-European member state of significance is not willing to cede 

Aff – Doesn’t Solve 

EU Leadership doesn’t solve and the European economic crisis prevents it

Furedi 11 (Frank, July 16, Weekend Australian “End of an era looms over a leadership-starved European Union” LexisNexis)
The policy-makers' insular nature eroded the EU's capacity to respond to unfolding events LURKING behind the calamitous state of the euro is a profound political crisis confronting the European Union. The slide of the euro on the money market signals the possibility that the EU may not survive its sovereign debt contagion in its present form. However, European policy-makers refuse to acknowledge their own responsibility for this problem and are reluctant to adopt any decisive action to contain it. Policy-makers are often drawn towards the cultivation of responsibility avoidance. Hwoever, EU functionaries have perfected the practice of responsibility avoidance and transformed it into an art form. In previous years when I talked to insiders in the Brussels belt-way they often went to great lengths to lecture me about their disappointment with British euro-sceptics. During the months following the first stage of the euro-crisis, their disappointment shifted its focus to Germany. All of a sudden German unilateralism became the spectre haunting the EU political class. At times one even heard the suggestion that the Germans were deliberately attempting to transform Europe's little economic difficulty into a major crisis in order to extend and consolidate their influence over the entire continent. That was then. In recent weeks, after the downgrading of Portugal's sovereign debt to junk status, EU group-speak mutated into a frenzy of invective against the big three American credit rating agencies, Moody's, Standard & Poor's and Fitch. All of a sudden these three American credit agencies were accused of malevolently conspiring to destroy Europe. The president of the European Commission, Jose Manuel Durrao Barroso, swiftly assumed leadership of this depressing blame game and condemned Moody's for being responsible for Portugal's economic predicament. He denounced the company's analysis of Portugal's financial crisis as biased and speculative. Barroso's refusal to confront Europe's financial crisis is shared by a significant section of the EU political establishment. But this analysis is rarely put forward with conviction by its advocates. Indeed in recent weeks the impression I gained when talking to people in Brussels is that they sense that Greece is only the beginning and that what is at stake is not only the euro but the whole EU project. I have visited Brussels regularly during the past five years, but this was the first time that my interlocutors appeared to signal their fear that the euro crisis was more than a financial one. It represented the end of an era. Since visiting Brussels last week, the euro slid further on the money markets and Italy shows every sign of becoming the new Portugal, if not the new Greece. However, what's really fascinating about developments is not the financial crisis but the political paralysis of EU policy-making. Typically politicians are pointing the finger at each other. Italian President Silvio Berlusconi has openly clashed with his Finance Minister, Giulio Tremonti, though no doubt they agree that an American credit rating agency is to blame for exposing the mess that the Italian economy is in. The rhetoric of responsibility aversion among policy-makers in the EU is underpinned by the realisation that their institution lacks the authority and the political resources to deal with the current crisis. It is important to remember that the EU is a technocratic institution that has always responded to new challenges through cobbling together behind-the-door deals. From its inception, the EU was an elitist managerial project that was able to construct and promote its agenda without having to directly respond to popular pressure. Decisions are never arrived at through public debate, and the majority of EU laws are formulated by the hundreds of secret working groups set up by the Council of the EU. Most of the sessions of the Council of Ministers are held behind closed doors and the EU's unelected European Commission has the sole right to put forward legislation. The most distinct feature of the EU's governance is that it is systematically pursued through the principle of insulated decision-making. For decades the EU political establishment has self-consciously constructed institutions that could insulate them from the necessity of having to respond directly to the type of public pressure faced by a democratic parliament. The EU's invisible decision-making allowed a variety of political actors in Brussels and in the national capitals to avoid taking responsibility for unpopular decisions. In effect, policy-makers were insulated from having to account for the consequences of their decisions. While insulated decision-making served as an excellent administrative convenience for avoiding responsibility, it also eroded the EU's capacity to respond to unfolding events. The slowness with which EU ministers responded to the crisis caused by the eruption of a volcano in Iceland last year exposed a failure of responsible decision-making. The unnecessary shutting down of European airspace was an act of a political establishment estranged from the ethos of leadership. But this all pales into insignificance in comparison to the present financial crisis. The pre-requisite for dealing with the decline of the euro is crisis management exercised through political leadership. It requires that political leaders actually tell it like it is and go out and win support for the painful measures required to restore economic stability. Political leadership is not simply a desirable option. Without winning over a significant section of the European electorate it will prove extremely difficult to restore financial order in Europe. Regrettably, the EU establishment lacks the capacity to offer such leadership. Policy-makers who are used to behind-the-scenes manoeuvring are rarely able to re-invent themselves as persuasive leaders. It is ironic that even today there are many EU apologists who refuse to acknowledge the negative consequences of this institution's democratic deficit. Amartya Sen, the Harvard University professor and a Nobel prize-winning economist, recently accused the credit rating agencies of undermining legitimate governments and for the marginalisation of the democratic tradition of Europe. He takes strong exception to the unopposed power of rating agencies and their power to issue unilateral commands. Typically, he is oblivious to the unilateral commands of Brussels. No doubt the rating agencies have their own agenda and are no more democratic than the European Commission.

Aff – AT: Brain Drain

No impact to Brain Drain, we still reap the benefits and mostly unskilled workers migrating – View their evidence with skepticism

McKenzie 5-25-11 (David, is a Senior Economist in the Development Research Group, Finance and Private Sector Development Unit, and was previously assistant professor at Stanford University. His research focuses on understanding the constraints to firm growth in developing countries, learning about the determinants and consequences of international migration, “Worrying Too Much about Brain Drain?” http://blogs.worldbank.org/allaboutfinance/worrying-too-much-about-brain-drain)

Brain drain worries policymakers around the world. For example, a search today in Google News gives a host of stories in the past month alone concerning efforts by universities in Vietnam to stop brain drain, demands for wage increases to stop the brain drain of doctors in Pakistan, claims that Malaysia’s brain drain hinders its economic progress, efforts to stem brain drain in Jamaica, a plea to “stop the brain drain” in Cyprus, and even fears of massive brain drain from the state of New York. But does high-skilled emigration really pose such a threat? The last five years has seen a surge in empirical research on the subject, which John Gibson and I use to answer eight key questions about brain drain in a paper forthcoming in the Journal of Economic Perspectives and now out in the World Bank working paper series. The 8 key questions addressed are: 1) What is brain drain? 2) Why should economists care about it? 3) Is brain drain increasing? 4) Is there a positive relationship between skilled and unskilled migration? 5) What makes brain drain more likely? 6) Does brain gain exist? 7) Do high-skilled workers remit, invest, and share knowledge back home? and 8) What do we know about the fiscal and production externalities of brain drain? Some key findings: Brain drain is mostly not about doctors and nurses – scientists, engineers, IT professionals, and academics are the most common occupations, while health professionals only account for 5-15% of high skilled immigrants in some key destination countries. Moreover, the rate of emigration actually is lower for doctors in most developing countries than it is for the average tertiary educated individual. And contrary to popular discussion, hardly any PhDs are taxi drivers! Although brain drain has been increasing in absolute terms, the rate of high-skilled emigration has been flat over the 1975-2000 period and likely fell over the past decade. The reason is that tertiary enrolment rates have grown at a faster rate than emigration in most developing countries. Skilled migration and unskilled migration seem to go hand in hand: So the idea that countries can stem high-skilled emigration while promoting more opportunities for less-skilled individuals to migrate does not meet the empirical reality. Existing empirical evidence on “brain gain” shows the incentive to migrate does increase education at upper secondary and perhaps lower tertiary levels – but evidence is much less clear for higher skilled professions. One key factor is how free supply of education is to respond to demand – so Government limitations on private education and restrictions on the number of University places available for doctors, engineers, and other professionals will reduce the likelihood of brain gain. And finally, for our finance readers – there has been much debate about whether the high-skilled actually remit or not. Recent micro data shows the high-skilled do remit, especially when they come from poor countries Recent evidence should counteract many of the myths and common concerns about brain drain. Brain drain rates are not skyrocketing. Africa is not the most affected region for brain drain; small island states are. Skilled migrants enjoy massive increases in their living standards as a result of emigrating, and skilled migrants end up remitting back as much as the fiscal cost of their absence. Ultimately then, given the massive individual gains from migration, any belief that brain drain is detrimental for development must rely on large externalities of high-skilled individuals. This is the area where the existing empirical literature is weakest, but the estimates that do exist suggest that the production externalities of brain drain (at the margin at least) are quite small. The paper suggests then that worries about brain drain are likely to be overblown, but also that there are still large knowledge gaps on certain impacts, and almost no rigorous evidence as to the impacts of policy actions in this area. Given how prevalent brain drain concerns are, there seems to be plenty of fruitful avenues for future research and policy experimentation going forward – with the paper ending with some ideas on directions for these.

***Cooperation DA
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Independent EU action is crucial to develop EU credibility and effective US-EU cooperation
The Washington Quarterly 01 –[Summer, Through the Looking Glass; Vol. 24, No. 3; Pg. 163]
If the United States needs to work with the EU, it needs an effective EU with which to work. Jean-Marie Soutou, former secretary general of the Quai d'Orsay, rightly observed that "Europe tends to get the U.S. partner that it deserves." If the EU wants the United States to take it seriously, it must itself be serious. The record of achievement during the last 50 years is remarkable. Europe has been transformed. An enormous amount is yet to be done.  If the EU looks to the United States to embrace multilateralism and global governance, it must itself assume a more significant global role, the details for which lie beyond the scope of this article. Although its role as the regional hegemonist obviously constitutes a large element of its claim to be treated as an important partner, the EU's credibility and therefore its powers of persuasion will suffer unless and until it makes a constructive and, where necessary, independent contribution to the development of the global system, in crisis management as much as trade and in creative diplomacy as well as aid. The lonely superpower needs global partners for it to heed the limits of superpowerdom and to appreciate the advantages of global governance. By raising its ambitions and reaching out on its own terms to other regional actors, the EU is arguably better placed than any other international player to facilitate the emergence of the United States that it and the world needs: a strong U.S. partner in a multilateral world order.

Space is key

Washington Times  1-27-11-[  “U.S., EU eye anti-satellite weapons pact”< http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jan/27/us-eu-eye-anti-satellite-weapons-pact/?page=2>]

The Obama administration is negotiating with the European Union on an agreement limiting the use of anti-satellite weapons, a move that some critics say could curb U.S. development of space weapons in general. Three congressional staffers told The Washington Times that Pentagon and intelligence analysts said in a briefing Monday that the administration is looking to sign on to the European Union’s Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. The briefing followed the completion of an interagency review that recommends the United States sign on to the document with only a few minor changes to its language, according to two administration officials familiar with the review. That recommendation is awaiting final approval from the National Security Council. “The United States is continuing to consult with the European Union on its initiative to develop a comprehensive set of multilateral TCBMs, also known as the Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities,” Rose Gottemoeller, assistant secretary of state for arms control, verification and compliance, said Thursday at the U.N. Conference on Disarmament. TCBM stands for “transparency and confidence-building measures.” **FILE** President Barack Obama (Associated Press)**FILE** President Barack Obama (Associated Press) “We plan to make a decision in the coming weeks as to whether the United States can sign on to this code, including what, if any, modifications would be necessary,” Ms. Gottemoeller added. A draft of the code of conduct dated Sept. 27 says countries that sign on to the document vow to “refrain from any action which intends to bring about, directly or indirectly, damage or destruction of outer space objects unless such action is conducted to reduce the creation of outer space debris and/or is justified by the inherent right of individual or collective self-defense in accordance with the United Nations Charter or imperative safety considerations.” The United States has worried about the safety of commercial, intelligence and military satellites for years, but that concern has heightened since 2007. That year, the Chinese military successfully tested a ground-based missile that destroyed one of its own satellites. In 2009, a communications satellite owned by satellite-phone maker Iridium crashed into a Russian satellite over northern Siberia. Both incidents created debris that could collide with other satellites. “Space debris, to me, I equate it with global warming in orbit,” said Matthew Hoey, a military space consultant who has worked for the U.S. government and the U.N. Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies. “It is a race against time, and once we pass the tipping point, there is no reversing it. The ramifications of a collision on economics, space exploration and communications — these are grand issues.” Mr. Hoey said the code of conduct’s emphasis on space debris is “a good thing,” adding that the EU code “is a great precedent.” “It is not exactly binding,” he said. “There are not exactly penalties. It is a bit of an honor system. But it’s the first step towards space-based arms control that we will eventually need.” The United States is a party to one major arms-control treaty dealing with outer space. Signed in 1967, that treaty bans countries from bringing nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction into space. Paula DeSutter, who was an assistant secretary of state for verification and compliance under President George W. Bush, said the EU code would be much better for U.S. national interests than a space-based arms control treaty introduced by the Russian and Chinese delegations at the 2008 U.N. Conference on Disarmament. 

EU/US cooperation is key to stop Iranian proliferation

European Parliament 07-[“Economic ties, missile defense and visas highlighted in debate on EU-US relations.” http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/expert/infopress_page/030-5737-113-04-17-903- 20070420IPR05683-23-04-2007-2007-false/default_en.htm]

On environmental and energy questions, the US is pressed to reconsider its position regarding ratification of the Kyoto Protocol and both parties are urged to develop alternative energy production methods and pursue greater energy efficiency. Among a wide range of international issues, Parliament calls on the Council a. nd the USA to intensify efforts, through the Middle East Quartet, to foster negotiations between Israelis and Palestinians for a peace solution on the basis of two secure and viable states. It welcomes the formation of the Palestinian national unity government and urges both transatlantic partners to engage in a constructive dialogue with it. On Iran, Parliament welcomes the close cooperation between the EU and the US on the Iranian nuclear issue, encourages both partners to continue cooperation in strengthening the IAEA and underlines the value of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty 

Iran prolif cascades into nuclear war and spurs nuclear terrorism

Committee on International Relations 04 (U.S. Committee on International Relations, June 24, “IRANIAN PROLIFERATION: IMPLICATIONS FORTERRORISTS, THEIR STATE SPONSORS, AND U.S.COUNTER-PROLIFERATION POLICY” Page 7-8 pdf)
One may assume that these efforts are limited to al-Qaeda, but as some terrorism experts have affirmed, there is increasing evidence that al-Qaeda is now cooperating with Hezbollah, which enjoys backing from Iran and Syria. Hezbollah is not only based in Syrian-occupied Lebanon but also, according to public reports, in the triborder region of South America where Paraguay, Brazil and Argentina meet and has operational capabilities in Canada. Thus, when we talk about the far-reaching implications of Iran’s nuclear efforts, we should not and must not discuss it in a vacuum. It is difficult to assess how aggressively Iran would exploit its nuclear capability and how it would behave, but one thing is clear: An Iran with nuclear weapons could significantly alter the regional dynamics and lead to further proliferation in the region—both from other State-sponsors of terrorism, such as Syria, or from United States allies which may feel threatened. Mike Eisenstadt, who will also testify as part of the second panel, will address some of these issues. Iran’s nuclear capabilities would change perceptions of the military balance in the region and could pose serious challenges to the United States in terms of deterrence and defense. To answer questions about how this will alter the U.S. defense posture and military strategy in the region, DoD has provided us with Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Peter Flory. Ultimately, at the crux of any solution to Iran’s nuclear program and to the implications that it bears for proliferation in the region is the need to deny and deprive terrorists—whether State or nonState actors—the access to the technology, the parts and the materials to develop an unconventional weapons arsenal

Coop High

International Space Cooperation high now – space shuttle marked a new era of multilateral cooperation
Kennedy, 07-23-2011 -  Investigations Editor at The Times (Dominic, “A New Era of Spaceflight”, Available online at http://kalkion.com/articles/1248/new-era-spaceflight, Accessed 7/23/2011)

The space shuttle's return to earth for the final time marks the end of an era, but also opens an unprecedented age of private and commercial spaceflight. This new era will require international collaboration to keep watch over the practice, a University of Nebraska-Lincoln professor and internationally renowned space law expert said.
Frans von der Dunk said that in the short term NASA would be dependent on other countries' vehicles for manned spaceflights to the International Space Station. But in the long run, he said, this may be beneficial both for the United States and other countries.
"The result is a thorough stimulation of international cooperation, and the United States has still so much unique technology to offer that its dependence (on other countries) does not need to turn into a position of weakness," von der Dunk said. "International cooperation is fundamental for any true further development of international law, regulation and practice in the space sector."
Von der Dunk said the phasing out of the shuttle program, which completed its 135th and final flight Thursday when Atlantis touched down at Kennedy Space Center, has prompted private entrepreneurs to invest in commercial spaceflight.
Some companies like SpaceX of Hawthorne, Calif, an American space transport company founded by PayPal co-founder Elon Musk, are close to launching their first flights. SpaceX, like other companies including Virgin Galactic, has critical U.S. involvement.
The legal implications for this new wave of commercial spaceflight are already becoming visible, von der Dunk said. The United States is leading the way in carefully developing a balanced regulatory regime for private commercial spaceflight on a national level, and also with considerable consultation with Europe.
"Soon, such questions will have to be addressed at a truly international level, where the same balanced approach between the interests of the operators in this infant industry to make things happen and the interests of the public at large regarding safety and security should somehow determine the details of such systems as well," he said.
Another international legal ramification involves security, specifically, laws concerning export controls on "dual-use technologies," which can be used for both civil and military purposes, von der Dunk said. A sensible approach to current U.S. policies on ITARs, or International Traffic in Arms Regulations, will be important in that realm.
ITARs, which are interpreted and enforced by the U.S. Department of State, safeguard national security and further foreign policy objectives through the control the export of defense-related articles and technologies.
"The gradual progress in making the current U.S. regime on ITARs increasingly more sensible, efficient and effective is a very important step both for allowing relevant U.S. technology to serve those developments and therefore the U.S. industry and for allowing a more globally coherent approach to the security issues involved," von der Dunk said.
US-EU relations are high now

Bruegel Institute 10 (In Brussels, September 10, “Remarks by Assistant Secretary for International Finance Charles Collyns The United States and Europe: Crucial Partners in the World Economy” http://useu.usmission.gov/collyns_brussels091510.html)

In response to the most globally synchronized recession the world has seen, we have mounted the most globally coordinated response the world has attempted. In April 2009, with the global economy contracting at an annualized rate of 6 percent, huge numbers of people facing a catastrophic loss of jobs and savings, and trade in free fall, President Obama and other G-20 leaders together committed to undertake an unprecedented fiscal expansion. The cooperation has been remarkable: 20 countries, representing 85 percent of global GDP, emerging economies alongside advanced economies, joined forces and agreed to mount a significant common response to a common challenge. This action, coupled with coordinated efforts by central banks and the international financial institutions, constituted the largest and the most comprehensive stimulus program in history. The result is clear: the global economy is now well on its way to recovery. We have also worked hard together to strengthen global financial regulation and supervision to address the weaknesses that contributed to such a devastating financial crisis. Much has already been agreed toward strengthening the financial oversight tools, to raise capital standards and to expand resolution authority. There also has been substantial progress on the regulation of derivatives and consumer protection. In the United States, the Dodd-Frank law has introduced historic new oversight of our financial system consistent with our G20 commitments. Through the G-20, we have bolstered the lending capacity of the international financial institutions like the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and other multilateral development banks. Beyond providing them with larger capital bases, we have enhanced their lending tool kits to be more effective and relevant in supporting countries facing financing strains. The United States has also been supportive of European efforts to address sources of instability in the European Union. We held many conversations to discuss how best to address the Greek debt crisis. The IMF/European support package for Greece was a major step for Europe, and will be crucial in giving that country breathing space to pursue its economic adjustment. We also welcomed Europe's efforts to build financial backstops. These include the European Financial Stability Mechanism and the European Financial Stability Facility, ensuring that other countries can be shielded from excessive market pressures. We were also pleased with the results of European leaders to address lingering concerns around European banks with a series of stress tests designed to restore confidence.

US-EU relations high now – multiple reasons

Almeida 11 (EU Ambassador Joao Vale de, May 12, “ODU to Host European Union Ambassador, Seminars on Europe and U.S. Connections” http://www.odu.edu/ao/news/index.php?todo=details&id=27009)

As the two dominant powers on the world scene, the European Union and the U.S. have a relationship based on strong fundamental beliefs in democratic government, human rights and market economies. Leaders on both sides of the Atlantic join together in trade relations, the fight against terrorism and the handling of crisis and conflicts. Bilateral trade between the EU and U.S. amounts to more than $1 billion a day; investment links are even more substantial, totaling more than $1.8 trillion a year. According to Regina Karp, ODU associate professor of political science and director of the graduate program in international studies, the EU-U.S. economic partnership goes way beyond pure trade matters. "Dialogues between the two are tremendously important for business, financial and social matters," she said, noting that the EU and U.S. also work together to promote global peace, stability and democracy. As a major international port and military hub, Hampton Roads is an important region for European contacts and businesses. "Europe's connection to Hampton Roads is vital to the region," said Karp. "We hope our conference will strengthen our community of well-informed opinion leaders, investors and citizens in the Hampton Roads region. It builds upon the natural trans-Atlantic relationship long established in our area." In November 2010, ODU received a $157,000 grant as part of the Delegation of the European Union to the United States "Getting to Know Europe Grants Competition." Access EU is led by ODU's graduate programs in international studies and business administration

EU-US cooperating now-education programs

EUROPEAN COMMISSION ‘10(June 10, “EU-US co-operation in higher education and training: the Atlantis Programme”  http://ec.europa.eu/education/eu-usa/doc1156_en.htm)
An agreement in June 2006 renewed EU-US co-operation through the Atlantis Programme for another eight-year period (2006-2013). The overall aim is to promote understanding between the peoples on either side of the Atlantic and improve the quality of their human resource development. Managed jointly by the European Commission (through the Executive Agency for Education Audiovisual and Culture) and by the US Department of Education, activities include: Transatlantic Degree: the programme supports partnerships between EU and US institutions to establish joint study programmes – including joint/double degrees – and exchanges of students and staff; Excellence in Mobility projects: these provide funding to joint consortia for student mobility; Policy-oriented Measures: these address comparative higher education and vocational training issues, and promote dialogue on recognition of qualifications and accreditation; The Schuman-Fulbright scholarships: these allow highly qualified professionals to study or train on the opposite side of the Atlantic, in areas of specific relevance to EU-US relations. The 2006-2013 programme The latest phase of the programme enables joint or dual undergraduate degree courses to be developed by a small consortium. This is in addition to small curriculum components delivered through consortia of six partners, as in the past. With this new possibility, the European Commission and the US Department of Education, through the Fund for the Improvement of Post Secondary Education (FIPSE), have enabled the setting up of Transatlantic Degrees that will equip students for the global knowledge-based economy. Degrees eligible for funding under the programme may focus on any subject, provided that organisers can clearly demonstrate how their degree programme will prepare students to work in international environments. The programme should fund over 200 projects and enable some 6 000 individuals to participate in mobility activities over the eight-year period . 

NASA and ESA cooperating now

Space Travel 6/20 (“ESA chief hits at ‘anarchy’ over space station”, Space Travel; Exploration and Tourism, June 20,  2011, http://www.space-travel.com/reports/ESA_chief_hits_at_anarchy_over_space_station_planning_999.html)

Jean-Jacques Dordain, director general of the European Space Agency (ESA), said the scheduled phase-out of the US space shuttle meant "we are not in a very comfortable situation, and that's just a euphemism." "The biggest lesson from the international space station programme is entirely the lack of a joint transportation policy," he said at a press conference on the sidelines of the Paris Air Show. "The International Space Station is a splendid cooperation between five partners, but they did make a mistake... we didn't discuss things sufficiently," Dordain said. "Each party made a unilateral decision," Dordain said, admitting though that this approach was "justified on individual grounds." "NASA made a unilateral decision to stop the shuttle, ESA took the unilateral decision to develop the ATV, Japan took the unilateral decision to develop an HTV. Anarchy," Dordain said. The ATV (Automated Transfer Vehicle) and the HTV (H-II Transfer Vehicle (HTV) are unmanned supply ships, as is Russia's veteran Progress freighter. The shuttle has been the key means to take humans and freight to and from the ISS. Its retirement after its last mission, starting July 8, means that the station will depend entirely on the Russian Soyuz system for transporting astronauts. The Soyuz cannot take large non-human payloads, such as big experiments or equipment that needs a fix on Earth. The three other freight systems for the ISS, meanwhile, are all designed to be one-way systems, which means they are sent to Earth to burn up in the atmosphere after separating from the ISS. This includes Europe's ATV, the second of which, the Johannes Kepler, undocked from the ISS on Monday ahead of a suicide plunge on Tuesday. Dordain said ESA had no plans to give Europe its own manned flight capability. Europe has a powerful launcher, the Ariane 5, but in face of the costs of manned space flight has always placed its astronauts on the shuttle or the Soyuz. Dordain said ESA and NASA were in talks about possibly adapting the ATV for the US agency, which expects a gap of several years between the end of the shuttle and the introduction of a likely rocket-and-capsule system provided by the private sector. "We are currently discussing with NASA about how we can converge the interests of NASA and the interests of ESA, which are not necessarily the same," he said. By autumn, he said, ESA hoped to have a convergence of views on a "module," a common blueprint that could be used for NASA but also help to expand the use of the ATV. "We are working but we are still far from a result," he said.
EU-US relations high- multiple indicators

Barroso et al 7/21 (José, President of the European Commission, with President Van Rompuy of the European Council and President Obama,  US European Union Summit, http://windymate.com/leadership/us-european-union-summit/, 7/21/11, MM)

President Van Rompuy: Thank you. Good evening. This has been a pleasure to welcome President Obama to the EU-US Summit here in Lisbon. It is the first time that as President of the European Council, along with the President of the European Commission, I’m hosting this annual summit on behalf of the 27 heads of state and government of the European Union just one year after the previous summit. The United States is and continues to be our closest and most important partner. Both the EU and the U.S. are in a rapidly changing G-20 world. We share a transatlantic area of 800 million people, producing almost half of the world’s GDP. We share the same values, interests, and objectives. To build on this common ground it is not enough to simply use expressions like transatlantic dialogue or strategic partnership. We need to set things into motion and that’s why our discussion focused on concrete concerns for our citizens: Jobs and growth, security, and a world clean and stable. We have had a good discussion this afternoon. I would like to underline the following three points: The economy, security and foreign policy. First at the center of our ambitions to advance the economic recovery. In global terms this means engaging constructively together and with emerging economies on global imbalances. We have a common interest to ensure that what was agreed last week with difficulties ensued on this issue will be delivered. On bilateral aspects, President Barroso will brief you. As regards to EU’s own economic situation, I underline here as I did earlier to President Obama that the fundamentals of our economy are sound. The European Union has much high levels of economic growth than expected a few months ago. We have low inflation, a current account of the balance of payments in the Caribbean and positive prospects for jobs in 2011. A lot of member states are involved in reform programs to strengthen their economies, to consolidate their budgets and to prepare the aging of the population. The Union decided upon a new and robust framework for economic governments in order to underpin our common currency and our common markets. And moreover, we have put in place the necessary instruments of financial support and the strong conditionality to overcome the current problems in the Euros. And second, we share the same vision on the future of security. Both our societies are built on the free flow of people, goods and information. The networks these flows require face threats of a new kind: Terrorism, market disruption, and cyber attacks. The European Union and the U.S. cooperation has added value here. And that’s why we decided to develop our partnership on a wide range of security issues. These needs to be founded on our respect for fundamental rights and freedoms. On cyber security, as also stated earlier at the NATO Summit is a threat with an immense impact. EU-US cooperation in this field can contribute to protect ourselves against it and, therefore, happy to announce that the European Union and the United States will enhance their cooperation by creating an EU-US working group on cyber security. The working group will report progress within a year. And furthermore, speedy compromise on a comprehensive EU-US data production agreement will significantly facilitate all negotiations between the EU and U.S. on passenger name records, cyber security, fight against terrorism and against national organized crime. And third and last on foreign policy, Iran’s nuclear program remains a grave concern to us all. I recall to President Obama the EU’s restrictive measures on Iran adopted in June. Without our working together, the sanctions would be inoperative. I also informed the President that we believe we now have very good chance to engage Iran in direct talks under the leadership of the high representative on December the 5th. On Sudan, we need to ensure that the upcoming referenda reflect the will of the population’s concerns. In order to build confidence in the referendum, the EU is deploying an electoral observation mission. Regarding to the Middle East, I expressed the Union’s support to President Obama’s efforts to put the direct talks back on track. I also recalled the EU’s vital contribution to the process through our assistance to the Palestinian authority. And on EU NATO relations we all welcome yesterday’s agreement on NATO’s new strategic concept. I irritate — reiterate to the President my belief that we have an opportunity to make serious progress on the EU NATO Strategic Partnership while respecting the legitimate concerns of all EU member states and all EU allies and without discriminating any way. We had, ladies and gentlemen, a fruitful summit. We saw eye to eye. And, Mr. President, I wish you a good trip home. Moderator: President Barroso, please. President Barroso: Thank you. Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. President Van Rompuy presented the main results. I will not repeat them. You have a joint statement that shows the level of our ambition for this strategic vital relationship. I will not go into details. Let me just say that we covered a lot of ground and we have committed to this continued dialogue and close cooperation. We have tasked our ministers, our commissioners for concrete work. We have committed to further consultation and in fact more deep consultation on many matters, bilateral and also global issues. My impression, I like to convey to you my impression about this summit. It was indeed a very intimate, friendly, focused summit. No one read notes. There was a real dialogue and I think this is indeed what we are looking for when we discuss these kind of issues at summit level so that there is a real exchange about the priorities so that we can set work for the future. And there was in fact a great, great sense of convergence, common strategic goals and a willingness to work together on bilateral and on global issues. On bilateral we have agreed that there is still potentially now a transatlantic economic relationship so we have tasked now the Transatlantic Economic Council to do more and to achieve concrete results in terms of regulatory convergence, eliminating some barriers to trade, what we can do to create new sources of growth on both sides of the Atlantic, growth and jobs, that’s what our citizens expect from us on both sides of the Atlantic. And I believe there is a great potential on issues like clean technologies, innovation, many areas where both the United States and the European Union can benefit from this increased cooperation. On global action also we addressed some issues from climate change to development issues, energy dialogue that took place yesterday also chaired by Secretary Clinton and her representative Kathy Ashton where there is also a great potential for common approaches globally because there are common challenges. There are some problems with our borders that we need to tackle together. So let me conclude with a very personal remark. I have been to many summits. I think to a large extent this was different because of the intimate, informal way these matters were addressed. I really have a lot of admiration, I have to say, by President Obama’s physical resilience after all of the summits he has been. Still in Yokohama time. And I really want to thank him for the quality of the exchanges. I think we have now a great foundation for the work between the United States and the Europeans for the next years. Together we can do much more in our relationship that is so important for our people on both sides of the Atlantic. And I thank you all for the great contributions for the success of this summit. President Obama: Well, thank you, very much. Good evening, everyone. It is a pleasure to be here with President Barroso and President Van Rompuy. I am proud to be here. I was proud to meet with the leaders of the 27 European Member States during our summit in Prague last year. I was pleased to welcome President Barroso and the EU leadership to the White House last fall. I have been pleased to work with both Herman and José at the G-20 context. And today marks our first summit under the EU’s Lisbon Treaty. So it was also wonderful to meet Kathy Ashton who is doing outstanding work. You know, this summit was not as exciting as other summits because we basically agree on everything. But nevertheless, I value these meetings for a simple reason: America’s relationship with our European allies and partners is the cornerstone of our engagement with the world and it’s a catalyst for global cooperation, whether it’s creating jobs for our people, sustaining global economic recovery, protecting our citizens, preventing nuclear proliferation, the United States has no closer partner than Europe. And we’re not simply united by shared interests; we’re united by shared history, by shared democratic values, a shared set of traditions that have endured for generations. That’s why the United States needs and wants a strong and united Europe. That’s why our summit today focused on three important areas of mutual interest. First we agreed to take a series of steps to increase trade and investment which already amounts to a $4.4 trillion relationship and supports millions of jobs on both sides of the Atlantic. We directed our Transatlantic Economic Council to focus on streamlining regulations, encouraging innovation, eliminating barriers that hamper trade and investment. And building on the progress of the G-20 Summit in Seoul we reaffirmed the need for currencies that are market driven and for countries with large surpluses to boost domestic demand. Second, we reviewed our close security cooperation. We saw with the recent security alerts in Europe as well as the plot that was disrupted to detonate explosives in cargo flights that we have to work every day to keep our citizens safe and we will continue to do so. And from our common efforts to address Iran’s nuclear program, to our work together in Sudan. We’re also partners in promoting stability and averting crises around the world. And now that NATO has agreed that the transition to Afghan responsibility will begin early next year, to use their role as a major donor to Afghanistan and a trainer for police forces will only become more important. Finally, we’re coordinating on a series of global issues. With regard to climate change we directed our U.S. EU Energy Council to find ways to bring clean energy technologies to market faster. And we’re standing by our Copenhagen commitments to reduce emissions as we work towards Cancun. And as the world’s source of most of — as the source of most of the world’s development assistance, we agreed to better coordinate our assistance and ensure a more effective division of labor to avoid duplication and inefficiency as I’ve called for in our new development strategy. So again, I want to thank President Barroso, President Van Rompuy for their strong leadership and their partnership. I am confident that if we continue to deepen the close cooperation between the United States and the EU we can deliver greater security and greater prosperity for our 800 million citizens on both sides of the Atlantic. And let me just use this opportunity once again to thank the people of Portugal for the wonderful hospitality. I plan to come back when I have fewer meetings. (laughter) Thank you, very much. 
Relations high- criticizing China

 IT Times 7/19 (Information and Technology Times, leader in tech news, US and EU Lead Condemnation of Chinas Rare Earth Quotas, http://www.koreaittimes.com/story/15768/us-and-eu-lead-condemnation-chinas-rare-earth-quotas, MM)

China has drawn criticism from the US and EU after refusing to increase export quotas on rare metals vital for clean technologies, such as solar panels and wind turbines. The country accounts for more than 90 per cent of worldwide output of rare earth minerals and had been under pressure to increase supplies as governments and analysts warned of shortages and subsequent price spikes that could undermine the expansion of the global clean tech industry. However, the Chinese Ministry of Commerce yesterday announced that export levels would remain similar to last year, despite rising demand. Meanwhile, the EU warned that the inclusion of ferroalloys, which contain rare earth metals, in the quotas for the first time represent a tightening of the quotas in real terms. "This is highly disappointing and the EU continues to encourage the Chinese authorities to revisit their export restrictions policy to ensure there is full, fair, predictable and non-discriminatory access to rare earth supplies, as well as other raw materials for EU industries," said John Clancy, the EUs trade spokesman. The UK department for Business, Innovation and Skills told BusinessGreen it was entirely in agreement with the EUs position. The US, meanwhile, had been hoping the World Trade Organisation decision earlier this month to prevent China placing restrictions on exports of zinc, bauxite and other key raw materials would dissuade its ruling party from tighter quotas on rare metals. However, it was left equally dissatisfied with the decision. "We continue to be deeply troubled by Chinas use of market distorting export restrictions on raw materials including rare earths," Nkenge Harmon, a spokeswoman for the US Trade Representatives office, told news agency Reuters. "This is not the direction that China should be headed in." 
Link – Generic

Unilateralism destroys our relationship with the ESA
Wirbel 3 (Loring, Loring Wirbel is a technology analyst with more than 20 years' experience, U.S. 'negation' policy in space raises concerns abroad, http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article3509.htm, 5/22/3, MM)

"Negation implies treating allies poorly," Robert Lawson, senior policy adviser for nonproliferation in the Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs, said at a Toronto conference in late March. "It implies treaty busting." Hints of such a policy showed up in the Rumsfeld Commission report of January 2001, which warned of a "space Pearl Harbor" if the United States did not dominate low-earth, geosynchronous and polar orbital planes, as well as all launch facilities and ground stations, to exploit space for battlefield advantage. The European Union complained in no uncertain terms five years ago that the NRO and National Security Agency were using global electronic-snooping programs like Echelon outside the boundaries of mutual NATO advantage. The European Space Agency chimed in last fall, when the Defense Department tried to bully ESA into changing its design plans for a navigational-satellite system called Galileo. 

Unilateral Weaponization destroys EU relations – slap in the face to the proposed Code of Conduct

Lake 11 A national security correspondent for the Washington Times and a frequent contributor to the Bloggingheads.tv. He was previously a national security reporter at the New York Sun and the State Department correspondent for the UPI. He is also a contributing editor for The New Republic. In addition to his journalistic endeavours, Lake is an accomplished amateur rapper, focusing on old school jamz. His specialty is improvisations which incorporate the political news of the day. (Eli Lake, 1-27-2011, “U.S., EU eye anti-satellite weapons pact Limits raise worries, The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jan/27/us-eu-eye-anti-satellite-weapons-pact/?page=1) RP 
The Obama administration is negotiating with the European Union on an agreement limiting the use of anti-satellite weapons, a move that some critics say could curb U.S. development of space weapons in general. Three congressional staffers told The Washington Times that Pentagon and intelligence analysts said in a briefing Monday that the administration is looking to sign on to the European Union's Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. The briefing followed the completion of an interagency review that recommends the United States sign on to the document with only a few minor changes to its language, according to two administration officials familiar with the review. That recommendation is awaiting final approval from the National Security Council. "The United States is continuing to consult with the European Union on its initiative to develop a comprehensive set of multilateral TCBMs, also known as the Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities," Rose Gottemoeller, assistant secretary of state for arms control, verification and compliance, said Thursday at the U.N. Conference on Disarmament. TCBM stands for "transparency and confidence-building measures." "We plan to make a decision in the coming weeks as to whether the United States can sign on to this code, including what, if any, modifications would be necessary," Ms. Gottemoeller added. A draft of the code of conduct dated Sept. 27 says countries that sign on to the document vow to "refrain from any action which intends to bring about, directly or indirectly, damage or destruction of outer space objects unless such action is conducted to reduce the creation of outer space debris and/or is justified by the inherent right of individual or collective self-defense in accordance with the United Nations Charter or imperative safety considerations." The United States has worried about the safety of commercial, intelligence and military satellites for years, but that concern has heightened since 2007. That year, the Chinese military successfully tested a ground-based missile that destroyed one of its own satellites. In 2009, a communications satellite owned by satellite-phone maker Iridium crashed into a Russian satellite over northern Siberia. Both incidents created debris that could collide with other satellites. "Space debris, to me, I equate it with global warming in orbit," said Matthew Hoey, a military space consultant who has worked for the U.S. government and the U.N. Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies. "It is a race against time, and once we pass the tipping point, there is no reversing it. The ramifications of a collision on economics, space exploration and communications — these are grand issues." Mr. Hoey said the code of conduct's emphasis on space debris is "a good thing," adding that the EU code "is a great precedent." "It is not exactly binding," he said. "There are not exactly penalties. It is a bit of an honor system. But it's the first step towards space-based arms control that we will eventually need." The United States is a party to one major arms-control treaty dealing with outer space. Signed in 1967, that treaty bans countries from bringing nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction into space. Paula DeSutter, who was an assistant secretary of state for verification and compliance under President George W. Bush, said the EU code would be much better for U.S. national interests than a space-based arms control treaty introduced by the Russian and Chinese delegations at the 2008 U.N. Conference on Disarmament. That proposed treaty, known as the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space Treaty (PPWT), is regarded by the Obama administration, and the Bush administration before it, as unverifiable and not in the U.S. national interest, according to public statements by both administrations. "The code of conduct needs a few changes, but it is certainly far better than the PPWT," Ms. DeSutter said. "One of the good things about it is that it recognizes specifically the legitimate right of self-defense in space and the virtue of the U.S. satellite shootdown in 2008. It does not appear to limit U.S. missile defenses in any way." However, she added that "it needs to be thoroughly reviewed to make sure that it protects U.S. intelligence and military satellite systems." A senior State Department official familiar with the interagency review of the code of conduct said: "We had everyone look at this. Our defense programs are not harmed by it." The State Department has exchanged language with the EU on the code of conduct. The U.S. and Russia also have begun talks about creating confidence-building measures regarding space-based activities. The U.S. has reached out to China on space issues, but Beijing has declined offers to discuss the issue, according to a senior State Department official. One congressional staffer said many aides still had questions after Monday's briefing. "There are capabilities that we have in space and that we want to have in space," the staffer said. "We want to make sure our ability to conduct space situation awareness and to pursue those capabilities are not hindered by the code of conduct." Another congressional staff member said: "There is a suspicion that this is a slippery slope to arms control for space-based weapons, anti-satellite weapons and a back door to potentially limiting missile defense." Baker Spring, a defense analyst at the Heritage Foundation, said the staffers' concerns are "likely to be well-founded." "Because it appears that they are talking about limiting operations, as opposed to limiting the weapons themselves, it could be that this is as much an agreement on the law of war as it is on arms control," Mr. Spring said. "If it is something more like a law-of-war agreement, then you are creating a situation of legal jeopardy for a military commander who is responsible for operating systems in space." But Scott Pace, director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, said: "I don't see this text as limiting U.S. capabilities. In fact, I see the idea of limiting space debris as deeply in the U.S. national interest and the interest of all space-faring nations." In briefings with Congress, administration officials have said they do not consider the EU code of conduct to be a treaty, meaning it would not have to sent to the Senate for approval. Mr. Pace said that "saying responsible countries agree on responsible behavior is not the same as a treaty." Mr. Spring disagreed. He said the resolution of ratification adopted by the Senate last month for the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty spells out exactly the kinds of agreements that require the Senate's approval and the definition of militarily significant limitations would cover the code of conduct. "The administration is trying to pretend with the EU code of conduct that an agreement that places significant restrictions on how the military may operate its systems is not militarily significant," he said 

Unilateralism destroys our relationship with our allies

Wirbel 3 (Loring, Loring Wirbel is a technology analyst with more than 20 years' experience, U.S. 'negation' policy in space raises concerns abroad, http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article3509.htm, 5/22/3, MM)

While much of the talk around the Pentagon these days focuses on "transformation" of the military, some of the United States' closest allies worry about another buzzword being used in subtler ways at the National Reconnaissance Office: "negation." The nation's largest intelligence agency by budget and in control of all U.S. spy satellites, NRO is talking openly with the U.S. Air Force Space Command about actively denying the use of space for intelligence purposes to any other nation at any time—not just adversaries, but even longtime allies, according to NRO director Peter Teets. At the National Space Symposium in Colorado Springs in early April, Teets proposed that U.S. resources from military, civilian and commercial satellites be combined to provide "persistence in total situational awareness, for the benefit of this nation's war fighters." If allies don't like the new paradigm of space dominance, said Air Force secretary James Roche, they'll just have to learn to accept it. The allies, he told the symposium, will have "no veto power." 

Unilateral decisions are bad decisions – the Space shuttle proves.

AFP 7-4 Agent France Presse (7-4-2011, AFP, “European Space Agency chief hits at 'anarchy' over space station planning”, http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-07-04/news/29736045_1_space-shuttle-iss-international-space-station) RP

LE BOURGET, FRANCE: Europe's space chief on Monday said the International Space Station faced lean times as a result of the US shuttle phase-out and said project planning for transport to the ISS had been "anarchy". Jean-Jacques Dordain, director general of the European Space Agency (ESA), said the scheduled phase-out of the US space shuttle meant "we are not in a very comfortable situation, and that's just a euphemism." "The biggest lesson from the international space station programme is entirely the lack of a joint transportation policy," he said at a press conference on the sidelines of the Paris Air Show. "The International Space Station is a splendid cooperation between five partners, but they did make a mistake... we didn't discuss things sufficiently," Dordain said. "Each party made a unilateral decision," Dordain said, admitting though that this approach was "justified on individual grounds." "NASA made a unilateral decision to stop the shuttle, ESA took the unilateral decision to develop the ATV, Japan took the unilateral decision to develop an HTV. Anarchy," Dordain said. 

US unilateralism destroys European relations

Chang 10 (SHENG-CHIH, Ph.D. candidate in Political and Social Sciences, Surviving the Crises: The Changing Patterns of Space Cooperation among the United States, Russia, Europe, and China, http://stockholm.sgir.eu/uploads/Sheng-Chih%20Wang%20SGIR%202010%20Paper.pdf, p. 44, September 2010, MM)

The US considered cooperation with Europe because it tried to prevent unwanted technology proliferation to its adversaries (Beidleman 2005, 144). The goal of non-proliferation is an ingrained component of US global security strategy, which always urges the US to oppose independent or joint space application programs of other space-faring states lest undesirable technology proliferation occurs. The non-proliferation preference also fortifies US predisposition to prevent other states from acquiring or developing advanced technological capabilities, thereby intensifies European grievance against US monopolization (Lewis 2004a, 3). 

Econ Impact

EU/US Relations are key to the global economy 

Smith 06-[Mitchell P Smith, associate Professor of Political Science and International & Area Studies and Co-Director of the European Union Center at the University of Oklahoma, Jan/Feb 2006, World Literature Today, Vol.80, Iss. 1; pg. 20, Proquest]
So how do we assess the rising soft power of the European Union in comparison, say, with the supreme military power of the United States? Above all, it must be kept in mind that in terms of trade, flows of capital, and international rule-making, the United States-EU relationship is the most densely interdependent on the globe. The United States and EU, in other words, are in fact more partners than rivals. An economically weak European Union is not in the interest of the United States, nor is it helpful for the global economy. The same may be said for a diplomatically weak EU. Pressing global problems cannot be resolved without international leadership, and mounting evidence indicates the United States can no longer lead alone.

Economic collapse causes global war
Auslin, 9 – resident scholar at AEI (Michael “Averting Disaster”, The Daily Standard, 2/6, http://www.aei.org/article/100044)
 

As they deal with a collapsing world economy, policymakers in Washington and around the globe must not forget that when a depression strikes, war can follow. Nowhere is this truer than in Asia, the most heavily armed region on earth and riven with ancient hatreds and territorial rivalries. Collapsing trade flows can lead to political tension, nationalist outbursts, growing distrust, and ultimately, military miscalculation. The result would be disaster on top of an already dire situation.
No one should think that Asia is on the verge of conflict. But it is also important to remember what has helped keep the peace in this region for so long. Phenomenal growth rates in Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, China and elsewhere since the 1960s have naturally turned national attention inward, to development and stability. This has gradually led to increased political confidence, diplomatic initiatives, and in many nations the move toward more democratic systems. America has directly benefited as well, and not merely from years of lower consumer prices, but also from the general conditions of peace in Asia.
Yet policymakers need to remember that even during these decades of growth, moments of economic shock, such as the 1973 Oil Crisis, led to instability and bursts of terrorist activity in Japan, while the uneven pace of growth in China has led to tens of thousands of armed clashes in the poor interior of the country.
Now imagine such instability multiplied region-wide. The economic collapse Japan is facing, and China's potential slowdown, dwarfs any previous economic troubles, including the 1998 Asian Currency Crisis. Newly urbanized workers rioting for jobs or living wages, conflict over natural resources, further saber-rattling from North Korea, all can take on lives of their own. This is the nightmare of governments in the region, and particularly of democracies from newer ones like Thailand and Mongolia to established states like Japan and South Korea. How will overburdened political leaders react to internal unrest? What happens if Chinese shopkeepers in Indonesia are attacked, or a Japanese naval ship collides with a Korean fishing vessel? Quite simply, Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict.
This would be a political and humanitarian disaster turning the clock back decades in Asia. It would almost certainly drag America in at some point, as well. First of all, we have alliance responsibilities to Japan, South Korea, Australia, and the Philippines should any of them come under armed attack. Failure on our part to live up to those responsibilities could mean the end of America's credibility in Asia. Secondly, peace in Asia has been kept in good measure by the continued U.S. military presence since World War II. There have been terrible localized conflicts, of course, but nothing approaching a systemic conflagration like the 1940s. Today, such a conflict would be far more bloody, and it is unclear if the American military, already stretched too thin by wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, could contain the crisis. Nor is it clear that the American people, worn out from war and economic distress, would be willing to shed even more blood and treasure for lands across the ocean.
The result could be a historic changing of the geopolitical map in the world's most populous region. Perhaps China would emerge as the undisputed hegemon. Possibly democracies like Japan and South Korea would link up to oppose any aggressor. India might decide it could move into the vacuum. All of this is guess-work, of course, but it has happened repeatedly throughout history. There is no reason to believe we are immune from the same types of miscalculation and greed that have destroyed international systems in the past.

Terror Impact*

Strong EU/US Relations is key to stopping Terrorism 

Catto 04-[“The Post 9/11 Partnership: Transatlantic Cooperation against Terrorism” Henry E. Catto Chairman Atlantic Council Policy Paper December 2004 http://www.acus.org/docs/0412-Post_9- 11_Partnership_Transatlantic_Cooperation_Against_Terrorism.pdf]

Since the attacks of September 2001, the United States and the European Union have worked to build effective cooperation in fighting terrorism, especially in law enforcement, border and transportation security, and terrorist financing. This has not always been easy, as demonstrated by disputes over the screening of shipping containers, and information about airline passengers. But despite these differences — and the severe tensions in transatlantic relations generally — the effort to build cooperation against terrorism has been widely regarded as one of the success stories of the U.S.-European partnership. 

Warming Impact

EU/U.S cooperation is key to solve global warming

Washington Tomes 10-[“EU climate chief urges U.S. to act,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/mar/19/eu-climate-chief-urges-us-to-act/?page=all]

The European Union’s point woman on global warming Thursday pressed the U.S. government to step up its efforts to forge an international climate deal, arguing that both the EU and the U.S. will reap benefits from an accord. “In the end, we think that those who will be leading this economically will also be the ones who will lead politically in the world of the 21st century,” said Connie Hedegaard, EU commissioner for climate action. “Those who become the most energy-efficient will also benefit economically.” Ms. Hedegaard helped chair the December U.N. climate change gathering in Copenhagen, one that even organizers said fell far short of its original expectations. President Obama’s major energy policy, including a “cap-and-trade” system to curb greenhouse gas emissions, faces an uncertain future in the Senate after passing the House last summer. And new opinion surveys in the United States find growing skepticism among voters about some of the claims of the dangers of global warming. A Gallup poll released earlier this week found that popular concern about many top environmental issues is at a “20-year low.” It also found that public worries over eight green-related issues - from air pollution to the state of rain forests - have dropped by as much as nine percentage points in the last year alone. In an address at the National Press Building, Ms. Hedegaard said the United States and the EU would receive a number of benefits from a joint effort to revive a global approach to climate change. “If we do this intelligently, we can pick tools in addressing climate change that at the same time will benefit energy security, it will benefit environment, it will benefit air quality and it will benefit gross and innovation,” she said. If the United States fails to lead, she warned, “others will harvest gains.” Ms. Hedegaard said China, South Korea, Brazil and India are moving quickly to deal with climate change. She added it was “crucial” for Washington to send a signal to developing economies of its commitment and willingness to act. Ms. Hedegaard said the EU’s new strategy is expected to help make Europe the “most climate-friendly region in the world” by cutting emissions by 20 percent in the next decade, compared to emissions levels in 1990. She said the European bloc would even increase the reductions to 30 percent if other major nations agree to corresponding cuts.. The next U.N. climate summit will take place at the end of the year in Cancun, Mexico. The EU climate minister said participating nations “must manage expectations carefully” and “focus on specific deliverables” to avoid the disappointments that came in the wake of the Copenhagen gathering. “If it fails this time, then there will be a risk,” Ms. Hedegaard said. “If nothing came out of U.S., where would that leave the rest of the world?” 

Warming causes extinction

Tickell, 08  (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

Stability Impact*

EU/U.S cooperation is key to global peace

Washington Times 09-[“Embassy Row,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/feb/26/embassy-row-27814391/?page=]

The global economic crisis and lingering political disputes throughout the world are so severe that even the normally optimistic foreign minister of Greece is worrying about doomsday. However, she still holds on to a little hope. “I think we can all agree that 2009 is a critical year,” Dora Bakoyannis told the Brookings Institution in Washington this week. “It could be the beginning of the end or the end of the beginning of an incredibly challenging time.” The collapse of international banks and the panic of governments around the world have more than economic consequences, she said. “The global financial and economic crisis cast a shadow over all of our efforts,” Mrs. Bakoyannis said. “The massive economic downturn we are witnessing is dramatically changing the political landscape, thus presenting a security concern all in itself.” Her solution is building or strengthening three “bridges” of cooperation - one between Europe and the United States, a second with Russia and a third within Europe, itself. “In our multipolar world, security depends on more than just power,” she said. “It depends on building relationships and forging ties. It depends on building bridges over troubled waters.” The most important bridge is the one “across the Atlantic, the bedrock of our postwar system,” she said. “Europe and the U.S. have a long history of interdependence as global partners with global responsibilities,” she noted, adding that Europe can dangle the carrot, while Americans shake the stick. “European soft power is a desired corollary to U.S. military might,” Mrs. Bakoyannis said. “Still, Europe must develop … its own military capability, which is crucial, particularly in regions where only Europe is an acceptable mediator by all.” The conflict between Russia and Georgia underscores the need for better diplomacy between Moscow and the West, she added, noting that “reactivation of the NATO-Russia Council” would help improve relations. The third bridge would bring European nations into closer cooperation, especially with nations in the Balkans that are not members of the European Union. “For us, there is no doubt that the only way forward is full membership in the EU and NATO for the whole of Southeast Europe,” she said. 

--XT: Stability

EU Soft power is key to peace and stability 

Washington Times 7-7-11–[“Cracks show even as European Union tries to grow,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/7/cracks-show-even-as-european-union-tries-to-grow/]
DUBLIN — Riots in Athens. Border controls in Denmark. Growing nationalism in the Netherlands and France. The European Union is looking anything but united these days. As troubles persist and grow, EU leaders are pushing for further enlargement, with countries such as Croatia and Iceland eagerly lining up to join. “Europe wants to show that it can repeat the success stories of the enlargements in 2004 and 2007,” said Almut Moeller, who specializes in EU integration issues at the German Council on Foreign Relations in Berlin. “[EU leaders] want to show they can use the union’s transformative power to bring peace and stability. And even though it isn’t always working beautifully, membership is quite an interesting prospect for Croatia and others because they know that being part of a big economic bloc brings tremendous benefits.” Still, as Europe’s economic crisis deepens, clashes last month between police and protesters demonstrating against Greek austerity measures hint at a deeper crisis — one of political legitimacy. Greece has instituted deep cuts in public services in exchange for billions of dollars in bailout funds from EU member states, sparking protests and criticism of Greek fiscal responsibility. What’s more, Denmark’s plan announced this week to increase customs checks at its borders has drawn fierce opposition from Germany, which argues that the Danish initiative violates one of the EU’s founding principles: the unencumbered movement of people and goods among the 27 member states. 

Arms Race Impact

Space Weaponization causes European arms race.

Weeden 08 technical consultant with the Secure World Foundation. Between 1998 and 2007, he was a commissioned officer with the United States Air Force working in ICBM and space surveillance operations (2008, Brian Weeden, “Space Weaponization: Aye or Nay?”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/3410

This section also brings up one of the biggest issues in space security, the term “space weapons.” Simultaneously derided by conservatives as a hippy catchall for anything vaguely militaristic and loathed by liberals as tools of the imperialistic warmonger bent on world domination, the term seems to have whatever definition with which your particular ideological slant and background imbue it. Moltz starts his second chapter with a succinct but detailed discussion of this issue and proposes definition on the middle ground: “any system whose use destroys or damages objects in or from outer space.” Most experts agree that space systems that could strike targets on the ground, such as space-based lasers or satellites equipped with metal rods for deorbiting, and space systems used to attack other satellites, such as co-orbital anti-satellites, are space weapons. Most also agree that ICBMs, which fly through space to reach their targets, are not. Beyond this, however, the various camps and parties can agree on little. Some believe that space-based and ground-based missile defense systems should be categorized as space weapons as they could easily be used against satellites. The proponents of such systems vehemently reject this classification. Others believe that any system that could possibly be used for military purposes should be classified as space weapons. The Soviet Union, for example, felt strongly that the U.S. space shuttle was a military vehicle designed to capture or destroy Soviet satellites. As such, this is also possibly the only section of the book where readers may disagree with Moltz. Perhaps a better approach on the definition of space weapons is to avoid it altogether because there will never be a good definition for it. The term carries too much baggage, and the insistence on using it and defining it only leads to division and argument. The dual-use potential of almost everything in space means that anything, properly employed, can be used as a weapon with varying degrees of effectiveness. Rather, the debate needs to focus on what is really at the heart of the issue: actions. The issue of space weapons boils down not to objects, hardware, and capabilities but to specific actions. Those actions that could result in indiscriminate damage to the space environment or third parties, such as nuclear weapons detonations, broad spectrum radiofrequency jammers, and debris-generating kinetic impactors, should be considered for banishment. The second section encompasses the bulk of the book and presents the 20th-century history of space security broken into four main eras: the U.S.-Soviet space race, the era of cooperative restraint, the ideological challenges posed to this restraint around the time of the Reagan administration, and finally the post-Cold War uncertainty that space security shared with many other security regimes. In each of these four eras, Moltz provides not only a chronological overview of the major events and decisions but also the geopolitical factors that influenced them. The third and final section presents recent events and decisions involved in shaping space security, particularly U.S. policy under President George W. Bush. Conservatives see these changes as essential to protecting the space-borne foundations of U.S. military and economic power, while liberals and unfortunately much of the rest of the world see them as antagonistic and hegemonic. As Moltz and others demonstrate, the essential basis of the 2006 Bush space policy is no different than that of any president since Eisenhower. The core elements of peaceful use of outer space, separation of civil and military space, use of space to enhance U.S. economic and military power, and the right to freedom of action in space are unchanged. Rather, it is the tone and nuance of the policy that is different. The right to freedom of action by the United States is coupled with a blatant warning that the United States reserves the right to deter or prevent other states from impinging on U.S. capabilities in space. Put in the larger context of the Bush administration’s handling of world events, this creates the impression that U.S. space policy has somehow radically swung toward weaponization. At the end, Moltz returns to the four ideological camps of space security and presents their approach to the future of space security. It is here that readers will find Moltz’s analysis to be absolutely correct when he states, “Despite the U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and the 2006 National Space Policy, no irreversible decisions have been made regarding the deployment of space defenses. Thus, both directions for space security—unilateral and collective—are very much in play.” Perhaps this is why the topic of space security has experienced its latest resurgence. Parties on either side of the issue understand that both directions are indeed very much in play. Each side also understands the consequences for its respective agendas and outlook on the world should the chosen direction be against its core beliefs. Adopting a unilateral security strategy, as is the current U.S. approach, does have its advantages, but one of the fundamental disadvantages is lack of engagement and influence in the actions of others that one would have through a cooperative approach. A recent example that demonstrates this clearly was the decision by European states to create their own space surveillance system. When first announced a few years ago, the U.S. position was basically to ignore the issue. When the Europeans demonstrated that they were serious and starting working to actually fund such a system, suddenly the U.S. position changed. The United States started talking about space situational awareness and cooperation within the context of NATO to try to shift European surveillance activities to that forum, where the United States is a partner and has a seat at the table and thus can exert influence more readily. This leads to the larger fundamental truth: the rest of the world is quickly developing suites of space capability and interest. Although most states will never individually develop equal capabilities to the United States in terms of space power, technology is rapidly changing the game, as it has in every other field. Every state has the same sovereign right as the United States to fully utilize space for its own socioeconomic development and pursue its own self interests. If every state pursues the same U.S. path of unilateral action, opposition of legal regimes prohibiting or limiting their access or use of space, and reservation of the right to deny adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to their national interests, then ultimately conflict in space will happen. That conflict is likely to have lasting detrimental effects on the use of space by all states. The debate over space weaponization should come down to three things: security, safety, and sustainability. Whatever the answer is, it should properly address all three of those elements. Space weapons, however defined, may serve some space security needs. If that comes at the cost of a reduction in the other two factors, clearly it is not a viable option. Likewise, certain proposals that have been made for international regimes and bans on weapons may in theory create safety, but if they ignore the security concerns of space-faring nations, they will ultimately be counterproductive. Only by factoring in all three considerations and working together can the world move forward with utilization of space for the peaceful benefit of all states. 

Unilateral US action is viewed as aggressive in any context and sparks a space race from the EU.

Wolter 07 Head of European Policy and Law Division, State Chancellery, Brandenburg, was Political Counsellor at the German Mission to the United Nations in New York (2003-2005), and served as Vice-Chairman of the First Committee of the 60 th UN General Assembly. He was also Chairman of the Group of Interested States in Practical Disarmament Measures and Co-Chairman of the Group of Like-Minded States on Conflict Prevention. He has a Master of International Affairs, Columbia University, New York and a PhD in international law and arms control from Humboldt University, Berlin. (January, Detlev Wolter, “Common Security in Outer Space and International Law: A European Perspective”, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Collective%20Security%20in%20Space%20-%20European%20Perspectives.pdf) RP

Europe has enjoyed an unprecedented level of rapprochement, cooperation and common security since the end of World War Two. This is due to the lesson learned that overall security requires the willingness to put the common objective of mutual, cooperative security above the particular security interests of States. From this common understanding, the avenue was wide open for European integration and the gradual convergence of trade, economic, and social as well as increasingly of foreign and defence policies. A common European Foreign and Defence Policy is taking shape. It is today unthinkable that Member States of the European Union would ever raise their arms against each other. Europe has been able to project its successful model of common security to a broader context as well. In the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the weaving of a close web of political, economic, rule of law and human rights cooperation in the three baskets helped to overcome the East-West ideological and security divide. On this stable ground and in the interest of pursuing common security in the OSCE, the challenges of ensuring peaceful independence of the Baltic States and of including former Eastern bloc States into NATO and the European Union were successfully tackled. The European Union is now increasingly active as a global player in support of effective multilateralism, respect for international law, conflict prevention and civilian conflict management. European perspectives on space security are thus deeply engrained in the successful experience of common security. European space activities are devoted exclusively to peaceful purposes. The Statute of the European Space Agency (Article II) stipulates: … [The] purpose of the Agency shall be to provide for and promote, for exclusively peaceful purposes, cooperation among European States in space research and technology and their space applications, with a view to their being used for scientific purposes and for operational space applications systems…. European military uses of outer space are thus strictly limited to purely passive military uses of a non-destructive nature, such as those of surveillance, reconnaissance, and communication satellites. No European nation is engaged in active military space uses of a destructive nature. All European states support the annual Resolution of the United Nations General Assembly on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space. Given its growing economic, political and security interests in preserving outer space as an exclusively peaceful domain, Europe should undertake more vigorous efforts to develop its own independent space surveillance capabilities which could then be shared in a global surveillance mechanism under the auspices of the United Nations. Europe is now called upon to define its interest in the strictly peaceful use of outer space and the prevention of the weaponization of outer space on the basis of its increasing economic, commercial and security interests in space. When it comes to establishing the future space security system, the European Union should offer its success story of pursuing common security in the interest of the international community. The European model of space security should focus on enhancing those cooperative elements for a space order that make it attractive for every space-faring nation. These elements should be elaborated, drafted and implemented in close cooperation with the other leading space nations. The main tenets of such a space security order should encompass in particular a comprehensive immunity system for civilian and military satellites of a non-destructive capacity, a code of conduct, “rules of the road,” and traffic rules as well as regulations to avoid and manage space debris. Such a comprehensive common space security order would protect the security, economic and commercial space interests of the entire space community, and in addition ensure the peaceful use of the global commons in the interest and for the benefit of all mankind. The Basis for a Space Security Order The legal, political and conceptual basis of such a system of common security for outer space draws on the 1967 Outer Space Treaty as the “magna carta” of space law, the 1982 “Common Security” report of the Palme Commission, and the state practice and various draft treaty proposals on space security submitted in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. 1 Outer space as a common territory beyond national jurisdiction is a “global commons” par excellence. Security must therefore be common, cooperative security, based on the rule of law and respect for international space law in the interest of all states and mankind as a whole. The legal status of outer space as determined in the Outer Space Treaty (OST) of 1967 requires that the use and exploration of space have to be in the “interest of all states” and “for the benefit of all mankind” (Article I OST). And thus emerges an implication, indeed an obligation, of all states to embrace “common” or “cooperative security” as the only option for truly guaranteeing the peaceful use of space. Such a cooperative regime finds its legal basis established in the mankind clause in Article I of the OST and the principle of cooperation and due account of the interests of all states in Articles IX and X of the OST, which are the principal elements attributing the status of outer space as a “common heritage of mankind.” However, in view of the risks of transgressing the line between the current passive military uses of space and the envisaged active military uses of a destructive nature in outer space (“weaponization of space”), the substantive and procedural institutionalisation of the mankind clause, the cooperation principle and the peaceful purpose clause as expressed in Articles I and IX of the OST becomes increasingly pressing. These clauses were introduced in outer space law at the onset of the space age in 1957 by a joint draft UN General Assembly Resolution of the United States, France and Great Britain. These states had the same prime objective as the international community as a whole - to ensure that outer space would not be monopolized by the security interests of one or a group of states but rather be used for the benefit of all states and for mankind as a whole. The peaceful purpose standard as well as the mankind-clause were then codified in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty. However, a controversy still continuing until today arose over the interpretation of the peaceful-purpose clause. The unproductive dichotomy when interpreting the peaceful purpose clause either through the “maximalist” school, according to which any military use of outer space is prohibited, or the "minimalist" approach, viewing the term "peaceful" as only a confirmation of the prohibition of the use of force in outer space, needs to be overcome. The solution lies in interpreting the term "peaceful purpose" in light of both the mankind clause of the common heritage of mankind principle and the cooperation principle as applied to the security field, as well as by developing legal standards of peaceful use of outer space in the interests of the international community as a whole. State practice, including the annual resolutions since 1981 by the UN General Assembly on preventing an arms race in outer space, bears evidence that the international community has so far only accepted passive military uses of outer space by reconnaissance, navigation and communication satellites but rejects the unilateral transgression towards active military uses with destructive effects in the common space. Steps to deploy a multilayered missile defence with space-based interceptors would violate the peaceful purpose standard and the mankind clause if pursued unilaterally and without the consent of the international community. The objective of Missile Defence which, according to the U.S. National Missile Defense Act of 1997, is to protect against unauthorized nuclear attacks and against limited nuclear attacks of so-called “rogue states,” can be achieved without deployment of space-based weapons systems. Indeed, if pursued in the framework of a cooperative security regime for outer space, an arms race in space that would further stimulate nuclear proliferation on Earth can be prevented. In its advisory opinion of 1996 on the Legality of Nuclear Weapons, the International Court of Justice concluded that the obligation of the nuclear weapons powers to achieve complete nuclear disarmament according to Article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is an obligation to conclude, and not only to negotiate, a nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation agreement. The UN General Assembly has expressly stated that the obligations of the NPT apply to outer space as well. The unilateral pursuit of a space-based missile defence, with the risk of the weaponization of space, would run counter to the disarmament obligations of the nuclear powers. The bilateral Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty that prohibits the development and deployment of space-based ABM systems implemented the multilateral peaceful purpose standard which has effect erga omnes. Therefore, after its renunciation, the ABM Treaty has to be replaced by new cooperative security arrangements safeguarding the security interests of the international community in the use of outer space for the benefit of all mankind. Seeking Common Security In the face of the changing character of security threats, “common security” is the new strategic imperative of the post-Cold War era. Even though general international law contains on several accounts the foundation for “common security,” it cannot yet be regarded as a mandatory legal principle. However, the enhanced “common interest” obligations of the Outer Space Treaty render the pursuit of cooperative/common security in outer space a legal obligation in the implementation of the peaceful purpose standard in the use of the common space in the interest of all states and mankind as a whole. The Joint U.S.Russian Declaration adopted at the AmericanRussian summit on May 23-24, 2002, according to which both sides agreed to a far-reaching cooperation to meet common security challenges, in particular with regard to questions related to the national missile defence issue, opens the prospect that the former rivalling powers are willing to embark on a cooperative strategic transition towards common security. Without such a cooperative approach and without an adequate multilateral framework safeguarding the security interests of the international community with regard to the use of outer space, the legal principle of the peaceful use of outer space risks losing its practical relevance as a limitation of military uses of extraterrestrial space and would become obsolete in view of developments de facto. The negotiation of a multilateral “Treaty on Common Security in Outer Space” (CSO Treaty) would be an appropriate way to implement the peaceful purpose standard and the mankind clause as manifested in the Outer Space Treaty. In addition, such a treaty would lay the groundwork for a cooperative strategic transition towards rendering nuclear deterrence obsolete, thus replacing “Mutual Assured Destruction” by “Mutual Assured Security.” Further adoption of “strategic reassurance measures,” as stipulated in such a treaty, would keep outer space free of weapons and allow for an active non-proliferation policy of the international community. The main elements of such a CSO Treaty can be categorized as follows: 1. Principles of cooperative security in outer space: • Transparency and confidence-building; • Defensive force configuration; • Non-proliferation and disarmament; • Protection against unauthorized and accidental missile attacks and attacks in violation of non-proliferation regimes; 2. Prohibition of active military uses of a destructive effect in outer space; 3. Destruction of existing ASAT systems; 4. Confidence-building measures; 5. Protective immunity regime for civil space objects and passive military uses of a non-destructive nature in outer space; 6. Implementation: monitoring and verification by an International Satellite Monitoring Agency; and 7. Codification of further legal standards of peaceful use of outer space. The international community should not fall behind the peaceful purpose standards in the use of outer space that were respected by both major space powers even at the height of the Cold War era. The Outer Space Treaty, with its mankind clause and the peaceful purpose standard, has in a far-sighted manner laid the foundation for the establishment of a regime of common security in outer space in order to prevent the transgression towards active military uses of a destructive nature in outer space and to secure a peaceful future in the common space. Building on its 50 years of successful experience in common security, Europe should take an initiative to present a proposal for a cooperative space security order that will be the basis for a “pax cosmica” in the interest of mankind as a whole. The 50 th anniversary in 2007 of mankind’s first endeavour in space, and the fortieth anniversary of the far-sighted Outer Space Treaty governing man’s activity in space, would be an appropriate moment to launch such an initiative.

Turns Case

Unilateral US innovation just causes the EU to compete – only cooperation solves their Heg advantages

Garwin et al. 03  Richard L. Garwin is Philip D. Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and the author, most recently, of Megawatts and Megatons: The Future of Nuclear Power and Nuclear Weapons. Jeremy C. Marwell is a Research Associate for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations. David Braunschvig is a Managing Director at Lazard LLC and Adjunct Senior Fellow for Business and Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. (Richard L. Garwin, Jeremy C. Marwell, David Braunschvig, July/August 2003, “Space Diplomacy”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 82, Iss. 4; pg. 156) RP

A EUROPEAN CHALLENGE IN THE SKIES Acrimonious transatlantic policy disputes have become all too familiar in recent years. This winter's UN Security Council debates over Iraq follow flashpoints on trade, the environment, and the International Criminal Court. Now satellite navigation has been added to the list. Today, the Global Positioning System (GPS) -- a satellite-based infrastructure developed by the U.S. Department of Defense -- provides the only globally available signal for navigation, a feature that is essential to the operations of U.S. and allied military forces and to a growing number of civilian users. The European Union (EU) has decided to challenge GPS by building "Galileo," an independent European satellite constellation. Unsurprisingly, given the high stakes involved, the European proposal has sparked a serious transatlantic argument on several fronts, including the issue of potential interference between GPS and Galileo. The debate pits the effectiveness of a critical U.S. military asset against the EU's right to rely on a system independent of U.S. control. Any viable agreement must satisfy not only the negotiators on both sides of the Atlantic but also the global user community. For 25 years, GPS satellites have crisscrossed the sky 12,000 miles above the earth's surface. Today, they emit two sets of signals that allow users to calculate their precise location anywhere in the world: an encrypted code for use by the U.S. military and selected allies and an open free signal for civilian use. Sometimes referred to as the world's "fifth utility" -- on a par with water, gas, electricity, and communication -- GPS enables the precise positioning, navigation, and timing information that is critical to modern society. Historically, innovations in navigation have led to groundbreaking advances in commerce, travel, and military strategy. Navigation and timing technologies are inherently dual-use, and GPS is no exception. The system's unprecedented accuracy, availability, and speed have made it indispensable to bankers, hikers, pilots, infantry, and generals alike. The U.S. Department of Defense began launching GPS satellites in the late 1970s to improve navigation for military aircraft and ships, and to increase the delivery accuracy of the weapons they carried. After almost three decades of development and some $20 billion in procurement funding, U.S. and NATO aircraft, ships, vehicles, and ground troops rely on GPS. The system enables a host of crucial military applications, including, most notably, the current generation of "smart" bombs employed by the U.S. Air Force and Navy. Adoption of GPS-guided munitions in armed conflicts has been rapid, growing from just 3 percent of the bombs used in Serbia four years ago to an estimated 60 percent most recently in Iraq. Even so, GPS's civilian and commercial value is quietly eclipsing its military applications. Worldwide, the ratio of civilian to military users stands at about 100 to 1, and by some estimates, commercial revenues from satellite navigation exceeded $12 billion in 2002, growing at more than 20 percent annually. GPS provides positioning and navigation information to recreational boaters and hikers, drivers of GPS-equipped cars, surveyors, and crews of commercial vessels, among others. And cellular telephones, the Internet, digital cryptography, and international financial transactions all depend on GPS-based timing information. Eventually, an upgraded GPS could serve as the basis for a revolution in global air traffic management, making air travel far safer and more efficient. GPS's extraordinary growth was by no means preordained, however. Initially, the Pentagon restricted GPS to military purposes. In September 1983, following the Soviet downing of Korean Airlines flight 007, President Ronald Reagan approved the use of GPS in commercial aircraft. But beginning in 1990, the accuracy of the civilian signal -- and therefore its practical and commercial utility -- was deliberately degraded to avoid giving adversaries a military asset. In May 2000, President Bill Clinton announced an end to this limitation, at a stroke improving the civilian GPS signal's accuracy tenfold and opening the floodgates to further commercial development. The decision to open GPS made strategic and economic sense. By 2000, the Pentagon was adept at jamming GPS signals over a localized area, reducing the threat that an adversary might use GPS in battle. Furthermore, after the Pentagon's initial investment in a constellation of satellites, an infinite number of users could tap GPS's open signals at zero marginal cost. Thus, U.S. taxpayers had revolutionized their military, developed a productive tool for U.S. commercial and leisure activities, and presented an unprecedented gift to the world. There are indications, however, that this convenient symbiosis of civilian and military applications may be ultimately unsustainable. GPS now faces two important technical barriers: vulnerability to hostile jamming and the failure to satisfy stringent requirements for life-safety applications such as air traffic control. The Pentagon is taking steps, through its various GPS-upgrade programs, to address the former problem. But an exclusive focus on the jamming threat will not bring about the improvements civilian users need. Until GPS is certifiable for aviation use worldwide, its usefulness will be unavoidably curtailed. GPS is therefore at a juncture. On the one hand, it is a strategic, state-controlled military asset; on the other, it is a global civilian infrastructure with commercial potential that has yet to be exploited fully. The Galileo challenge strikes directly at this paradox, for the first time raising the question of whether the United States will continue to enjoy its current dominance in providing the global standard for positioning, timing, and navigation. IMITATE OR INNOVATE The EU has pitched Galileo as a civilian and commercial system, contrasting its proclaimed peaceful orientation with GPS's military roots. This approach has lent credence to the notion of diverging U.S.-European attitudes on the use of force, and it anticipated the voices raised in Europe in opposition to the war in Iraq. But Galileo was not designed simply to catch up with U.S. technological advances. After the Kosovo war, several European governments agreed that an autonomous satellite navigation capability must serve as the basis for Europe's emerging security and defense policy. Given that GPS is operated and funded by the U.S. Department of Defense, Galileo would hedge against the perceived risk that the United States could deliberately degrade or jam a signal increasingly vital to European interests. When, in December 2001, French President Jacques Chirac warned that without Galileo European countries risked becoming "vassals" of the United States, he touched on two underlying motivations for the Galileo program: defending European regional sovereignty and challenging U.S. strategic and technological leadership. Galileo's critics are quick to ask why, when the United States makes the GPS signal available to the world free of charge, a second, potentially redundant signal is required. But the EU contends that GPS alone is inadequate because of its technical limitations and U.S. government oversight. Galileo purports to be a private-public venture that will fill in the gaps. This is not the first time that U.S. technological superiority has prompted innovation in Europe. With substantial subsidies and after years of investments, Europe developed successful aircraft-manufacturing (Airbus) and satellite-launching (Ariane) industries at a time when the U.S. lead in these areas seemed out of reach. From a European perspective, satellite navigation promises similar success. By 2010, commercial revenues from satellite navigation are expected to exceed 110 billion in Europe alone. Galileo will also contribute to industrial development in the EU, representing a 13.6 billion investment and creating more than 100,000 technology-intensive jobs. But the plan's success will ultimately depend on whether Galileo can deliver on its weighty agenda. Galileo's sponsors promise more robustness, greater continuity, and broader coverage than GPS -- improvements that would help satisfy requirements for life-safety applications such as air traffic management. The system's 30 satellites are supposed to be fully operational by 2008, an ambitious launch schedule meant to preempt GPS upgrades projected for the beginning of the next decade. These upgrades are expected to offer many of Galileo's promised enhancements and would thus close the window of opportunity for Europe to set the global standard in satellite navigation. When complete, Galileo will provide five primary positioning services: free access for most consumer-related applications; a fee-based service for applications requiring more precision, with attendant charges levied on manufacturers of receiver chip sets; an open service for life-safety applications; a search-and-rescue service for emergency operations; and a public regulated service (PRS) for certain security-oriented applications. Even if the PRS is intended for use by civil security forces, many believe it will grow, in time, into a European version of GPS's upgraded military signal, the M-code. Although Galileo positions itself as a rival to the U.S. system, its success is actually predicated on its ability to work seamlessly with GPS. Each system will be available to the other as a backup, but the full benefit of a combined constellation -- for which Galileo intends to charge a fee -- can be attained only if the systems are truly interoperable, so that a user could, for example, employ three Galileo and four GPS satellites simultaneously. Managing this interface successfully, however, will present a real challenge. SETTING THE STANDARD Arguments on compatibility and interference have been at the center of transatlantic tensions since Galileo's inception. One of the main sticking points has been the EU's intention to position one of its two encrypted PRS signals on the same frequency the United States and NATO plan to use for GPS's upgraded M-code. The overlap could be problematic in a conflict, since jamming one signal would also jam the other. The United States has suggested that Galileo select a different frequency, but the EU affirms its right to position Galileo on a frequency it considers appropriate for its system and was supported in this position by the International Telecommunication Union in mid-2000. The United States strongly voiced its concern over the issue in a letter allegedly sent by Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz to EU defense ministers, in which Wolfowitz argued that placing Galileo signals in the GPS military band would imperil NATO's security interests. But this initiative apparently backfired, with the U.S. attempt to influence EU policy bolstering the argument of those officials who regard Galileo as a critical matter of European sovereignty. Since the EU's official approval of Galileo in March 2002, the United States no longer challenges Galileo's legitimacy. It does, however, continue to seek a resolution to the M-code overlay debate, while working to ensure Galileo-GPS interoperability. This diplomatic game of chicken will eventually be resolved, but predictably, neither side wants to be the first to blink. The EU's promotion of Galileo as the new global standard for satellite navigation also poses serious questions regarding the future of U.S. industrial policy and technology. The situation today is not unlike that surrounding the development of digital cellular telephony in the late 1980s. At that time, penetration of mobile telephony in Europe lagged significantly behind that in the United States. In response, the European Commission supported the launch of the Global System for Mobile Communications (GSM), which ultimately set the new digital standard. Its widespread adoption is an example of a European government-sponsored initiative overtaking the incumbent's head start. The United States presently enjoys a de facto monopoly in satellite navigation. Yet as a public entity funded by the Department of Defense, GPS has inherent commercial limitations: meeting the needs of civilian users and convincing other countries to adopt the GPS standard are not the Pentagon's highest priorities. A potential implication of Galileo's deployment could be, as in the case of GSM, the global adoption of a European system for satellite navigation that does not favor and may even discriminate against U.S. industrial and commercial interests. More than 30 years after the "American Challenge" to Europe announced by publisher Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, ironically, Europeans are responding by proposing a capitalist alternative to America's statist approach to satellite navigation. Of course, between now and 2008, delays common in most space projects could weaken Galileo's technical edge, as would the planned upgrade of GPS. But the challenge Galileo poses to a variety of vital U.S. interests deserves serious consideration. A report commissioned by the U.S. Congress in 1995 emphasized that it is in "the U.S. interest to see GPS become widely accepted and employed around the world." Today, through lack of focus and funding, the United States stands to lose not only its primacy but even its capability in satellite navigation if it does not rise to the occasion. U.S. policymakers must realize that Galileo will go forward, profitable or not. The EU has the legal right and the technological know-how to build and operate its own system. Pressing the EU to abandon Galileo would imperil other transatlantic interactions and deny users worldwide the considerable benefits of two complementary satellite navigation systems. Instead, the United States should be inspired by Galileo to enhance GPS's capabilities and reform its institutional structure. RISING TO THE OCCASION In the near term, the United States must demonstrate an enhanced political, technical, and financial commitment to GPS. In response to Galileo's promises of improved technical services, the United States must speed up the funding and launch of planned GPS upgrades and publicize the services it intends to offer. But it must also consider overhauling GPS's organizational structure. Galileo is positioned to appeal along two fronts: as a civilian infrastructure it can better respond to public demand than can a defense-centered system, and as a strategic capability it can eventually serve the security needs of not one but several allied nations. Strengthening the civilian component of GPS and separating it from its military counterpart would enable GPS to address Galileo's challenge more effectively. One possible scenario would include the partial privatization of GPS to yield two separate systems, one delivering M-code services to U.S. and NATO armed forces ("GPS-M") and another dedicated to commercial applications ("GPS-C"). The two systems could function with relative autonomy as part of the same infrastructure. GPS-C would then have the crucial commercial orientation required to define, develop, and market customer-oriented services. Businesses and consumers, in turn, would value such services enough either to support a fee-charging mechanism or to fund them through tax revenue if there is a clear benefit to American society. GPS-M, meanwhile, would incorporate stronger radio signals from larger satellites, balloons, or high-flying unmanned aerial vehicles to increase redundancy and limit the possibility of jamming. Jeffrey Bialos, former head of the U.S. delegation for negotiations on GPS and Galileo, has also suggested separating the military and the civilian elements of GPS. In the May 6, 2002, issue of Space News, he advocated "a single new, integrated civil navigation system that incorporates both the modernized GPS under development and Galileo." If merging GPS-C and Galileo is unpalatable to those Europeans who are committed to a sovereign, politically symbolic Galileo, however, the United States could simply build GPS-C into a competing, autonomous, commercially oriented system. This competition would encourage both sides to innovate and ultimately provide better services to users worldwide. Interestingly, a restructured GPS would also be in a much better position to cooperate with Galileo. Interoperability agreements between the two will be difficult to implement as long as Galileo is oriented toward civilian applications and GPS toward defense. A civilian subset of GPS would align the two systems' commercial objectives of serving users and creating value, thus lifting a serious obstacle to interoperability. And the continued presence of the GPS standard would help ensure that U.S. companies could contribute effectively to satellite navigation's civilian applications. Increasing the input of key allies in GPS-M, finally, would transform the system from a U.S. strategic asset to a more inclusive facility. Nato is already a significant user of GPS, and responsibility for part of GPS-M could well be transferred to the Atlantic alliance. This expansion of GPS military applications would go a long way toward mitigating the image of GPS as the exclusive tool of the U.S. Department of Defense while shoring up the Atlantic alliance and increasing political support for the GPS program. Of course, this proposal would encounter particular challenges in areas of funding and command and control, especially from NATO members who are strong Galileo advocates. But it could also serve as a catalyst for a broader debate on the interaction between NATO and the EU's emerging autonomous defense capability. With Galileo, the EU plans to imitate and improve on GPS's functional capabilities. In response, the United States should heed the example of Galileo's commercial orientation. A restructured GPS that provides both an enhanced autonomous civilian entity and a multinational defense capability could more effectively face its new rival without losing its ability to serve vital U.S. strategic, technological, and commercial interests.

Unilateral actions turn the aff – can’t monitor space traffic with other countries using space.
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In recent years, the operational and technical merits of having a European space surveillance system have been intensely debated—and quite rightfully. Not surprisingly, a new awareness has emerged in Europe concerning the management of orbital debris. In the same vein, projected ever-increasing orbital traffic and the necessity of adopting better rules and regulations have contributed to this nascent interest. Within the framework of European political objectives and concerns, the more general merits of such a system have been much less apparent in the debate. Still, a brief overview of the benefits for Europe of engaging in such an undertaking shows how much it could both benefit from past European experience in technology pooling and how it could use this process to consolidate a genuinely “European” political security awareness. Defining the Challenges Any analysis of the challenges implied by a collective space surveillance system must first address the following issue: how widely can space resources be shared worldwide given the fact that these resources (technological and financial competencies) are very unevenly distributed among nations today? This starting point does not naturally lead toward the notion of collective security in space. While any collective security system necessarily means reaching a high level of mutual trust, the very fact that the technical tools for consolidating mutual trust in space are concentrated in a very few countries does not argue for rapid progress in this field. Some Past Experiences Taking into account this fact of life, establishing more widely distributed space system surveillance capabilities could both create more trust and create a means for pooling resources, thus inverting the usual trend in space. In this respect, thinking about the political merits of sharing resources to enhance collective security in space is not so different from what happened in the field of remote-sensing satellites, which have contributed significantly to the maintenance of international peace in dangerous periods and which are now proving to be among the most dynamic multinational initiatives for dealing with worldwide environmental problems. This has been particularly true in the case of Europe, where comparing remote sensing with space surveillance raises some useful points. Indeed, a parallel can be drawn between today’s challenge of building a shared surveillance system and what has happened since 1999 among the six states that decided to come up with a common satellite observation system for defense and security. The current objective of joint space surveillance is very similar to the past challenge of devising a multilateral military observation satellite architecture based on shared needs: called the Besoin Opérationnel Commun (Common Operational Requirements) or BOC. Its first objective was to use existing systems (or those projected in the short term) 1 in a coordinated fashion, while the second phase will lead these same countries to step up their cooperation and define in common a future satellite architecture that will answer European needs. This so-called second-generation system shows how such a sensitive issue (since it usually deals with national military intelligence) can be the subject of a cooperative multinational policy if the proper policy and institutional framework has been established. While a space surveillance system would be directed toward the stars instead of the Earth, the useful experience of developing mutual trust as demonstrated among the BOC countries could thus be proposed as a theoretical model for setting up a commonly agreed multinational data policy, including the dual-use requirement issues that will likely be attached to such a system. Agreeing on Security Trends Preparing for such a possibility requires having a minimal mutual understanding of the main security trends for the coming 30 to 40 years. Some of them are outlined below. For example, consistent with the greater expected access to and use of space by an increasing number of players, space traffic management may soon emerge as a first-tier security issue. Either the increasing number of satellites or new techniques used for better performances in low-Earth orbit (such as new constellations or formation-flying satellites 2 ) could pose new challenges in term of collective security management. The development of “rules of the road” may be necessary to regulate and defuse any misunderstandings. 3 The very nature of the players in space—be they traditional states, new private actors, or nongovernmental organizations—may also experience a transformation in the medium term. Current suborbital activities run by private firms, the possible expansion of space tourism at some still undetermined level in a near future, or fundamentally new activities initiated by evolving end-user communities could contribute significantly to this transformation and create a greater appetite for increased transparency and for improved security guarantees in space. One can also expect increasing reliance on space systems for improving the security of citizens at a time when space technologies will be increasingly integrated into complex, global information systems. Europe, in particular, has announced that it will step up the role of space in its security research policies. In this respect, the process aiming to improve common procedures has already been started from the perspective of a common civil security architecture and for a more efficient “homeland security” approach as it relates to terrorism or to possible natural or industrial disasters. All these evolutions highlight the fact that space applications will play an increasingly important role in the day-to-day life of our societies. Consequently, the value of these systems— politically and socially, as well as economically— will increase in the coming years. Europe as a “Testbed” These main trends are now largely accepted and could easily serve as a framework for global efforts to put the space surveillance capabilities at the top of the list for future investments in space. Indeed, in Europe, space surveillance seems to fit naturally into the broader “space for security” picture. At the regional level, undertaking such a new mission makes sense. Basically, three reasons can be presented to support this view: • As seen from the European side, engaging in such a project can only promote the idea that Europe is actually building and assuming its own political identity as a legitimate international actor. As seen from the member states, garnering support inside Europe for a collective security project would undoubtedly put Europe in a better position to demonstrate greater political maturity by projecting a more positive image of its on-going efforts to develop a “Common Foreign and Security Policy” (CFSP). • Such an undertaking would also reflect past positive experiences in the European integration process. A number of its successes have indeed relied on commonly agreed, highly strategic R & D endeavors as demonstrated by the histories in the field of nuclear physics of the European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN) or Euratom. It is now well documented how much these projects and institutions have affected historical steps toward European political integration. • Last, but not least, such topics appear very much in accordance with the current strategic orientation of Europe in the field of security. While the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) 4 remains a work in progress, largely due to national differences regarding the nature and role of the European military forces, more securityoriented projects and plans dealing with “the security of the European citizens” may prove to be more efficient in linking national policies under a widely accepted, overarching European goal. Space surveillance could be considered as a central part of this “softer” security orientation and would then prove compatible with processes already at work in European security policy more generally. Again, it must be noted that any collaboration aiming at a global space surveillance system will face national reservations, maybe even resistances, given the sensitive nature of the data. Two aspects should be mentioned here. First, the sensitivity of the data and activities possibly undertaken in this field cannot be considered to be an insurmountable obstacle. As mentioned already, the growing collaboration among military forces and intelligence agencies worldwide, and, more specifically, in Europe, when it comes to protecting our societies against terrorist acts, suggests that there are fruitful possibilities for expanded cooperation in space surveillance. Second, Europe has prior positive experience in pooling space resources from different countries as demonstrated by the European Space Agency (ESA). Converting national tools or capabilities into regional assets managed by European institutions has been at the heart of ESA’s institutional life since the seventies in Europe. Building a cooperative space surveillance system appears to be a relatively workable objective from this point of view. Technical Expertise In the particular field of space surveillance, a number of European states have already been gathering technical experience through a variety of different projects. These include the radar programs in France (the ground-based, bi-static GRAVES radar and the ARMOR naval radars aboard the tracking ship Monge), the German FGAN-TIRA imaging radar, and various telescopes spread across several locations in Europe. Capitalizing on these experiments, Europe can legitimately think of building an expanded capability to allow for a genuine space situational awareness capability. Given the future space security challenges mentioned above, the following functions might be proposed as a baseline for such a system: • knowledge of orbital parameters; • prediction of transit routes for the deorbiting of space objects to the Earth’s surface; • recognition of new objects in orbit (depending on the cataloguing capability performed, for example, by the French GRAVES radar); • recognition of maneuvers by spacecraft; • collision prediction and avoidance capabilities (especially for larger constellations or formation-flying satellites); and • identification of satellites for legal attribution in case of damage caused to other spacecraft. Each of these elements directly addresses the commonly agreed security challenges mentioned above, and they may grow as the future space Toward a Future European Space Surveillance System 59 “landscape” involves new entrants in space activity (either new states or private actors). A first study was already presented in 2005 by a consortium formed under the leadership of the French ONERA (Office National d’Etudes et de Recherches Aéronautiques, which built the GRAVES bi-static radar). 5 This study suggested the feasibility of 98 percent coverage of low-Earth orbit to an altitude of 1,700 km by 2010, while geostationary orbit coverage could reach 95 percent by around 2015. Such a system would involve the development of three or four sites distributed globally. ESA should be in a position as soon as 2007 to promote further studies toward such a system. Developing this network would present a number of technical and operational challenges, including the maintenance of a catalogue of orbital objects and provision of a genuine analytical capability. Any survey or cataloguing strategy requires repeated and constantly updated observation of space objects to secure correct orbital data, to identify un-catalogued objects, and to distribute observational responsibilities for the maintenance of the catalogue and the identification of maneuvers by spacecraft. At the European level, using cooperative technical solutions and strategies would pay off very quickly by offering participating states improved data collection, which in turn can provide better space management capabilities and even better security assessments. Given the increased space activity expected in the years to come, having a cooperative system on a regional scale can be seen as a valuable contribution toward a space surveillance system distributed on the world scale. From a practical point of view, such a contribution could obviously only be envisioned once monitoring assets and cataloguing capabilities in Europe are fully operational. To date, this activity has been considered (and financed) on an experimental basis only. By contrast, in the United States and Russia these kinds of capabilities have been used in an operational mode for decades due to their ballistic missile early-warning function. Still, even if they are at a nascent stage right now, such capabilities would certainly make the most of the powerful “resources pooling” institutions that exist in Europe. Of course, this assumes that the collective political will exists to sustain the project. This is certainly not the least of the challenges. But precisely one merit of this undertaking would be the real opportunity for Europe to develop a model for cooperative action that might be applicable worldwide in an era where global issues will require renewed creativity to garner greater collective support from individual countries.

US Unilat Bad?

Failure to cooperate with other countries could lead to dual use space technology by perceived allies in the name of “competitiveness”
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The GNSS (Galileo) satellite navigation project is part of the critical infrastructure policy of the EU and refers to active and intended market adjustment intervention to ensure that large-scale, technology-intensive infrastructures of vital interest are developed and maintained. As such, the Galileo system is able to: * strengthen European transport infrastructures (aviation, land transport, and maritime) and the functioning of other structures * create positive macro-economic effects, user benefits, industrial competitiveness and employment * increase Europe's strategic control and ownership, strengthening its position in the world.2 The Galileo program is a core element of the EU's transport policy. The Galileo project is being developed jointly with the European Space Agency as a civilian and commercially oriented radio navigation system under private-sector operational control. The deadline for occupying the Galileo frequency bands under the International Telecommunications Union rules is the first half of 2006. If this deadline is not met there is a risk that the frequency bands will be forfeited. The EU therefore launched a piggyback testbed payload of four satellites in 2004.3 The remaining satellites in the 30 medium-Earth-orbit fleet are due to be launched during 2005-2008. Also, Europe wants to begin operation of Galileo before the US next-generation GPS III is launched, as it is scheduled to be in 2010.4 Galileo provides three levels of service: an open-access service (OAS); a commercial-access service (CAS); and a public service (consisting of safety-oriented and regulated services). The open-access is freely available and has an access of within 6 meters and a service availability of 99%. The commercial service includes a charging mechanism to generate revenue. One area of contention is that the international civil aviation opposes any encryption of safety-critical services. The public-regulated service is aimed toward emergency services, humanitarian operations and implementation of EU transport policies such as road tolling. A central and somewhat controversial issue has been whether Galileo should provide a Governmental Access Service (GAS). This has the most serious consequences for military security. Galileo was built by a consortium. Thales had a 12% stake, with Alcatel Space, Alenio Spazio, Astrium Germany and Astrium UK each holding 19%, and Galileo Sistemas y Servicios, a group of Spanish firms, holding 12%.5 The Economic Benefits of Galileo Since Europe, unlike the United States' GPS System, guarantees part of the signal, Galileo may be used for air traffic control, financial transactions and other applications involving legal liability.6 Galileo should have a communication payload to transfer navigation information. This would enable income to be generated from truck, taxi and bus fleets. The cumulative economic and social benefit of Galileo to Europe up to 2020 is conservatively estimated at 24 billion Euros, with a total investment cost of 6 billion Euros.7 France, Germany, Italy, and the UK each have a 17.3% share in the program, with Spain's share 10.13% and Belgium's 4.79%.8 EU estimates show that Galileo created 100,000 jobs.9 Estimated Revenues for Galileo (adjusted for anticipated inflation) Europe's Reconnaissance Capability: the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) System Europe's Global Monitoring for Environment and security (GMES) system - a satellite-based intelligence gathering and processing capability - is due to be implemented in 2008. It is intended to provide civil and military means for intelligence sharing and crisis management. It will provide Europe with its own strategic, independent capability for monitoring security issues on a global basis. It will enable Europe to maintain a capability to monitor global trends and events and to take a leadership role.10 The European reconnaissance system is to be composed of two elements. The first element of the five-satellite system, the SAR-Lupe radar satellite, is set to be launched shortly, with the full fleet in service in 2006. The SAR-Lupe system is being developed by a German team led by OHB-System and will cost $240 million.11 Other reconnaissance satellites included in the system are France's Helios 1 and the Helios 2 day/night system, deployed in 2004; and the Franco-Italian Cosmo-Skymed/Pleiades high-resolution radar/optical network. The US has expressed concern about the Galileo program and radio spectrum issues related to military applications. The Galileo system complicates the ability of the US to ensure availability of critical military GPS services in a time of crisis, and at the same time to deny adversary forces similar capabilities. The political pressure by the US on Europe and the Galileo program is part of an economic-industrial effort to maintain leadership with national military and security interests intertwined. The United States wanted Europe not to mandate the use of Galileo - either through regulations or standards - in any manner that could harm US GPS receiver manufacturers, service providers and users.12 Reusesble Launch Vehicles - A Further Area of EU/US Competition The European launcher development schedule commits Europe to decide in 2010 to start the development of a RLV program. There are fears that making a decision later than the United States would make Europe vulnerable to a US technological breakthrough in the area.13 A positive decision by Europe to make a judgment in 2010 on the development of a Reusable Launch Vehicle could mean that the United States will be able to begin using its RLV ahead of a European-developed RLV. There is considerable market advantage from being the first into a market and this could allow the United States to accrue the benefits of being the first into the sector, especially with the low payload costs to low earth orbit. The Translation of Space Assets into Geostrategic Assets The promotion of the European navigation and positioning system, along with its associated infrastructure, can be seen as an attempt by Europe to become an effective strategic partner. The United States through its provision of the Global Positioning System (GPS) is able to promote its national interest by maintaining the system as an international public good. The benefits of providing such a system include international prestige, technological leadership, economic competitiveness and security. The United States currently plays the role of political and technological leader and as such may see Europe as beginning to challenge this through the Galileo system. The European efforts to develop the Galileo system could be perceived by the United States as establishing key civilian and dual-use technologies in the context of tight European defense budgets. The Galileo program represents an attempt by Europe to promote critical infrastructure in an arena where Europe has no natural comparative advantage, but where international competition is being advanced through governmental intervention. 

Changing the existing Open Space Policy via claims on the moon destroys U.S. Soft Power
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Good evening ladies and gentlemen, officers and cadets of the U.S. Air Force Academy, distinguished guests, friends, senior historians, junior scholars, critics, and innocent bystanders; I thank you for the opportunity to present the Harmon Memorial Lecture this year. It is a distinct and most appreciated honor. As a newly minted doctor of philosophy in history in the fall of 1982 I first visited the Academy to participate in the History Department’s Military History Symposium. There I enjoyed immensely the Harmon Memorial Lecture delivered that year by John Morton Blum, the Distinguished Yale University historian of American politics and society. He set a high standard in a remarkable lecture series that I can only hope to aspire to. This evening I wish to discuss in broad contours the evolution of national security space policy throughout the first fifty years of the space age, and to offer some comments on the policy debate presently underway. While the discussion may revolve around current issues, I wish to consider, perhaps to reconsider, how an understanding of the “digested past” may inform this larger, complex, and at times shrill debate.
 As a beginning point for discussion, let me suggest that the two primary users of space during the first years of the space age, the United States and the Soviet Union, fashioned a robust and flexible approach to dealing with an entirely new and potentially devastating theater for conflict. That policy allowed free access to space for all, fostered unfettered rights of overflight by any nation, prohibited the placing of weapons in space (although space was militarized almost at the beginning of the space age and is routinely used for a range of national security purposes), and barred nationalistic claims of sovereignty over celestial bodies. While the United States and the Soviet Union competed at every point of contact throughout the cold war these priorities did not receive serious challenge. Indeed, they served the needs of all sides quite well. As the Soviet Union declined and eventually collapsed at the end of the 1980s, however, a new dynamic situation arose. The strains on space policy, both as a result of a new set of circumstances and the departure from the scene of the cold warriors steeped in the realpolitik that had guided the nation for so many years, have been readily apparent for the last two decades. Although debates over space weaponization, preemption, and the maintenance of hegemonic U.S. status have been complex, polarizing, and sometimes strident, no appreciable alteration of national security space policy has been enacted as yet. So how did we come to this point? What are the major issues of the debate, and how might historical knowledge inform that debate? Finally, how might we move beyond simplistic, either/or propositions to help fashion a usable perspective on current national security space issues from our vantage point of historical understanding? Space as a New Theater for National Security Operations On the morning of September 8, 1944, the world changed in ways that happen only rarely. The events of that morning represented a paradigm shift, an overused but appropriate term in this instance, as an entirely new national security situation emerged. After an enormous investment by Hitler’s Germany, more than a decade of research and development (R&D), the deaths of thousands of concentration camp laborers (with many more to come), and allied fears that led to an air strike on the R&D facility at Peenemünde, the V-2 changed the nature of warfare.
 A liquid propellant missile rising 46 feet in height and weighing 27,000 pounds at launch, the xe "V-2 rocket"V‑2 (sometimes called the A-4) flew at speeds in excess of 3,500 miles per hour and delivered a 2,200 pound warhead 200 miles away. After some false starts, at 8:40 a.m. on Friday, September 8, 1944, the first V-2 of the rocket campaign lifted off toward Paris. It exploded at high altitude and never reached the allied lines around Paris, an indication of the experimental nature of this complex new technology. Two hours later, however, a second rocket struck the Paris suburb of Charentonneau à Maison-Alfort, killing six people and injuring 36 others. All of them were non-combatants. This was the first ballistic missile attack in history, and it signaled a new age of warfare in which billions of dollars would be expended to strike enemies with missiles as well as to detect, deter, and defend against ballistic missiles.
 By the end of the war 1,155 had been fired against England and another 1,675 had been launched against Antwerp and other continental targets. The guidance system for these missiles ensured that it had only a 50 percent chance of striking within 11 miles of its target, but the V-2s struck without warning and there was no defense against them.
 As the Allies learned during World War II, ballistic missiles represented a new and entirely different challenge than any other weapon ever developed. They struck seemingly from nowhere, without warning, and wreaked death and destruction on anything in its path. As one Londoner recalled: On the morning of September 14, I was sitting in the kitchen eating my breakfast when there was a soft “pop” and all the windows shot open. I went into the hall and was aghast to see that the front door was hanging off and the frame was falling outwards. Then the silence ended; the air became dark with debris raining down and I could hear screams….a row of houses in Dairsee Road had received a direct hit, killing seven people and injuring dozens.
 As Sir Philip Joubert de la Ferté, the French Air Chief Marshal, wrote, “V-2 was a different proposition altogether. Although strenuous efforts were made to devise methods whereby it could be intercepted and destroyed or the supplies stopped, in the end what the official history calls ‘the drizzle of rockets’ was only halted by the occupation of the territory from which they could be launched.”
 Moreover, as became clear in the aftermath of the first detonation of nuclear weapons, it could become a doomsday weapons holding catastrophic consequences for all. When coupled with nuclear weapons, no question about it, ballistic missiles changed the course of history. All the literature on the post-cold war revolution in military affairs (RMA) notwithstanding, the combination of ballistic missiles with nuclear weapons truly did present the national security establishment with an entirely new set of challenges and opportunities, and fundamentally altered the strategic landscape.
 The V-2 launches represented only the first instance of the use of space for military purposes, but in the years since World War II space has emerged as an especially critical theater of war. Certainly, as soon as the rivalry with the Soviet Union had arisen as the critical national security concern in the latter 1940s, the U.S. military recognized that space represented the new high ground, and that they had to control it. Numerous defense officials referred to space as the high seas of the future. The nations that could exploit the potential benefits of this ultimate strategic high ground for military purposes would dominate the rest of the world, they noted. “Whoever has the capability to control space will likewise possess the capability to exert control of the surface of earth,” USAF chief of Staff Thomas D. White told reporters in the aftermath of the launch of Sputnik II in November 1957.
 Notwithstanding contrary perceptions, Air Force officers also believed that space should be their exclusive domain since it represented a natural extension of operations in the air. As Benjamin Lambeth remarked, this idea “has endured for so long in Air Force folklore that this mission area has been accepted by most airmen as an Air Force birthright almost from the start.
 No less than General Hap Arnold recognized that the Air Force had to pursue space capabilities forcefully, and believed that those efforts might be derailed by the Air Force’s traditional mission and doctrine. Arnold foresaw a time when rocketry and spaceflight would dictate the outcome of international struggle. At the same time he complained that the Army Air Forces depended too much on “pilots, pilots, and more pilots.” He told Theodore von Kármán, “I see a manless Air Force…[that] is going to be built around scientists—around mechanically minded fellows.”
 Viewing space as essentially an extension of air operations, Arnold pressed for its incorporation into the mission of the Air Force. Under the Department of Defense and its predecessor a series of important studies on the use of space systems for national security and other purposes pointed up the perceptions of Arnold and a few others. Perhaps the key one appeared in 1946 from the newly-established RAND Corporation on a Preliminary Design of an Experimental World-Circling Spaceship. This publication explored the viability of orbital satellites and outlined the technologies necessary for its success. Among its many observations, this one proved especially prescient: “A satellite vehicle with appropriate instrumentation can be expected to be one of the most potent scientific tools of the Twentieth Century. The achievement of a satellite craft would produce repercussions comparable to the explosion of the atomic bomb.”
 In a paper published nine-months later, RAND’s James Lipp expanded on this idea: “Since mastery of the elements is a reliable index of material progress, the nation which first makes significant achievements in space travel will be acknowledged as the world leader in both military and scientific techniques. To visualize the impact on the world, one can imagine the consternation and admiration that would be felt here if the United States were to discover suddenly that some other nation had already put up a successful satellite.”
 This perspective is a classic application of what analysts often refer to as “soft power.” Coined by Harvard University professor Joseph Nye, the term gave a name to an alternative to threats and other forms of “hard power” in international relations aimed at co-opting or attracting potential adversaries to accomplish the desired ends.
 As Nye contends: Soft power is the ability to get what you want by attracting and persuading others to adopt your goals. It differs from hard power, the ability to use the carrots and sticks of economic and military might to make others follow your will. Both hard and soft power are important …but attraction is much cheaper than coercion, and an asset that needs to be nourished.
 In essence, spaceflight represented a form of soft power, the ability to influence other nations through intangibles such as an impressive show of space capability. It granted to the nation achieving it first, rightly as James Lipp forecast, an authenticity and gravitas not previously enjoyed among the world community. At the same time, the explicitly military implications of the perception of space as the “high ground” of cold war competition gained credibility from the atomic holocaust literature of the era.
 In November 1945 Hap Arnold persuaded the editors of Life magazine to demonstrate his point of the importance of this “new high ground” by publishing a graphic article on “The 36-Hour War” in which ballistic missiles led to the deaths of millions of Americans. It described how an enemy annihilated all American cities with populations over 50,000. The Life article advocated careful preparation to withstand such an attack from space, and the development of offensive weapons to deter such an attack and to respond should the “unthinkable” take place. Several striking illustrations showed a shower of rockets descending on key U.S. cities, New York in ruins, and the New York Public Library’s two famous stone lions still in place while all around it suffered near total destruction. Even if the U.S. could win the war, as many as forty million Americans might die, Arnold warned.
 The next year science fiction writer Robert A. Heinlein went even further and warned Collier’s readers that “space travel can and will be the source of supreme military power over this planet.”
 The danger of surprise attacks had been burned into the national consciousness by the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and Heinlein emphasized the lack of warning that ballistic missile attacks made possible. In October 1951 Wernher von Braun proposed in the pages of Popular Science the building of a space station because “the nation which first owns such a bomb-dropping space station might be in a position virtually to control the earth.”
 In 1952 a popular conception of the U.S.-occupied space station showed it as a platform from which to observe the Soviet Union and the rest of the globe in the interest of national security. As the editors of Collier’s magazine editorialized, in the cold war a space station would become critical to the security of the nation. The editors wrote that “the U.S. must immediately embark on a long-range development program to secure for the West ‘space superiority.’ If we do not, somebody else will...A ruthless foe established on a space station could actually subjugate the peoples of the world.”
 Space superiority and the “new high ground” argument became especially important in the aftermath of the crisis precipitated by Sputnik during the winter of 1957-1958. For example, Senate Majority Leader Lyndon B. Johnson, Democrat-Texas, recalled of the Soviet launch, “Now, somehow, in some new way, the sky seemed almost alien. I also remember the profound shock of realizing that it might be possible for another nation to achieve technological superiority over this great country of ours.”
 One of Johnson’s aides, George E. Reedy, summarized the feelings of many Americans: “the simple fact is that we can no longer consider the Russians to be behind us in technology. It took them four years to catch up to our atomic bomb and nine months to catch up to our hydrogen bomb. Now we are trying to catch up to their satellite.” Then Senator John F. Kennedy agreed during the 1960 presidential campaign that “if the Soviets control space they can control earth, as in past centuries the nation that controlled the seas dominated the continents.”
 In hyperbole befitting only a politician of LBJ’s stature, he argued that “Control of space means control of the world. From space, the masters of infinity would have the power to control the earth’s weather, to cause drought and flood, to change the tides and raise the levels of the sea, to divert the gulf stream and change temperate climates to frigid.”
 In a slight variation of this argument, and only slightly less outrageous, Brigadier General Homer A. Boushey said in January 1958, “He who controls the moon, controls the Earth,” and called for an American effort to build a missile base there.
 The Evolution of National Security Space Policy Perhaps little has changed since that time, in fact, it may be even more significant today than at the height of the cold war. As the recently released “U.S. National Space Policy” concluded: “In this new century, those who effectively utilize space will enjoy added prosperity and security and will hold a substantial advantage over those who do not. Freedom of action in space is as important to the United States as air power and sea power. In order to increase knowledge, discovery, economic prosperity, and to enhance the national security, the United States must have robust, effective, and efficient space capabilities.” This is a statement of the obvious, but decisions emanating from it may have profound consequences. For example, the policy also states that The United States considers space capabilities—including the ground and space segments and supporting links—vital to its national interests. Consistent with this policy, the United States will: preserve its rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space; dissuade or deter others from either impeding those rights or developing capabilities intended to do so; take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities; respond to interference; and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests.
 This position is not inconsistent with earlier policies, especially the 1996 space policy of the Clinton White House, except in a couple of significant areas. Taking “those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities” and denying adversaries “use of space capabilities” represents a more bellicose perspective on national security space operations than previous administrations. Several observers have already remarked that this new policy rejects any infringement on unilateral U.S. action in space. Of course, what those statements, and others like them, might mean in practice remains to be seen.
 Regardless of some relatively modest alterations over time, the national security space policy of the United States has been remarkably consistent for the first fifty years of the space age. Six basic principles enunciated in these various policy documents have served the nation well. First, the United States and the Soviet Union established in the 1950s and has maintained to the present “freedom of space,” ensuring free access to space and the unimpeded passage through space of all satellites and other vehicles regardless of national origin and for whatever purposes intended. Any interference with operational space systems became an infringement on sovereignty and could be construed as an act of war. Second, the parties agreed not to press claims of sovereignty over any part of space or its bodies. Third, the right to defend against attack was preserved and would be considered self-defense just as on the Earth. Fourth, this policy regime explicitly recognized all the various nations’ civil, military, and intelligence programs as legitimate. Fifth, ownership of space assets rested with the original entity placing them in space, and laws of salvage similar to that of the sea were extended to space. Finally, all parties agreed that no weapons of mass destruction were to be placed in space, ensconcing this decision in the Outer Space Treaty of 1967.
 The following discussion elaborates on a few of these issues, and indeed each is tied to the others in myriad, complex ways. Each of these principles held important ramifications for the conduct of national security activities in space throughout the cold war. Each enabled greater stability in a highly volatile situation and helped preserve a tenuous peace. Few today appreciate the desperate nature of the cold war rivalry with the Soviet Union and the potential for any misstep to instigate nuclear confrontation. The rivals nearly stepped over the line during the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, but wiser diplomacy prevailed. The national security space regime made possible a less tense set of relations than would have been the case otherwise, but it was certainly tense enough even with those space capabilities. As historian R. Cargill Hall has concluded, this regime was “predicated on a maritime analog. In maritime law, the vessels of all nations possess the right to ply the high seas while adhering to the treaties and customs that detail the terms of navigation and accepted rules of the road.”
 Collectively these principles offer some of the building blocks of an effective national security strategy. Overthrowing them after such a venerable career will prove a task not without difficulties. The centerpiece of this national security space strategy rested on “freedom of space,” sometimes referred to as the “open skies” doctrine. While Eisenhower had pursued it aggressively previously, as Cargill Hall has explained, Sputnik helped establish the principle.
 In that regard the Soviet’s did “us a good turn, unintentionally, in establishing the concept of freedom of international space,” Defense Secretary Neil McElroy stated to Eisenhower a few days after Sputnik’s launch.
 This made possible the development of reconnaissance satellites and their use throughout the cold war to ascertain what the Soviet Union was doing with its strategic forces. The same was true for the Soviet Union’s reconnaissance satellites overflying the U.S. This enabled both sides to make decisions based on timely, accurate information. Lyndon Johnson did not overestimate the importance of this technology in 1967 when he said that the U.S. probably spent between $35 and $40 billion on it, but “If nothing else had come of it except the knowledge we’ve gained from space photography, it would be worth 10 times what the whole program has cost.”
 Indeed, an irony too great to ignore is that both of the superpowers locked in cold war struggle for more than a generation cooperated to ensure satellite reconnaissance remained inviolate despite everything else that divided them. The Kremlin, in addition to seeing the value of this technology in relation to the U.S., also found it critical in understanding what the Chinese were doing on their long border to the southeast.
 As then-Air Force Lieutenant Colonel Larry K. Grundhauser commented in Aerospace Power Journal in 1998, “over time the two superpowers established a ‘practice of the parties’ as the legal basis for legitimizing the use of satellites for reconnaissance—an unspoken and unrecorded ‘gentleman’s agreement’ that respected the immunity of each other’s reconnaissance satellites.
 “Freedom of space,” established as a practical reality by Sputnik, received official sanction through a variety of actions. For example, the United Nations General Assembly officially recognized “freedom of space” in 1961 as a part of a joint resolution.
 It also gained formal status in the “Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space” in 1967. This treaty declared that space, “including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be free for exploration and use by all States without discrimination of any kind, on a basis of equality.”
 This has remained the effective law of space since that time and no one has suggested that this right of overflight be overturned. At the same time, a disavowal of ownership of any celestial body received early and enthusiastic support from all sides. On September 22, 1960, President Eisenhower proposed that the principles of the Antarctic Treaty be applied to outer space and celestial bodies, explicitly disavowing ownership and ensuring the right of free access to all. It also found expression in the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, which stated that “Outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means.”
 This ensured that when the astronauts reached the lunar surface in 1969 that they planted the American flag but omitted claiming the territory for the U.S. as had been routinely done during European exploration of the other continents beginning in the fifteenth century. In addition to the Outer Space Treaty, in 1979 the Moon Treaty—which the United States is not a signatory to—extended the restriction on claiming celestial bodies. While neither explicitly forbade individual ownership, the lack of a legal regime that recognized the right of private property has dampened enthusiasm for private space activities. Alan Wasser, a prominent critic of this legal regime, commented in 1997: “The right to claim newly settled property has always provided the economic incentive for human expansion. (Would Europeans have ever settled America if they couldn’t claim ownership of the land they settled?) In this case, immediately re-saleable property deeds are the only possible ‘product’ that can be profitably brought back from space at current launch costs.”
 Many commercial space advocates have argued that this has restrained the development of the Moon and other places in the solar system. Accordingly, during the last two decades of the twentieth century a persistent assault on the presumed prohibition against claiming celestial bodies has taken place with the intention of expanding the current space framework to ensure individual property rights.
 The right to defend against attack explicitly emerged as a prerogative at the beginning of the space age. No one has seriously questioned the right of any nation to defend its space assets from attack. The manner in which that may be done, however, has been open to reinterpretation over the years. The United States pursued ground-based anti-satellites (ASAT) capabilities on two occasions, during the early 1960s with a modified Nike Zeus missile that could launch nuclear warheads to destroy satellites in low-Earth orbit. Second, the Department of Defense pursued Program 437 near the same time deploying nuclear Thor missiles at Johnston Island.
 Another possibility emerged when an F-15-launched Miniature Homing Vehicle, tested on September 13, 1985, launched a two-stage kinetic kill vehicle that successfully homed in using an infrared targeting system on a target satellite and destroyed it on impact.
 Even so, ASATs have not proven effective over time. Space policy analyst Dwayne A. Day has referred to them as “blunt arrows” in the larger arsenal of defensive space assets with a modest demonstrated capability, asserting that “the United States does not need to pursue a more active, provocative, or expensive ASAT development than what it already has. The threat does not justify it, and rarely has.”
 Other related efforts over the years, including missile defense initiatives which achieved both some success and political notoriety, have drawn similar pointed criticism and stalwart defense.
 The Question of Space Weaponization: Sanctuary, Stars Wars, or Something Else? This discussion leads naturally to the central policy debate relative to national security space in the last twenty years: the weaponization of space. For nearly fifty years the world has engaged in activity in outer space for military scientific, and commercial purposes, but without placing weapons there or engaging in serious efforts to target objects in space. Working effectively during the cold war, since then the space arena has witnessed the entry of many more actors and a much broader array of vested interests than during the cold war, resulting in a variety of positions regarding future space activities. For example, humans have been in space more or less continuously since 1961 and since November 2000 have been permanently in place on the International Space Station, a peaceful, cooperative venture of sixteen nations that represents at more than $100 billion the largest non-military cooperative effort in world history. At the same time, almost 700 spacecraft are operating in continuous Earth orbit, each serving a range of scientific, military, civilian, and commercial uses. And the hegemonic status of the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia has been demolished in the last twenty years. Over 60 new launches take place every year, and at least 35 nations had payloads in orbit in 2005.
 In this increasingly chaotic environment with so many actors the United States remains the dominant player and wants to ensure that it does so indefinitely, hence the desire to protect national assets. As one policy analyst put it: “Given the U.S. reliance on its space systems for national security, would the United States (as some have argued) face a future ‘space Pearl Harbor’ if it did not first acquire the means to protect its space systems from deliberate harm?”
 The answer to ensuring U.S. hegemony in space rests in no small part with the protection of the nation’s satellites and other space-based capabilities while denying that same capability to potential adversaries. There may be a range ways in which that might be accomplished, but one of the most important is the placement of systems in space to protect against attack. Depending on how one interprets these assets, it may represent the weoponization of space, thereby overturning a fifty-something year old decision not to do so. Debate over this issue has been marked by two extreme positions, neither of which are representative of the majority of those debating the subject. The first is the “sanctuary” concept, which asserts that space “should not be used for military purposes,” as Malcolm Mowthorp has written: The intrinsic value space provides for national security is that satellites can be used to examine within the boundaries of states, since there is no prohibited over flight for satellites as there is for aircraft. This enables arms limitation treaties to be verified by satellites in space serving as a national technical means of treaty verification. Early warning satellites serve to strengthen strategic stability since they provide surveillance of missile launches which increases the survivability of retaliatory strategic forces. The sanctuary school sees the importance with which space systems provides these functions that space must be kept free from weapons, and antisatellite weapons must be prohibited, since they would threaten the space systems providing these capabilities.
 Sanctuary advocates have argued that space weaponization by the United States would ensure an arms race in space in which all would ultimately lose. They have opposed it on moral grounds, but more importantly because of longstanding predispositions in favor of arms control, conflict resolution, and global collective stability. Any move beyond limited national security operations such as satellite reconnaissance, arms control verification, early warning, and communications represents for them a “slippery slope” to an arms race in space. As Lt. Col. Bruce M. DeBlois, wrote nearly a decade ago in a thoughtful essay in Airpower Journal: “Unlike the strategy for nuclear weapons, there exists no obvious strategy for employing space weapons that will enhance global stability. If the precedent of evading destabilizing situations is to continue—and that is compatible with a long history of U.S. foreign policy—one ought to avoid space-based weapons.”
 Noting the longstanding successful policy put into place by Eisenhower in the 1950s, opponents of space weaponization have seen little positive in trying to alter this national security space environment. This sanctuary doctrine draws sometimes snide rejoinders that the military has relied on space assets from the beginning of the space age and to suggest otherwise is naïve.
 As international law professor Robert F. Turner opined about those opposing weaponization of space: As a policy matter, particularly in light of the tremendous dependence of U.S. military forces today on space-based sys​tems, anyone arguing that the United States should agree to a new legal regime that would leave our defensive assets at the mercy of hostile actions by any of a number of known or un​known potential adversaries—while giving us little of obvious value in return—must bear the burden of explaining why this is in America’s interest. Unfortunately, a campaign is now un​derway to pressure our government to acquiesce in just such a regime—driven at least in part by countries and groups that perceive “unchecked American military power” as the great​est threat to world peace in the foreseeable future.
 Few anti-weaponizers, however, assert an absolute sanctuary in space; virtually everyone recognizes the legitimacy of military assets in space for non-lethal purposes. Turner’s critique, therefore, presents a caricature of those opposed to the placement of weapons in space. Indeed, the misrepresentation of each side of the debate by the other may be one of the most interesting and unfortunate attributes of this policy arena, and another place for historians to trace the evolution of the policy. The most radical conception on the other side, “star wars,” essentially seeks to ensure American hegemonic status in space. It is a retreading of the “high ground” argument but one carried to its logical conclusion through weaponizing space and using the region as an American “lake” while denying others its use for military purposes. This is a position not unlike the longstanding policy of the United States toward the Western Hemisphere first enunciated in the Monroe Doctrine and reaffirmed in numerous policy statements since 1822 opposing European involvement in the region. The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization in 2001 concluded: “We know that every medium—air, land and sea—has seen conflict. Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the United States must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space.”
 Everett C. Dolman of the Center for Advanced Airpower Studies at the USAF’s Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, certainly the most eloquent advocate of the necessity of taking proactive measures to ensure American hegemony in space, has stated: No nation relies on space more than the United States—none is even close—and its reliance grows daily. A widespread loss of space capabilities would prove disastrous for American military security and civilian welfare. America’s economy would collapse, bringing the rest of the world down with it. Its military would be obliged to hunker down in a defensive crouch while it prepared to withdraw from dozens of then-untenable foreign deployments. To prevent such disasters from occurring, the United States military—in particular the United States Air Force—is charged with protecting space capabilities from harm and ensuring reliable space operations for the foreseeable future.
 Space power theorists such as Dolman and others see no option but to place weapons in space to ensure the survivability of American space assets in any future conflict. Advocates of space weaponization, sometimes derogatorily referred to as “Star Warriors,” note that new capabilities, broader uses, and greater efficiencies have made the U.S. military far more dependent on space systems than even since the 1991 Persian Gulf war, to the extent that their loss might mean the difference between victory and defeat in a major war. Gen. Lance Lord spoke for many when he wrote in a recent article: “Space Superiority is the future of warfare. We cannot win a war without controlling the high ground, and the high ground is space.” He argued that at every turn in history an opponent always sought to prohibit the “high ground” and such an opponent must challenge the United States in space at some time, perhaps not far into the future.
 The recent “illumination” of an American satellite by a Chinese system suggests that Lord may well be right and that a major challenge may loom just around the corner.
 Recent developments suggest that the United States is on course to overturn the common law of a ban on weapons in space. On December 13, 2001, for example, President George W. Bush announced that the United States was withdrawing from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, officially did so in 2003. Abrogation of this treaty removed the only legal prohibition against the United States developing a space-based ABM system to protect itself. This administration has also committed to deploying a missile defense system that could include a space-based element. Even the conservative-leaning Cato Institute analysts concluded: “The current threat to U.S. satellites does not warrant the near-term weaponization of space.” Instead, they recommended making greater use of commercial resources and redundant or distributed systems. Commercial space should drive U.S. space policy. It “should strive to foster an environment that allows commercial space activity to grow and flourish rather than create a new area for costly military competition.”
 Also, lest anyone conclude that this is an entirely partisan issue, since 1995 the United States has been blocking a movement at the United Nations for an official prohibition of weapons in space despite its widespread support in other quarters.
 The 2006 U.S. space policy provided further evidence of this change in the policy arena. It has drawn sharp criticism from a wide range of observers for opening the Pandora’s box of weapons in space and the belligerence of their use against American rivals. Bronwen Maddox, writing in the London Times on October 19, 2006, began by asserting that space was “no longer the final frontier but the 51st state of the United States. The new National Space Policy that President Bush has signed is comically proprietary in tone about the US’s right to control access to the rest of the solar system.” He noted that “The eyecatching declaration is that the US asserts the right to deny access to space to anyone ‘hostile to US interests,’ although it gives no basis for that right. It also rejects arms control talks that would limit future US actions in space.”
 Former Vice President Al Gore even weighed in on it, declaring on October 19, 2006, that this new space policy: has the potential, down the road, to create the [same] kind of fuzzy thinking and chaos in our efforts to exploit the space resource as the fuzzy thinking and chaos the Iraq policy has created in Iraq. It is a very serious mistake, in my opinion. We in the United States of America may claim that we alone can determine who goes into space and who doesn’t, what it’s used for and what it’s not used for, and we may claim it effectively as our own dominion to the exclusion, when we wish to exclude others, of all others. That’s hubristic.
 And Michael Krepon and Michael Katz-Hymen of the Henry L. Stimson Center remarked of the current situation: “The central dilemma of US space policy—the essential and vulnerable nature of satellites used for national and economic security—is highlighted by recent developments. There is no exit from this dilemma. The more we seek to protect our satellites by the use of force in space, the more vulnerable our satellites will become if our own practices are emulated by others.”
 In reality, there is little new in the 2006 U.S. space policy. As former one NASA JPL project manager put it: “What is new is that world opinion, energized by other unilateral statements and actions of this Administration, sees this statement as a realization of what people in the more belligerent parts of America’s space enterprise have wanted all along; namely an ability to control space and deny it to others.”
 Regardless, the outcry from around the world has been strong and sustained. Persistent space critic Robert L. Park remarked: “The first goal of the 1996 policy was to: ‘Enhance knowledge of the Earth, the solar system and the universe.’ Now the first goal is to: ‘further U.S. national security, homeland security, and foreign policy objectives’.”
 Despite recent developments, most of the space weaponization debate has confined itself to the middle part of the policy spectrum, but it has been both strident and sometimes uncharitable. Of course, it represents a fascinating subject for future study in the history of space policy, one that could occupy several researchers for a considerable period just sorting out the various perspectives. The simplistic “either/or” discussion of popular media fails to unpack the nuances of the debate and tends to obscure the truly important differences. In so doing, one must always distinguish between the militarization of space—force enhancement through communications, navigational, early warning, intelligence, and other types of satellites—and the deployment of weapons in space. This dichotomy tends to polarize the discussion in ways that misdirect it from the central issue: devising the best approach toward ensuring national and global security in space. Rand military policy analyst Karl Mueller has suggested that there are at least six major perspectives on the weaponization debate that deserve consideration. These include the following: He urged caution in undertaking a wholesale alteration of the national security space policy arena, suggesting that no one may predict with accuracy what would happen should any of the policy initiatives available be enacted as U.S. strategy.
 So what are the priorities for national security space and issues for the development of space policy? As reported in an important Rand study of 1998, the United States has long pursued the following objectives in space: Preserving freedom of, access to, and use of space. Maintaining the U.S. economic, political, military, and technological position. Deterring/defeating threats to U.S. interests. Preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction to space. Enhancing global partnerships with other space-faring nations.
 Few would disagree either with those priorities or with the need to develop a policy that ensures them. Few would also disagree with the fact that this is where the current state of affairs rests, and that begs the question, how do we continue this regime? It makes sense to recognize that the place the United States is in 2006 is the best place to be from the standpoint of national security space issues and therefore a continuation of this situation is the logical approach to dealing with the issue. The status quo for the U.S. is not a bad future, and therefore changing the national security space regime may be both unnecessary and potentially disastrous. The U.S. has pursued a three point program relative to space security issues, and this appears both prudent and in retrospect quite prescient. First, the U.S. has ensured that peer competitors did not step beyond the space technological capabilities that this nation possessed through a range of hard and soft power efforts, treaties and arms control measures, and other initiatives. Second, the U.S. has long made clear that it would take harsh action should a competitor alter the national security regime in space. A long history of declaratory statements condemning actions viewed as belligerent in space and warning of appropriate repercussions has helped to create the current favorable situation for the United States. A continuation of those methodologies is appropriate and completely expected by the other nations of the globe. Third, the U.S. has pursued on the whole a reasonable program of research and development (R&D) to ensure that any rivals capabilities can be destroyed if necessary. This has taken the form of ASAT and ballistic missile defense projects, directed energy weapons development, targeting of ground infrastructure, and other objectives. Weapons in space, therefore, might not be the only way, or even the best way, to protect American satellites. In the last few years the United States has aggressively pursued redundancy and hardening of potential space targets. Efforts to build small, inexpensive, easily replaced space assets have also offered an alternative. If a satellite were to be destroyed by a foe another replacement could immediately be placed in space. Ground-based ASATs, both kinetic energy and other types, are reasonable investments in future security, despite the technological stretch required. So are efforts to target from the ground rival space ground stations and other support systems. At the same time, if the U.S. has become over-dependent on space assets for achieving its national security objectives then perhaps the Department of Defense should also take action to reduce that dependence. There are a range of possibilities for delivering the force enhancements possible through space-based resources. For example, some communications or other capabilities could be offered via high-altitude balloons or UAVs. That does not resolve the vulnerabilities, but less dependence would obviate some of the concerns present among those charged with ensuring U.S. capability to conduct military operations. Conclusion: So What? So what does all of this mean? That is, of course, the central question of all historical studies. After a more than fifty-year gestation it is now apparent that space is central to the national security needs of the United States. That may well have been true in the 1950s, but it has become abundantly clear in the post-cold war era. The clarity of the cold war era, something commented on repeatedly since the demise of the Soviet Union, is now gone and is not likely to be replaced anytime in the foreseeable future. A new multinational great power situation exists with the United States clearly at the top of the pyramid but enjoying a lessoning superiority with every year. How do the nation’s leaders stem that tide to ensure the welfare of the U.S. for the future? There is a great deal at stake in terms of the access to and control over Earth’s orbit. We cannot overstate the importance this situation. The next few years may prove decisive in terms of establishing a regime of space control that will have profound implications for terrestrial geopolitics. There is reason to expect that in the next few years a full-blown policy debate will take place over the issue of future national security considerations for space. This is probably an overdue effort. In this debate the following items must be considered: The existence of competing interests between space-faring countries, emerging space countries, and non-space countries. The existence of potentially competing positions and strategies between public and private actors. The diffusion of new space technologies which will irrevocably change our common future space environment.
 On this subject John Logsdon appropriately concluded: “Space weaponization is not just a national security policy issue but a global concern.”
 Any U.S. decision in this arena will represent a challenge to all of the other nations of the world. As one Air Force officer involved in this issue concluded: For the time being, this country can achieve space superiority without deploying weapons in space and without the use of weapons that create permanent effects on the commons of space. The United States should use space-based weapons only as a last resort but should not consider such use an unthinkable option....Certainly, one would prefer to control the future through peaceful agreements that are in the mutual interests of the parties involved. At the same time, the United States must prepare itself to deal with a wide spectrum of potential conflicts in space by developing and testing a number of military capabilities—up to and including space-based weapons, preferably those with temporary/reversible effects.
 This may well be the most prudent short- and mid-term approach. It also may well be the consensus of those with the authority and responsibility to consider the space policy in the U.S., despite the impression given by many on the extremes advocating a major shift in policy. Finally, what may historians add to this policy issue? Always, they provide a perspective that views what is taking place as part of larger continuum that both extends back in time and broadens through contextual consideration of what else is taking place. It seems obvious that the United States’ use of space during the cold war rested on a doctrine of sanctuary, a disallowance of weapons in space, and the right of all nations to use it without interference. From Eisenhower to Carter this was an inviolate approach. It only found reconsideration as the Soviet Union began to crumble after its invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, and with the arrival of the Reagan administration in January 1981 the emphasis shifted to a more aggressive stance vis à vis the Soviet Union. The Strategic Defense Initiative proved a tangible example of this change in philosophy. While it held profound implications for the sanctuary doctrine of national security space, the administration either failed or chose, depending on whom one chooses to believe, to alter the national security policy of the U.S. to allow for space-borne resources for ballistic missile defense. Since that time the debate between sanctuary and “star wars” has resonated through the Washington policy community. Space weaponization has been an especially thorny part of that discourse with no end in sight. It will remain so for the foreseeable future and its outcome will shape the policy of the United States for the next generation.

Unilateral space policies shred US credibility

Sauser 06 Senior Web Producer at Technology Review (10-27-20, Brittany Sauser, “A Dangerous Step toward Space Warfare

Experts say the new U.S. National Space Policy will push the world closer to a space arms race.”, Technology Review published by MIT, http://www.technologyreview.com/communications/17668/?a=f )RP

The release of the U.S. National Space Policy (NSP) on October 6 has worried many experts, who say the policy marks a strategic shift toward a more military-oriented, unilateral approach to space for the United States. They fear that the policy, if followed, could begin an arms race leading to catastrophic space warfare. The NSP reads, in part, "The United States considers space capabilities… vital to its national interests. Consistent with this policy, the United States will: preserve its rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space; dissuade or deter others from either impeding those rights or developing capabilities intended to do so; take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities; respond to interference; and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests." The policy clearly conveys that the United States considers itself accountable to no one for its military actions in space, says Michael Krepon, cofounder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, a nonpartisan Washington think tank that promotes international security. It also rejects nonmilitary initiatives that include some form of arms control, even if such initiatives would improve the safety and security of U.S. satellites. This is not the first time the United States has asserted what it terms an "unhindered" right to act in space. The 1996 NSP, drafted by the Clinton administration, had the same central theme. The difference, according to Theresa Hitchens, an analyst with the Center for Defense Information, is that the new policy not only dismisses the rights of other space-faring powers but is actively hostile to the concept of collective security. It signals that the United States no longer regards space as a cooperative environment, she says, undercutting 40 years of tradition that has kept competition and conflict in space at a minimum. A paradox of the policy, experts say, is that it leaves U.S. satellites, which are indispensable to the nation's communications and security, vulnerable to attack and destruction by other nations. "Currently, the American military makes enormous use of space to help empower our forces on the ground at sea and in the air," says John Arquilla, a military expert and professor at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, CA. "If we lose those satellites, it would simply level the playing field and take away the space element that gives American forces an advantage." In September, DefenseNews.com, a reliable source of military news, reported that China had fired high-powered lasers at U.S. spy satellites flying over its territory. What the Chinese military's intentions were, and what effect the lasers had, is not known. Publicly, U.S. officials appeared unalarmed. But the idea that China may be testing, or is about to be begin testing, offensive space technologies may have been one factor in shaping the unilateralist language of the NSP. "The simple problem is that it is a lot easier to knock things down from space than it is to protect them up there," Arquilla says. "Frankly, the kinds of weapons that can be used, like a high-altitude electromagnetic pulse, can be very, very destructive and cripple satellites." The loss of satellites is not the only troubling possibility. The destruction of satellites creates orbital debris fields that can render regions of near space unusable. Some of those regions, like low Earth orbit, are where most manned space flights and space station missions have been conducted. The new NSP calls on government and nongovernment operations to "seek to minimize the creation" of such fields. If satellites became targets, the only way for the United States to protect them would be to put defensive systems in space. But "weaponizing" space could lead other nations to follow suit, Krepon says. The topic of weaponizing space is a sensitive one, and Arquilla, who is privy to much classified military information, would not comment on whether the U.S. plans to launch weapons into orbit. But he notes that many defensive methods don't require offensive capabilities--in particular, a proposed system called the Autonomous Nanosatellite Guardian for Evaluating Local Space (ANGELS), which will allow the United States to move its satellites to safer locations. The new space policy does more than just re-assert America's freedom of action in space. It also calls on NASA and other agencies to gear up for technological innovation and "human and robotic space exploration programs." "The policy is in its early stages, and at this point we are continuing to go forward with the programs currently in operation, such as the Mars Rovers and several of the long-term missions," says Robert Mirelson, a senior NASA official. "There are no real big 180-degree changes under the national space policy as it pertains to us, [and] the time line remains the same." As part of that time line, which runs until 2030, NASA plans to complete the International Space Station and shuttle program by 2010 and to develop a new crew exploration vehicle (CEV) for a return to the moon. The CEV, named Orion, is part of the new Constellation Program, which is scheduled to be ready for testing in 2008. If all works well, Constellation will launch in 2014. "We depend on Congress for our budget, and that affects programs," says Mirelson. "Until you see that in black and white, you can't talk specifics across the board. I mean, nobody is expecting any radical reductions and certainly not any radical expansions for [fiscal year] 2007." Despite experts' concerns about the new NSP, most are also hopeful that the United States will collaborate and cooperate with other space-faring nations if technology, budgets, and policies permit. These experts hope that the use of space, as the NSP states, will continue to "enhance security, protect lives and the environment, speed information flow, serve as an engine for economic growth, and revolutionize the way people view their place in the world and the cosmos"--not just for the United States but all "hosts of nations, consortia, businesses, and entrepreneurs" that use space. 
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US-EU relations low now

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

"Europe is beginning to feel a little concerned that it's being taken for granted," said Heather Conley, director of the Europe program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. " When summit meetings are skipped, when it takes 14 months for the French to have an Oval Office meeting, they are starting to become concerned that maybe allies aren't as appreciated as they had anticipated from this administration." There are other grievances. European leaders felt cut out of the side-deal Obama cut at the Copenhagen climate talks, depriving them of co-negotiating clout on an issue Europe believes it has defined for more than a decade. France wants less pressure to send more troops to Afghanistan and more action on sanctions against Iran. France also wants what it considers to be a fairer shot at the contract for airborne refueling tankers on behalf of its government-backed aircraft maker Airbus and its U.S. partner Northrop Grumman Corp. Great Britain sees its "special relationship" with the U.S. as a thing of the past. England, Germany and France want more U.S. muscle behind their push for tougher global financial regulations. Satisfaction has been hard to find. "The call from Europe that youre hearing is 'C'mon America we need you we need you now more than ever,'" Conley said. "We need allies and this is a value-based partnership. You're starting to hear concerns that 'Well this values question, you know, we need to do more work and be more transactional in nature.' Well, the values proposition is at the center of the U.S.-European relationship and if that begins to shake the whole relationship begins to shake."

Aff – No Coop

NASA no longer supporting the ESA

Travis 3/18, (John Travis, European Correspondent for AAS, “European Space Missions to Go It Alone After NASA Yanks Support”, Science AAAS, March 18, 2011, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2011/03/european-space-missions-to-go-it-alone.html)

European space scientists are scrambling to rethink—and redesign—massive potential missions after it was confirmed that NASA, whose budget is in disarray, won't contribute significant funding to any of the efforts. NASA's decision "means in principle that none of the three missions is feasible for ESA [European Space Agency]," notes Xavier Barcons of the Cantabria Institute of Physics in Spain, who has helped develop plans for the International X-Ray Observatory (IXO) (pictured), one of three so-called L-class missions under consideration by ESA. ESA was supposed to decide in June whether to spend about $1 billion on IXO, the Europa-Jupiter mission known as EJSM-Laplace, or a space-based gravitational-wave detector called LISA. But each L-class mission, which wouldn't launch until the next decade, has been developed with NASA as a would-be partner. The beleaguered U.S. space agency has now told ESA it has higher priorities for its limited space science budget. 

EU action is key to the U.S space industry

People Daily 03-[“ EU Commission calls for increased funds for space development”-http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/200311/10/eng20031110_127980.shtml]

The Commission of the European Union (EU) is calling for more funds from EU members for space development so that the bloc will not lag behind in space industry, according to Germany's paper Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung to be published on Monday. Philippe Busquin, EU's commissioner for scientific research, is to release on Monday a "white paper" on a EU plan for space development and detailed proposals, the newspaper reported. The document says that the current amount of EU space funds is inadequate and new investment by the member countries is a must for the space research and development. The EU space funds totals 5.38 billion euros at present and the EU Commission believes that an annual increase of 4.6 percent of investment in the field will be necessary. Space development guarantees job opportunities and economic competitiveness, with 300,000 people working in 2,000 space enterprises in Europe, and investment in this field will gain a 7 to 8-time income in return, says Busquin's report. The Galileo Satellite Navigation Program will reap a sales volume of 100 billion euros and create 40,000 more job opportunities in 2010, according to the European Commission. The potential value of new space technology applied to environment protection, transportation, communications and other sectors is estimated at 350 billion euros, the report says. Last month, EU Enterprise Commissioner Erkki Liikanen raised some proposals to promote the space industry, including a better environment through creating an internal market for the European military products. Otherwise, European space industries will lose its competitiveness and more brain drains will ensue, he warned. 

Ideological differences kills US-EU relations-no chance of effective cooperation

Reiss 08-[Mitchell Reiss, Vice Provost, Int’l Affairs @ College of William & Mary, November, ‘8 (Survival 50.5, p. 99-114)]

Objections to US culture aside, anti-Americanism also emerges from philosophical differences over the nature of international relations in the twenty-first century. The United States and its friends and allies overseas increasingly do not share the same world view. They do not see international institutions – and the use of force – in the same way. As Robert Kagan has noted,2 a broad ideological gap exists between the United States and Europe because of Europe’s unique historical transformation from a continent of warring states to one united under the auspices of the European Union. The United States is far more aggressive in defending its prerogatives as a sovereign state, as compared with European efforts to suppress sovereignty in light of two devastating world wars. Moreover, Europe’s desire to exercise power primarily through transnational negotiation and cooperation stands in contrast to the Bush administration’s view that international law and the United Nations are often unreliable and easily flaunted, and that the defence and promotion of a liberal order still depends primarily on the possession and use of military force. These deep philosophical differences are not likely to disappear any time soon. They give rise to debate and argument that can easily spill over into more generalised and toxic feelings of anti-Americanism.

Aff – No Impact

No impact – relations are resilient and there are alternate causalities

Ian Ward 05 , Prof. of Law at the Univ. of Newcastle, Spring, [Tulane Journal of International and Comparative Law, 13 Tul. J. Int'l & Comp. L. 5, lexis]

The idea that the transatlantic alliance has "unravelled" has gained popularity. The two protagonists, according to Richard Sinkin, are "on very different political paths." 250 "Transatlantic relations," Christina Schweiss posits, "are arguably worse today than at any point since the Second World War." 251 Stanley Hoffmann agrees, suggesting that a wide  [*38]  range of issues, from the Kyoto Protocol to the International Criminal Court and the role of the United Nations, sign these apparently divergent paths. 252 At present, he concludes, EU-U.S. relations are in "limbo," and the "days of relative harmony" have seemingly passed, at least for now. 253 Metaphorical recourse is common. Joseph Nye prefers to describe a bickering couple who "will remain partners rather than divorce and go their separate ways." 254 Deploying the same metaphor, Ivo Daalder suggests that whilst "divorce" is unlikely, further "drift" is not. 255 Moreover, he adds pointedly, this may not be to Europe's disadvantage. 256 According to Daalder, there is a stark disparity, in terms of global politics, between the multilateralism of Europe and the unilateralism of the United States. 257
Aff – Multilat Inev

Strong relations inevitable

Steinmeier 08-[Frank-Walter Steinmeier, Foreign Minister-Germany, Fall,(Harvard Int’l Review, Vol. 30, Iss. 3, p. 78)]

Could you characterize the transatlantic relationship between the United States and the European Union? To start with, no other relationship in the world rests on such a solid foundation: the United States and the European Union are each other's number one partner. For the past 60 years the transatlantic relationship has been the world's transformative partnership. America's relationship with Europe-more than with any other part of the world-enables both of us to achieve goals that neither of us could achieve alone. This is what makes the transatlantic relationship unique. When we agree, we are the core on any effective global coalition; when we disagree, no global coalition is likely to be effective. Transatlantic trade and investment outnumber all similar relationships by a wide margin: US$4 trillion per year in commercial sales. Over this decade, US companies invested three times more in Germany than in China. And the Euro became one of the world's strongest currencies-as Americans sadly discover when traveling to Europe these days.

Multilateralism is inevitable and preferable – an emerging consensus among experts proves this trend. 

Harvey, 02 [Dr. Frank P., Director of the Center for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University, GLOBALISM, TERRORISM and PROLIFERATION: Unilateral vs. Multilateral Approaches to Security After 9/11 and the Implications for Canada”, August 2002, http://www.dfait-maeci.gc.ca/arms/isrop/research/harvey_2002/menu-en.asp]

Perhaps the clearest illustration of the errors that flow from superficial speculations about globalism and terrorism can be seen in the ongoing debate between proponents of multilateralism vs. unilateralism in the aftermath of 9/11. Globalism, Terror & Multilateralism: The Conventional Wisdom Several globalization experts have argued that 9/11 destroyed, once and for all, the myth of American independence. According to this view, U.S. officials can no longer remain complacent in the belief that they are somehow isolated from global conflict, or that they have the power to independently protect the U.S. from external (and internal) attacks. As the world continues to transform, state-centric models of international politics will become increasingly obsolete. These outdated frameworks no longer provide a useful analytical tool for predicting international behaviour, and have become almost useless as a guide for foreign and security policy after 9/11. 35 The American myth of independence is not the only casualty of September 11. Traditional realist paradigms fail us today also because our adversaries are no longer motivated by "interest" in any relevant sense, and this makes the appeal to interest in the fashion of realpolitik and rational-choice theory seem merely foolish (Benjamin Barber, 2001).36 The death of independence, in turn, will have a profound impact on U.S. foreign and security policy. American unilateralism (a key feature of U.S. foreign policy prior to September 11) will be replaced by a strong preference for multilateralism, because only multilateral strategies and institutions can provide the coalitions and international cooperation required to address the security threats created by the forces of globalization. The five quotes outlined in Table 1 are included here to illustrate the emerging consensus in the literature. These arguments, predictions and associated policy recommendations, from leading experts in the field, represent the conventional wisdom on globalism and the inevitable (and rational) trend towards multilateral solutions to security after 9/11. 
ESA and US cooperation will remain strong

Estang, 02 (Francois Bujon de l’Estang, French Ambassador, “National Space Policy in the U.S. and Europe”, Ambassador’s Address at the “Space and Security Conference” at MIT, April, 2002)

There is no denying that there are some impediments to transatlantic cooperation on space for security, such as transatlantic industrial competition and the quest for autonomy. However, I see three main driving forces for transatlantic cooperation in this strategic field: cooperation will be operational, it will allow for real burdensharing, and it will have a commercial dimension. First, I believe it is quite realistic to state that Europe and the United States are allies and will remain allies. Europe and the United States share the same values — universal values like freedom and democracy— and the same threats —global threats as specific as terrorism or global warming— and since the end of the cold war they have fought shoulder to shoulder on several occasions. Second, space is global and expensive. It makes perfect sense, between allies, when appropriate, to develop, build and operate common space infrastructures. The best example to date, although still in the pre-development phase, is the “NPOESS” program: the new polar orbiting environment satellite system. It will be built around two American satellites and one European satellite, METOP, from the European meteorology organization EUMETSAT. It will serve both military and civilian needs, European and American. However, each partner might want to preserve its independence for the sake of its own national security. When that applies, different systems will be necessary. These different systems must be interoperable in order to be used simultaneously. The different systems must in fact have only positive effects on each other’s performances. Then, combined as a system of systems, they will provide superior performance and integrity. That is certainly the case for Galileo/GPS. Finally, some of these space systems are dual-use. While they may be military, they are very likely to evolve toward civilian applications. Again, space being global, there is no sense in developing local standards that would act as trade barriers and would prevent the development of a global market. Here again, the GPS/Galileo example is striking, as is the example of Ariane 5, which was designed to space-shuttle standards, the benchmark in civil, commercial and military space transportation during the 80’s. One must acknowledge that sharing a standard, which I believe is the lowest form of cooperation, requires a minimum level of exchange. This is important and relates directly to a point that you cannot leave out during this seminar, the U.S. control of exports of sensitive technologies. The United States has the leadership in most of the military space systems and there is no denying that it sets the standards. But what happens when the standard is not shared? Another standard will emerge to further reinforce walls and fortresses.

***Additional NBs to CP

EU Deterrence Impact*

EU space policy is key to prevent multiple war scenarios – establishes credible deterrence

3AF Writers Group ‘07( October 22 “The Militarization and Weaponization of Space: towards a European Space Deterrent” 3AF Strategy and International Affairs Commission – Writers' Group 

* http://www.aaafasso.fr/DOSSIERSAAAF/DOSS.ACCES_LIBRE/PJ_CT/Comm.Aff.Internat/Militarisation_et_Arsenalisation_Vers.angl.oct07.pdf

The relaunch of the defence effort in terms of space, which we are advocating, must on one hand include reinforcement of the protection of orbiting systems, naturally those which are exclusively military, but also European commercial satellites which have a role in providing services to the armed forces, and, on the other, make Europe able to anticipate possible attacks from “rogue States” or isolated terrorist groups and able to counter these threats by appropriate means. The generalisation in the word of the use of space for military purposes with, ultimately, the access of regional and local powers to armament systems which may be used in space, in the first instance inter­regional and inter­ continental ballistic missiles, leads us to propose the strengthening of our capacities for monitoring and response. So in our view the priority must be: ß The establishment of a European doctrine of “strategic space deterrence”, ß The development by Europe of an autonomous operational system of “space surveillance” including systems for detecting and analysing objects in orbit and also terrestial and space systems for detecting and warning of ballistic and outer space launches, ß The identification of critical technologies which France and its European partners will need to possess in order to equip themselves with a credible operational capacity and so reduce their dependence on the United States, allowing them thus to enter into balanced dialogue – this is to be undertaken without delay, ß The undertaking of an exploratory study, as a European collaboration, of anti­satellite devices which do not generate space debris, are ground­based and use directed energy, laser in particular. This may be considered within the framework of the previously discussed doctrine, ß The development of “rapid response” launchers, indispensable to the urgent replacement of vital satellites, so that a limited reserve of launchers may be operationally available

China Coop Impact*

The EU is key to space cooperation with China

WCT 4-5-11-[“EU to enhance space cooperation with China” Staff Reporter 2011-04-05 

http://www.wantchinatimes.com/news-subclass-cnt.aspx?id=20110405000077&cid=1104]

The European Union announced Monday (Apr. 4) that it plans to enhance cooperation with China in space exploration and technology. "Space is strategic for Europe's independence, job creation and competitiveness," EU Industry Commissioner Antonio Tajani said in Frascati, Italy. He also called for cooperation with "emerging space powers," specifically China, according to the China Daily. Tajani said the space initiatives to enhance ties with China on space exploration should be EU foreign policy. The EU and European Space Agency launched the Galileo project to develop a global navigation satellite system in May 2003 and China joined in the project in September 2003. However, China turned to develop its own Beidou navigation system, designed to provide navigation, time and message services in the Asia and Pacific region by 2012 and global navigation services by 2020. Currently, the EU space industry has 5.4 billion euro (US$7.7 billion) in revenue. The EU expects that the market for global satellite navigation systems will reach an annual global turnover of 240 billion euro ($342 billion) in 10 years. China launched its first manned flight in 2003 and planned to build a manned space station by 2020 and send a spacecraft to Mars by 2013. China launched its second unmanned lunar probe, Chang'e 2, on Oct. 1 last year which is currently in orbit around the moon. China also plans to launch its first unmanned space station module, Tiangong 1, in 2011. 

Russia Impact*

EU action key to check Russia monopoly on manned space missions

 HOTZ ‘11 (Robert Lee, July 8, “Shuttles Last Flight Leaves Russian With Space Monopoly” The Wall Street Journal http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303982504576428080248680032.html)

Circling the Earth every 90 minutes, the International Space Station is the most expensive project ever assembled in space. Within days, it will hang by a single, costly thread. And Russia, the U.S.'s historic rival in space, is holding it. The last U.S. space shuttle is scheduled to blast off Friday. After that, the U.S. and other nations will rely on vintage Russian spacecraft to ferry their astronauts to the $100 billion station. Russia will hold a monopoly over manned spaceflight, and tensions already are rising. The Russians are in the process of nearly tripling the cost of using their Soyuz crew capsules for transport to the orbiting base, and other countries have little choice but to pay up. "We are not in a very comfortable situation, and when I say uncomfortable, that is a euphemism," said Jean-Jacques Dordain, director general of the European Space Agency, one of five international agencies that jointly manage the orbiting laboratory. "We made a collective mistake."

Warming Impact*

ESA is a pre-requisite to solve warming

Dunk 09 (Frans G. van der, Creighton Law Review, “ARTICLE: EUROPEAN SATELLITE EARTH OBSERVATION: LAW, REGULATIONS, POLICIES, PROJECTS, AND PROGRAMMES” LexisNexis()

Remote sensing shall promote the protection of mankind from natural disasters. To this end, States participating in remote sensing activities that have identified processed data and analysed information in their possession that may be useful to States affected by natural disasters, or likely to be affected by impending natural disasters, shall transmit such data and information to States concerned as promptly as possible. n89 Pursuant to these two aforementioned principles, the Charter on Space and Major Disasters has, as of 1999, established an institutional structure for the relevant space agencies and satellite operators in hopes of ensuring that data helpful in disaster prevention, mitigation, and rehabilitation activities are expedited to the relevant disaster agencies as quickly, efficiently, and inexpensively as possible. n90 As part of generally recognized policy concerns and interests at all European and individual state levels, European states, the European Union, the European Meteorological Satellite Organisation ("EUMETSAT"), and, in particular, the European Space Agency ("ESA") play a major role in ensuring that data helpful in disaster prevention, mitigation, and rehabilitation activities are quickly disseminated to disaster agencies. Finally, as far as international legal principles regarding the dissemination of satellite earth observation data is concerned, Resolution 40(Cg-XII) ("Resolution 40"), which was enunciated by the World Meteorological Organisation ("WMO") in 1995, becomes important. n91 Resolution 40, entitled "WMO policy and practice for the exchange of meteorological and related data and products including guidelines on relationships in commercial meteorological activities," inter alia provided the following: (1) Members shall provide on a free and unrestricted basis essential data and products which are necessary for the provision of services in support of the protection of life and property and the well-being of all nations, particularly those basic data and products, as, at a minimum, described in annex [*420] 1 to this resolution, required to describe and forecast accurately weather and climate, and support WMO Programmes; (2) Members should also provide the additional data and products which are required to sustain WMO Programmes at the global, regional, and national levels and, further, as agreed, to assist other Members in the provision of meteorological services in their countries. While increasing the volume of data and products available to all Members by providing these additional data and products, it is understood that WMO Members may be justified in placing conditions on their re-export for commercial purposes outside of the receiving country or group of countries forming a single economic group, for reasons such as national laws or costs of production; (3) Members should provide to the research and education communities, for their non-commercial activities, free and unrestricted access to all data and products exchanged under the auspices of WMO with the understanding that their commercial activities are subject to the same conditions identified in ADOPTS (2) above... . n92 Such major international commitments, even though strictly speaking not of a binding legal nature, constituted the backbone of the major policy documents drafted in the European context on access to, and dissemination of, earth observation data generated by satellites 

Tech Impact*

Counterplan solves technological spin-offs
Dunk 09 (Frans G. van der, Creighton Law Review, “ARTICLE: EUROPEAN SATELLITE EARTH OBSERVATION: LAW, REGULATIONS, POLICIES, PROJECTS, AND PROGRAMMES” LexisNexis()

In 2001, the European Community/European Union decided upon the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security ("GMES") project, the second major European space project undertaken jointly by the European Space Agency ("ESA") and the European Commission. n163 The European Commission concluded that public purposes and the likely benefits and spin-offs for the private sector necessitated an independent European capability in earth observation. n164 From a global perspective, while GMES's aims were ambitious both in substantial and institutional terms, GMES could allow Europe to contribute to the Global Earth Observation System of Systems ("GEOSS"). The GMES project, recently re-christened Kopernikus, resulted in a decision-support system optimising the integrated use of terrestrial and airborne data collection, existent satellite earth observation systems, such as those of ESA and the European Meteorological Satellite Organisation ("EUMETSAT"), and where appropriate, new instruments and satellite systems to fill in any gaps detected. n165 The GMES project is focused on practical downstream applications primarily of a public interest-nature, but GMES has inherent possibilities for more commercially-oriented applications. ESA and the European Union will jointly finance and run, through a daughter entity, this complex project. n166 Beyond that, while the contours of GMES may be gradually emerging, many key aspects of the institutional and operational structure of GMES are not yet defined. The Council Resolution of November 2001 called for the European Commission to coordinate with ESA to achieve "an operational and autonomous European capability for global monitoring for environment and security" by 2008, crucially involving a satellite system. n167 Such a capability will, in substance, take the form of databases to be [*439] filled with relevant data (partly self-generated by the key GMES players, partly generated by other satellite operators, and distributed, under contracts, to those key GMES players). Whenever and to whomever GMES's purposes and aims require, this data should be made available. 

NATO Impact*

Europe is progressing in technology and space work increases NATO alliances 

Pasco 6 (Xavier, PhD in political science, professor at the University of Maryland, July 2006, Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland, “A European Approach to Space Security,” http://www.cissm.umd.edu/papers/files/pasco2006.pdf MGE)
 While still modest in size, the European space program is striving to expand its mandate in ways that will both benefit from, and adhere to, the particular rules of an unprecedented multinational political construction process. The program is embedded in a political outlook that places collective security at the centre of the European project at home and abroad. Europe is moving beyond the scientific experiments that paved the way for its early space program, and is now engaging in more strategic and security-oriented space programs, which may be a sign of a nascent political conception of its collective welfare and security. Key decisions have now been accepted that will lead the European Union to play a greater role in defence and security policy alongside the traditional Atlantic Alliance (i.e. NATO-European countries) relationships. 

EU Brain Drain Impact*

Counterplan solves European brain drain and cements EU credibility

Eurospace 09 (ASD-Eurospace, The Space group in ASD, October 12, “Space Exploration Position Paper” Pdf)

If Europe remains outside a worldwide trend towards large space exploration programmes, it will naturally not reap any benefits but will even be adversely affected. Probably the European laboratories could still be involved in scientific experimentations – to a lesser extend and with less influence on the orientations – but European industries and scientific organisations would definitely be set aside the large world-coordinated network which will emerge from the international exploration ventures. Such networking being the basis for endeavours in new fields (energy, environment), our industries and scientific bodies could be out of the game for such new activities. It must also be stressed that the international cooperation which is taking shape in the framework of space exploration will have structuring effects on space industries all around the world. As a matter of fact, it will provide unique long term perspectives and will stimulate the development of innovative solutions and technologies to overcome this unprecedented challenge. The European space industry not being able to take part to this ambitious endeavour would result in a severe competitive disadvantage. Thus, the participation of Europe to the space exploration initiative is necessary to ensure its industry a level the playing field with its competitors. Also, being excluded from an international space exploration programme will have consequences on European brain drain to other countries. Key to this is the fact that other nations are going forward with their exploration activities; developing technologies and capabilities essential to non space sectors as well, which European industry and citizens will be forced to acquire or outsource. 5 6. Conditions for an effective management The amount of resources which Europe will be able to mobilise for this purpose is a key element. It must be reminded that current budgets are hardly sufficient to cover ongoing activities in the space sector. Any decision to take part to this new endeavour shall thus go along with the attribution of additional funds to avoid depleting any of the other European space programmes. Furthermore, history, as well as current developments around the world, demonstrates that this matter will, at some point, need to be addressed at the level of Heads of States. Because of its unique political legitimacy, the involvement of European Union is thus mandatory to determine the overall ambitions to be pursued in the name of European citizens, as well as to assert the positions of Europe on the international scene.

EU Manufacturing Impact*

Satellites key to Europe’s space manufacturing industry

EUROPA ‘11( April 4“A new space policy for Europe: Independence, competitiveness and citizens quality of life” Europe.edu 

http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/11/398)

The economic importance of European space manufacturing industry European space manufacturing industry represents a consolidated turnover of 5.4 B€ and a highly qualified workforce of over 31,000. The 11 major satellite operators in Europe operate 153 communication satellites and represent 6000 employees and have a 6 billion euro per year turnover, with a downstream effect on 30,000 employees. It is estimated that, already, 6-7% of GDP in Western countries, i.e. € 800 billion in the EU, is dependent on satellite radio navigation. The space service markets are growing rapidly. For instance, GNSS applications markets annual turnover worldwide is expected to reach around € 240 billion by 2020. Moreover, as a result of the advantages of Galileo and EGNOS compared with the other competing systems, they are expected to generate economic and social benefits worth around € 60-90 billion over the next 20 years. According to OECD, the world market for Earth Observation commercial data which was $ 735 millions in 2007 has the potential to raise to around $ 3 billions in 2017. SSA (Space Situational Awareness System) would help reduce the quantifiable estimated loss for European assets due to collision with debris and space weather, which, on the basis of available data, amount to ~€332million on a yearly basis on average. These costs are almost certainly a small fraction of possible non-quantified consequences and costs that may result from the absence of a European Space Situational Awareness System. For example the loss of a satellite may result in the loss of critical satellite communication capacity in an emergency situation resulting in loss of life. Destruction or complete failure of a satellite can result in serious disruption of economic activity (banking relies increasingly on satellite communications) and could have an impact on client business through loss of service. At present there are no reliable figures for estimating the value of such loses. Similarly, it is impossible to quantify the consequences of Near Earth Objects impacting on the Earth.

EU space development creates new markets

COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION ’08 (September 26, “Council Resolution Taking forward the European Space Policy” 2891ist Competitiveness (internal market, industry and research) council meeting http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/intm/103050.pdf)
EMPHASISES that space, as e high tech R&D domain and through the economic exploitation of its results, can contribute to reaching the Lisbon goals so as to fulfil the economic, educational, social and environmental ambitions of the EU and the expectations of its citizens, and so as to achieve the objectives for growth and employment by providing new business opportunities and innovative solutions for various services, throughout Europe, thus contributing to territorial cohesion; CONSIDERS that, with the adoption by the European Parliament and Council on 18 December 2006 of the Community Seventh Framework Programme for Research, Technological Development and Demonstration and its new thematic chapter Space as part of the Cooperation Specific Programme, space has been recognised by the EU as one of the priorities and key building blocks of the European knowledge-based society; UNDERLINES that space applications, such as satellite telecommunications, the EGNOS and GALILEO systems and GMES, are expected to create substantial global market opportunities, especially for SMEs, through the development of value-added downstream services; and that the EU, ESA and their respective Member States must accordingly maximise the value they secure from these space assets. This growth should be promoted to accelerate the emergence of economic opportunities and the development of services seamlessly integrating navigation, observation and communications satellite systems and combining them with terrestrial networks. To achieve this requires appropriate regulatory framework, sustained access to radio-spectrum for space applications, and development of standards in relevant areas; 

GMES

EU key to GMES

LEO 10 (28 09,    “Relationship between EU and inter-gov. organizations Research policies and strategies” http://cordis.europa.eu/erawatch/index.cfm?fuseaction=intercoop.content&topicID=673&parentID=667&countryCode=EU) 

GMES (Global Monitoring for Environment and Security) and ITER (international tokamak) have been founded on the basis of agreements between the EU and other countries or organisations. This is a significant change is the way in which such organisations are established. Previously, all EU Member States acted individually in deciding to join an intergovernmental organisation. With the GMES and the ITER, the EU acts on behalf of all Member States. Another recent form of interaction between the EU and an intergovernmental organisation has been between the EU and ESA. The two organisations are linked by a strong and ever-growing relationship. A Framework Agreement establishing the legal basis for their cooperation and covering a four-year period came into force in May 2004. The Framework Agreement makes provisions for joint and concomitant meetings of the Council of the European Union and the ESA Council at ministerial level. This “Space Council” enables all ESA and EU Member and Cooperating States to discuss the development of a coherent overall European Space Policy and Space Programme, leading to the adoption of jointly-endorsed orientations for space. The intergovernmental organisations should also have many links not just with research organisations in the EU Member States, but also with each other. Seven of the large facilities (not ITER) have joined together to form their own forum, the EIROforum to facilitate interactions with the EU and other organisations.

GMES key to biodiversity

EUROPEAN COMMISSION ’11 (May 13, “GMES - Observing our planet for a safer world” Enterprise and Industry  http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/space/gmes/

Managing natural resources and biodiversity, observing the state of the oceans, monitoring the chemical composition of our atmosphere: all depend on accurate information delivered in time to make a difference. The European initiative for the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) will provide data to help deal with a range of disparate issues including climate change and border surveillance. Land, sea and atmosphere - each will be observed through GMES, helping to make our lives safer. The purpose of GMES is to deliver information on environment and security which correspond to identified user needs. GMES services: are based on Earth monitoring data, collected from space (satellites), air (airborne instruments, balloons to record stratosphere data, etc.), water (floats, shipboard instruments, etc.) or land (measuring stations, seismographs, etc.) produce output information in the form of maps, datasets, reports, targeted alerts, etc. After years of research investment, GMES is soon to become a fully operational service programme which is expected to help people and organisations take action, make appropriate policy decisions and decide on necessary investment. GMES also has great potential for businesses in the services market, which will be able to make use of the data it provides free of charge. GMES services can be divided into: land, marine and atmosphere services - providing systematic monitoring and forecasting the state of the Earth's subsystems at regional and global levels emergency and security services - providing support in the event of emergencies and humanitarian aid needs, in particular to civil protection authorities, also to produce accurate information on security related aspects (e.g. maritime surveillance, border control, global stability, etc.) climate change service - helping to monitor the effects of climate change and assessing mitigation measures
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