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***CP***

Strategy Sheet

WHAT IS THE CP? 

The CP creates an international forum and then the plan is implemented through the forum.  The forum would do international collaboration to make the plan a reality as opposed to unilateral exploration and/or development. 
RUN THIS STRATEGY WITH:
(1) T “It’s” to indicate plan must be US federal government exploration and/or development. 

(2) Cooperation DA – Obvious NB
(3) Politics DA (See “Politics Shields”) – When the aff makes arguments that CP links to politics, you differentiate the link to 
the plan from the CP because multilateral action shields policy from Congressional disputes.  
*Main problem with this story is that warrants in the politics shields cards assume programs are safe from cuts once they already exist, not that Congress automatically approves new international collaborative projects. 
(4) Spending DA – You can use cards on Economy solvency to prove that multilateral cooperation creates burden-sharing to 
dramatically reduce costs for a policy because it would share tech with other countries. 
WHAT AFF’S SHOULD I RUN THIS CP AGAINST? 

This CP is not strategic to read against the SLS or ISS aff since that aff is fundamentally geared to answer a multilateral CP. 
It is much better against SPS, asteroid mining, and colonization.  
Against the Space Commons aff – this CP is their aff.  The “Center for New American Society” evidence in the 1AC is a advocate for the CP.  You should run T It’s against this aff.  Then run this CP – they will say that the CP is the plan.  This means that you can use that to prove in round abuse on the T violation or if they mishandle the CP, you can claim the CP of the World Space Council is a prerequisite to their solvency. The Negative should get the right to claim international cooperation vs. USfg unilateral exploration and/or development. 
The cards addressing individual advantages should be read to prove that multilateral cooperation is necessary to solve the various aff advantages. 

STRATEGIC TRICK: 
You can kick the CP and use many of the solvency cards to prove the aff cannot solve absent multilateral cooperation.  All cards that indicate multilateral cooperation is a prerequisite to solvency prove that since the plan is unilateral it will not be able to solve.  These cards are especially good for SBSP or SPS.   
FUTURE RESEARCH FOR SCHOOL YEAR FOR THIS CP:

If I were going to run this CP throughout the school year, I would shore up research on the following: 
(1) K NB – I assume there is much better literature out there indicating that a multilateral approach to space would embrace cosmopolitan ideology or some other argument that proves that enacting space policy multilaterally is critical to creating a mindset shift about space.  Then you can claim the CP is a prerequisite to the aff solvency.  Also, you may need an external K impact for the NB to avoid the argument the aff solves the impact. 
(2) Countries will follow the US – there need to be more cards with varied warrants for why other countries would want to follow the US lead by joining the World Space Council that the US establishes.

*There are a couple cards in this file that are specific to UN. You could research a UN CP using some of these cards. 
1NC 
Text: The United States federal government should create a World Space Council. The United States federal government should [INSERT PLAN] through the World Space Forum. Implementation and enforcement will be subject to binding consultation.  We’ll clarify. 
Creating the forum is not enough, concrete policies MUST be implemented through the forum to maintain commitment to international cooperation.  International collaboration is a prerequisite to fast technological development, stable industry investment, and peaceful space security. 
Kalam, ‘9 -  former President of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Can Space Cooperation Lead to Space Security?” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.23-24 CT) 

   The future space programme has to be concerned with and the mission have to be evolved to meet the challenges of having a clean environment and counter the limitation of fossil fuel energy systems focused on by the World Energy Forum and harnessing the potential of outer space for finding newer materials and also harnessing materials like helium-3 from the Moon. All space-faring nations have to come together and bring down the cost of access to space. As space cooperation in outer space increases, the threat to space security will reduce because every space-faring nation will have a vision and business in our own planet, the other planets and the Moon. Keeping this in mind, we all could propose a theme called World Space Vision 2050, including the need for forming a World Space Council. The emphasis would be on the space-faring nations forming an International Space Force for regulating and preventing any unauthorized weapon or weapon-related system activity in space.

   With the background and strength of technological progress in space, a World Space Vision could be evolved comprising the following three components:

1. large-scale societal missions and low-cost access to space.
2. Comprehensive space security.
3. Space exploration and current application missions.

Such a World Space Vision would enhance the quality of human life, inspire the spirit of space exploration, expand the horizons of knowledge, and ensure space security for all nations of the world. The proposed World Space Council could oversee the planning and implementation of large-scale and societal missions like energy from space, space security and deep space exploration. International cooperation is the foundation for sensible investment in space. Such a unified global approach will enable the world to see a quantum jump in the progress in space science and technology for the benefit of all nations of the world for many generations to come. So, the space scientists and leaders of the world have a great challenge and opportunity.
Other countries will follow the US 

Graham 07 – Colonel of the Air Force branch of the United States Army and worked closely with the Secretary of Defense (Colonel Richard V. Graham, United States in Outer Space: Security Assurance and Preservation, April 30 2007, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA471528, A.W.)
Space is the ultimate high ground for U.S. military and commercial use, control, and domination. But space was set aside as the second multilateral “non-armament” treaty for use by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all humanity. The world has become an internationally globalized and interdependent society such that the U.S. has no real option other than choosing to work multilaterally with all spacefaring and space-utilizing nations. The U.S. as the lone hegemonic superpower must lead by example in the international world forum. The U.S. must choose to ensure that its national security interests and those of other nations follow international treaties, international law, and international codes of conduct ahead of its unilateral preemptive and preventive war polices that would weaponized space. The international community is looking for responsible leadership (a country that practices what it preaches without double standards) that adheres to international law and treaties and leads in the right direction.
***SOLVENCY
2NC Overview (Must Read)

_____________________ [INSERT PLANACTION] enacted unilaterally while the counterplan requires the plan to be implemented multilaterally through the World Space Council under the oversight of the International Space Force.  Implementation would be a result of collaboration from all space-faring nations instead of only American development.  
ALSO, prefer the sustainability of the CP – multilateralism is inevitable. Aff’s attempt to maintain US unilateralism ONLY fuels confrontation and means the US cannot dictate terms of collaboration in the future.  US must use multilateral coordination now to shape terms of the international regime. 
Ridout 10 – Degree in international security studies and the U.S. foreign Policy (Timothy A. Ridout, The Huffington Post: Declining U.S. Space Power Requires Greater Cooperation, May 3 2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/timothy-a-ridout/declining-us-space-power_b_561101.html, A.W.)

In 2007, the Chinese blew up one of their own weather satellites 530 miles above the Earth by hitting it with a missile. The satellite itself was essentially worthless, but the test had greater implications. It was the first time the Chinese had demonstrated their anti-satellite capabilities, reigniting anxieties about military confrontations in outer space. The U.S. and Russia have long possessed anti-satellite weapons, but it had been over two decades since they were previously tested. The underlying threat of this most recent test is that the Chinese could just as easily destroy another country's valuable satellites. With about half of the more than 900 functioning satellites, the U.S. is uniquely exposed to this threat. We rely on satellites for civilian uses such as TV, Internet, ATM banking, GPS, agriculture, weather forecasting, and so on. On the military side, we use satellites to guide munitions, operate Predator drones, gather intelligence, monitor enemy movements, and detect nuclear sites (such as Iran's clandestine facility near Qom, which was located by the GeoEye-1 satellite). Although the probability of hostile anti-satellite weapons use remains remote, it is a worrisome possibility. Of more immediate concern, the Chinese test generated a significant amount of debris that now poses a threat to operational satellites and other space vehicles. Though there is already a large amount of potentially harmful debris in space resulting from over 50 years of human activities there, the Chinese contribution was significant. Of the more than 19,000 objects in Earth orbit that are ten centimeters in diameter or larger, the Chinese test is responsible for roughly 2,000 of them. Objects of this size could easily destroy a satellite through on-orbit collision. It may seem that this debris is insignificant compared to the vastness of outer space. However, the actual space in which satellites operate is much smaller than one would think, and it is these orbital areas that are getting overcrowded. Aside from dangerous debris and the potential for hostilities, there are simply more actors engaging in outer space activities, which heightens competition and the potential for miscommunication. The Obama administration is well aware of the increasingly volatile situation in outer space. In an interim version of the Space Posture Review, released to Congress in early March, the administration acknowledged that "An increasingly congested and contested environment threatens both U.S. systems and the ability of the global community to access and use space." The full review is due out this summer and hopefully it will chart a course of cooperation and coordination. The Bush administration emphasized a policy of space dominance. It sought to preserve U.S. freedom of action, while actively opposing anyone that might limit that freedom. This is the wrong approach. A space-dominance policy could conceivably oblige the U.S. to periodically use force to protect its interests in outer space. However, since there is currently no effective way to clean up space debris, even the successful use of force would endanger U.S. space assets by further polluting outer space. Moreover, a unilateral space-dominance posture could encourage others to be confrontational. Indeed, it may be that the Chinese anti-satellite test was in response to the Bush administration's aggressive space policy. More benignly, the increasing number of actors makes information-sharing and traffic management that much more important. This was demonstrated in early 2009 by the accidental collision of a defunct Russian spy satellite and an operational communications satellite owned by the U.S.-based company Iridium. The U.S. is still the clear hegemon in outer space -- more so even than it is on Earth -- but it cannot unilaterally dominate for long. We should work to enhance cooperation and coordination in space while we still have the power to shape the system. The long-term goal should be to create an effective international regime that coordinates space activities, creates rules governing behavior, and punishes infractions. In the short-term, the U.S. should seek to strengthen adherence to the voluntary Space Debris Mitigation Guidelines, which were formulated by the world's major space agencies in 2002; it should facilitate coordination and information-sharing among satellite operators; it should support transparency and confidence-building measures with regards to satellite launches; and it should work with space-faring nations to create a set of basic voluntary guidelines about acceptable behavior in space. The era of U.S.-Soviet space dominance has ended. Governing space can no longer be accomplished through bilateral agreements between superpowers. A comprehensive space governance regime is necessary, and the Obama administration needs to start laying the foundation now.
Solvency – Generic
Formal cooperative agreements increase transparency, enhance global confidence, and minimize risk of instability

Graham 07 – Colonel of the Air Force branch of the United States Army and worked closely with the Secretary of Defense (Colonel Richard V. Graham, United States in Outer Space: Security Assurance and Preservation, April 30 2007, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA471528, A.W.)
Starting from the principles that all nations have a right to space access and these nations have the right to react (proportionally) to protect and defend space assets, these “Agreements” would aid with the development of policies and doctrines for both civilian and military satellites. It would enable the establishment of norms of behavior amongst space powers, define peacetime programs and obligations, and develop common security space operations guidelines.36 These measures are not codified as treaties but take the form of “executive” agreements between national authorities thereby avoiding the cumbersome, long, and lengthy tortuous treaty process making this potential space “Agreement” a logical first step in avoiding incidents in space.37 Perhaps as a first step toward initiating these “Agreements”, consideration of common interests amongst space-faring nations would provide the basis for initial progress. Utilizing military-to-military dialogue initially, since these “Agreements” were originally formed between naval forces, communication dealing with indiscriminate space debris may provide a common ground to mitigate mutual concerns to all satellite users, both military and civilian. These steps would increase international transparency of space operations, enhance global security and confidence, and minimize risk of destabilizing strategic actions or activities through the use of formalized communication channels. Another area of “cooperative security” for all nations advocated by the Henry L. Stimson Center’s Space Security Project that may be applicable using the “Agreements” is the negotiation of a code of conduct between space-faring nations that would prevent incidents and dangerous military activities in space. Key activities under this scenario would include a code of conduct for avoiding collisions and simulated attacks by nations upon other nations’ space assets; creating special caution and safety areas around all satellites; development of traffic management practices; prohibition of anti-satellite tests; provision of national reassurance through information exchanges, transparency and notification measures; and adopting more stringent space debris mitigation measures.38 These “codes of conduct” documents are widely accepted in international relationships providing compromising measures that utilize common areas of concern and interest to all parties helping to build and enhance confidence. They also provide a forum for international cooperation delineating codes of conduct amongst space-using nations. One such agreement has already been “drafted” and contains articles regarding collisions, special caution zones, dangerous maneuvers, traffic management, non-use of directed and kinetic energy anti-satellite weapons, communications, meetings, and other compliance related provisions.39

Solvency – SPS, Asteroid Mining, Colonization
World Space Vision key to solve asteroid mining, SPS, and Colonization

Kalam 07 – former president of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Le Président de la République d’Inde en vidéoconférence aux Ateliers de l’armée de l’air”June 5, 2007, http://www.cesa.air.defense.gouv.fr/article.php3?id_article=278) mihe 

Similarly, India has had fruitful cooperation with USA, Russia and many other countries since early 1960’s. For example, India carried out the world’s largest sociological experiment called, Satellite Instructional Television Experiment (SITE), in 1975-76, using NASA’s Application Technology Satellite (ATS6) with direct broadcast of educational programmes to 2400 selected villages covering nearly 200,000 people. This experiment was the forerunner of Indian satellite communication revolution. While I am with you, I would like to discuss the topic “World Space Vision”. This Vision would include five areas which are important for the future of space science, technology and applications.  Geosynchronous orbit is almost completely full with 240 satellites from many nations. There are more than 800 active satellites currently in various orbits. The satellite population includes a number of military satellites for communication and reconnaissance. The value and indispensability of mankind’s technological assets are so high, that protecting these assets and ensuring continuity of services without any impediment and interference, is now of paramount importance. Now, I would like to discuss Space industrialization and interplanetary exploration. Space industrialization and interplanetary exploration The vision of various space faring nations as well as discussion in various international forums by space experts suggest that space missions beyond earth are vital for sustaining the spirit of deep space exploration and for build up of space infrastructure leading to space industrialization. Such missions would include bringing minerals and other special materials from Moon, Asteroids and Mars. Such missions would also enable building of infrastructure for solar power generation, building industrial complexes on the Moon and initiating human habitat on Mars. These missions would call for large mass flow into space, would greatly enhance the space market by expanded utilization of the core competencies built in many nations in launch vehicles, spacecraft and ground systems. Since such space exploration missions would be extremely capital intensive, they can be optimally realized by the full utilization of the proven reliable cost effective space systems and technologies, thus minimizing the new investments. International cooperation would also maximize the availability of highly skilled space scientists and technologists worldwide. Now, I would like to discuss low cost access to space which is one of the important enabling factors for future space missions.  When enormous societal and economic commitments have been made by nations with space infrastructure, the main security concern is that outer space should be free of weapons. We must recognize the necessity for the world space community to avoid terrestrial geo-political conflict to be drawn into outer space thus threatening the space assets belonging to all mankind. Allowing space to become a battlefield could cause serious harm to society. There exist strong international norms and deep-seated public opinion around the world against space weaponization. Any unilateral action, which upsets the stability of space is against the interest of the entire mankind. Multilateral approaches are required to ensure that the use of outer space is in conformity with international law and in the interest of maintaining peace and security and promoting international co-operation. 
Collaboration prerequisite to solving space-based solar power, desalination of seawater through solar energy and space mining. 

Kalam, ‘9 -  former President of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Can Space Cooperation Lead to Space Security?” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.22-23 CT) 

Protection of space comprehensively is in the common interest of humankind. In this scenario, the question arises: Does space security refer to all the six points mention above or something more? Every space-faring nation understands that the ground stations support space assets in outer space are the vulnerable elements in a physical and interference sense. Just such circumstances, what can be the space security system which needs to be evolved?

What are the real threat perceptions of humanity for the twenty-first century?

1.
Inequity in education and healthcare

2.
Shortage of human resources both in various skills and research fields throughout the world

3.
Looming threat to environment

4.
Depletion of resources- energy and water

The important issue is: can these be managed by conventional way of thinking that individual nations and groups of nations have been engaged in? Space-faring nations have the responsibilities to put their efforts together to launch time-bound, financially shared programmes to take societal mission on a large scale, pooling their capabilities in launch vehicles, spacecraft, and applications. Such major cooperation itself will act as a great measure of space security, in addition to empowering the most underprivileged, minimizing communication gaps and reducing threats of conflict. We have to focus on mass missions like solar energy from the space, desalination of seawater through solar energy, and mass transportation of minerals from Moon and Mars, which is possible only when the cost of access to space is reduced drastically. Another important long-term consideration is: Don’t we need to work on an alternative habitat to Earth?
Solvency – SPS
International cooperation is a prerequisite to developing solar power satellites

Kalam, ‘9 -  former President of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Can Space Cooperation Lead to Space Security?” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.25 CT) 

The real value of future societal space mission, like energy from space and seawater desalination using space solar power, can come about only when mankind builds fully reusable space transportation systems with very high payload efficiencies. Several technologies are critical and need to be developed, such as: 


In-flight ar collection and oxygen liquefaction technology.


Ram/sacamjet engines.


Ascent turbojet/turbofan ramjet engines.


Advanced light-weight high temperature materials. 
It is essential that these new technologies are flight-tested comprehensively over the entire speed and height rgimes that are common to the role of trans-atmospheric vehicles in space transportation. Multi-role system architecture is required and the flight-test vehicle designed with such a system would have to comprehensively demonstrate in flight all the special attributes of fully reusable space transportation for safe, affordable flight to space. 

There is a need to protect the assets in the GSO and other orbits and increase their service life. It is proposed that it should be an international venture to have space satellite service stations. We have to guard against any threat from asteroids and manmade debris. This also calls for an international effort. 

Solvency – Satellites
Independent international organization necessary to guarantee equitable allocation of radio frequencies and geostationary orbital slots for satellites – necessary for mediation of coming disputes.  Current infrastructure inadequate – preventing aff solvency. 

Jakhu and Singh, ‘9 – Assoc. Prof. at the Faculty of Policy Management, Keio University, Japan/member of Telecommunications Council of the Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications and researcher at the Institute of Air and Space Law, McGill University, Montreal, Canada (Ram and Karan, “Space Security and Competition for Radio Frequencies and Geostationary Slots,” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.139-40 CT) 

Outer space utilisation is benefitting and becoming accessible to more and more users everywhere in the world. However, as the number of space players, users and missions increase the competition for indispensable limited natural resources (particularly radio frequencies and geostationary orbital positions) will become severe. Consequently, interference (including jamming) with radio frequencies will expand and result in serious conflicts and could result in denial of these resources to latecomers, especially the not-so-rich nations. The current ITU regulatory regime is increasingly proving inadequate. The lack of appropriate international legal and procedural framework to deal with the secure, sustainable, interference-free and peaceful use of space would prove a serious threat to space security. 


The current problems associated with radio frequency and orbital congestion of satellites in the geostationary orbit demonstrate the need for international cooperation to manage these limited resources. We believe that long-term planning at the international level is necessary to ensure that all countries have equitable access to and use of satellite orbital slots and appropriate radio frequencies in the future. This should be achieved through the adoption of the ITU member states of flexible a priori allotment plan(s) for some specific services and radio frequency bands for their equitable distribution by setting up detailed rules and procedures for the use of radio frequencies and orbital positions. 


It is suggested that radio frequency interference should be monitored through a regional or global neutral organisation. The resolution of interference (and jamming) disputes should continue to be carried out through bilateral negotiations.  However, if such negotiations fail to achieve satisfactory resolution, there must be available some sort of compulsory regional or international impartial dispute settlement system (s). Therefore, States should set up a regional or global independent interference monitoring entity and dispute settlement rules and system. 

International regime necessary for peace – ITU registry failing
Hitchens, 10 - Journalist of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research and Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies (Theresa Hitchens, Scholarly Journal of the United States Air Force Academy, “Multilateralism in Space: Opportunities and Challenges for Achieving Space Security,” Summer 2010,  http://www.unidir.ch/unidir-views/pdf/pdf-uv-30-33.pdf A.W.)

Second, the subcommittee agreed to charge the working group with considering new measures to enhance the sustainability of space activities and a possible set of “best practice guidelines.”20 Based on the discussions so far, these guidelines are likely to fall under the rubric of “space traffic management” – that is processes, procedures, and new regulations for how spacecraft are launched, operated and disposed of at the end of their working lifetimes. While the need for a space traffic management regime has for many years been a topic for scientific, industry, and academic organizations, the issue has not been widely addressed in the political or legal realm. It is clear that given the increased usage of space and the growing problems of orbital crowding and debris, space operations – like international air travel – will soon require more robust and accepted rule sets to avoid accidents and collisions, as well as dampen drivers for conflict in the case of such incidents. One example of the growing recognition of the need for better processes is the decision in 2010 by OOSA and the ITU to exchange, for the first time, data on satellite positions – which OOSA monitors through the UN Registry of Space Objects and the ITU through its Master International Frequency Register, which registers radio frequency transponders rather than actual satellites. A key problem with the UN Registry is failure by many states to actually register their satellites, especially military or intelligence gathering satellites.21 By contrast; almost all states register the transponders on those satellites with the ITU. Thus harmonization of the two lists is a step toward a better picture of what exactly is in space, which is in turn a necessary foundation for ensuring both sustainability and security in space.22

Hardening satellites not enough - multilateral cooperation critical to prevent conflict and reduce costs
Hsu 11- writer for space.com & LiveScience, 2011- (Jeremy Hsu, Space.com, “U.S. worried about Outer Space Security”, 2-4-11, http://www.space.com/10775-national-space-security-strategy-reaction.html, JZ)

A newly unveiled U.S. strategy aims to enlist other countries to help safeguard national space assets against both hostile threats and orbital space debris. The National Security Space Strategy directs the Department of Defense and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence on how to follow the country's National Space Policy, which was announced by the president last June. It is the first such document co-signed by the secretary of defense and the director of national intelligence, said Gregory Schulte, the deputy secretary of defense for space policy. "Space becomes critical to everything we do, and that’s why we're worried that the environment is increasingly challenging," Schulte said. "You have more debris in space and you have countries that are developing counterspace capabilities that can be used against us."  The space strategy emphasizes not only the ability to survive and operate in an increasingly dangerous space environment, but also the need to protect that space environment as well as the country's industrial base which supports space launches and operations. "The National Security Space Strategy represents a significant departure from past practice," said Robert Gates, U.S. secretary of defense. "It is a pragmatic approach to maintain the advantages we derive from space while confronting the new challenges we face." Both the National Security Space Strategy and the National Space Policy reflect a policy shift in response to a "fundamental change in the nature of space security," according to Brian Weeden, a technical adviser for the Secure World Foundation, an organization dedicated to the sustainable use of space. That change comes from recognizing the dual threat of anti-satellite weapons and the growing cloud of debris surrounding Earth. The new U.S. stance also goes beyond the days when the U.S. and the Soviet Union faced off in the space race, or when the U.S. enjoyed sole superpower status with few other countries operating in space. Now there are almost 60 different commercial companies or countries that own or operate assets in space. The crowded future of space means many more possibly competing interests acting in the same region – a scenario ripe for conflict or misunderstandings. "The problem now, which the U.S. military has said multiple times, is that space is the Wild West," Weeden told SPACE.com. "Outside of a few existing treaties, it's pretty much do whatever you want." Part of the solution to that problem comes from setting some rules. The U.S. space strategy throws its weight behind a European Union proposal for a code of conduct in space, which would define responsible behaviors and best practices for space-faring countries. Getting such agreement is also crucial for the encouraging commercial development and innovation in the growing space industry, Weeden pointed out. Clear rules allow companies to develop their business plans for commercializing space and to get a better sense of the long-term profits and risks. "Establishing some sort of norm of behavior is a necessary part of enabling the long-term sustainability of space for military, scientific and commercial purposes," Weeden said. "But that alone is not sufficient." The U.S. Strategic Command has also struck deals with 19 companies to share space situational awareness data, and has signed similar agreements with certain countries. Having a broader shared awareness allows the U.S. to better monitor the growing crowd of satellites and other space assets — perhaps avoiding repeats of satellite collisions. Indeed, the first such satellite collision resulted in the destruction of a U.S. Iridium 33 satellite and Russia's spent Cosmos 2251 communications craft, which added to the space debris that has already threatened both the space shuttle and International Space Station. The U.S. space strategy also aims to defuse the possibility of hostile action by boosting international cooperation. In that spirit, the Department of Defense plans to preannounce space launches so as to avoid the swirl of uncertainty and paranoia from other countries. Such "transparency and confidence-building measures" have already been applied on international issues such as nuclear security, but could take a bigger role based on the U.S. space strategy, Weeden said. The Joint Space Operations Center at Vandenberg Air Force Base, Calif., is also expected to become a "combined center" that allows for more international participation. An equally important step comes from the Department of Defense's interest in sharing satellites or other space assets with other countries. A hostile country might think twice before destroying a satellite used by three or four other countries and thereby invoking their collective wrath, Weeden explained. The U.S. and Australia have already partnered to expand the Wideband Global Satellite Communications constellation, and the U.S. is seeking similar cooperative opportunities with other countries. Sharing space assets among countries also helps the U.S. during a time of budget deficits and expected budget cuts. The Department of Defense has begun talking about hosting payloads on commercial satellites in the "budget-constrained environment," Schulte said. Such steps make sense from a budget standpoint and because of the U.S. military's difficulty in having new space assets delivered on time and on budget, according to Weeden. "We're already routing a huge amount of communications to [U.S. forces in] Afghanistan through commercial satellite networks," Weeden said.
Multilateral cooperation is important to avoid harmful competition, accidents, and conflicts. 

Hitchens 10 Journalist of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research and Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies (Scholarly Journal of the United States Air Force Academy, “Multilateralism in Space: Opportunities and Challenges for Achieving Space Security,” Summer 2010,  http://www.unidir.ch/unidir-views/pdf/pdf-uv-30-33.pdf A.W.)

Finally, the February 2009 collision between a working Iridium communications satellite and a defunct Russian Cosmos military satellite – the first-ever collision of two intact satellites that created a very large debris field – spurred concern among satellite owners, operators, and governments about the challenge of tracking, avoiding, mitigating, and removing uncontrolled space debris that threatens satellite operations.3 For all three of these reasons, it is becoming important for multilateral cooperation to avoid harmful competition, accidents, and increased potential for conflict in space, which is legally enshrined as a global commons. This, in turn, increases the need for more attention to, and more focused work by, the three major multilateral institutions aimed at ensuring the global commons of space remains safe, secure, and available for the use of all: (1) the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS); (2) the International Telecommunication Union (ITU); and (3) the United Nations Conference on Disarmament (CD). 

Solvency – Asteroid Deflection

ISF key to deflect asteroids 

Kalam 07 – former president of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Le Président de la République d’Inde en vidéoconférence aux Ateliers de l’armée de l’air”June 5, 2007, http://www.cesa.air.defense.gouv.fr/article.php3?id_article=278) mihe 

Hence, I suggest creation of an International Space Force (ISF) made up of all nations wishing to participate and contribute to protect world space assets in a manner, which will enable peaceful exploitation of space on a global cooperative basis. The ISF will safeguard the Global Space Assets, protect against militarization of space, engage in space rescue, space debris management and monitoring and defence against asteroids. Technology has made us aware and empowered us to understand many space-borne natural disasters and the dangers of planetary environmental pollution. There are potential dangers of impact by asteroids on this planet. Even our living star, the Sun, has definite life. Added to this, there is now the ever-present danger of nuclear conflict between nations. Space era has brought in new technologies and missions which have revolutionized the quality of life of human beings. The problems faced by increasing world population and associated problems in resources will call for out of box and path breaking solutions. Don’t we have to look at an alternate habitat for human beings ? Is it not the responsibility of, we the living human beings of the planet earth to look at alternate habitat ? A focused goal for the entire globe will unite all the nations and find solutions for the benefit of entire mankind and will be a prime mover for peace and prosperity in the world.
Solvency – Space Transportation

International collaboration is a prerequisite to creating effective space transportation – tech innovations reduce costs and spur innovative solutions 

Kalam, ‘9 -  former President of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Can Space Cooperation Lead to Space Security?” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.24-5 CT) 

Space Transportation System with High Payload Fraction

   Studies in India have shown that the smallest-size reusable space launch vehicle, weighing about 25-30 tonnes, can be developed with high payload fractions, to gather air at cruise phase, liquefy air, and then separate out the liquid oxygen for onboard storage while the spacecraft ascends directly from Earth to orbit. These studies suggest that an “aerobic” space transportation vehicle can have a 15 per cent payload fraction for a launch weight of 270 tonnes. This type of transatmospheric space transportation system had the potential to increase the payload fraction to 30 per cent for higher take-off weight. 

   India is working on both single- and two-stage to orbit reusable launch vehicles. The goal is to reduce the cost of access to space by one or two orders of magnitude. A scientific breakthrough, for example, in air-breathing propulsion system may lead to a revolution in space transportation. Space communities of the world have a huge stake in such breakthrough research in advanced inter-disciplinary and inter-institutional collaboration.

International cooperation is a prerequisite to effective tech development - coordinated implementation necessary to reduce payload costs and develop necessary reusable launch vehicles.
Kalam, ‘9 -  former President of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Can Space Cooperation Lead to Space Security?” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.24 CT) 

The first component of the World Space Vision is emphasis on the construction of large societal missions and low-cost access to space using space and technology. This technological contributing will lead to cost-effective launches of large payloads for geosynchronous and polar orbits missions, paving the way for Earth-Moon-Mars combination missions with mass transportation systems.

   The payload fraction of current generation expendable launch vehicles in the world does not exceed 1 or 2 per cent of the launch weight. Thus, to put one or two tonnes in space requires more than one hundred tonnes of launch weight, most which- nearly 70 percent- is oxidizer. Such space transportation systems, with marginal payload fractions, are wholly uneconomical for carrying out mass transportation and to carry freight and people for the missions of Earth, Moon, and Mars. There is definitely a need for space-faring nations to work together to develop reusable launch vehicles which can bring down the cost of payload in orbit from the present US$ 20,000 per kg to $2000 and eventually $200.
Solvency – Space War
International cooperation is key to space security in the future. 

Hitchens 05- director of United Nations Institute of Disarmament Research- (Theresa Hitchens, Acronym Institute, “Safeguarding Space: Building Cooperative Norms to Dampen Negative Trends”, 2005, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd81/81th.htm, JZ)

Up to now, humankind's exploitation of space has been relatively non-contentious and space has largely remained a zone of cooperation rather than a zone of conflict. But the possibilities for conflict in space are growing ever more worrisome. As civil society, commercial industry and, in particular, national militaries become more dependent on the use of space systems, there is a growing potential for tension, suspicions and outright disputes. This dependency is coupled with the fact that, physically, space systems are quite vulnerable to deliberate disruption, in large part due to the technological advances that have made space more useful. Increased perceptions of vulnerability have given rise to concerns about protecting those assets. In addition, the advantages that space systems have for civil activities, such as providing global telecommunications, make space systems more and more coveted by militaries for enhancing power projection. Under the administration of President George W. Bush, the US Air Force and Missile Defense Agency have begun to pursue the development of space weapons technologies - defined for the purposes of this essay as terrestrially-based anti-satellite weapons (ASATs)[3] to target on-orbit assets and weapons based in space aimed at targets on the ground, in the air and in space.[4] For example, the Missile Defense Agency has announced its intentions to pursue space-base kinetic energy interceptors to target ballistic missiles; the US Air Force is developing so-called guardian micro-satellites and maneuvering micro-satellites that, while ostensibly for non-threatening purposes, could easily be deployed as ASATs. It is not surprising, therefore, that the US position against a space weapons ban has hardened. This is due both to a renewed interest in acquiring space weaponry for both offensive and defensive purposes, and to the current administration's deeply-held distrust of international treaties - although it must be noted that, up to now, most US administrations, including that of Democrat Bill Clinton, have been leery of a space weapons ban that would close off US military options in space. Nonetheless, it is apparent that the current campaign by the US Air Force's Space Command to garner domestic political approval for a space war strategy has reached a peak not seen since the darkest days of the Cold War. Further, for the first time in US history, a string of US Defense Department and Air Force documents have now been published[5] officially articulating US plans for war-fighting "in, from and through" space, based on a desired future arsenal of ASATs, space-based missile defenses, and space-based weapons deployed against both terrestrial and on-orbit targets.  This, in turn, has led to renewed agitation on the part of many other nations about a dangerous arms race in space. Russia and China joined together in 2002 to push for revitalization of talks in the Conference on Disarmament (CD) on the agenda item 'Prevention of an arms race in outer space' (PAROS). During the following years they have tabled draft treaty concepts and working papers and hosted meetings and seminars to discuss these issues. Canada too has been spearheading efforts to jump- start progress in preventing a space arms race, including urging the G-8 nations to support international discussions of a weapons ban. [7] Progress toward a treaty will be impossible, however, without US acquiescence. This is unlikely in the foreseeable future under any administration, because, as noted above, most US policymakers of any political stripe share concerns about closing off options in this strategic arena at a time when technological innovation may be providing others with improved military capabilities. Meanwhile, China seems to be pursuing a classic "two-track" approach to space arms control: promoting a treaty while pursuing research and development into weaponry either to hedge against a US deployment or to use as a bargaining chip. Some analysts, particularly in the United States, argue that, conversely, China is pursuing space weapons for offensive purposes while seeking to inhibit acquisition of similar weapons by the United States and other nations via its political stance promoting a weapons ban treaty. What is certain is that there are voices within China's military promoting the development of ASATs as a counter to both US space and power-projection capabilities.[8] In addition, there have been media reports that at least two other space powers, India and Israel, may be considering pursuit of their own space arsenals. The political climate for achieving a space weapons ban appears as grim as during the Cold War, when both the United States and Russia were actively testing ASAT weaponry. That said, no nation has yet committed to strong policies embracing space weapons, or major budget support for their development. And it is fairly certain that no nation currently has any such weapons in operation (although of course it is impossible to rule out that some nation has covertly acquired some type of simple ASAT or on-orbit weapon). Indeed, it is clear that many nations (and the general publics in nearly all nations) fear that the advent of space weapons will be catastrophic for the future of the human race. Because space is a global commons and most satellites are dedicated to civil and commercial functions, warfare in space could likely debilitate its use for near- and mid-term economic and social development here on Earth. The spectre of warfare could undercut the positive trend toward cooperative exploration of the universe - exploration that could lead to scientific developments of major benefit to future generations and, perhaps, even help make possible humankind's migration beyond the Earth's solar system some time in the future. In the absence of any near-term possibility of a ban on space weapons, what then can be done to reduce the chances of a dangerous arms race and possible warfare in space? Some positive approaches may emerge from the fact that the elevation of armed conflict to the heavens isn't the only threat to the safety and security of the global usage of space. Besides the spectre of space warfare, today's threats to space security revolve largely around what might be termed as over-taxing of the "space environment." The key "environmental" issues are the threat of space pollution from orbital debris; and the growing saturation of useful radio-frequency (RF) spectrum, along with attendant crowding of orbital positions required for satellite operations from Geosynchronous Orbit (GEO) where most communications satellites are based. These issues are increasingly recognized by the international community as emerging problems of "resource management" for space, and as threats that pose dangers for civil and military space assets alike. Therefore, it is in the mutual interest of all space-faring powers, as well as users of space, to address such questions in a cooperative and collective manner. Any efforts to mitigate these threats subsequently hold out promise for increasing trust, dampening fears and setting collaborative norms. If cooperation on mutual threats and concerns can be strengthened and normalized, it is further possible that international efforts might also be expanded into more direct strategic and military confidence-building measures amongst space-faring powers. Classic techniques include information exchange about strategic goals, doctrines and programs, as well as expert meetings and exchanges. There is hope, therefore, that if a framework can be set over time for cooperative security in space, perhaps the drivers for military competition in space might be mitigated. International cooperation is furthest along on the issue of space debris, widely recognised now, following several decades of careless behavior.[9] Most space-faring nations now have policies and standards for limiting the amount and types of debris created by their space launches. Further, the United Nations and the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee (IADC) have been working to develop international debris mitigation guidelines. The IADC comprises the space agencies of China, France, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, Russia, Ukraine, the United Kingdom and the United States, plus the European Space Agency. The UN Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS) in 2001 asked IADC to develop and submit a set of voluntary international guidelines for possible adoption by COPUOS and the United Nations at large. The guidelines were originally expected to be endorsed by COPUOS in 2004; however, several nations (particularly Russia and India) raised issues of concern. After much political jockeying, a less technically specific version of the IADC guidelines was adopted by the COPUOS Science and Technical Subcommittee in June 2005.[10] These agreed draft guidelines are currently under consideration by national governments, and officials involved in the exercise are hopeful that a final version can be agreed by the COPUOS subcommittee in February 2006. The United States, through NASA, has been a leader in the international mitigation efforts. This is in part because the United States is the dominant space actor, both in civil and military space, and so has the most to worry about vis-à-vis debris. Further, the United States - via the US Air Force's sophisticated Space Surveillance Network - is also the only nation routinely able to track and monitor space debris and other space objects. Up to now, the US government has generally shared data about space debris with commercial space operators and foreign governments alike. However, this may change under a new system, in which the provision of such data is now put under the direct auspices of the US Air Force rather than NASA, apparently due to NASA's budgetary difficulties. Because of the differing perceptions about the need for secrecy at the Air Force and within the intelligence community, a less transparent and more restrictive process for accessing US space surveillance data has arisen as a consequence. Concerns already have been piqued amongst the international community of amateur space trackers about these restrictions on obtaining and sharing such data. [11] Space tracking and surveillance capabilities and data are critical for detecting and monitoring debris, for following satellites, for predicting and avoiding potential collisions, and for verifying compliance with orbital slot allocations. Effective space surveillance is also the underpinning for any future regimes to manage space traffic or control the behavior of space actors. Furthermore, transparency in space could help dampen fears among potential competitors about military intentions and so lower the risks of a dangerous arms race in space. Hence, the ability to "see" what is going on in space is a precursor to international cooperation and future security in space. Unfortunately, surveillance and tracking capabilities are not what they need to be for the above tasks. In particular, experts recognize the need for better capabilities in surveilling GEO. Furthering and deepening efforts to improve debris mitigation and space surveillance, therefore, ought to be considered first steps by the international community in attempting to build norms for cooperative behavior in space. Among possible near- and mid-term actions that could be considered by the United States and the international community are: i) Space users and observers could press the US Defense Department to move more rapidly to set clear processes and guidelines for its new SpaceTrack program for sharing orbital data. Although interim guidelines have been put forward, it is unclear how the system may work in the future. Further, the DoD should reverse its trend toward applying restrictions on how approved users may publish/redistribute the data. The basic orbital elements that have been published by NASA for years are of little use to those wishing to target satellites; further, a determined attacker could find a way to do so without access to that data. Finally, the new fee-paying system for more detailed data and analysis should not overly charge government and/or industry customers, as it is the newly emerging space powers in the developing world that would suffer most if fees are set too high. ii) The United Nations and COPUOS should continue to encourage the development of improved space surveillance and tracking technologies and methodologies, in particular urging those countries with technical resources to focus attention on the issue. iii) The emerging effort by the European Union to build coordinated capacity should be further encouraged and supported. However, it would make sense for the Europeans to consider tailoring their effort to fill current gaps in, and add new surveillance capabilities to, the US network rather than simply duplicating US capabilities. iv) The international community, perhaps under the auspices of COPUOS, should consider the creation of an independent, multinational alternative to the US Space Surveillance Network (SSN) and SpaceTrack. The COPUOS Science and Technical subcommittee should be tasked to: determine which nations have surveillance assets that could be used; review models for networking current and future assets; and explore the technical feasibility of creating such a publicly available surveillance, tracking and data distributing network. An alternative to the SSN could not only play a role in supporting and complementing the US network, but could also ensure long-term availability of such data to all space-faring powers - given the trend-line in the United States toward more secrecy that may only be exacerbated if the US Air Force follows its current strategy of developing and deploying space weapons. The fact that the US military is the sole repository of most space surveillance data is potentially a problem - in that any reluctance to provide such data to others could undercut the safety of international space operations; data provided could be seen as unreliable/suspect by other users during times of crisis; or that such a monopoly could be seen as dangerous by US enemies and thus provoke potential threats to the system. Further, the independent space tracking community should be encouraged to engage actively with both Europe and the United Nations in considering the development of alternatives to the SSN. The role of civil society in space has long been crucial, and the amateur/academic community can bring much expertise and experience as well as possible insights to low-cost approaches to the development of an internationally available data base. v) National space agencies and licensing bodies should be encouraged to compare, contrast, and harmonize as much as possible national regulations that relate to debris mitigation, collision avoidance and space traffic management. For example, NASA since 2003 has required satellite programmed managers to coordinate with DoD before undertaking any maneuver that would change an object's orbital altitude by more than 1 km as part of its debris mitigation guidelines. Another such national measure would be requiring operators to perform a collision risk assessment for new launches as part of their licensing requirements.vi) As a matter of domestic policy, military space powers should refrain from any weapons testing that would create orbital debris in levels beyond that created by a successful civil space launch. To encourage others, nations could publicly declare this pledge on a unilateral, voluntary basis. National governments should further require their militaries to abide by all domestic debris mitigation requirements, with few or no avenues for waivers (such as those based on cost). Space tracking and surveillance could be greatly improved if operators openly provided not only original orbital insertion data but also updates on either planned or unexpected movement. All such data is required for operating a satellite; however it is not routinely shared either among satellite operators or with the space surveillance/tracking community. Further, current international instruments for registering satellite data - maintained by the United Nations and the International Telecommunications Union (ITU), which coordinates radio-frequency and GEO slot allocation - are both inadequate and poorly complied with by space-faring actors. Actions could include: 1) Space operators and industry should consider a routine system to share data amongst themselves about launches, orbits and maneuvers. 2)Immediate and concerted efforts should be undertaken to improve the UN Registry, including a) Requiring registrants to use an agreed system for designating space objects; and to provide more specific data about the nature (mass, size) of the space object and its planned operational orbit (rather than simply the parameters of an object's initial insertion orbit).b) Requiring a timely deadline for registering a launched object. c.) Requiring registrants to update Registry data when an object is moved, becomes dysfunctional, or its orbit begins to decay. 3) Launching states, the launch industry and the United Nations should collaborate to develop a system of basic pre-launch notification in order to avoid collisions and interference, and enable better space surveillance and tracking once an object is in orbit. Such a system could build from the unfortunately moribund June 2000 US-Russian Joint Data Exchange Centre (JDEC) concept and subsequent August 2000 US-Russian Pre- and Post-Launch Notification agreement for sharing early warning data on missile and space launches. The JDEC called for sharing of data on space launches obtained by each other's ground- and space-based early warning systems including launch time, azimuth and geographic launch base, as well as identification of the launch vehicle or missile class, on each other's launches, and eventually on third party launches. The Pre- and Post-Launch Notification agreement called for an Internet Information Centre for posting of similar data before a launch of ballistic missiles or space launches. Both agreements also suggested voluntary notification of satellites forced from orbit and of tests that might interfere with each other's early warning radar. Those nations with national security and military space assets have a common interest in assuring each other and the rest of the world that these activities are consistent with, and non-threatening to, peaceful uses of outer space. Such assurances are vital to avoiding misunderstandings and political tensions. Further, all nations using space assets for military purposes have a common interest in defining for themselves and each other what activities in space they might consider threatening, dangerous or escalatory, and in establishing norms of peacetime behaviour that do not cross those lines. Otherwise, the risks of accidental warfare in space are likely to grow. While direct military and national security space confidence-building will take strong national political will, and no doubt be difficult to implement, goals worth pursuing include: 1) Starting from the principles that all nations have a right to space access, including for military purposes, and that all nations have the right to react (proportionally and consistent with international law) to protect and defend space assets, space-faring nations should work to develop domestic policies defining and articulating peacetime obligations for space forces and rules of the road that ought to be applied to all national security/ military space operations. 2) Similarly, all nations using space power for military applications should define and articulate their concepts of what constitutes dangerous military activities in space and appropriate means for avoiding and preventing them. The aim should be to develop national positions that could be later built upon to establish norms of behaviour among space-faring powers. One immediate effort, for example, could be made by the US and its allies, along with national commercial space industries, to develop informal or common law agreements regarding rules of behaviour in space that perhaps eventually could be expanded bilaterally or multilaterally to include other space-faring nations. 3) Space-faring nations should undertake efforts to make their national security/military space programmes, policies and doctrines more transparent in order to reassure each other (and publics worldwide) that these programmes are peaceful and defensive in nature. 4) Space-faring nations should consider holding regular consultations, whether bilateral or multilateral, about their space programmes - both civil and military. In order to provide transparency and venues for airing concerns, topics for discussion could include long-range plans, budgets, strategies, doctrines, industrial developments, scientific research and technological developments. As a first step, space-faring nations should develop a shareable database of contacts from the various space organisations (both civil and those related to national security) in each nation and ensure that it is kept up to date. 5) The CD also should consider how it might address and develop "rules of the road" for military and national security space operations in peacetime. Perhaps through the establishment of an ad hoc committee, the CD needs to press ahead to address this issue despite anticipated political difficulties. In addition, any effort should be undertaken in a manner that facilitates linkages with COPUOS on debris mitigation and space traffic control.The steps suggested above are those that might be undertaken in the near-term, setting a firmer foundation for a secure future for space activities. Thinking in the slightly longer term, there may also be some prospects for more formal international negotiations on barring the testing, deployment and use of debris-creating weapons. As noted above, space debris is an area of broad accord amongst space users, and efforts to combat space junk in the civil arena are already well underway. The creation of enormous amounts of space debris through the testing and/or use of destructive ASAT weapons would be in no one's interest. Indeed, even the US Air Force is on record as highly concerned about the hazards of debris: Air Force officials have declared that the service's priority in achieving 'space control' is via "temporary and reversible means" that do not destroy a satellite and render it debris.[15] This is because debris in space recognises no nationality; it does not distinguish between military and commercial satellites or between enemy and friendly assets. It poses a danger to all. Encouragingly, some US Air Force officials privately agree that an international treaty barring testing and deployment of destructive ASAT weapons would be in the US (and its military's) interests, given that the United States operates more satellites than the rest of the world combined.[16] This is based on the belief that the service can both protect its own assets and negate enemy use of its space assets during a conflict, largely through sophisticated electronic warfare methods such as jamming and spoofing; whereas other less technically-advanced space-faring nations would be hard pressed to develop ASAT technologies other than destructive means. In addition, since the US Air Force itself has no love for debris-creating weapons, it would be losing little if anything under such a treaty. There may already be established legal grounds acceptable to the US military that could underpin such an agreement. For example, the chief legal counsel for international air operations for North American Aerospace Defence Command (NORAD), Lt. Col. Christopher Petras, wrote in a 2003 paper: "A cursory review of relevant provisions of the law of armed conflict suggests that there is at least a foundation for dialogue with respect to an agreement that would prohibit the use of weapons that cause widespread, long-term and severe contamination of the commons of space with debris."[17] It must be noted that Petras' paper represents his personal view and does not purport to reflect any sort of consensus in Air Force legal circles. Nonetheless, the arguments in the paper are intriguing in that they are based on several tenets of customary international law: discrimination, the requirement that attackers must discriminate between combatants and non-combatants; military necessity, a principle which includes a prohibition on attacking civilians and civilian property unless absolutely necessary to winning a conflict; and proportionality, the stricture that an attack must not cause excessive or disproportionate damage compared with the military advantage gained. Space debris by its nature is "indiscriminate," therefore employing a debris-creating weapon may arguably be illegal already, though it would be to US advantage to clarify and underscore this by means of a recognised and specific international agreement. Most satellites serve either civilian or dual military-civilian users, thus perhaps further limiting a state's right to target them in warfare under the concept of military necessity. Finally, the costs of directly destroying a civilian satellite in view of the benefits it provides to large numbers of users, as well as the costs of polluting the space environment, might weigh against destructive space weapons being deemed "proportional" in most, if not all, circumstances. As a first step toward initiating negotiations on debris-creating weapons (whether based on kinetic energy or directed energy technologies), Canada - as a partner in NORAD - could consider spearheading a military-to-military dialogue aimed at reaching a common position that might later be translated into a broader international accord. Meanwhile, perhaps the CD - or a group of experts from member states - could begin to explore the legal issues surrounding whether debris-creating weapons are consistent with the laws of armed conflict, starting with the lines of inquiry highlighted by Petras. Another expert panel might flesh out scenarios to postulate the potential impact of conflict debris in LEO and GEO from even a limited exchange of destructive weaponry. While the current US administration is notoriously allergic to international treaties of any sort, a future administration - whether Republican or Democrat - may be persuaded that a well crafted, limited agreement on debris-creating weapons is in US interests. Other space-faring nations are also likely to accept that such a treaty would have merit in furthering efforts to increase space security. If nations such as China were to refuse to support such talks, it would cause questions to be raised about their good faith on the issue of a space weapons ban. Negotiations about a ban on destructive space weapons would no doubt encounter a number of difficulties relating to definitions and verification. In particular, there are likely to be disagreements over defining the level of debris creation by weaponry that could be considered safe (as nearly every space activity creates some level of debris). Moreover, if the US continues with its pursuit of space-based missile defences, that could cause further difficulties. Nonetheless, given the confluence of interest among all space stakeholders regarding debris, some sort of accord ought to be possible. uch a treaty, while not completely barring ASATs or space weapons, would make a very useful contribution towards addressing some of the most egregious negative repercussions of space weapons; and might open the way for the militaries of space-faring powers to pursue space control missions in a "controlled" manner that would protect civil assets even during wartime. lthough prospects for direct action to block the future weaponization of space are currently not good, the indiscriminate nature of current threats to global utilization of space opens the door to a variety of opportunities for international cooperation across stakeholder communities. Such cooperation is vitally necessary to ensuring the future security of space. On the international stage, past and current efforts have largely been focused on a space weapons ban, but it is important that this long term solution not derail progress toward more achievable mid-term goals that could serve to dampen threat perceptions and help prevent conflict. In other words, those concerned about the future security of space should not let the best stand in the way of the good. To this end, government and international organizations need to pay attention to building cooperation against today's threats to the space environment including the potential of weapons-created debris, developing confidence-building measures and fostering step-by-step approaches to civil and military space 'rules of the road' that would be more politically acceptable to the United States (and beneficial to all space-faring nations) in the shorter-term. One of the key obstacles to collective measures to mitigate mutual concerns about space security is the lack of cross-stakeholder interaction. This lack of interaction often leads to misunderstandings and suspicions among various communities about motives, as well as squabbling about priorities. Thus, it behoves the international space community to find ways to build and improve collective efforts to address areas of common interest. Such efforts need to include bridging the communications gaps between national civil and military space agencies, and among international organizations such as COPUOS, the CD and the ITU. While bureaucracies are notoriously difficult to change, and doubly so on the international scale, it is not impossible, with creative thinking, for coordination amongst stakeholder communities to be fostered and enhanced. For example, the international community, perhaps through the Office of Outer Space Affairs (OOSA), could strive to identify areas of mutual interest and concern across space stakeholder communities, and plan a series of meetings to bring communities together to discuss these issues and cross-fertilise efforts to address problems. Civil society and industry in space-faring nations must also play a role in furthering these goals. Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) need to redouble their efforts to educate policy-makers and publics about issues facing the broad community of global space actors. This could be done through cross-stakeholder seminars to address these issues in a holistic manner, as well as research and work to identify cooperative mechanisms that could bridge these different communities. In particular, NGOs and industry should consider how their communities might cooperate in such endeavors. Since the dawn of the space age, space has been an arena of both competition and cooperation. Up to now, competition has been largely controlled and cooperation valued, thus opening space as a global commons and avoiding weaponization and conflict. This balance between competition and cooperation must be actively protected by all space stakeholders, individually and collectively, if humanity is going to continue to reap the benefits of access to space. The fate of space cannot be allowed to fall victim to the 'tragedy of the commons', nor to the inertial forces driving military competition. Too much is at stake for the security of the world today, and for that of future generations.

Solvency – Economy/Trade 
Cooperative projects expands international investment, increases access to trade markets, and speeds solvency 
New American Nation, ‘11. (“Outer Space - Toward a trajectory for cooperative efforts in the 1970s,” http://www.americanforeignrelations.com/O-W/Outer-Space-Toward-a-trajectory-for-cooperative-efforts-in-the-1970s.html//r.papel)

With the successful completion of the Apollo program, everyone realized that the United States was the unquestioned world leader in scientific and technological virtuosity, and continued international competition seemed pointless. President Richard M. Nixon, who took office in January 1969, made it clear that there would be during his leadership no more Apollo-like space efforts. Coupled with this was the desire of those working for a continuation of an aggressive space exploration effort, and the result, predictably, was the search for a new model. While successfully continuing to tie space exploration to foreign relations objectives, now the linkage would be based more on cooperation with allies rather than competition with the nation's Cold War rival. From the 1970s NASA leaders increasingly emphasized visible and exacting international programs. All of the major human space flight efforts, and increasingly as time progressed minor projects, have been identified with international partnerships, particularly with America's European allies.The European Space Agency was created in 1975 after the space race of the Cold War gave way to worldwide cooperation. Its aims are to provide cooperation in space research and technology. Its ten founding members were France, Germany, Italy, Spain, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden, and Switzerland. Ireland, Austria, Norway, Finland, and Portugal joined later, and Canada is considered a cooperating state. The agency acts for Europe in a global way by promoting creative interaction and collaboration with other global space agencies, aerospace industries, and civilian space activities. In addition, there is a cooperation of international space law and a practical sharing of resources, research, and personnel.The Cold War context in which the U.S. civil space program arose in 1958 ensured that foreign policy objectives dominated the nature of the activity. This led to the need for cooperative ventures with U.S. allies. The U.S. Congress said as much in the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, the legislation creating NASA. In this chartering legislation Congress inserted a clause mandating the new space agency to engage in international cooperation with other nations for the betterment of all humankind. This legislation provided authority for international agreements in the broad range of projects essential for the development of space science and technology in a naturally international field. NASA's charter provided the widest possible latitude to the agency in undertaking international activities as the means by which the agreed goal could be reached. The scope of NASA's international program has been fortified since that time by repeated involvement with the United Nations, bilateral and multilateral treaties, and a host of less formal international agreements. The central question for the United States has always been how best to use space exploration as a meaningful foreign policy instrument. At times an odd assemblage of political, economic, and scientific-technological objectives emerged to guide the development of international programs. The most fundamental of these objectives were the overarching geopolitical considerations, without which there would have been no space exploration program at all, much less a cooperative effort. Cooperative projects in space were thought to create a positive image of the United States in the international setting, an image that in the early years of the space age was related to the greater battle to win the "hearts and minds" of the world to the democratic-capitalistic agenda, and after the Cold War to ensure continued goodwill between the United States and the European community. Such cooperation also was thought to encourage both European unity and American relations to collective European entities.Equally important, the United States pursued two overarching economic objectives with its cooperative space efforts. First, cooperative projects expanded the investment for any space project beyond that committed by the United States. (Kenneth S. Pedersen, NASA director of international programs in the early 1980s, opined that "by sharing leadership for exploring the heavens with other qualified spacefaring nations, NASA stretched its own resources and was free to pursue projects which, in the absence of such sharing and cooperation, might not be initiated.") Second, cooperative projects might also help to improve the balance of trade by creating new markets for U.S. aerospace products. Finally, a set of important scientific and technological objectives have motivated U.S. international cooperative efforts in space, including the idea that such efforts enhance the intellectual horsepower applied to any scientific question, thereby increasing the likelihood of reaching fuller under-standing in less time. These initiatives also have helped to shape European space projects along lines compatible with American goals, encourage the development of complementary but different experiments from European scientists, and ensure that multiple investigators throughout the international partnership make observations that contribute to a single objective.

Multilateralism inevitable – US transition to international implementation key to longterm economic 
Hayden Colonel, USAF and Fellow of Weatherhead Center for International Affairs, Harvard University –2003 (Dale L., “The International Development of Space and its Impacts on U.S. National Space Policy,” April 2003, http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/fellows/papers/2002-03/hayden.pdf AEE)

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 49 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.
Solvency – Arms Race
Multilateral agreements critical to prevent space weaponization – technical solutions enough won’t solve 

Zhang 06 - research associate at the Project on Managing the Atom of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University (Zhang Hui, Chinese Security: Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective, 2006, http://www.chinasecurity.us/images/stories/cs2-spaceweaponization.pdf, A.W.)
As discussed above, the cumulative effect of space weaponization by the United States would undermine global security and the peaceful use of outer space by all nations. If Washington wants to reduce the potential vulnerability of its space assets, there are a number of ways to improve space security. Weaponizing space can only erode this security. As Ambassador Hu recently emphasized, “for ensuring security in outer space, political and legal approaches are more be effec​tive, while resorting to force and the development of space weapons will only be counter-productive.”20 There are technical approaches, which, if implemented unilaterally, could improve the survivability of space systems. The United States and others could, for example, harden or shield the most vulnerable parts of their satellites (such as the solar cells and the focal planes) against nuclear, laser, or other conventional attacks. In some cases (e.g. nuclear explosion), hardening satellites would be dif​ficult but technically feasible. To avoid paralysis of a whole system, redundant capabilities could be made available for rapid replacement of satellites in orbit. Increased maneuverability, enhanced situational awareness, and improved stealth capability, would also make it easier to evade a hostile attack.21 Furthermore, a number of measures could be taken to secure space assets by multilateral rules or agreements. Specific rules or agreements for space use might include, for example, “keep-out zones,” a non-interference rule for satel​lites, cooperation on reducing space debris, notification of space launch, develop​ment of safe traffic management procedures, and building a hotline between major missile and space powers. These “rules of the road” would be intended to reduce suspicion and encourage the orderly use of space. However, it should be noted that the above technical measures and rules, although important for reducing present risks, would not remove the implicit threat of ASAT attacks. A potential rule on “keep-out-zones” would not prohibit an attack by a space-based laser at long distance. Technical solutions are unlikely to suffice in the absence of strengthened international agreements on space activity. In addition, hardening satellites would be extremely costly, and potentially infeasible, in particular for civilian and commercial satellites. It would impair the operational flexibility of satellites.
Solvency – Commercialization
International cooperation necessary for space commercialization – solves incentive to militarize

Wainwright and Pinchefsky, ’10 – senior partner, webmaster, and archivist of Space Future Journal and editor of Space Future Journal  (Peter Wainwright and Carol Pinchefsky, Space Future, “US Updates Space Policy”, 28 June 2010, http://www.spacefuture.com/journal/journal.cgi?art=2010.06.28.Obama_space_policy AEE)
In other words, President Obama wants both commercialization of space and international cooperation. These two concepts--cooperation among nations and the commercial use of space--are inherently intertwined, as each boosts the other. This new policy is technically a revamped version of the policies of Clinton, Bush Senior, and Reagan. It was changed during the administration of Bush Junior into a more unilateralist form, causing some commentators to become concerned it could provoke the equivalent of a space arms race. Obama’s speech today just reversed it. It’s good news, especially at a time of global need to develop new industries to recover our economies. The updated policy improves the prospects of commercial space, because it reduces the possibility of an overly military focus on space—which engenders a hostile climate to commercial space activities (no, government-funded programs don’t count). It also improves the chances of true international cooperation, an original and partly successful objective of the International Space Station. By doing so, it reduces the need to be concerned with the militarization of space to the detriment of commercial opportunities. While there are still, and will always be, defense concerns to address, the more assets more countries have in space (and in particular the more assets they have jointly in space) the less incentive any single nation has to carry out any kind of military operation, because it would endanger its own economy by doing so.
Commercialization fails without international communication
Moltz - Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the Navy post-graduate school – 2007 (James, Collective Security in Space: European Perspectives, ed. by J. Logsdon, J. Moltz, and E. Hinds pg. 124-126)
The history of space security has witnessed considerable change in the accepted—or at least dominant—definition that has characterized space relations over time. Although the future outcome of this domestic and international debate remains uncertain, the issue is going to become increasingly important topic. The challenge internationally will be to form a new consensus among countries in the Americas, Asia, and Europe about a common definition for space security and mutually supported means for achieving it. In some respects, the current state of space development mirrors the early period of the development of another revolutionary technology: the railroad. These parallels are worth a brief mention because they help put certain space trends into perspective. Rail travel created whole new vistas for the imaginations of persons previously bound to live their whole lives in regions limited to the distance they could travel in a day or two from their homes by horse or carriage. It also opened fundamentally new opportunities for national and, in some cases, international commerce, creating new markets and linking rural communities with distant cities and factories across vast stretches of countryside. However, as people began to travel to exploit this technology, the system proved unable to manage it. That is, the early expansion of routes in many regions boosted traffic beyond the capacity of primitive control systems, leading to frequent accidents and even deaths.16 Space may be at analogous turning point. Overcoming the railroad’s administrative challenges required new and more sophisticated forms of management: accurate schedules, dual tracking, turnarounds, standardized time, signals, and enhanced communications. Space today shares certain characteristics with the railroads at this time. Human activities in space—and particularly LEO— are on the verge of a major expansion in commercial and tourist traffic, requiring international management to ensure safety and efficiency. Only if such cooperation among spacefaring states and companies is forthcoming will space be able to generate the kind of sustained and expanded commerce that many experts believe it is capable of. These conditions place a functional priority on enhanced international communication and broader definitions of space security than have been considered to date. They also mean the inclusion of new actors in the processes of decisionmaking. In space, the emergence of new commercial actors, both large and small, and new multi-state consortia for space exploration, both manned and unmanned, could put important new stakeholders in positions of growing influence. These often-under appreciated trends may cause significant changes for space security because, in the end, commercial space will generate more profits and create greater demand for services than military space. It will also put more people into this new environment, raising risks of accidents and putting a new priority on human security. States and companies will be forced to cooperate if they are to ensure personal safety, traffic control, and debris mitigation. But new forms of collective space security are not inevitable. There are still powerful tendencies to fall back on state-centric, military-led policies in space. Yet states adhering to such narrow perspectives of security may run the risk of harming their international reputations, isolating themselves, and being left behind by more cooperative strategies, unless they can truly dominate other players. “Space control” policies, however, will require tremendous expense and offer no guarantee of success. Overall, broader definitions of security appear to be more appropriate to space, given its mixed activities, which already include a broad range of scientific, commercial, and passive military systems from many countries. In this sense, more sophisticated collective security approaches to space seem to be required. They have the benefit of support from powerful economic and social forces. But they will require significant time, commitment, and funding in order to be realized. Thus, there is considerable work ahead for all parties interested in managing the future of space security successfully.
Solvency – Military Competition

International space cooperation solves military competition – creating rapid expansion of exploration.

Hitchens 10 Journalist of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research and Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies (Scholarly Journal of the United States Air Force Academy, “Multilateralism in Space: Opportunities and Challenges for Achieving Space Security,” Summer 2010,  http://www.unidir.ch/unidir-views/pdf/pdf-uv-30-33.pdf A.W.)

Human activity in space has, from the dawn of the space age, been characterized by a “push me, pull you” dynamic between competition and cooperation. There is no doubt it was the Cold War rivalry between the United States and the then Soviet Union that drove initial efforts to breech the space frontier, and that military competition has long been, and continues to be, a central factor in states’ pursuit of space capabilities. At the same time, even during the height of tensions between the two superpowers, international cooperation in the space exploration and sciences was considered a high priority. Not only did the United States and the Soviet Union seek to cooperate with each other regarding human space flight, but they also reached out to other less-developed space players. This fragile balance between competitive pressures and cooperative benefits has helped to create the foundation for the rapid expansion of global space activities over the last 50 years that has greatly benefitted economic and social development around the world. There are now some 1,100 active spacecraft on orbit and more than 60 states and/or commercial entities owning and/or operating satellites.
Solvency – Leadership

Cooperation boosts US leadership – need long term commitment to global implementation

Zimmerman, ‘8 - President of the International Astronautical Federation (Approaches to Future Space Cooperation and Competition in a Globalizing World; Space Studies Board, Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board Division on Engineering and Physical Sciences, National Research Council of the National Academies, p 14-15  SC)
The second discussion group, led by Margaret Finarelli (George Mason University), considered the role of international cooperation in the future of space exploration. The participants in this group observed that the world today has become interdependent. For space activities to offer maximum benefits, they must be conducted in accord with this larger reality, i.e., internationally, cooperatively, and in genuine partnerships, so that benefits flow to all partners, and interdependency underlies the relationships. The group also considered international cooperation on space exploration in the context of the broad benefits it can provide to the United States. Participants observed that increased space collaboration can provide broad benefits to the United States by making space a routine place for all nations to operate (thereby enhancing the security of space assets), expanding the economic sphere into space, and demonstrating that the United States is a cooperative society desiring to work productively with all nations (which could improve the image of the United States). The discussion group did not attempt to develop a programmatic approach to international collaboration on space exploration. However, the participants did identify several steps that could be taken into account by the United States as it pursues future space exploration projects. These include:

• Assessing cooperative opportunities on their merits instead of excluding "critical path" roles for potential partners as a matter of policy;

• Developing a workforce (at all levels) capable of and interested in working on international programs; and

• Recognizing that U.S. partners need to be able to demonstrate the political and economic benefits of collaboration to the same extent that the United States does.

Considering the significant U.S. investment in space activities, group participants observed that the administration and Congress will want to continue referring to U.S. leadership in defining and pursuing the global space agenda. But the group also discussed steps that the United States could take to pursue its goals in a fashion that is sensitive to the interests and needs of its partners. These steps include forging high-level, long-term commitments; ensuring that the tone of U.S. space policy statements reflects a global role; and revising current export control regulations.

Multilateral cooperation critical to sustain hegemony longterm—delay and risk of tech leaks outweigh

Hayden, ‘4– Colonel in the US Air Force (Dale L. Hayden, The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy, Pg. 31-32 ACS)

Given how highly interdependent the world has become, the U.S. really has no feasible alternative to multilateralism. Furthermore, this approach is the best strategy for policymakers as it has the highest probability for long-term success. Wayne S. Smith, senior fellow at the Center for International Policy in Washington, D.C., concludes, “In an age of instant communications, multinational and global flows of capital, the idea that even the powerful United States can decide for itself is illusory.”1 It is in the national self-interest for the U.S. to build international bridges in the arena of space operations. The factors that will drive multinational cooperation—cost, limited direct influence over international players through military or economic action, international treaties and organizations, the proliferation of multinational companies and an overall desire by the U.S. to be perceived as a team player—rely on international cooperation and global interdependence. Before delving deeper into why America should follow multilateralism, it is best to look closely at the reasons it will not follow the other three models.  The technological example set forward by the British Royal Navy during the latter half of the nineteenth century presents an interesting example for U.S. policymakers, but scientific knowledge is difficult to contain. At the close of World War II, the U.S. was the only nuclear- capable nation. Despite the tight security placed upon America’s nuclear secrets, fifty-five years later nations from Iraq to North Korea, India and Pakistan have the ability to develop and deploy nuclear weapons. In 1960, only two nations were members of the elite space-faring club; today, that number has risen to at least seven, plus the ESA, and could well double within the next generation, as technology proliferates across the globe. 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 long-term 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 matters 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 subscribes 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.

Solvency – Soft Power
Coop increases soft power – cultural and political understanding 
Global Exploration Strategy, ‘7 (Global Exploration Strategy: The Framework for Coordination, May 2007 SC)

The International Space Station program, arguably the largest project of its type ever undertaken, has clearly demonstrated the value of a partnership approach. The U.S., Canada, Europe, Japan, and Russia have achieved together what no one nation could have accomplished alone – and, in the process, have forged strong ties, including cultural and political understanding.
The shared challenges of space exploration and the common motivation to answer fundamental scientific questions encourage nations of all sizes to work together in a spirit of friendship and cooperation.

Other examples of partnership abound:

•
The Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA) and NASA worked together to land the Hayabusa probe on the asteroid Itokawa. It is expected to return the first samples from the asteroid to Earth in 2010.

•
Novel U.S. and European scientific instruments will soon orbit the Moon aboard an Indian spacecraft.

•
The Chinese Double Star spacecraft are probing the relationship between the Earth’s magnetic field and the solar wind with the help of instruments built in Europe.

•
China and Russia are planning a joint mission to one of Mars’ moons. 

•
Japan and Europe are cooperating on a mission to the innermost planet,

Mercury.

These successes suggest that much more can be achieved with a global strategy for space exploration. Partnerships will enable nations to develop a common understanding of their respective interests, to share lessons learnt and thus avoid costly mistakes, and to discuss scientific results that will help in planning for the future.

Solvency – Space Debris 
Space debris problem requires international cooperation. 

Space.com, ‘11- (Space, “Space Debris Needs International Response”, http://www.space.com/11191-space-debris-international-response.html) 

The United States needs to team up with other countries and the private sector to track the huge volume of potentially dangerous space debris circling the Earth, according to a U.S. military official. More than 22,000 pieces of space junk are being tracked today as they zip around our planet, posing a collision threat to valuable satellites and other spacecraft. But there's far too much of the stuff for the U.S. government to keep track of on its own, so cooperation is required to improve the country's space situational awareness (SSA) capabilities, said Lt. Gen. Susan Helms, commander of the U.S. Strategic Command's Joint Functional Component Command for Space. "We must partner with other nations and enterprises to achieve mutually beneficial goals, and at the top of our priorities is the development of comprehensive SSA," Helms said during a recent trip to Israel. Helms articulated the need for cooperation at the Sixth Annual Ilan Ramon International Space Conference in Tel Aviv, and again shortly after she returned to the U.S. last month. Her statements echo recommendations laid out in the U.S. National Space Policy, which was announced by President Obama last June. A key component of SSA is tracking and cataloguing objects in space, which help prevent collisions with spacecraft. However, with 22,000 pieces of trackable space junk and more than 60 nations operating in space, the U.S. will have a tough time going it alone, officials said. The National Space Policy acknowledges that fact, stating that no single country has the resources to precisely track every object in space. "It directs us to collaborate with other nations, the private-sector and intergovernmental organizations to improve our space situational awareness — specifically to enhance our shared ability to rapidly detect, warn of, characterize and attribute natural and man-made disturbances to space systems," Helms said. The National Space Policy is essentially a vision document. As a result, it's a little short on specifics about how exactly to develop and maintain the necessary partnerships, officials said. "There are many technical and operational details that have to be worked out before we at JFCC-Space could begin incorporating data from allies and partners, but we are definitely moving in that direction," Helms said. These partners aren't limited to other sovereign nations. JFCC-Space currently has 19 SSA sharing agreements with private industry to help support safe space-flight operations, officials said. As a result of this data sharing, satellite owners maneuvered their craft 126 times last year to avoid collisions with other satellites or on-orbit debris. "The United States is committed to safe, responsible and peaceful uses of space," Helms said. "Public provision of space situational awareness data through the SSA Sharing Program is evidence of the U.S. government's commitment to provide SSA data to the world, free of charge, in order to enhance safe and responsible space operations and promote transparency."
Solvency – Aerospace Industry
CP key to international aerospace industry expansion – government cooperation on implementation necessary to create these opportunities

Merbaum, ‘9 – Sr. Manager, Air and Missile Defense Systems, Lockheed Martin Missiles &  Fire Control (Alan, “The US Industry Perspective,” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.230-1 CT) 

In every economic sector there are global forces and they are always changing. This essay outlined some examples of cross-border aerospace and defence partnerships. Companies like Lockheed Martin are interested in expanding such partnerships with the industry in India. Aerospace and defence is a niche industry in terms of market capitalization. Major aerospace industries have tremendous impact on the development of technology, jobs, and job creation. These industries are also keen to collaborate with smaller industries from various parts of the world. Commercial space market is a market-driven opportunity. However, at the end of the day cooperation in space amongst countries is driven primarily by government policies, specifically the ability and the willingness to pool resources and risk, and finally an overall willingness to do something that has not been done before and is for the benefit of our nations. 

Solvency – Innovation

Empirically, international collaboration critical to effective tech innovation – ISS proves

Shank, ‘9 –  Director of Strategic Investments, NASA (Chris, “Space Exploration,” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.185-6 CT) 

Space exploration, whether human or robotic, is the grandest and most technically challenging expression of human imagination of which one could possibly conceive. Thus, it is the US’s best interests to work with other people in this unique human endeavour, to learn from each other, as different countries and cultures, how we go about solving the unique problems presented by the exploration of space. The physics is the same for all mankind; the rocket equation does not change when expressed in another language. However, the vagaries of human ingenuity and creativity can yield many different solutions to problems bounded by a given set of physical constraints.  Collaboration offers us the chance to reap a rich harvest of ideas and solutions germinated in different intellectual soil. 


NASA learned during the Apollo programme, the operation of complex, integrated space systems requires revolutionary thinking in their development and management.  Accordingly, NASA needed to develop a new manufacturing method with the ability to operate to a higher, more precise standard of excellence. This is rocket science, but it is also art, and the industrial capabilities NASA creates as it learnt to master this most difficult art ripple throughout the American economy. Other space-faring nations of the world have also realised and have benefitted from such experiences. There is a need to understand how the other space-faring nations of the world solve the problems posed in the course of humanity’s efforts to master spaceflight. The world has much to learn, and it can learn best by doing some of these things together, each of us making our individual contribution, so that the mankind benefit in direct and indirect ways. 


When NASA first initiated the Shuttle-Mir programme with the Russian Space Agency, many NASA engineers felt a bit put out. It was more fun to compete with the Russians than to cooperate with them. But NASA learned over time, and through shared experiences, to trust the Russians to a far greater extent than the Americans had imagined we ever could.  NASA learned that different doesn’t mean bad. NASA at times defer to their ISS partners in regard to their design standards, delegated safety review panels, and remote mission control centres. But over a period of time NASA and the Russian Space Agency have learned to trust each other enough to confidently alternate ISS design reviews. Both the parties are now [more] than they once were because of what they have learned that was new to them and “old hat” to our partners. 

For these reasons, and where NASA can feasibly promote it, collaboration on the space frontier is the right thing to do, from both an altruistic and a national interest perspective. 

International Cooperation helps in developing new technologies

Hayden, ‘3 - Colonel, USAF and Fellow of Weatherhead Center for International Affairs, Harvard University (Dale L., “The International Development of Space and its Impacts on U.S. National Space Policy,” April 2003, http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/fellows/papers/2002-03/hayden.pdf AEE)

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 we54 can do in research and development.”15 Dr Sega’s outlook can well apply to the international stage. Along this line, 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
***SAY YES
Say Yes – China
Space coop with China will happen

Ferste, ‘9- Space News Editor (Warren Ferste “U.S., China to Explore Cooperation in Space,” 11/8,  http://www.space.com/7553-china-explore-cooperation-space.html // r.papel)

WASHINGTON ? The heads of the U.S. and Chinese civil space agencies will exchange visits next year to discuss potential cooperation in space exploration, including human spaceflight, according to a U.S.-China joint statement issued Thursday. The statement came as U.S. President Barack Obama was wrapping up his official state visit toBeijing Nov. 15-18 for talks with Chinese President Hu Jintao. In the statement, the two sides pledged to expand cooperative ties in a number of areas, including space, civil aviation, agriculture and health. The United States and China look forward to expanding discussions on space science cooperation and starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration, based on the principles of transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit, the statement said, which was posted on the White House Web site. Both sides welcome reciprocal visits of the NASA Administrator and the appropriate Chinese counterpart in 2010. Then-NASA Administrator Mike Griffin traveled to China in 2006, marking the first such official visit by the head of the U.S. space agency. The United States and China have maintained low-level contacts and data exchanges relating to space activity for several years, but not undertaken any joint missions. China, one of three countries capable of independently launching people into space the others are the United States and Russia ? is not a participant in the International Space Station program.
China will coop – space science specific
David, 3-7-11 past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines and has written for SPACE.com since 1999; has been reporting on the space industry for more than five decades – 2011 (Leonard, space.com, “China Details Ambitious Space Station Goals,” 7 March 2011, http://www.space.com/11048-china-space-station-plans-details.html AEE)  

Regarding space cooperation, Jiang said China intends to strengthen exchanges with other countries in the field of space science research and applications. He explained that the rendezvous and docking project hardware is compatible with the International Space Station.“We will adhere to the policy of opening up to the outside world,” Jiang emphasized. “We think some space scientific experiment items will be collected and selected from countries of the world which will promote international exchanges and cooperation.  Scientists of all countries are welcome to participate in space science experimental research on China’s space station.”Jiang also spotlighted Wang Yue, an instructor at the China Astronaut Research and Training Center. Wang is one of the six crew members for the Mars-500 International experiment now under way in Moscow — a simulated Red Planet expedition testing the human physical and psychological strains on a 500-day journey to Mars.
Say Yes – India
US and India will cooperate — signed a framework agreement

NASA, ‘8 (Michael Braukus “NASA and India Sign Agreement For Future Cooperation” 2/1, http://www.comspacewatch.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=24669/ r.papel)
KENNEDY SPACE CENTER, Fla. - At a ceremony Friday at the Kennedy Space Center's visitor complex, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin and Indian Space Research Organization Chairman G. Madhavan Nair signed a framework agreement establishing the terms for future cooperation between the two agencies in the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes. "I am honored to sign this agreement with the India Space Research Organization," Griffin said. "This agreement will allow us to cooperate effectively on a wide range of programs of mutual interest. India has extensive space-related experience, capabilities and infrastructure, and will continue to be a welcome partner in NASA's future space exploration activities." According to the framework agreement, the two agencies will identify areas of mutual interest and seek to develop cooperative programs or projects in Earth and space science, exploration, human space flight and other activities. The agreement replaces a soon-to- expire agreement signed on Dec. 16, 1997, which fostered bilateral cooperation in the areas of Earth and atmospheric sciences.  In addition to a long history of cooperation in Earth science, NASA and the Indian Space Research Organization also are cooperating on India's first, mission to the moon, Chandrayaan-1, which will be launched later this year. NASA is providing two of the 11 instruments on the spacecraft: the moon mineralogy mapper instrument and the miniature synthetic aperture radar instrument.

Say Yes – France 
Empirically, US and France cooperate on space – Mars project proves 
Cosgrove, ‘9 - contributor, Flesh and Stone. (Michael, “France and the USA sign four new space cooperation agreements,” 2/19, http://www.fleshandstone.net/healthandsciencenews/1618.html // r.papel.)

From Mars to the bottom of the Earth’s oceans, France and the United States have agreed to cooperate on four different space-based research projects, one of which involves a mission to Mars in 2013 which will carry out new analysis of its atmosphere. The agreements were signed at NASA’s headquarters in Washington by head NASA administrator Charles Bolden and his French counterpart, Yannick d’Escatha from the Centre National Français d’Etudes Spatiales – French National Centre for Space Studies – or CNES. The agreements were signed on Thursday and announced Friday. “The CNES has a long history of cooperation with NASA in scientific space missions and Earth sciences,” said Bolden in a joint press statement issued after the signing.The Mars mission, called "Mars Atmosphere and Volatile Evolution," will give operational control of the probe to NASA and will provide the first direct measurement data to answer key questions about both the past and current evolution of Mars.The CNES will supply the mission with its new version of a "Solar Wind Electron Analyser" which will be used to measure the characteristics of Mars’ solar winds and their ionospheric electrons. The second mission will launch four satellites in 2014 which will eveluate different aspects of the Earth’s magnetosphere, particularly the acceleration of its particles and turbulent zones. The magnetoshere is a magnetic region ‘wrapped’ around a magnetic planet which is generated by the planet itself. There are several magnetic planets in the Solar System, including Earth. Changes in the magnetosphere affect the climate and other phenomena on a planet. As is the case for the Mars mission, NASA will oversee the satellites, whereas the CNES will supply several of the necessary measuring instruments Another agreement will permit the participation of American researchers in the analysis of the data and other observations from a mission which is studying planetary transit phenomena. The mission was launched in 2006 by the CNES, the European Space Agency ESA and other European partners. In return NASA will grant the CNES access to its Keck Observatory. Keck is an astronomical observational facility consisting of two telescopes and a large array of observation equipment and it is situated near the summit of Mauna Kea in Hawaii. The fourth agreement concerns a space-based study of Earth’s ocean topography and soft water sources. It will provide scientists with a widely extensive and previously unseen ‘view’ of the quantity of Earth’s soft water resources as well as a much more detailed measurement of the size of seas and oceans than has been possible up to now. This mission is designed to improve the management of Earth’s water resources and will also provide more accurate predictions on climate trends.
Say Yes – Israel
Israel wants to cooperate with US
Stein, ’10 - DC Space News Examiner (Keith,. “U.S. and Israel sign space cooperation agreement,” 8/11, http://www.examiner.com/dc-in-washington-dc/u-s-and-israel-sign-space-cooperation-agreement //r .papel)

During a meeting Tuesday at NASA Headquarters in Washington, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden and Israel Space Agency (ISA) Director General Zvi Kaplan signed a joint statement of intent to expand the agencies' cooperation in civil space activities. The signing followed a meeting between Bolden, Kaplan and Daniel Hershkowitz, Israel's minister of Science and Technology. It advanced discussions that began when Bolden visited Israel in January. The agencies agreed to identify new joint activities related to Earth and space science, life sciences, space exploration and other areas of mutual interest. The goal is to expand scientific exchanges and inspire the next generation of scientists and engineers. NASA and ISA identified the following potential opportunities for bilateral cooperation: space geodesy, the measurement from space of Earth's gravitational field, tides, and the movement of its poles and crust; hydrological observations and joint research; an expansion of Israel's participation in the Global Learning and Observations to Benefit the Environment education program; planetary science through ISA's affiliate membership in the NASA Lunar Science Institute; launch and range safety; remote sensing data cooperation; and use of the International Space Station for Israeli research and educational experiments.
Say Yes – ESA
ESA wants to cooperate with US - signed agreements to cooperate on future space projects through the decade

Lunar and Planetary Institute, ‘7. (“NASA and ESA Sign Agreements for Future Cooperation” 6/21, http://www.lpi.usra.edu/features/nasa_esa/  //r.papel)

At a ceremony held on June 18 at the International Paris Air Show at Le Bourget, France, NASA Administrator Michael Griffin and European Space Agency (ESA) Director General Jean-Jacques Dordain signed two agreements defining the terms of cooperation on the James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) and the Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) Pathfinder mission.Although it will operate over a different range of wavelengths, the James Webb Space Telescope is considered the successor to the Hubble Space Telescope. Its launch is targeted for 2013 and it will operate for at least five years.The telescope is a mission of international cooperation between NASA, ESA, and the Canadian Space Agency to investigate the origin and evolution of galaxies, stars, and planetary systems.At the heart of the observatory is a large telescope, which has a primary mirror measuring 21.3 feet in diameter (compared to 7.9 feet for Hubble) that provides a relatively large field of view. A set of four sophisticated instruments, including a fine guidance sensor for precision pointing, will combine superb imaging capability at visible and infrared wavelengths with various spectroscopic modes to learn about the chemistry and evolution of objects in our universe.

The telescope will operate well outside Earth’s atmosphere at a spot in space called the second Lagrangian point (“L2”), located 1 million miles — or four times farther than the Moon’s orbit — in the direction opposite the Sun. From this location, the observatory is expected to revolutionize our view of the cosmos as Hubble has.According to the agreement, NASA is responsible for the overall management and operation of the JWST mission and will build the spacecraft, the telescope, and the platform that will house the instruments. ESA will provide an Ariane 5 ECA rocket for the telescope’s launch.NASA also will provide a major instrument, the Near-Infrared Camera, through the University of Arizona, Tucson. ESA will provide the Near-Infrared Spectrograph operating over similar wavelengths. NASA will provide the instrument’s detectors, which will measure the wavelengths of light emanating from the stars being observed. NASA also will provide the microshutters, which are used to select which star in the field of view will be observed by the detectors.The third instrument on board is the Mid-Infrared Instrument. It is being built through a consortium of nationally funded European institutions, which are responsible for the instrument’s optical assembly, and NASA, with coordination through ESA. Canada will provide the fourth instrument on board, the Fine Guidance Sensor/Tuneable Filter Imager.“The signing of this agreement on JWST, based on a long-standing and consolidated cooperation between ESA and NASA, will make history once more,” said Dordain. “In particular, we are very proud to use Ariane 5 to put this great observatory into space.”“We’re delighted to have ESA’s participation on the James Webb Space Telescope,” said Griffin. “The tremendous scientific success of the Hubble Space Telescope can be attributed to the cooperative efforts between our two agencies. We expect that, as Hubble’s successor, the James Webb Space Telescope also will make profound astronomical observations and discoveries. When it does, we can be proud that it, too, is a project of international cooperation.”At today’s ceremony, the leaders of both agencies also signed an official agreement on the ESA-initiated Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) Pathfinder mission, currently targeted for launch in early 2010. LISA Pathfinder is aimed at demonstrating the technologies needed for a planned future joint ESA-NASA LISA mission that will detect gravitational waves in space and test the theory of general relativityUnder this agreement, ESA will design, develop, launch, and operate the LISA Pathfinder spacecraft. A consortium of European scientific institutes will provide the LISA Technology Package, which features a sensor to detect nongravitational forces on the spacecraft.NASA will provide the Disturbance Reduction System Package. That package will work in tandem with the technology package and consists of thrusters that produce a minute level of force, combined with control systems and software.

Say Yes – Brazil 
Brazil wants to cooperate with US
US State Dept, ‘96 (“U.S.-BRAZIL SPACE COOPERATION AGREEMENT,” 3/1 http://dosfan.lib.uic.edu/ERC/bureaus/lat/1996/960301BurnsBrazilSpace.html //r.papel)

Secretary of State Warren Christopher and Brazilian Foreign Minister Luiz Felipe Lampreia signed an agreement providing a framework for space cooperation March 1 at a ceremony at the Foreign Ministry in Brasilia. National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Administrator Daniel S. Goldin participated in the signing ceremony. During the past year, NASA and the Brazilian Space Agency (AEB) worked out a government-to-government cooperation agreement to conduct joint research programs on space and earth science, with a special emphasis on global climate change. Data will be collected with satellites, sounding rockets, balloons and aircraft as well as ground-based facilities. The programs will share data and include student and scientist exchanges. The agreement addresses issues such as customs, overflight clearance, intellectual property rights and liability. NASA and Brazilian scientists have already worked together gathering and analyzing data from the Smoke, Clouds and Radiation experiment to evaluate the global impact of fossil fuel and biomass burning. The agreement takes place in the context of Brazil's firm commitment to non- proliferation goals. President Cardoso has stated publicly that Brazil's active space program is "exclusively for peaceful purposes." On the occasion of Foreign Minister Lampreia's September visit to Washington last year, Secretary Christopher announced that the United States would advocate Brazilian membership in the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). At the MTCR plenary in Bonn the following month, Brazil became a member of the MTCR.

Say Yes – Canada
Canada wants binding coop with US
USAF, 9. (United States Air Force- “U.S and Canada sign agreement on civil space cooperation,”  9/9 http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123166985   //r.papel)

WASHINGTON (AFNS) -- NASA Administrator Charles Bolden and Canadian Space Agency President Steve MacLean signed a framework agreement Wednesday for cooperative activities in the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.  Canadian Ambassador to the United States Michael Wilson hosted the signing at the Canadian Embassy in Washington. "NASA is very proud of its long and outstanding relationship with Canada, one that has been nurtured during the past four decades with increasing collaboration in a wide range of space science and exploration activities," Mr. Bolden said. "As NASA continues to enhance the scientific observation of our planet and the solar system, we are looking to Canada and our other international partners to play key roles in our future exploration plans." Commenting on the significance of the signing, Mr. MacLean said, "The United States has been a critical partner for Canada ever since the launch of the Alouette-1 satellite in 1962. From these early beginnings, we have worked together to forge a space alliance that has become a catalyst, driving generations of space expertise, innovation, science, and technological excellence through our participation in space projects that continue to serve the interests of both our nations." The framework agreement is an important step in an evolving process toward a coordinated and comprehensive approach to exploration and use of outer space. It sets forth general terms and conditions that will be applied to future cooperative projects and facilitates expanded cooperation between the U.S. and Canada on a range of activities related to human spaceflight, exploration, space science and Earth science.

***PERM DEBATE
A2: Perm – Do Both
Group the permutations - 
Primary distinction between the plan and the CP is plan implemented unilaterally while CP assumes interdependent implementation.  
Reject the permutations for several reasons: 
(1)  Links to the Cooperation DA – only the aff guarantees that plan implemented through multilateral collaboration.  Cross apply the link evidence from the coop DA.
(2) Mutually exclusive – implementing policy unilaterally while also implementing it multilaterally destroys trust – implementing through the World Space Council and overseen by the ISF critical to consistent international cooperation. 
Kalam, ‘9 -  former President of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Can Space Cooperation Lead to Space Security?” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p. 26 CT) 

When enormous societal and economic commitments have been made by nations with space infrastructure, the main security concern is that outer space should be free of weapons. The necessity for the world space community to avoid terrestrial geo-political conflict being extended to outer space, thus threatening the space assets belonging to humanity, needs to be recognized. 


Any unilateral action which upsets the stability of space is against the interest of the entire humanity. Multilateral approaches are required to ensure that the use of outer space is in conformity with international law and in the interest of maintaining peace and security and promoting international cooperation. There is a need to create an International Space Force (ISF), made up of all space-faring nations wishing to participate, and to contribute to protect the world space assets in a manner which will enable peaceful use of space on a global cooperative basis. 

(3) Unilateral implementation destroys solvency – political and practical multilateral action alone necessary to create space security.  This links to the net benefit. 
Rathgeber 10 – Scientific Staff Member; Institute of Radio Frequency Engineering and Radar Systems (Wolfgang Rathgeber, Kai-Uwe Schrogl Director of European Space Policy Institute, Ray A. Williamson directing a project on Dual–Purpose Space Technologies: Opportunities and Challenges for U.S. Policymaking, The Fair and Responsible Use: An International Perspective, ed. by The European Space Policy Institute, pg. 150-151 A.W.)

The United Nations through the Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS) has historically concentrated on two main areas: 

- The preparation of a legal framework for space activities at the global level. 

- The promotion of space applications to encourage developing countries to access space benefits.

In 2007, COPUOS submitted to the United Nations General Assembly a draft resolution on space debris mitigation, largely based on guidelines developed by the Inter Agency Space Debris Committee (IADC). The adoption of this resolution was a first step in a process initiated by COPUOS to address the space security issue. Among other critical issues that should be part of the COPUOS’ agenda and should be discussed as they will impact the fair and responsible use of space are space traffic management, environment protection on the surface of the moon and other planets, protection against near-Earth objects (NEO), etc. (Figure 2). Only through cooperation can the full potential of space technology for economic and social development be guaranteed with due respect for the relevant interests of all countries. Indeed, unilateral actions in outer space are no more tenable than unilateral actions in any other area of global concern (e.g., security, climate change, natural disasters and environmental degradation). Nations have become more integrate and such integration demands cooperation to strengthen collective security. But with regard to the diversity of the players’ needs, strategies and levels of development, the cooperation mechanisms should be diversified and rely on key elements. Although it may sound obvious, it is important to bear in mind that cooperative actions cannot be productive unless they are based on the strong political commitment of all participating players. Two examples illustrate this principle. The GOE process was originally initiated by, and continues to benefit from, the strong commitment of political players that made it possible in a short period to work out an ambitious and integrated action plan (GEOSS). More recently, on December 2007 in Lisbon, the European Union and the African Union endorsed a Partnership on the Information Society, Science and Spaces Technologies (I3 S). As an operational result of this partnership, the GMES program was extended to Africa (GMES – Africa).

(4) Any permutation claiming the plan is only implemented multilaterally is severance.  Severance illegitimate – destroys fairness by allowing affs to sever net benefit links, making most literature-based CP’s non-competitive. CP’s are critical to level-playing field with the affirmative. Rules of the game are a  prerequisite to education in the game. BUT, they also destroy education – multilateral vs. unilateral action is heart of the topic space debate.  Allowing the aff to claim opposite implementation methods obliterates clash, undermining topic specific education gained from researching this area.  No one will continue to research this area if they think judges don’t think these CP’s are competitive.  
A2: Perm – Create WSC and do plan Unilaterally 
Reject this permutation – 

(1) Crossapply that implementation critical to make further space exploration possible by reducing costs, increasing innovation and reducing suspicions that cause conflict – that’s the Kalam ‘9 evidence.  
(2) Still links to the net benefits – international implementation key solve links to DA’s. 
A2: Perm – Plan + Another Space Project
Reject this intrinsic perm – 
(1) Intrinsicness justifies extratopical plan planks destroying negative DA and CP ground.  DA and CP ground are critical win negative debates, case is not enough.  Balance of switch-side wins-losses necessary to maintain participation levels in policy debate.  Tipping toward affirmative bias would destroy value of switch-side debates, undermining critical thinking skills necessary for pedagogical growth. 
(2) Intrinsicness not justified on this CP - Plan is implemented unilaterally and CP advocates multilateral implementation – Aff should be prepared to debate this with justifications for unilateral action. Specific CP solvency and links proves this CP and net benefit are germane to the topic.
***ANSWERS TO
Politics Shield
International cooperation shields domestic space programs from political opposition

Zimmerman, ‘8 - President of the International Astronautical Federation (Approaches to Future Space Cooperation and Competition in a Globalizing World; Space Studies Board, Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board Division on Engineering and Physical Sciences, National Research Council of the National Academies, p 52 SC)
From the NASA leadership's point of view, moreover, cooperative projects offered two very significant advantages in the national political arena. First, at least by the time of the lunar landings, the leadership recognized that every international partnership brought greater legitimacy to the overall project. This important fact was not lost on NASA Administrator Thomas O. Paine in 1970, for instance, when he was seeking outside sponsorship of the space shuttle program and negotiating international agreements for parts of the effort. Second, although far from being a coldly calculating move, agreements with foreign nations could also help to insulate space projects from drastic budgetary and political changes. American politics, which are notoriously rambunctious and shortsighted, are also enormously pragmatic. Dealing with what might be a serious international incident resulting from some technological program change is something neither U.S. diplomats nor politicians relish, and that fact could be the difference between letting the project continue as previously agreed or to dicker over it in Congress and thereby change funding, schedule, or other factors in response to short-term political or budgetary needs. The international partners, then, could be a stabilizing factor for any space project, in essence a bulwark to weather difficult domestic storms.Perhaps the physicist Fritjof Capra's representative definition of a social paradigm is appropriate when considering the requirements for space projects in the United States in the aftermath of the Apollo Moon landings. While Apollo was seen as an enormous success from a geopolitical and technological standpoint, NASA had to contend with a new set of domestic political realities for its projects thereafter, and a radical alteration had taken place in what Capra described as the "constellation of concepts, values, perceptions and practices shared by a community, which forms a particular vision of reality that is the basis of the way the community organizes itself." International cooperative projects helped NASA cope with that changing social paradigm.
A2: Unilateral Inevitable

Unilateralism not inevitable – such a perspective limits out diplomatic options critical to space security

Moltz - Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the Navy post-graduate school – 2008 (James, The Politics of Space Security: Strategic Restraint and the Pursuit of National Interests, pg. 30 ACS)
Air Force Lieutenant Colonel Bruce DeBlois, for example rejects the inevitability of space nationalism. He describes the dichotomy of “either defending space assets with weapons or not defending them at all” as a “false dilemma.” Instead, he argues for broadening the tool kit and abandoning the U.S. “do nothing” diplomatic strategy for space. DeBlois makes the global institutionalist case that a smarter U.S. policy would be one of undertaking “intense diplomatic efforts to convince a world of nations that space as a sanctuary for peaceful and cooperative existence and stability best serves all.” As Theresa Hitchens argues, new forms of international cooperation “will be…necessary to ensuring the future security of space.”

A2: Coop Hurts US Leadership
(1) NSP already guarantees some transparency – counterplan only formalizes collaboration on implementation. 

(2) Cross apply from the overview – that multilateralism’s inevitable – the US should control the process of creating an international forum while it still can maintain influence over the process.
(3) Multilateral cooperation critical for burden sharing and technological advancement – it doesn’t restrict US action

Hayden, ‘4 – Colonel in the US Air Force (Dale L. Hayden, The International Development of Space and Its Impact on U.S. National Space Policy, Pg. 36 ACS)

Previous multilateral actions taken in space operations have proven quite beneficial to U.S. national interests; specifically in the areas of launch, exploration, and development (e.g., the ISS). The sharing of risk and cost, coupled with technological cross flow, continues to pay dividends. The willingness to cross talk on programs like navigation systems, provides great hope for further engagements. Taking a multilateral approach, however, does not restrict American action. When no other options exist, the U.S. will use technological protectionism, unilateralism, and the might of its impressive military to protect its national interests. Paramount to appreciating the American approach is a statement President Bush’s opening remarks to the 2002 NSS, “Defending our Nation against its enemies is the first and fundamental commitment of the Federal Government.” It continues, “…we must make use of every tool in our arsenal…”23 That arsenal has and always will include multilateralism. This paper has examined policy options that produce the best U.S. response to the increased international development of space. The long history of American involvement on the international scene suggests continuity in U.S. foreign policy from administration to administration. There is little evidence to suggest U.S. space policymakers will take a different approach. The president’s introductory letter to the 2002 NSS puts the American approach in context by concluding, “The United States is committed to lasting institutions like the United Nations, the World Trade Organization, the Organization of American States, and NATO as well as other long-standing alliances… In all cases, international obligations are to be taken seriously.”24
A2: Coop Hurts US Competitiveness 
Cooperation supports domestic competitiveness - unemployment high now because shuttle cancellation 

Sunshine State News, ‘10 (Kenric Ward- the Chief Political Correspondent for Sunshine State News “Obama Calls for Collaboration in International Space Race: New policy outlines greater role for foreign players; how will Florida fit in?” 6/29,  http://www.sunshinestatenews.com/story/obama-calls-collaboration-international-space-race//r.papel)

If Florida hopes to hold onto space jobs, it will need to reach beyond U.S. borders, a new Obama administration policy suggests. The National Space Policy, unveiled Monday, calls for significantly greater international cooperation in a wide range of civilian and national-security programs. Among the NSP's goals and precepts, the United States:"Recognizes the rights of all nations to access, use, and explore space for peaceful purposes, and for the benefit of all humanity.""Calls on all nations to share its commitment to act responsibly in space to help prevent mishaps, misperceptions and mistrust.""Will engage in expanded international cooperation in space activities, including space science and exploration; Earth observations, climate change research, and the sharing of environmental data; disaster mitigation and relief; and space surveillance for debris monitoring and awareness.""Will actively promote the purchase and use of U.S. commercial space goods and services within international cooperative agreements.""Will develop new and transformative technologies for more affordable human exploration beyond the Earth, seek partnerships with the private sector to enable commercial spaceflight capabilities for the transport of crew and cargo to and from the International Space Station, and begin human missions to new destinations by 2025.""No longer are we racing against an adversary; in fact, one of our central goals is to promote peaceful cooperation and collaboration in space, which not only will ward off conflict, but will help to expand our capacity to operate in orbit and beyond," President Barack Obama said Monday. In keeping with the president's previous pronouncements, NSP's intent is to open participation in U.S. space ventures to allies and other established spacefaring nations, such as China and Russia, and emerging powers including India and Brazil."There are so many new space powers trumpeting their successes. We want to make sure spacefaring nations don't cause problems with command and control," an industry source speaking on background told Sunshine State News Monday.Rising costs of space exploration, as well as increased global competition, make collaboration the obvious option for NASA, said Jim Rendleman, deputy director of the Boulder, Colo.-based Secure World Foundation."When there are problems with jamming, radio frequency interference and space debris, we all lose," Rendleman said."It's far better to set up verifiable agreements to limit concerns. The global community benefits. Even the security community benefits. If you don't talk, you won't make progress," he said.Frank DiBello, chairman of Space Florida, said, "Turning to international collaboration is a good thing, as long as we retain key technology areas."We're already on a path with the International Space Station for aggressive international outreach to both countries and companies. We want them to use Florida skills, assets and infrastructure," he added.Citing two examples, DiBello cited micro-gravity research on the ISS and fostering partnerships with U.S. companies.Still, others worry that sharing technology with nations such as China, North Korea and Iran will jeopardize U.S. security. Critiquing Obama's earlier call for commercializing space ventures, U.S. Rep. Bill Posey, R-Rockledge, said at the time:"At some point the president needs to take responsibility for his own administration’s decision to widen the space gap and cede America’s leadership in space, which is the modern-day military high ground," Posey said.On Monday, Posey reiterated, "We need to be careful that we do not cede our leadership in space in ways that might put our country’s national security at risk. Ceding our leadership in space would also undermine our economic competitiveness.”But Rendleman and others say the spiraling costs of space exploration require collaboration."The Air Force systems have had 'price problems.' We have grand schemes, but new technology is very expensive. That's the rub," Rendleman said.By some estimates the U.S. government spends more than $100 billion a year on the full gamut of space endeavors. The Wall Street Journal on Monday said a series of high-level reports and studies has criticized duplication and urged program and agency consolidations.Cost-savings have already been achieved through commercial launches -- and Florida has played a key role.SpaceX launched its Falcon 9 rocket from Florida earlier this month, and SpaceX CEO Elon Musk has claimed his company can launch rockets for $20 million, compared with the $100 million price tag of comparable NASA launches.Though Florida's Kennedy Space Center is positioned to host future commercial liftoffs, privatized ventures would likely mean a "reduced employment footprint" as Space Shuttle jobs disappear and new technologies require fewer workers.Departing from previous Bush-era policies that relied largely on all-U.S. solutions, the NSP foresees international ventures including earth-observation satellites and space-based navigation systems once considered off-limits to foreign partnerships, sources said.Obama's advisers now have opened the door to possible international cooperation on the existing Global Positioning System satellite constellation, which is operated by the Air Force to serve military and commercial users worldwide. While the administration argues that foreign collaboration -- here and elsewhere -- will help to defray the cost of the U.S. space program, critics say the savings would be penny-wise and pound-foolish.They say that a smaller employment base at NASA could translate into a national brain drain and a less robust U.S. space program.Some 15,000 jobs on Florida's Space Coast are estimated to be on the chopping block as the space shuttle is phased out and the Constellation project is de-funded.But with space becoming increasingly crowded with new players, Rendleman said closer communication and cooperation with foreign countries is both inevitable and desirable."It will influence them to do good things," he said.The Journal reported that some policy analysts speculate the latest policy changes could set the stage for the White House to eventually embrace the concept of a global treaty barring deployment or use of weapons in space.Space Florida hopes to keep the state in the mix. Last week, it broke ground with NASA on Exploration Park, a multiphased research-and-development facility at the Kennedy Space Center.Tenants have not yet been announced, but officials say they are open to all comers -- including those from overseas."We need to continue to develop assets and skills that reflect what's embodied in the NSP -- being more open, friendly and accessible to international participation," DiBello said.

A2: China Turn 

Cooperation increases Chinese space transparency and is a prerequisite to stable commercialization
Wall 11 – Senior Writer for Space.com – 2011 (Mike, “Washington Worries China Will Challenge U.S. Dominance in Space,” Space.com, 12 May 2011, http://www.space.com/11646-china-space-policy-united-states.html//AEE)
Is Beijing a threat? The White House has recently stated a willingness to work with China on expensive, difficult space projects, such as a manned mission to Mars. Wolf thinks this is a bad idea, citing the potential threat China poses as well as its abysmal human-rights record. "The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program," said Wolf, who chairs the commerce, justice and science subcommittee of the powerful House Appropriations Committee. However, other panelists cited the possible benefits to the United States of such cooperation, which range from expanding opportunities for American businesses to increasing space security. If the United States thinks China can become a "normal" spacefaring country, keen to exploit space commercially, collaboration is probably a good idea, according to Krolikowski. "As China invests in and derives greater benefit from space, it will acquire the same stake in creating a predictable, stable, safe and sustainable space environment that the U.S., Canada, Japan and European and other countries already share," Krolikowski said. Cooperation and engagement could also help reveal China's goals for space. Does China, for example, hope to dominate military space aggressively in the near future, or is it concerned more about self-defense? "While China’s capabilities in space are known to U.S. observers, its intentions are not," Krolikowski said. According to Baseley-Walker, panelists stressed the importance of getting to the bottom of those intentions. It's difficult to draw up and implement effective policy, after all, without a basic understanding of where China is coming from, and where it's going.

A2: UN Bureaucracy Hampers Solvency
Empirically, UN can coordinate cooperation between space-related bureaucracies.  

Hitchens 10 Journalist of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research and Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies (Scholarly Journal of the United States Air Force Academy, “Multilateralism in Space: Opportunities and Challenges for Achieving Space Security,” Summer 2010,  http://www.unidir.ch/unidir-views/pdf/pdf-uv-30-33.pdf A.W.)

General Assembly in January 2008.15 The accord is a significant achievement for space security, especially regarding Article 4, which pledges nations not to deliberately create longlived debris.16 In its most recent report, the Scientific and Technical Subcommittee agreed that “implementation of the voluntary guidelines for the mitigation of space debris at the national level would increase mutual understanding on acceptable activities in space, thus enhancing stability in space and decreasing the likelihood of friction and conflict.”17 That said, the process took seven years and the guidelines that resulted are less technically specific than those recommended by the IADC (as some states objected to measures that would be more costly), are voluntary, lack any elaboration of how they are to be implemented, and contain loopholes related to national security. All this leads to questions about whether states will adopt them and how strictly they will be adhered to. While there has been some discussion in COPUOS about further strengthening the guidelines, and having the Legal Subcommittee consider how they might be translated into a legally binding mechanism, there has been no agreement to proceed. However, continued consideration of methods to combat space debris is likely to take place at the Scientific and Technical Committee through a new agenda item, “long-term sustainability of outer space activities.” At its 18 February 2010 meeting, the subcommittee established a new working group on the issue. According to the agreement, the working group should: …examine the long-term sustainability of outer space activities in all its aspects, consistent with the peaceful uses of outer space, and avail itself of the progress made within existing entities, including but not limited to the other working groups of the Subcommittee, the Conference on Disarmament, the International Telecommunication Union, the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee, the International Organization for Standardization, the World Meteorological Organization and the International Space Environment Service. The Subcommittee agreed that the Working Group should avoid duplicating the work being done within those bodies and instead identify areas of concern for the longterm sustainability of outer space activities that are not covered by them. [The Subcommittee also agreed that the Working Group should consider organizing an exchange of information with the commercial space industry to understand the views of that community.]18 This agreement is significant for several reasons. First, it for the first time recognizes the need for COPUOS to liaise more closely with the CD and the ITU on issues related to space safety and security of the future environment. For years, there have been set in place rather artificial boundaries among the three UN bodies, both for political reasons and out of competition among the various bureaucracies. There is now a growing appreciation among diplomats dealing with the space portfolio that the emerging challenges to the safe and equitable use of space are interlinked, and that attempting to separate the civil, military and commercial realms of space activities is largely futile. Further, there is also a growing appreciation of the need to link efforts in the political sphere to activities of the technical community – given the highly technical nature of space operations. Since the 1970s, the numerous UN bodies that are active in peacetime space applications – ranging from ITU to the UN Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) – have meet annually for the Interagency Meeting on Outer Space Activities, with the last meeting held at ITU headquarters in Geneva, Switzerland on 10-12 March 2010. Results of the meetings, which are coordinated by OOSA, are reported annually to COPUOS.19 The goal is to ensure that all these UN bodies are, in particular, working to apply space technology to meet human development goals and to minimize duplication. Interestingly, this group does not include the CD. The result is the effective isolation of the political decision-makers charged with efforts to protect space security from potential conflict from those within the UN system who have the most hands-on knowledge about the need for sustained access to space systems, and the most knowledge about how space can be, and cannot be, utilized and how best to ensure safe space operations.
***Coop DA NB - Updates***
U – A2: NSP = Coop

NSP is only rhetoric – policy implementation key 
Foust - 11- Aerospace Analyst - Publisher, and Editor of The Space Review- 2011 (Jeff Foust, The Space Review, “The National Space Policy, One Year Later”, June 27 2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1873/1, JZ)
The space community often treats the release of new policies as major milestones, the end of a long process largely conducted behind closed doors. A prime example was the release of the Obama Administration’s national space policy, one year ago this week. Immediately after its release, industry, media, and other observers closely examined both the language and tone of the policy, looking for what had changed and what had remained the same, congratulating the administration for its insights or lamenting the policy’s oversights (see “A change in tone in national space policy”, The Space Review, July 6, 2010). However, the release of a policy, while the end of one, largely private process, is more importantly the beginning of a much more public process: its implementation. Like the reports of countless blue-ribbon committees over the years that provided recommendations on the future of the nation’s space efforts, only to collect dust on bookshelves, policy documents run the risk of being little more than words on paper unless those words are backed by government actions. A year after the release of its overarching national space policy, what has the administration done to carry out this policy? A panel of experts from inside and outside government debated that question at a forum in Washington earlier this month held by the Secure World Foundation. Their assessment, not surprisingly, is that the administration’s implementation of the policy is very much a work in progress, with clear efforts underway in some areas but lacking in others. “Implementing the policy is far more difficult” than writing it, said Peter Marquez, who in his previous position as director of space policy for the National Security Council led the development of the national space policy. A new policy often comes in conflict with existing programs, a situation he analogized with a person who says he’ll start a diet tomorrow, only to have that plan run afoul of a business lunch or other exigency. “The president knows that full well when he signs on to the document: that that is my desire, but that sometimes desires don’t match up with reality.” Marquez, who left the government last fall to become a vice president at Orbital Sciences Corporation, offered his assessment of how the administration was addressing various elements of the policy. He said the administration is making progress in areas like assured access to space, with work starting on a revamp of the national space transportation policy that dates back to 2004. The government is also taking steps to address ongoing problems with space procurement, examining alternative approaches ranging from block buys of systems to hosting government payloads on commercial satellites. “DOD is, by and large, the most prolific procurer of capabilities, and DOD is aware that they have a problem, which I think is a key first step,” he said. 

NSSS focuses on international cooperation; however, implementation is key – specific cooperative US model for space practices critical to maintaining US leadership and preventing a space arms race. 

Wall 11- senior writer for Space.com, 2011- (Mike Wall, Space.com, “U.S. Space Security Strategy Will Likely Have Military Focus”, 2-2-11, http://www.space.com/10740-national-space-security-strategy.html, JZ)
The official strategy for protecting the nation's space assets, due to be released soon, will probably focus on security from a primarily military perspective, experts say. The Obama administration is expected to announce its National Security Space Strategy in the next week or so. The NSSS spells out how the Department of Defense and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence will carry out the country's National Space Policy, which the president issued last June. The strategy will likely view the problem of space security through a military prism, according to experts. And while the NSSS — like the National Space Policy — is likely to stress international cooperation in several fields, it will probably be vague about how to make such cooperation happen. "The NSSS will likely focus on space security from a focused military perspective, which is necessary but not sufficient for a space arena populated with more, and more diverse, players with interests of their own," said Joan Johnson-Freese, a space policy analyst at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. The NSSS will address how to safeguard U.S. space assets, such as communications and military satellites, which are vital to national interests.  These satellites could conceivably be lost to a number of threats. One is hostile action — foes may try to blow them up with missiles, or jam their signals electronically. Another threat is the huge cloud of orbiting space junk that cocoons the Earth. "There's a higher probability that you're going to get hit by a piece of debris than a satellite's going to get destroyed by an adversary," said Brian Weeden, a technical adviser for the Secure World Foundation, an organization dedicated to the sustainable use of space. [How Much Junk Is in Space?] Protecting U.S. space assets from these and other threats will be the main priority of the NSSS, and it will likely lay out several different strategies for doing so, Weeden said. While the NSSS may have a military focus, it will likely try to deter hostile action by primarily soft-power means, Weeden said. That's partially because the threat of mutually assured satellite destruction is a bad move for the U.S., which is more dependent on space assets than anybody else. "No one else really has anything in space that the U.S. can hold at risk," Weeden told SPACE.com. The NSSS may also suggest ways to make U.S. space assets less vulnerable. For example, it may call for a change in the design of satellite constellations, Weeden said. Most U.S. satellite constellations have just a few large, expensive satellites. These present high-value targets for adversaries, and they're relatively easy to hit. So, from a security standpoint, it might be smart to shift to a new strategy — launching a greater number of smaller and cheaper satellites, Weeden said. "There's much less value in taking out one of those satellites," he said. "Plus, it's harder to take out the entire constellation."The NSSS is expected to call for greater cooperation with international partners, according to experts. Part of the reasoning is likely financial, Weeden noted: Satellites are expensive, so spreading the costs around is an attractive prospect in these tough economic times. But cooperation on satellite projects could also be a deterrent to hostile actors, Weeden said, since there are more stakeholders involved. "Let's say a satellite is being used by the U.S. military, and by Europeans, and by Japan," Weeden said. "If someone wants to attack that satellite, they have to take into account an act of war against all those countries." The NSSS will also likely call for improved space situational awareness capabilities — a better ability to monitor space debris and space weather, both of which can harm satellites. And international cooperation would be useful in these arenas, too, Weeden added. Can the U.S. afford to go out and build a whole bunch of new sensors around the world?" Weeden said. "Probably not, given our current economic situation." Such areas of cooperation may be an important part of the NSSS, but the document will most likely not spell out in detail how such cooperation will work in practice, experts say. If that's the case, it would be a shame, according to Johnson-Freese. "If it doesn't lay out specifics for cooperation and mechanisms for protecting space as a sustainable environment, it will be a missed opportunity," she told SPACE.com in an e-mail interview.  "Other countries will establish practices — good and bad — with or without U.S. leadership.” The NSSS also is expected to not call for limits on weapons in space, experts said. Some view this as a potential oversight, and a failure of leadership. "Agreed-upon limits on weapons in space and interfering with satellites could strengthen stability and security in space and on the ground, and such limits should be part of the U.S. national security strategy," Laura Grego, a senior scientist with the Union of Concern Scientists' Global Security Program, said in a statement. Weeden doesn't expect the NSSS to speak much about arms control, either. "The U.S. position is still that there's no arms race in space," he said. But it's probably too soon to start talking about banning or limiting weapons in space, anyway, Weeden added. There are still no firm, internationally accepted guidelines about what constitutes responsible behavior in space, so arms-control talks would likely be premature at this point. "I would see the establishment of norms which are accepted by all the space actors as the first step in working toward a treaty," Weeden said.

U – A2: Code of Conduct
Need Diplomatic Engagement – Code of Conduct not enough

Buxbaum 11- independent journalist, 2011- (Peter a. Buxbaum, Space War, “Taming the Heavens: The New Space Diplomacy”, 6-28-2011, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Taming_the_Heavens_The_New_Space_Diplomacy_999.html,JZ)

In February, the government of the United States issued its first-ever National Security Space Strategy (NSSS), a document jointly produced by the Department of Defense and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence. The timing of the release was interesting, coming three months after the Council of the European Union released a draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. Skeptics in Washington suspected that the NSSS was a negotiating document released in response to the EU effort, and designed to lead to an accord between the US and the EU on space security. But Republicans in Congress have expressed concerns about some aspects of the EU Code, and appear to have derailed any incipient efforts to reach an agreement. As recently as 4 April, Frank Rose, a Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, told a United Nations conference in Geneva that the US government "hopes to make a decision in the near term as to whether the United States can sign on to this Code, including what, if any, modifications would be necessary." As a practical matter, little appears to have been achieved in this area. The unclassified NSSS summary released to the public and the draft Code both seek to preserve the freedom of navigation in outer space for peaceful purposes, but are short on details. Speaking to the National Space Symposium in Colorado Springs, Colorado in April, Gregory Shulte, the US Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy remarked that the NSSS was developed because "space is increasingly congested, competitive, and contested." Congestion in space - there are 1,100 active systems in orbit and 21,000 pieces of debris - threatens US national security, according to Shulte, because of the possibility of collisions between space objects or interference with their transmissions. Shulte also noted that competition among nations in the realm of space technology means that "the US competitive advantage in space has decreased": eleven countries now operate 22 launch sites and 60 nations currently operate satellites. Furthermore, US adversaries such as China and Iran have developed capabilities to "disrupt and disable satellites." Perhaps most important from the US perspective, space is no longer its own private preserve: The US share of the worldwide space market dropped from two-thirds in 1997 to one-third in 2008, according to Shulte. The NSSS seeks to address congestion "by establishing norms, enhancing space situational awareness, and fostering greater transparency and information sharing"; competition, "by enhancing our own capabilities"; and the contested environment by "establishing international norms and transparency and confidence-building measures in space..." The draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities articulates seemingly non-controversial general principles such as "freedom of access to space for peaceful purposes" and "preservation of the security and integrity of space objects in orbit." The document calls on subscribing states to reaffirm their commitment to the existing legal framework relating to outer space activities--some eleven international accords and declarations of principles--and to refrain from actions which would damage or destroy outer space objects and generate excessive space debris. The Code also establishes a consultation mechanism to resolve disputes among nations over space activities. Nonetheless, US consideration of the European document has drawn expressions of concern from Republicans in Washington. In February, a group of 37 Republican senators wrote a letter to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton detailing their unease about how norms articulated in the EU code might impact US space activities. High on their list of concerns was what impact signing the Code may have on a US decision to deploy missile defense interceptors in space. These concerns were apparently triggered by Section 4.5 of the Code, which calls for "the prevention of an arms race in outer space." Laura Grego, a scientist in the Union of Concerned Scientists' Global Security Program told ISN Insights that the "Code does not mention space weapons of any kind, nor would it meaningfully limit their development." The senators' attempt at "inhibiting these initial efforts to establish norms is shortsighted and counterproductive," she said. "Norms are a modest step in the right direction," Grego added, "but leave many of the serious problems of space security unaddressed. Without robust constraints on anti-satellite weapons, threats to satellites will continue to proliferate and mature, requiring the United States to expend more effort securing satellites and leading to less predictability and stability in crises." The NSSS does not go far enough, in Grego's opinion. She criticized the document for failing to emphasize arms control agreements "as part of a larger scheme for keeping space secure" and for failing to recommend that the United States take the lead on space diplomacy. Well-crafted arms control proposals could lower the risk of arms races or conflicts in space or on the ground, Grego said, and protect the space environment from the harmful debris caused when countries deliberately destroy satellites. "A more robust diplomatic initiative that includes the major space-faring countries would have the potential to increase cooperation with countries that are not traditional US military allies," she added, "and spur other countries to develop realistic proposals that could ensure a safe and sustainable future in space. Diplomatic engagement could help relieve suspicions among countries, reduce incentives for building anti-satellite systems and other space weapons by establishing negotiated limits, and avert space disputes." The UCS released a report last year which called for the US government to "declare that the United States will not intentionally damage or disable satellites" and "press other space powers to make the same pledge." The report recommended that the US make satellites "more resistant to interference and develop ways to quickly replace them or compensate with other measures if they are disabled." The report also called for the US to assemble an expert negotiating team and to "engage in international discussions on space." "The United States should play an active and leading role in engaging the international community to further develop space laws and norms and to keep space free of weapons," said Grego. "A Code of Conduct provides a useful but preliminary standard for responsible space conduct. It should be a first step, but not the last." 

U – A2: Obama TCBM’s
Uniqueness - Obama supporting TCBM’s, but forum unclear

Hitchens 10 Journalist of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research and Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies (Theresa Hitchens, Scholarly Journal of the United States Air Force Academy, “Multilateralism in Space: Opportunities and Challenges for Achieving Space Security,” Summer 2010,  http://www.unidir.ch/unidir-views/pdf/pdf-uv-30-33.pdf A.W.)

And while COPUOS limits itself to addressing the “peaceful uses” of space and avoids any discussion of military space, it is obvious that a key factor in ensuring the longterm sustainability of space for peaceful purposes will be avoiding military conflict in space. Indeed, if COPUOS is able to formulate a set of “best practice guidelines” for space operations, those guidelines are almost inevitably going to include provisions for data sharing, which could serve as transparency and confidencebuilding measures (TCBMs) for international security. It is already the case that the increased interest of the international community in TCBMs, also confidence and security-building measures (CSBMs),23 has led to considerable discussion of whether efforts to build such a regime, whether voluntary or legally binding, should be undertaken in COPUOS, the CD, by both, or by neither. What is certain is that there is growing interest in confidence-building, witnessed by the near universal support since 2005 for a Russian-sponsored General Assembly resolution calling on states to make concrete proposals for new space-related TCBMs – the United States and Israel were the only hold-outs. Under the new administration of President Barak Obama, the long-standing U.S. opposition to multilateral action has waned, and it is likely that the United States will support some forward motion on TCBMs, although it remains unclear in what forum or fora. 

Links – Generic 
Unilateralism is not effective

Hayden Colonel, USAF and Fellow of Weatherhead Center for International Affairs, Harvard University –2003 (Dale L., “The International Development of Space and its Impacts on U.S. National Space Policy,” April 2003, http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/fellows/papers/2002-03/hayden.pdf AEE)

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 50 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 matters 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 technology gap in space between the U.S. and other countries is decreasing, the U.S. cannot afford to be unilateral any more without the threat of loss of national security and buildup of power from other countries. Multilateralism is the only feasible option.

Graham 07 – Colonel of the Air Force branch of the United States Army and worked closely with the Secretary of Defense (Colonel Richard V. Graham, United States in Outer Space: Security Assurance and Preservation, April 30 2007, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA471528, A.W.)
However, the National Space Policy also articulates a unilateral strategy of protecting U.S. interests, rejecting future arms control agreements and “…opposes the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access to or use of space.”5 This opposition enables the U.S. to undergo research, development, and testing of space based anti-satellite weapons as a means to protect space predominance, national security, and national military and intelligence operations from potential asymmetrical threats. This current strategy is short sighted. Space security is primarily an issue of global security and international multilateralism. Indeed, given how interdependent the world has become deployment of any space weapons platform would adversely affect national security, global commerce, and scientific endeavors.6 It is imperative that the international space community find ways to build upon collective efforts and address areas of common interests and concerns. These efforts must also bridge the gap between national government’s space entities, military space agencies, and industry. Security advantages previously enjoyed by the U.S. in innovative technology over the preceding decades is now gone or eroded and the gap narrowed. Using the history of nuclear weapons as an example, the first country to deploy this new weapon technology quickly saw its technological information stolen and compromised. Alternatively, co-operative international action was successful in preventing military competition and deployments from threatening potentially strategic area of international and scientific importance, carving out a protected sanctuary in the Antarctica.7 Space started out as a race between two countries; today that competition has been restrained leading to valued cooperation. This has opened space up as a global commons.8 The U.S. has no other feasible alternative than international multilateral cooperation.9 This paper will recommend options that will take into account current U.S. 2 ground-based interceptor ballistic missile defense programs and potential asymmetrical threat risks but the options will also ensure that outer space remains exclusively for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all mankind.

Background “…putting weapons in space may be the single dumbest thing I've heard so far... It would be a disaster for us to put weapons in space of any kind under any circumstances. It only invites other countries to do the same thing and opens up a whole new array of challenges and threats to national security...” -Sen. Thomas Daschle, Senate Minority Leader10 Formalization of the current U.S. outer space policy that rejects limitations on the access or use in outer space is found in a quartet of earlier policy documents starting with the 1996 U.S. National Space Policy11, “Vision for 202012” document, USSPACECPM Long Range Plan13, and the 2001 Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization (known as the “Rumsfeld Commission”)14. Each of these documents reserved the U.S. right to deploy antisatellite weapon systems in space citing three principal justifications. The first argument states that since the U.S. is the predominant space leader and relies heavily upon space assets, it is only “inevitable” that the U.S. exercise its stabilizing power by controlling outer space and thereby maintaining both its military and commercial dominance. This is the “flag follows trade” corollary where commercial expansion is protected by military might. This viewpoint was first mentioned by Mr. Keith Hall, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Space, when he stated in 1997 “…With regard to space dominance, we have it, we like it, and we’re going to keep it. Space is in the nation’s economic interest.”15 The second justification for space weaponization is to ensure that vulnerable U.S. military and commercial space assets are protected from a pre-emptive attack. 3 The U.S. commercial and military is more dependent upon space than any other country today. Estimates of revenues from commercial Global Positioning System (GPS) alone in 2003 were $16 billion per year with estimates that in 2005 global telecommunications revenues would reach $1.2 trillion.16 The extent of damage that the loss of key satellite(s) would cause is illustrated by the failure of a Galaxy IV satellite in May, 1984. When the computer controlling the satellite broke down, 80 percent of U.S. pagers affecting over 37 million users went dead. Some radio and television stations went off the air, while gas stations and retail stores were unable to perform credit card transactions17. To ensure protection of these space ventures and military assets the “Vision for 2020” document states …”space systems…lucrative military targets, there will be a critical need to control the space medium to ensure U.S. dominance on future battlefields…to ensure space superiority.” The 2001 Space Commission continued to argue that the U.S. is vulnerable in space and must develop weapons in space to prevent adversaries from launching a potential “Space Pearl Harbor”. The Commission concluded that U.S. military capabilities needed to maximize space control capabilities, to deny such capabilities to potential adversaries, and that a restructuring of the national security space policy decision making process be brought under “deliberate leadership”.18 The last justification comes from the past two administrations’ position that the 1967 Outer Space Treaty is sufficient to prevent deployment of weapons of mass destruction in orbit and on celestial bodies. The Outer Space Treaty was the second multilateral “nonarmament” treaty drawn up by the Eisenhower Administration.19 It 4 focused on the objective of prohibiting military competition (e.g. military bases, installations, fortifications, and military maneuvers), prohibiting nuclear weapons and any “…other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies, or station such weapons in outer space in any other manner”, and ensured that the treaty would be used exclusively for “peaceful purposes” and for the “benefit and in the interests of all mankind…” So, with the justification that the Outer Space Treaty “covered” weaponization of space, in June 2002 the U.S. withdrew from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Treaty. However, Article Four of the Outer Space Treaty imposes only two primary restrictions as detailed above in the preceding paragraph: a ban on the placement of nuclear or weapons of mass destruction and the ban on establishment of any kind of military presence on celestial bodies.20 Indeed, the negotiating history of the treaty focused primarily on the immediate concern of the parties in that day (i.e. nuclear) stemming from the Cuban missile crisis.21 The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty alone prohibited development, testing, or deployment of space based components of an anti-ballistic missile system. In addition, there are no limits on non-nuclear testing and no limits on testing against space targets from the ground, sea, or air. In spite of this loophole, the U.S. has staunchly opposed negotiations amongst the principal space-faring nations for a new space security framework that may limit the possibility of anti-missile systems from being operational or negotiations on limiting anti-satellite weapons. Today, then, there are only three treaties that govern the use of outer space; the Outer Space Treaty; the Limited Test Ban Treaty that prohibits the testing of nuclear 5 weapons in space; and the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). The MTCR, which is actually an export control protocol, is signed by leading space-faring nations in order to prevent proliferation of rocket technologies beyond a closed circle of countries already in possession of them. National Security Concerns If we want to maintain space dominance we have to innovate…Does an orbit periodicity that is well known to any adversary have any relevance today? What you really want is assured situational awareness, position location, and communications capabilities...” --Michael Wynne, Secretary of the U.S. Air Force22 On January 11, 2007 China used a projectile carried into space by a ballistic missile to destroy an aging Chinese weather satellite orbiting about 850 kilometers above the earth.23 This action arguably provides rationale to support the U.S. policy position of not negotiating any further space agreements or treaties banning space weapons and continue in its deliberate acquisition of placing weapons in space. However the test may also be interpreted as Beijing’s attempt to stimulate the U.S. to drop its long-standing opposition to Chinese-Russian advocated drafts on a treaty for the prevention of deployment of weapons in space (i.e. an arms race in space).24 Indeed most of the international community is on record in favor of preserving space as a weapons free sanctuary beginning with the United Nations General Assembly (November 29, 2001) voted 156-0 on a non-binding resolution to establish a basis for a treaty to ban space-based weapons. Again, a vote in October, 2006 saw a near-unanimous vote when 166 nations voted for a similar resolution. In both cases only the U.S. and Israel abstained or voted against the resolutions.25Perhaps the Chinese test is an opportunity to address mutual international concerns and draft international legal instruments such as agreements or treaties that address “common security” for all nations. Russia and China have submitted in 2001, 2002 and 2005 draft outlines for a “Treaty on the Prevention of the Deployment of Weapons in Outer Space, [and of] the Threat or Use of Force Against Outer Space Objects”.26 These papers proposed a treaty where signatories would be required not to place “any kinds of weapons” in space or resort to force or the threat of force against space objects. This would rule out attacks on spacecraft by land, sea, or air based antisatellite systems.27 However, as arms control skeptics agree, even if these draft agreements “were useful”, the compliance of each nation would be difficult to verify and enforce. Indeed, U.S. Ambassador Christina Rocca in front of 65-delegates to the Conference on Disarmament (CD) questioned whether a space weapons treaty would include terrestrial-based anti-satellite weapons. She also suggested that verification difficulties posed immense problems and pitfalls for any treaty28. As some pundits have insisted the continued Russian-Chinese working papers may be defensive blocking strategies that would prevent the deployment of weapons. It may just be a tactic to hamper U.S. power using “soft balancing” involving the use of nonmilitary tools to delay, frustrate, and undermine the U.S.29 while secretly developing and expanding their own nations’ missile and nuclear capabilities which may be used to overwhelm American missile defenses.30 Deployment of space weapons coupled with preemption and preventive war policies as outlined in the National Security Strategy Document (2002) may provoke an 7 offense-defense spiraling space arms race or asymmetrical anti-satellite attacks from other nations in response to perceived security vulnerabilities. The U.S. can avoid this space “arms race”, protect its satellites and U.S. commerce by keeping its national missile defenses limited (focus on troubled regions where missiles threaten the U.S. homeland or its Allies) and by establishing “rules of the road” protocols for its activities in space.31

Unilateral space projects create international suspicions, causing counterbalancing 

Buncombe 06 - Washington correspondent of The Independent (Andrew Buncombe, The Independent: Space: America’s New War Zone, October 19 2010, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/space-americas-new-war-zone-420692.html, A.W.)

The Bush administration has staked an aggressive new claim to dominate space - rejecting any new treaties that seek to limit the United States' extraterrestrial activities and warning that it will oppose any nations that try to get in its way. A new policy recently signed by President George Bush, asserts that his country has the right to conduct whatever research, development and "other activities" in space that it deems necessary for its own national interests. The new policy further warns that the US will take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities "and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile" to those interests. The document adds: "Space activities have improved life in the United States and around the world, enhancing security, protecting lives and the environment, speeding information flow serving as an engine for economic growth and revolutionizing the way people view their world and the cosmos." "Freedom of action in space is as important to the United States as air power and sea power." In some respects the policy represents the space equivalent of the "Bush Doctrine" national security policy initially outlined by Mr. Bush in a speech at West Point military academy in June 2002. At that event - and later more formally codified - Mr. Bush said the new US policy would place more emphasis on military pre-emption and unilateral actions. Some experts believe the space directive, discreetly published more than a week ago and barely noticed outside specialist circles, puts the US on a new and dangerous course given that it transports "Bush Doctrine" policy to a new arena and rejects any efforts to limit US behaviour. "I think that saying we will not have any limits on our actions is quite dangerous," said Theresa Hitchens, director of the Washington-based Centre for Defence Information. "It claims no one can prohibit our rights but it also denies rights to [others]. "You would think that we would have learnt our lessons about the danger of military pre-emptive action and unilateralism in Iraq yet we are repeating the same policy towards space." In part the new directive builds on the space policy of the Clinton administration. But some believe its new, hardline rhetoric will increase international suspicions that the US is seeking to develop and deploy weapons in space. "The Clinton administration opened the door to developing space weapons but that administration never did anything about it. The Bush policy now goes further," Michael Krepon, of the Stimson Centre, told The Washington Post. Mr. Bush's attitude to space has always been more ambitious than that of his predecessor. In 2004 he outlined a vision to restart sending astronauts to the Moon, and even to Mars. In the same year the US Air Force published a highly controversial plan for establishing weapons in space, amid speculation that advanced lasers, spacecraft and space-based weapons firing 100kg tungsten bolts were being developed. And earlier this year it was revealed that the Pentagon was seeking hundreds of millions of dollars from Congress to test and develop space weapons. In those portions of the new policy document that have been made public, there is no specific mention of the weaponization of space. It says the US's priorities are to "strengthen the nation's space leadership" and to enable "unhindered US operations in and through space to defend our interests there". But the policy also claims that national security is "critically" dependent upon space capabilities. As a result it calls on the Defence Secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, and the Director of National Intelligence, John Negroponte, to "develop and deploy space capabilities that sustain US advantage and support defence and intelligence transformations". In recent years some nations have called for talks to ban the deployment of weapons in space. Currently the deployment of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction are prohibited by the 1967 United Nations Outer Space Treaty. When proposals to ban the weaponization of space have been put forward at the UN, the United States has routinely abstained. But last October the US voted against a UN resolution calling for the banning of weapons in space. Likewise, the US has repeatedly resisted efforts to hold negotiations on the issue of banning the placement in weapons by the Geneva-based Conference on Disarmament. Wade Boese of the Arms Control Association said the language in the new policy was "much more hard line" than any that previously existed. He added: "We believe that this allergy to treaties is counter-productive. The US has the most to lose if there is an arms race in outer space in the long run. If the US [puts weapons in space], other countries will respond in some way." A spokesman for the White House's National Security Council said in a statement that the policy was needed to "reflect the fact that space has become an even more important component of US economic, national and homeland security".
Links - NMD (KKV)
Unilateral KKVs cause counterbalancing – countries will develop own ASAT’s.

DeBlois et al, ‘4 - Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology (Bruce M., Richard L. Garwin  physicist received his bachelor’s degree from Case Institute of Technology and Doctor of Philosophy from the University of Chicago where he worked in Fermi Lab and received  National Medal of Science, R. Scott Kemp is an Associate Research Scholar with the Program on Science and Global Security and a Science Advisor in the Office of the Special Advisor to the Secretary for Nonproliferation and Arms Control, Jeremy C. Marwell served in Office of Legal Counsel at the U.S. Department of Justice, where he provided legal advice to the White House, The MIT Press: International Security, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon,” Autumn 2004, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/4137586.pdf  A.W.)

In the next decade, planned U.S. military activities in outer space will cross several important thresholds. By 2008 the U.S. Missile Defense Agency intends to deploy a test bed of space-based kinetic-energy kill vehicles (KKVs) to destroy high-speed collision test targets that mimic nuclear-armed reentry vehicles in the midcourse of their arc through space. In early 2006 a Missile Defense Agency satellite experiment, NFIRE, is planned to attempt to intercept a rocket in or near boost phase. Beyond missile defense, these U.S. space-deployed weapons will have broad implications for the entire space sector. Because a KKV designed to intercept missiles could also function as an antisatellite weapon (ASAT) and as a means to deny other countries' access to space, U.S. adversaries might feel compelled to develop means to counter these and other U.S. space weapons with their own systems based in space or on the ground. In light of these impending developments, this article examines the possible roles for space weapons in addition to missile defense-for protecting satellites, controlling space, and projecting force-in terms of capabilities and cost.1 Our analysis is intended to help policymakers in the executive and legislative branches to make more fully informed decisions about missile defense and related near-term U.S. military activities in space, taking into account implications for the civil and military space sectors, including the space systems that currently support the U.S. military.

IL – US-China War (NMD)
Unilateral missile defense causes Chinese space arms race

Zhang 06 - research associate at the Project on Managing the Atom of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University (Zhang Hui, Chinese Security: Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective, 2006, http://www.chinasecurity.us/images/stories/cs2-spaceweaponization.pdf, A.W.)

 China has seen much evidence to suggest the movement by the admin​istration of U.S. President George W. Bush toward space weaponization is real. A number of U.S. military planning documents issued in recent years reveal the intention to control space by military means. In practice, the United States is pursuing a number of research programs to enable the development of space weapons, which could be used not only to attack ballistic missiles in flight but also to attack satellites and targets anywhere on Earth. Chinese officials have expressed a growing concern that U.S. plans would stimulate a costly and destabilizing arms race in space and on Earth, with disastrous effects on international security and the peaceful use of outer space. This would not benefit any country’s security interests. Beijing believes the most effective way to secure space assets would be to agree on an international ban on weapon in space. In what follows, I first examine briefly why China says NO to U.S. space weaponization. I then explore in detail preventative measures that can be taken. China has a number of major concerns about the current direction of U.S. military space efforts. For example, China is worried about how U.S. space weaponization plans might affect Chinese national security, international security, and protection of the space environment. Many Chinese officials and security experts have great interest in U.S. military planning documents issued in recent years that explicitly envision the control of space thought the use of using weapons in, or from, space to establish global superiority. In its 2003 report, “Transformation Flight Plan,” the U.S. Air Force lists a number of space weapon systems desirable in the event of a space war.1 These include space-based kinetic kill vehicles, space-based lasers (SBL), hypervelocity rod bundles, space-based radio frequency energy weapons, space maneuver vehicles, and the Evolutionary Air and Space Global Laser Engagement (EAGLES) laser relay mirror. In 2004, the Air Force showed clearly in its Counterspace Operations Doctrine document what it actually intends to do: that is, achieve and maintain space superiority, -- the “freedom to attack as well as the freedom from attack” -- in space.2 In practice, the pursuit of controlling space would require anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons to negate an adversary’s space capabilities. It is believed that the current Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) system deployed in Alaska will have a significant intrinsic capability for ASAT use. Thus, it is reasonable to argue that one true purpose for the Bush administration’s rush for the GMD deployment could be to acquire an ASAT capability for its space control strategy. The scope of space weaponry, generally accepted by many Chinese includes not only weapons stationed in outer space, but also weapons based on the ground, at sea or in the air that target objects in outer space. Outer space objects, in the Chinese definition, include not only satellites but also ICBMs traveling through outer space.3 Since the GMD system would intercept its target in outer space, it could be seen as a space weapon. Moreover, the GMD system could be the first step toward a more robust, layered system for space control. Consequently, China feels that U.S. plans to deploy a missile defense system is an intentional first step toward the weaponization of space.4 In addition, the United States also pursues a number of other research programs that could lead to ASAT weap​ons. For instance, the Air Force has a research project to test small satellites, the Experimental Satellite Series (XSS) that could be used to attack other satellites.5 Further, the United States is pursuing space-based ballistic missile de​fense (BMD) for global engagement capabilities. It is believed that an effective, global-coverage BMD system must start intercepting an ICBM as early as the boost phase, which, under U.S. Missile Defense Agency plans, would entail the use of space-based interceptors. Indeed, the current U.S. budget for missile de​fense shows continued interest in a number of space weapon-related programs, such as the Near Field Infrared Experiment (NFIRE) satellite and Space-Based Interceptor Test Bed. The United States does have legitimate concerns about its space assets, given that U.S. military operations, economy and society are increasingly depen​dent on space assets and such assets are inherently vulnerable to attacks from many different sources. However, it does not mean that the United States cur​rently faces credible threats from states which might exploit those vulnerabilities.6 Further, space-based weapons cannot protect satellites, since these weapons are also vulnerable to many types of attack, similar to the satellites requiring protec​tion. The true aim of U.S. space plans is not to protect U.S. assets but rather to further enhance American military dominance. Prof. Du Xiangwan, vice presi​dent of the Chinese Academy of Engineering, recently presented his view that the Transformation Flight Plan indicated that “many types of space-based weapons will be developed,” and “the tendency toward space weaponization is obvious and serious.” He further noted that military dominance on Earth is not enough, “the U.S. also seeks to dominate space.”7 Beijing fears that by unilaterally de​veloping missile defense systems and pursuing space weaponization, the United States is seeking to establish a global military superiority using both offensive and defensive means.8 Moreover, China’s fears about U.S. hegemonic tendencies are exacerbated by the fact that space weapons, due to their vulnerability to other less expensive, asymmetric measures, are inherently first-strike weapons. 9 
Impx – US-China War
China EMP would disable US capabilities – causing space debris chain, destroying the global economy
Weeden 08 - a consultant with the Secure World Foundation developing the technical feasibility and architecture for Space Traffi c Management –2008 (Brian, China Security, “How China ‘Wins’ a Potential Space War,” http://www.wsichina.org/cs9_9.pdf, Winter 2008, Vol. 4 No. 1//AEE)
But the real doomsday weapon in counterspace warfare is the electro-magnetic pulse (EMP) – a side effect of certain nuclear detonations. The effects of EMP were first widely noticed following the STARFISH PRIME high-altitude nuclear detonation (NUDET) over a Pacific island.16 Simply put, a nuclear detonation can generate a pulse which can damage, and in some cases destroy, sensitive satellite electronics. While these electronic components can be hardened against EMP, it requires significant additional costs and added weight. If China really wanted to remove the U.S. communication ability in a conflict over Taiwan, a relatively small nuclear weapon lofted into geosynchronous orbit, maneuvered to position over Asia and then detonated would have devastating consequences. The only known geosynchronous communications satellites designed with survivability in a nuclear environment are the U.S. Milstar satellites. Theoretically, they could withstand such a blast but would be of little benefit. Six Milstar satellites were designed and built but one failed to achieve orbit.17 As they are intended to provide global secure satellite coverage, it can be assumed that the five remaining satellites are spread out along the equator, meaning that at most only two or three are positioned in the area of Asia. With maximum data rates of 2,400 bps (satellites 1 and 2) or 4.8 kbps (satellites 4 thru 6) there is no way for these to possibly handle the gigabits of bandwidth needed.18 The Aftermath The concept of “winning” in the above hypothetical scenario should be understood only in the most Pyrrhic sense. We have already seen the damage done by the destruction of just one SSO satellite (Chinese test). If that were repeated a half dozen times or more over a short period the effects would be disastrous, to say nothing of what the space environment would look like if a NUDET were to occur in populated orbits. This counterproductive maxim holds true for any destructive counterspace activity by any nation, including the United States. It is a fact of physics that the permanent disabling of a satellite’s ability to maneuver, or the ability of controllers on the ground to command maneuvers, by any means, transforms that satellite into a piece of debris and increases its chances of a collision in space. Collisions generate more pieces of debris, which in turn increases the probability of additional collisions, creating a feedback loop that we currently do not know how to stop. While it is true that space power is an important foundation of overall U.S. military power, it is also true that U.S. prowess in power is closely linked to America’s economic power and, in turn, the world’s economy as a whole. Any permanent degradation or damage to critical space systems, such as GPS or commercial communications satellites, would have a devastating impact on the American economy, the global economy, and thus the economy of the very nation that brought conflict to outer space.
***K NB***
1NC
World Space Forum creates a paradigm shift necessary to catalyze countries working together for space exploration
Kalam, ‘9 -  former President of India (A.P.J. Abdul Kalam, “Can Space Cooperation Lead to Space Security?” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.26-7 CT) 

I am of the view that the present capabilities of a major space-faring nations are not optimally utilised. The launch vehicles of the world, the spacecraft of the world, the application potential of the world, the space scientific research potential of the world and, above all, the huge costs envisaged for Space 2050 programmes would call for a certain “paradigm shift” in nations to work together to bring the benefits of space to humanity as a whole.  This is possible only if we have a hard cooperation of each nation contributing substantially in technology and resource. The Indian experiences in space are noteworthy.  One can look at two specific experiences which India has had in this context. 


One is a joint venture programme between India and Russia with the share funding of $300 million that has resulted in the development of the world’s first supersonic cruise missile, called BrahMos, in the defence sector.


Another experience of India is the Pan African e-Network initiative, costing over $100 millon, for connecting 53 pan-African nations for providing education, healthcare, and e-governance services. These experiences give the confidence that hard international cooperation indeed can accelerate the application of space science and technology, leading to rapid results for societal application. Such international cooperation itself will aid the security dimension in space. A World Space Vision can trigger many young persons towards hitherto “impossible” challenges. 


The World Space Vision 2050 would enhance the quality of human life, inspire the spirit of space exploration, expand the horizons of knowledge, and ensure space security for all nations of the world. 


The evolution of the World Space Council to formulate and implement the World Space Vision would be a catalytic measure. The World Space Council, with global participation, could oversee the planning and implementation of exploration, space security, and societal missions. Such a unified approach will enable the world to see a quantum jump in the progress in space science and technology for the benefit of all nations of the world. What we need today is a step function as a global space initiative to implement a World Space Vision and mission for an enhanced quality of life for a peaceful and safe world.  India will be a partner in this effort. 

[NOT COMPLETED – NEEDS MORE RESEARCH]
A2: Utopian
Global institutionalism isn’t utopian—formal liberal multilateral changes key to motivate action
Moltz - Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the Navy post-graduate school – 2008 (James, The Politics of Space Security: Strategic Restraint and the Pursuit of National Interests, pg. 29-30 ACS)
The global institutionalist school quickly peaked in the early to mid-1970s, when the decline of U.S.-Soviet détente resulted in a sharp decline in civilian space cooperation and yielded to new military space testing in the late 1970s and early 1980s. By the late 1980s, however, the school had resumed its development. Now somewhat sobered by past disappointments, the global institutionalists had largely abandoned idealist notions for more achievable notions of neoliberalism. In other words analysts no longer predicted an ultimate philosophical convergence among states in space but instead a form of enlightened self-interest and improved behavior through the benefit of cooperative space treaties, international organizations, and new forms of bilateral and multilateral engagement in space. The rapid growth in U.S.-Russian collaboration in a number of highly sensitive areas of spaceflight after 1991 seemed to confirm their predictions of a coming new era in space. But Bush administration polices after 2001, inspired by concepts of space nationalism, explicitly rejected new treaty-based approaches and additional “rules” for space, thus moving these ideas to the back burner of U.S. policymaking. Today a growing international pressure for new legal instruments to prevent conflict in space continues to motivate this school of thought, as seen in the nearly unanimous international support at the United Nations for the yearly resolution on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space. Global institutionalism emphasize the role of international treaties in preserving the benefits of space and the need for expanded efforts to close existing loopholes and create strong prohibitions against the testing and deployment of weapons in space. 

***Aff***

***A2: CP
Perm – Do Both
Perm - NASA must set its own priorities and projects even when collaborating 

Shank, ‘9 –  Director of Strategic Investments, NASA (Chris, “Space Exploration,” Space Security and Global Cooperation, Ajay Lele and Gunjan Singh (Eds), New Delhi: Academic Foundation/Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, 2009. p.186-7 CT) 

For these reasons, and where NASA can feasibly promote it, collaboration on the space frontier is the right thing to do, from both an altruistic and a national interest perspective. 


However, there is a need to recognise certain realities. The United States is firmly committed to ensuring that certain key space and missile technologies, which we possess and others do not, not be used against us or our allies. That priority is higher for the US than partnership in space endeavours, a fact that must be understood by all parties involved in any prospective collaboration. All space-faring nations, must respect each other’s national priorities, and speak openly and honestly with each other if there are differences which hamper their ability to collaborate. 


The other major limitation on collaborative programmes is the universal constraint of budgetary resources. NASA simply cannot afford everything that their many partners, domestic and international, would like it to do. Thus, NASA must set clear priorities of time, resources and effort. Thus, partnerships with NASA work best when all partners have “skin in the game,” each contributing financial resources toward a common goal that is greater than that which could be easily afforded by any single partner. Such relationships work best when conducted on a “no exchange of funds” basis. For example, NASA is contributing two payloads, a miniature radar and mineralogy mapper, to India’s Chandrayaan-1 spacecraft. NASA teamed with the French Space Agency on CALIPSO, an Earth science satellite for which we built the lidar sensors, France integrated the spacecraft, and NASA launched it.  The reverse will be true for the James Webb Space Telescope; the design and integration for this $3 billion satellite will be conducted in the US, but NASA will trust ESA to launch the observatory on a European Ariane V from French Guiana.


NASA understands that various parties look at partnership with NASA as a means of getting technological/economic support. On many occasions, NASA has been asked about opportunities for “partnership,” when what was really being sought was American investment in the aerospace industries of other nations. Partnership cannot be a synonym for “helping NASA spend its money.” 

Perm – Do Both (NMD AFF) 

The U.S. should consider multilateral action to increase the cooperation and timeframe of advancement into space.

DeBlois 03 - Colonel, USAF. Professor of Air and Space Technology (Bruce DeBlois, Outer Space and International Security: Options for the Future Conference, October 29 2003, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/DeBlois.pdf, A.W.)
I do not believe our unilateral approach to control all of space is consistent with American Constitutional principles. This nation was established in response to an over-reaching empire, and once that freedom was won, our founding fathers established a system of governance that guaranteed no governing power would go unchecked. I find it somewhat ironic that our same nation now seeks to over-reach and control all of space with unchecked power. The governance embodied in our Constitution calls for a particular approach. Imagine what each of these terms would imply as we consider the prospect of space weapons – a US approach that is Unity enhancing, Justice-enabling, Tranquility-ensuring, Defense-providing, General Welfare-promoting, and Liberty-securing. These principles – what we stand for as Americans – ought to dictate our goals in space, yet they are difficult to discern in our somewhat brazen unilateral approach to space dominance. Our goal must not be to dominate space, but to secure this inherently international environment… Toward that end… …. I believe the current somewhat aggressive and certainly unilateral US position on space posture only preserves unattractive military options, and at the same time strangles diplomatic options to build collective measures. And hence my conclusion on US Space Posture… Based upon principle and humble strength, the United States should lead a multilateral approach to space: eventually resulting in a new Outer Space Treaty that ensures a future we would like to create – one free of weapons and armed conflict to, in, through, and from space. Simultaneous with this approach, the US could continue to develop both multilateral and unilateral hedging strategies. I’d offer the following suggestions if we are to consider this path… Temper the rhetoric in publicly available doctrine – While rightly intended for military preparedness purposes, in this Internet-connected world, the fact is that our Space Doctrine has been perceived as an overtly threatening defacto statement of US policy toward dominating the globe. Re-assess US objectives, and strongly consider multilateral involvement – for instance, if the real NMD objective is to counter a few missile attacks of a rogue, and not to challenge the strategic deterrence of major powers, we could consider including those major powers in such developments.  Consider less-threatening approaches, such as GBL and pop-up Space-plane type CONOPs…and again, do so in a multi-lateral context. While pursuing R&D, and Concept Development, we need to resist the logical next steps of testing and deployment, Make a unilateral commitment of good faith to not be first to test or deploy weapons in space. Set the goal of a new Out Space Treaty to forever ban space weaponization, and move forward toward that end …and, take the diplomatic value of Space Weapons to the State Department as a potential bartering tool to secure space for peaceful purposes, break open the 3-4 year stalemate at the Geneva Conference on Disarmament, and solidify a world coalition behind the advancement of human liberty and social justice. While this approach marginally constrains military options now, it significantly maintains and even opens US – multilateral diplomatic options. And should the diplomatic value of Space Weapon concepts not barter well, we can also consider testing and deployments later…. But should we test or deploy them now, it would be near impossible to put that genie back in the bottle.

Perm – Plan + Another Space Project
Perm – do plan and implement next NASA project through World Space Council. 
Intrinsicness justified - NASA always uses case-by-case cooperation. Even if plan implemented through the World Space Council, future programs will not be, meaning unilateral space action inevitable. No reason plan is key. 
New American Nation ‘11 (“Outer Space - Toward a trajectory for cooperative efforts in the 1970s,” http://www.americanforeignrelations.com/O-W/Outer-Space-Toward-a-trajectory-for-cooperative-efforts-in-the-1970s.html//r.papel)

In light of these macro-national priorities, NASA has always wrestled with how best to implement the broad international prospects mandated in legislation and polity in line with its own specific history and goals. NASA leadership developed very early, and it remained in place until an international partnership was required to build the International Space Station (ISS) in the early 1990s. As a result of that history, a set of essential features have guided the agency's international arrangements with European partners, among them, that cooperation is undertaken on a project-by-project basis, not on an ongoing basis for a specific discipline or general effort; that each cooperative project must be both mutually beneficial and scientifically valid; that scientific-technical agreement must precede any political commitment; that funds transfers will not take place between partners, but each will be responsible for its own contribution to the project; that all partners will carry out their part of the project without technical or managerial expertise provided by the other; and that scientific data will be made available to researchers of all nations involved in the project for early analysis.

Solvency Deficit – Laundry List Impediments 

Several impediments to solvency – ITAR, misalignment of budget and political cycles, and differing national security agenda and data access 
Zimmerman, ‘8 - President of the International Astronautical Federation (Approaches to Future Space Cooperation and Competition in a Globalizing World; Space Studies Board, Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board Division on Engineering and Physical Sciences, National Research Council of the National Academies, p 9-10 SC)
The first panel discussion on lessons learned from previous cooperative projects was moderated by Space Studies Board member Joan Vernikos (Thirdage LLC) and included presentations by Jean-Pierre Swings (European Science Foundation), Linda Moodie (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration). Margaret Finarelli (George Mason University), and Mark Albrecht (International Launch Services, former president).

Panel participants reviewed rationales for and lessons learned from international cooperation activities in space science, Earth science, human spaceflight, and commercial programs. Space agencies cooperate, Peggy Finarelli observed, to make programs more affordable, expand program scope, eliminate gaps and reduce overlaps, add legitimacy, and pursue foreign policy objectives. The panelists also mentioned a number of impediments to international collaboration. In space science these include misalignment, called attention to by Jean-Pierre Swings, between the budget cycles of NASA and some of its international partncrs.2 Space science collaboration has also been constrained by the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). Swings also observed that some European organizations are reacting to the impediments created by ITAR by seeking to develop space systems that no longer use U.S.-built technology (termed "ITAR free"). Linda Moodie mentioned several impediments to cooperation on Earth observations projects, including differing national security and economic agendas of the prospective partners, differing budget and approval cycles, divergence of policies on data availability, and ITAR restrictions. Mark Albrecht observed that in commercial collaboration close ties to governments can help projects succeed initially, although later these ties can sometimes hinder the project's growth. International commercial projects fail, he observed, when the value added disappears, when ad hoc governmental initiatives are not converted into ongoing commercially viable ones, and when partners decide that individual government business is more attractive than co-partner commercial business. Partnerships succeed best when the leadership of one partner is well established and when normal partnership contractor/subcontractor relationships are formed. 
Solvency Deficit – Bottom up process
Normal NASA implementation is bottom up – must change implementation for collaboration to be top down with a presidential level engagement with other space leaders.  Change is necessary for  bottomInterdependent implementation necessary for effective international cooperation - allows cost savings, streamlines work, expands project scopes and increases legitimacy.
Zimmerman, ‘8 - President of the International Astronautical Federation (Approaches to Future Space Cooperation and Competition in a Globalizing World; Space Studies Board, Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board Division on Engineering and Physical Sciences, National Research Council of the National Academies, p 9-10 SC)
Looking ahead to future collaboration, panelist Peggy Finarelli observed that, given the increased capabilities of its partners, the United States might wish to re-examine its approach to leadership of major international space programs. One alternative (as opposed to excluding partners from involvement in critical-path elements), she observed, would make all key partners dependent on the others for successful implementation. Workshop participants then discussed models and approaches to collaboration in robotic and human exploration. In response to several questions, Finarelli observed that NASA's approach to collaboration on space exploration has been pursued from the bottom up, whereas the collaboration on the International Space Station (ISS) program was pursued from the top down, beginning with a presidential level effort to engage prospective partners at the political level. Participants also discussed multilateral collaboration on the International Charter for Space and Major Disasters 3 as well as the Group for Earth Observations.4 Several participants noted that the engagement of new and emerging space powers in multilateral Earth observations initiatives is growing; China and Brazil have been particularly active in this regard.
Solvency Deficit – Export Controls 
Empirically, export controls prevent cooperation - India-US coop prove

BBC, ‘9 (“US 'red tape' dogged India Moon mission” 10/1, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8281480.stm//  r.papel)

Hidden behind the euphoria of the find is a less publicised tale of complex back room dealings between Indian and American space science teams back in 2004, scientists from the two countries were eager to collaborate, but the Bureau of Export Control in the US did not share this enthusiasm. In fact it was seen by some on the Indian side as being singularly obstinate.It is accused of not being willing to clear the paperwork that would allow sophisticated American-made instruments to be airlifted to Bangalore for the mission.It is also accused of using "all the tricks in it is pockets" to scuttle the operation before then US President George W Bush reportedly intervened to make sure this did not happen.It is important to remember that the Moon mission was planned and executed well before the Indo-US civilian nuclear deal was finalised in 2008, a historic moment prior to which there was much suspicion between the two countries.Back in 2005, in initiating its collaboration with the Americans, the Indian Space Research Organisation (Isro) decided to forget the two sides' rocky past. India had been denied access to technology under US sanctions imposed after nuclear tests in 1974.Even today, many Indian space laboratories continue to languish on a dreaded US blacklist.The $100m Chandrayaan project was an Indian mission with international partners. On board India used a guest instrument from Nasa, a mineral mapper.This is a laser printer-sized, 9kg device that beamed images of the wet lunar landscape. Another Nasa instrument, a small radar called a MiniSAR, was also flown aboard the Indian mission.Isro decided not to charge its guests for this 400,000km (248,548-mile) journey. The international instruments were all flown free to the Moon.The only expectation Delhi had in return for this agreement was that the scientific data collected from the guest instruments would be shared with Indian researchers.It is this visionary arrangement that brought India its water-on-the-Moon moment.Late in 2005, just a little before Mr Bush made his historic visit to India, space scientists from the two countries were unquestionably eager to collaborate.“ Even today it still seems that the Americans only want to co-operate with India on certain science-based satellite missions ” But a spanner was thrown in the works by American conditions in the technology co-operation agreement that were not acceptable to India.Delhi argued that it seemed as if the US was imposing tough conditions on India while at the same time accepting a free gift from it to fly US payloads to the Moon.Talking in 2006, Isro chairman Madhavan Nair argued that the US move could "compromise" India's interests.Even as President Bush flew to India, officials from both countries were working hard to hammer out acceptable texts for highly complex bilateral umbrella agreements - called the Technology Safeguards Agreement (TSA) and the Technology Assistance Agreement (TAA) for space co-operation.Experts say that the end product of these talks was the "Chandrayaan-1" agreement, which is how the Bureau of Export Control finally gave Nasa permission to ship the instruments.It is not much publicised outside Isro, but the fact is that India had to keep the designs of Chandrayaan open for a long time just to accommodate huge delays by American bureaucracy.The Moon Mineralogy Mapper, or M3, one of the devices behind the water on the Moon findings - was literally the last of the 11 instruments to be accommodated on board the Chandrayaan mission.This is not the first time that a high-profile Indo-US space dream has nearly died early because of what some in India see as the unbending attitude of US bureaucracy.In 2006, India's dreams of launching missions in conjunction with America's Boeing Corporation were shattered soon after the deal was announced.It was aborted not because Isro and Boeing were unwilling to become partners, but because of huge delays in getting export clearance from the US state department.Indian experts argued that the agreement failed to materialise because of "huge delays and immense hurdles" thrown in their way by American bureaucracy in Washington.The Americans, it was thought, were fearful that the deal could result in a diversion of dual-use technologies for military purposes."The [paperwork] took so long that the whole project itself was over by the time clearances came through," Dr Nair said.Boeing and Isro finally called it quits on their tentative joint venture in late 2006.Even today it still seems that the Americans want to co-operate with India only on certain science-based satellite missions.They seem to be happy that co-operation takes place in not-for-profit science related projects, but profit-making commercial ventures in the lucrative space market are still a no-no.Indian experts hope that the recent success of the Moon water mission may alter this approach by Washington and lead to a robust Indo-American planetary exploration partnership that is free from the shackles of ever-suspicious civil servants.

Solvency Deficit – Can’t Coop with Russia 
NASA cant cooperate w/ Russia- Congress and 3 years to build capsules

NPR- 5/15/08- (NELL GREENFIELDBOYCE, “Tensions With Russia May Hurt NASA Program” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=93644106 //r.papel)

The ongoing conflict between Russia and Georgia, and the strain this has put on relations between the United States and Russia, could have implications for whether or not American astronauts get to travel in space after NASA ends its space shuttle program. NASA is planning to mothball the aging space shuttle in 2010. The agency is working on a replacement spacecraft, called Orion, which will be able to travel to the international space station and also the moon. That won't be ready until around 2015, however. NASA was planning to fill that gap in American space travel by sending its astronauts up to the orbiting station on the Russian space agency's Soyuz spacecraft. Now, some members of Congress are worried that NASA isn't going to get the political support the agency needs to do that. "The challenge we have is that for approximately five years, the plan — which is a very bad plan but is the only plan that NASA and the administration and Congress have approved — is to be dependent on the Russian Soyuz vehicle to get people to and from the international space station," says Tom Feeney, a Republican congressman from Florida, which is home to the shuttle. "And so now, with the political realities with Russia invading Georgia, we have a new wrinkle thrown in." The wrinkle is that NASA needs Congress to act soon if the agency is going to be able to buy flights to the station after 2011. That's because Russia needs three years of lead time to build new space capsules. And to make a contract with the Russians, NASA needs a special waiver from Congress. "The waiver is required because under U.S. law, any country that provides weapons or nuclear capabilities to countries like Iran, North Korea and Syria, is prohibited from getting American technology or entering into any contract for American technology," Feeney says. "It would be illegal for NASA, unless [it] had a waiver, to actually contract to use the Soyuz to get to and from the space station." Feeney says the House of Representatives was in favor of granting NASA a limited waiver, "but that was before the hostilities in Georgia. My guess is that in the Senate, the attitude is going to be much less friendly toward cooperation with the Russians."Sen. Bill Nelson (D-FL), who spent nearly a week orbiting the Earth on space shuttle Columbia in 1986, says it wasn't easy to previously get support for the waiver. Now, it's even more difficult."With the aggressiveness of Russia in Georgia, I think it's dead on arrival," he says. "This tension with the newly energized and resurgent Russia, being run by a man that fancies himself as the czar of Russia, Vladimir Putin, is now going to cause a very serious problem in our American space program."But NASA spokesman Michael Braukus doesn't seem so concerned. He notes that NASA and Russia's space agency have a long history of successful cooperation. "We feel that while it's possible that government-to-government issues could have an impact on our relationship, we haven't really picked up any word or any feedback from the Hill that that's what will happen," Braukus says. He says they won't know for sure until Congress returns to session.Even if Congress didn't want to let NASA buy more flights from Russia, there's no easy "Plan B." The government could extend the life of the aging space shuttle. But continuing to fly the shuttle, while also building its replacement, would be very expensive. Rep. Bart Gordon (D-TN), head of the House Committee on Science and Technology, said in a written statement that "the administration's lack of contingency planning and its 'penny-wise, pound foolish' budgeting for NASA have put the nation in the position where we don't really have a good alternative to depending on Russia for the next seven years, unless the nation is prepared to start providing significant additional funding to NASA. He said Russia had proved to be a reliable partner in the aftermath of the space shuttle Columbia disaster, when NASA had to ground shuttle flights during the investigation. He said that "barring a major rupture in the U.S.-Russian relationship across the board," he did not see why space cooperation could not be maintained.

Solvency Deficit - China Won’t Coop
Empirically, effective multilateral cooperation is toothless – China won’t follow international space agreements  

Hitchens 07 [U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space--- “thttp://www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdfoothless”ET]
The deliberate destruction of a satellite in a highly used orbit – creating mass quantities of space debris that will remain a global danger for decades – has deservedly been met with U.S. and international opprobrium. U.S. Air Force satellite tracking data is already showing that debris from the impact has spread from the FY-1C’s original orbit of about 850 kilometers in altitude to as high as 3,500 kilometers and as low as about 200 kilometers1 – an area of space that includes hundreds of satellites owned by numerous nations and commercial companies, particularly Earth-observation and weather satellites important in day-to-day civil life as well as the International Space Station.2 As of Jan. 29, some 517 pieces of debris have been publicly identified by the U.S. Air Force’s Space Surveillance Network (SSN), according to Dr. T.S. Kelso, technical program manager at Analytical Graphics, Inc.’s (AGI) Center for Space Standards and Innovation in Colorado Springs.3 David Wright, a physicist at the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge, Mass., has estimated (based on NASA models) that the impact will create at least 800 pieces of debris larger than 10 centimeters in diameter (the size of a baseball) and some 40,000 other pieces of smaller debris, between 1 centimeter and 10 centimeters). 4 Most of the larger debris will eventually be tracked by the SSN, but the smaller debris will be difficult, if not impossible to track without at the same time damaging or destroying a satellite. So, it likely will be weeks if not months before the debris threat becomes clear. Even if China broke no laws, the destructive ASAT test violated at least the spirit, if not the letter, of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, in which signatory U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? 14 China Security Winter 2007 nations (including China) pledge not to interfere with the space operations of others and to consult when national action might lead to such interference. China neither notified others nor has it conceded fully to calls for consultations; behavior that is simply unacceptable, particularly in peacetime. While China has now admitted to conducting the test after an inexplicable two weeks of official silence,5 official dismissals of any “threat” emanating from the test are not credible, and all space-stakeholders have not only the right but also the responsibility to press China for more details and transparency regarding their future intentions. Indeed, the cavalier attitude toward endangering other’s satellites raises serious questions about Beijing's credibility as a responsible space-faring nation – undercutting the good reputation that the Chinese leadership has been steadily building among the international space community. For example, concerns are already emerging about the potential negative impact of the test, and its implications for the future of the commercial space market.6 How that affects, or should effect, other nation's willingness to continue civil and commercial space cooperation with China will be discussed below, but suffice to say it is more than likely there will be repercussions at some level. Because China technically broke no laws, it is hard to imagine that direct economic sanctions are likely to be forthcoming in the near-term. But charges that it is not fully abiding by its responsibilities under the Outer Space Treaty are likely to result in political repercussions. Certainly, Beijing’s position regarding a weapons ban treaty in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, and its stature in the Committee for the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space in Vienna, are likely to be seriously undercut. Furthermore, rumors are already circulating that a number of international space meetings scheduled to take place this year in Beijing – such as the April meeting of the Inter-Agency Debris Coordination Committee and the February meeting of the debris subcommittee of the International Standards Organization – may be moved to another locale in protest of the ASAT test. While isolating China on space issues is likely to cause more harm than good, some sort of near-term, short-lived punitive action may be called for in order to demonstrate to the Chinese leadership both the gravity of their misconduct and the fact that the international community is not in responding to irresponsible space actors. The more interesting question is what affect, if any, the damage to China’s reputation as a responsible space actor will have on its long-term relationships with its current (and potential) civil and commercial space partners – particularly in Europe. According to China’s White Paper on space, Beijing has a substantial amount of cooperation underway: “Over the past five years, China has signed cooperation agreements on the peaceful use of outer space and space project cooperation agreements with Argentina, Brazil, Canada, France, Malaysia, Pakistan, Russia, Ukraine, the [European Space Agency] and the European Commission, and has established space cooperation subcommittee or joint commission mechanisms with Brazil, France, Russia and Ukraine. It has signed space cooperation memorandums with space organizations of India and Britain, and has conducted exchanges with space-related bodies of Algeria, Chile, Germany, Italy, Japan, Peru and the United States.” Further, “In October 2005, the representatives of China, Bangladesh, Indonesia, Iran, Mongolia, Pakistan, Peru and Thailand signed the Asia-Pacific Space Cooperation Organization (APSCO) Convention in Beijing, and in June 2006 Turkey signed the Convention as well. APSCO will be headquartered in Beijing.”36 And in December 2004, China signed a contract for its first satellite export: it will build and launch a telecommunications satellite for Nigeria.37 And the most worrisome question of all – beside the potential for sparking a Sino-U.S. ASAT race – is whether China’s other rival nations, most specifically, India, will seek to react in kind. India’s media, predictably, has been harshly denouncing the Chinese test as a threat to India. “It threatens our own expanding civilian space assets, undermines the credibility of our nuclear deterrent, and exposes New Delhi's lack of a military space strategy,” the Indian Express newspaper said in an editorial on Jan. 20.41 M. Natarajan, science advisor to India’s Defense Ministry, said the government would be especially concerned if such Chinese missiles could “disable” satellites with military and/or navigation capabilities and told reporters that the Indian government is assessing “steps we need to initiate in this direction.”42 Unfortunately, the Chinese test comes amid a renewed push by the Indian Air Force to establish a military hold on Indian space policy and funding; a push that has been underpinned by Air Force lobbying regarding the “China threat.”43 There has been a steady drum-beat for a number of years regarding India’s need to compete in military space, including the development of ASAT weaponry. In April 2005, Chief Air Marshall S. P. Tyagi told reporters in New Delhi that India intends to set up a Strategic Air Command, in part to lay the groundwork for counter-space capabilities.44 His remarks echoed those of his predecessor, Srinivaspuram Krishnaswamy, made in October 2003, telling reporters that work on the command was aimed at deploying weapons in space: “Any country on the fringe of space technology like India has to work towards such a command as advanced countries are already moving towards laser weapon platforms in space and killer satellites.”45 While up to now, the Indian government has largely turned a deaf ear to Air Force advocacy, the Chinese ASAT test may turn the tide in its favor. When asked about India’s anti-satellite capabilities, Natarajan refused comment, but noted: “Maybe we need to talk to ISRO [Indian Space Research Organisation].”46 

Coop with China more and more unlikey- political challenges too great to overcome.

Bangladesh Online News- 1/2/11 (“Space: a frontier too far for US-China cooperation”  http://www.bdnews24.com/details.php?id=183302&cid=20 // r.papel)

WASHINGTON, Jan 2 (bdnews24.com/Reuters) - The prospects for cooperation between the United States and China in space are fading even as proponents say working together in the heavens could help build bridges in often-testy relations on Earth. The idea of joint ventures in space, including spacewalks, explorations and symbolic "feel good" projects, have been floated from time to time by leaders on both sides. Efforts have gone nowhere over the past decade, swamped by economic, diplomatic and security tensions, despite a 2009 attempt by President Barack Obama and his Chinese counterpart, Hu Jintao, to kick-start the bureaucracies. US domestic politics make the issue unlikely to advance when Obama hosts Hu at the White House on Jan. 19. Washington is at odds with Beijing over its currency policies and huge trade surplus but needs China's help to deter North Korea and Iran's nuclear ambitions and advance global climate and trade talks, among other matters. Hu's state visit will highlight the importance of expanding cooperation on "bilateral, regional and global issues," the White House said. But space appears to be a frontier too far for now, partly due to US fears of an inadvertent technology transfer. China may no longer be much interested in any event, reckoning it does not need US expertise for its space program. New obstacles to cooperation have come from the Republicans capturing control of the U.S. House of Representatives in the Nov. 2 congressional elections from Obama's Democrats. Representative Frank Wolf, for instance, is set to take over as chairman of the appropriations subcommittee that funds the U.S. space agency in the House. A China critic and human rights firebrand, the Republican congressman has faulted NASA's chief for meeting leaders of China's Manned Space Engineering Office in October."As you know, we have serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program and strongly oppose any cooperation between NASA and China," Wolf and three fellow Republicans wrote NASA Administrator Charles Bolden on Oct. 15 as he left for China. 
SPACE EXPLORATION 
Obama and Hu, in a statement in November 2009, called for "the initiation of a joint dialogue on human spaceflight and space exploration, based on the principles of transparency, reciprocity and mutual benefit." The statement, marking a visit by Obama to China, also called for reciprocal visits in 2010 of NASA's chief and "the appropriate Chinese counterpart." Bolden, who went to China as head of a small team, said discussions there "did not include consideration of any specific proposals for future cooperation" -- a statement apparently designed to placate Wolf, who will have a big say in NASA's budget. The Chinese visit to NASA did not materialize in 2010 for reasons that have not been explained. NASA representatives did not reply to questions but a Chinese embassy spokesman, Wang Baodong, said he suspected it was "mainly a scheduling issue." China is an emerging space power. Over 13 years starting in August 1996, it ran up 75 consecutive successful Long March rocket launches after overcoming technical glitches with the help of U.S. companies. China launched its second moon orbiter in October. In 2008, it became the third country after the United States and Russia to send astronauts on a spacewalk outside an orbiting craft.  Beijing plans an unmanned moon landing and deployment of a moon rover in 2012 and the retrieval of lunar soil and stone samples around 2017. Chinese scientists have talked about the possibility of sending a man to the moon after 2020 -- more than 50 years after U.S. astronauts accomplished the feat. 
ANTI-SATELLITE TESTS 
Possible U.S.-Chinese cooperation became more controversial after Beijing carried out a watershed anti-satellite test in January 2007, using a ground-based missile to knock out one of its inactive weather satellites in high polar orbit. No advance notice of the test was given. 
Thirteen months later, the United States destroyed a malfunctioning U.S. spy satellite using a ship-launched Raytheon Co (RTN.N: Quote, Profile, Research) Standard Missile 3 after a high-profile buildup to the event. The U.S. interception was just outside the atmosphere so that debris would burn up promptly. U.S. officials say China's capabilities could threaten U.S. space assets in low orbit. The Chinese test also created a large cloud of orbital debris that may last for 100 years, boosting the risk to manned spaceflight and to hundreds of satellites belonging to more than two dozen countries. China's work on anti-satellite weapons is "destabilizing," Wallace Gregson, assistant U.S. secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs, said in December, also citing its investment in anti-ship missiles, advanced submarines, surface-to-air missiles and computer warfare techniques. "It has become increasingly evident that China is pursuing a long-term, comprehensive military buildup that could upend the regional security balance," Gregson told a forum hosted by the Progressive Policy Institute in Washington. The Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, called on members of the incoming Congress to be wary of any space cooperation with China on the grounds it could bolster Beijing's knowledge and harm US security. "Congress should reject (the Obama) administration attempts to curry favor with the international community while placing US advantages in space at risk," Dean Cheng, a Heritage research fellow for Chinese political and security affairs, and two colleagues said in a Dec. 15 memo to lawmakers. Proponents of cooperation say even symbolic steps, such as hosting a Chinese astronaut on the International Space Station, might help win friends in Beijing and blunt hard-liners. Gregory Kulacki, China project manager for the Union of Concerned Scientists, a group often at odds with US policy, said cooperation would be more of a political project than a technical one. "We need to get past the idea that the Chinese need us more than we need them," he said. 

Solvency Deficit – Space Mining
International perspectives have empirically failed to regulate space mining—cp can’t solve
Moltz - Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the Navy post-graduate school – 2008 (James, The Politics of Space Security: Strategic Restraint and the Pursuit of National Interests, pg. 324 ACS)

A third possible disadvantage of the global institutionalist approach is its currently limited political support in the largest and most active space-faring country: the United States. Indeed, even before the George W. Bush administration, President Bill Clinton mostly followed a state-centric policy of opposing limits on U.S. military freedom in space through new treaties. Although China’s ASAT test and the new Democratic leadership in Congress may lead to some new U.S. thinking, skepticism about formal international controls remains significant in the United States. Enhanced transparency by foreign space powers and expanded U.S. cooperation with potential space rivals could mitigate this opposition over time, although again, such efforts with critical countries like China are still in their infancy. The U.S. commercial space industry would be one actor capable of carrying out such a transformation in the minds of members of Congress, particularly if it could exhibit both the economic benefits and the limited security risk of expanding commercial ties with China in space, at least in certain areas. Finally, in light of the asymmetries involved in commercial space activities to date, we might ask whether overly assertive global institutionalist approaches might harm international relations in space. For example, the attempts by non-space powers to regulate potential great-power mining on the Moon through the 1979 United Nations Moon Treaty have threatened to force the will of a technologically underdeveloped majority on a technologically advanced minority. Such strategies are unlikely to succeed in the future. But the concern of these disadvantaged states may simply suggest the need for improved international consultations and perhaps the development of a compromise system based on limited user fees within the context of the Outer Space Treaty. On balance, it is unlikely to prevent the Moon’s development or lead inevitably to conflict.

T/US-PRC Coop = Tech Transfer 
US-China coop causes tech transfer to Iran and North Korea and protectionism

Space Politics, ‘9  (“Caution about US-China space cooperation” 11/30,  http://www.spacepolitics.com/2009/11/30/caution-about-us-china-space-cooperation/ /r. papel)

When President Obama visited China earlier this month, the US and China issued a joint statement that included a passage about space cooperation, including “starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration”. Cooperation would be a good thing, right? Not necessarily, according to some. In an Aviation Week op-ed last week, Eric Sterner warns cooperation could lead to more technology transfer, something that, in the 1990s, led to stiffened export control regulations that transferred commercial satellites and their components to the US Munitions List. Such transfer is worrisome, he argues, not only because it could aid Chinese military modernization but also because China is a “serial proliferator” who could then transfer such technologies to places like Iran and North Korea. “Until China’s intentions are clearer and its behavior has verifiably and persistently changed,” he concludes, “close cooperation entails risks that far exceed the potential benefits.” In this week’s issue of The Space Review, Taylor Dinerman raises concerns about the appearance of cooperation between the US and China. If the US looks like it’s trying too hard to cooperate with China (or other countries, for that matter), it could give the appearance of weakness. He also notes that previous models for international cooperation, such as Apollo-Soyuz and ISS, don’t fit the current situation, in part because of the lack of knowledge about what is motivating China’s human spaceflight program. “If the US presents itself as too eager for partnership agreements or too weak to explore the solar system without assistance, then the world and the American people will only see softness.”
T/US-PRC Coop Hurts US Leadership
US-China coop undermines US leadership – appears soft 

Space Politics, ‘9  (“Caution about US-China space cooperation,” 11/30,   http://www.spacepolitics.com/2009/11/30/caution-about-us-china-space-cooperation/ /r. papel)

When President Obama visited China earlier this month, the US and China issued a joint statement that included a passage about space cooperation, including “starting a dialogue on human space flight and space exploration”. Cooperation would be a good thing, right? Not necessarily, according to some. In an Aviation Week op-ed last week, Eric Sterner warns cooperation could lead to more technology transfer, something that, in the 1990s, led to stiffened export control regulations that transferred commercial satellites and their components to the US Munitions List. Such transfer is worrisome, he argues, not only because it could aid Chinese military modernization but also because China is a “serial proliferator” who could then transfer such technologies to places like Iran and North Korea. “Until China’s intentions are clearer and its behavior has verifiably and persistently changed,” he concludes, “close cooperation entails risks that far exceed the potential benefits.” In this week’s issue of The Space Review, Taylor Dinerman raises concerns about the appearance of cooperation between the US and China. If the US looks like it’s trying too hard to cooperate with China (or other countries, for that matter), it could give the appearance of weakness. He also notes that previous models for international cooperation, such as Apollo-Soyuz and ISS, don’t fit the current situation, in part because of the lack of knowledge about what is motivating China’s human spaceflight program. “If the US presents itself as too eager for partnership agreements or too weak to explore the solar system without assistance, then the world and the American people will only see softness.”
T/Coop Hurts US Leadership
Cooperation undermines US space leadership

Gaffney 10 – president of the Center for Security Policy, a columnist for The Washington Times and host of the syndicated program Secure Freedom Radio, heard in Washington weeknights (Frank, 8 10, “ For NASA, an al-jeer-a; Obama uses American icon to undermine our nation”, )

J. Jr.- . //(Gaffney-  The Washington Times//r.papel) 

Just when you thought Barack Obama's toadying to Islam could not get any worse, now comes this: The president directed the new administrator of NASA, retired Marine Maj. Gen. Charles F. Bolden Jr., as perhaps [his] foremost charge, to find a way to reach out to the Muslim world and engage much more with dominantly Muslim nations to help them feel good about their historic contribution to science .. and math and engineeringThis comment came in an interview the NASA chief conducted with al-Jazeera while touring the Middle East to mark the first anniversary of President Obama's much-ballyhooed Cairo paean to Muslims. Gen. Bolden elaborated, It is a matter of trying to reach out and get the best of all worlds, if you will, and there is much to be gained by drawing in the contributions that are possible from the Muslim [nations]. In an address to the American University in Cairo, Gen. Bolden added that Mr. Obama has asked NASA to change  by reaching out to 'nontraditional' partners and strengthening our cooperation in the MiddleEast, North Africa, Southeast Asia and in particular in Muslim-majority nations He declared that NASA is not only a space-exploration agency, but also an Earth-improvement agency. Now, when one thinks of the contributions to our space program that are possible from Muslim nations, the one that comes to mind is theliteral kind - recycled petrodollars - because their contributions to science, math and engineering for several hundred years have been, to put it charitably, underwhelming.As it happens, the NASA administrator made it pretty clear in his remarks to al-Jazeera that the U.S. space program is not going anywhere without foreign help. That soon will be literally true because, with the retirement of the last space shuttle next year, we will be entirely dependent on Russian launchers to put people into space.Such a state of affairs will persist unless and until experimentalAmerican rockets being developed by private American concerns pan out - or the Chinese offer us a ride.Unfortunately, the prospect of America's space program relying - like a fading superpower version of Blanche DuBois in A Streetcar Named Desire - on the kindness of strangers is the inevitable result of programmatic decisions being taken by the Obama administration.The most obvious one was the cancellation earlier this year of NASA's Constellation program, which was intended to provide a man-rated expendable rocket to replace the shuttle as America's means of putting humans into space. The national-security and commercial implications of this decision have been exacerbated, however, by two other, seemingly unrelated actions: Mr. Obama's decisions to stop producing long-range missile-defense interceptors and to defer indefinitely any replacement of our aging nuclear-armed intercontinental ballistic missile force.As a result, real concerns are beginning to be expressed about theviability of the U.S. industrial base for solid-fuel rocket motors. Without government procurements in one or more of these areas, possibly for years to come, America will see at a minimum the continuing attrition of domestic suppliers for vital components and the steady erosion of the skills required to manufacture boosters capable of reliably lofting large payloads.Matters would be made worse when one combines this reality with another Obama priority: relaxing export controls on sensitive dual-use technologies. The argument usually made is that such steps are necessary to ensure that American producers can compete in world markets and that higher fences around fewer technologies can safeguard what absolutely must be protected and allow easier transfer of products that need not be.In practice, it is predictable that the result of this policy willbe that manufacturing jobs associated with presently controlled technologies will move offshore, where production can take place at lowercost. The price that surely will be extracted by Saudi Arabia and other wealthy Muslim nations from which NASA will be seeking contributions will be access to know-how and possibly space-launch-related production capabilities currently deemed too sensitive to transfer.It would be bad enough if the results of such initiatives would besimply to build up America's commercial competitors. Given that manyof the relevant technologies are inherently applicable to military uses - notably, delivering nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction over long distances via ballistic missiles - these steps ineluctably must result in greater threats to American citizens, interests andallies.Worse yet, in a recently unveiled policy pronouncement, Mr. Obama has expressed an openness to exploring Russian and Chinese ideas for new, multilateral space arms-control negotiations. As Moscow and Beijing have long appreciated, unavoidable verification and definitional problems ensure that, as a practical matter, any treaty likely to emerge from such talks would further weaken America's ability to protectits interests in space and on the ground - without denying such advantages to our potential adversaries.As in so many areas, it seems Mr. Obama's space policies and programs are designed to fundamentally transform America from a pre-eminent world power to just another nation dependent on the goodwill and assistance of others to safeguard its interests. To the extent that such reliance is placed on sources like the Russians, the Chinese and the Muslim world that have made little secret of their ambition to weaken, if not destroy, the United States, it is likely to end badly, as it did for poor Blanche DuBois.

Politics Links – Cong. Doesn’t like Coop 
Congress wants less space cooperation—before US falls low on leadership scale

The Hill, ‘10 (“GOP senator warns NASA budget cuts will help China beat U.S.” 4/22  http://thehill.com/blogs/hillicon-valley/technology/93751-shelby-whacks-white-house-for-insane-nasa-budget// r.papel)
 Congressional opposition to the president’s proposed budget for NASA stiffened on Thursday, as top Republican appropriators accused the White House of attempting to rob the agency of its mission. While President Barack Obama retooled NASA’s spending plan last week in an effort to temper growing congressional opposition, leading Republicans on a Senate Appropriations panel said Thursday that the new proposal still fails to address their concerns.At the same time, a growing number of Democrats also signaled they remain unsatisfied with the president’s recent revisions, which he debuted during a speech at Kennedy Space Center last week.The fight boils down to how much money is spent on manned spaceflight.Sen. Richard Shelby (R-Ala.), the ranking member on the Senate’s Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies subcommittee, said Thursday that the White House’s NASA plans would be insufficient as long as they call for an end to the Constellation program, an effort to send astronauts to the moon and Mars that began under President George W. Bush.“The president’s plan only ensures the United States will be subservient to and reliant on other countries for our access to space,” Shelby said.“Future generations will learn how the Chinese, Russians and even the Indians took the reins of human space exploration away from the United States,” he said.Shelby is a longtime supporter of NASA.NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center generates about $1 billion in economic activity for Alabama, according to the center.Obama’s first 2011 NASA plan, which he pitched in February, immediately aroused the ire of congressional lawmakers, many of whom disagreed with the administration’s decision to cut funding for manned space missions. In addition to ending the Constellation program, the proposed cuts would have ceased production of the Orion space capsule and its long-range rocket.The White House’s decision followed an independent commission’s report last year that stated NASA could not meet Constellation’s original goal.Democrats and Republicans alike said the 2011 budget request would cripple NASA and lead to thousands of lost jobs.The new budget, introduced last week, allows for the completed construction of Orion — a move the administration says will save jobs — but it would still kill the Constellation program.Republicans argue that the NASA plan puts too much stock in the untested commercial industry to ferry astronauts to space and might cost the United States its premier standing in the international space race.Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), a senior member on the Commerce subcommittee, said he found it “ironic” that the White House hoped to reach Mars yet planned to cut manned space flight dollars.Republicans said some Democrats shared their complaints.“I do think that some of the Democrats are very unhappy; even the ones who aren’t speaking believe this is really a ‘cosmic road to nowhere,’ ” said Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas).Senate Budget Committee Chairman Kent Conrad (D-N.D.) introduced a proposal on Wednesday that would add $1 billion to the president’s NASA budget. The increase would ensure a heavy-lift rocket scheduled for a budget cut in 2011 could continue its testing phase, Conrad said.Skepticism also seemed evident in Subcommittee Chairwoman Barbara Mikulski’s (D-Md.) opening remarks on Thursday. The senator, a NASA supporter, said she would respond to NASA’s budget only after more hearings and further research.However, Mikulski did seem to criticize both the Obama and Bush administrations for charging NASA with diametrically opposed missions.“We cannot reinvent NASA every four years. Every new president can’t have a new NASA agenda,” she said.

Congress wants space superiority over multilateral space coop

POWELL and AMIHERE, ‘9  - Contributors to The Houston Chronicle, Washington Bureau. (Stewart M. and Dana, “Obama puts focus on space partnerships Critics worry plan will reduce U.S. leadership in exploration” 6/29, The Houston Chronicle,   L-N //r.papel)

WASHINGTON - President Barack Obama on Monday opened the door to unprecedented, long-term U.S. cooperation with commercial spacecraft firms and international partners such as China to help carry explorers beyond the moon to asteroids and Mars during the next 30 years.Obama unveiled his overarching space policy as lawmakers on Capitol Hill prepared to cast their first votes today on his proposal to cancel NASA's $108 billion back-to-the-moon Constellation program and instead boost spending for commercial rockets and capsules to carry astronauts and cargo to and from the orbiting space station during the next decade. Neither the president nor White House advisers detailed the role China or other nations might play on the space station or on future multinational missions."It's a little premature to talk about China and the space station" because it would be "a very complex policy issue," cautioned Jim Kohlenberger, an official in the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy. "There are no imminent plans to include China at this point."Yet the overall tenor of Obama's announcement and the comments of his aides underscored that the administration plans to forge deeper ties with nations such as Russia, India and Brazil to share the risks, costs and rewards of deep space exploration."No longer are we racing against an adversary," Obama declared."In fact, one of our central goals is to promote peaceful cooperation and collaboration in space, which not only will ward off conflict, but will help to expand our capacity to operate in orbit and beyond," the president said.The administration broke ranks with Bush administration policy to crack the door open to possible arms control agreements that might limit nations' ability to deploy space-based weapons.Peter Marquez, White House director of space policy, said Obama was reverting to an approach adopted by Presidents Bill Clinton, George H.W. Bush and Ronald Reagan.Neither the United States nor any other nation currently has space-based weapons. Yet both the United States and China have knocked down one of their own satellites with ground-based anti-satellite systems, provoking concern and stoking international interest in outlawing space-based weaponry.The space policy adopted by the Bush administration also reserved the right of the United States to deny access to space for any nation that was "hostile to U.S. interests." Obama's policy document did not repeat that language.Houston-area lawmakers voiced concern that NASA's focus on commercial spacecraft and international collaboration would continue to imperil the future of the manned space exploration programs that are the bread and butter of Houston's Johnson Space Center."What leverage does the president's plan have when our manned space program is being canceled?" wondered Rep. John Culberson, R-Houston. "America needs to maintain our leadership role in space, and we can't do that without a robust human spaceflight program," he said.Rep. Gene Green, D-Houston, dean of the Houston-area congressional delegation, vowed to "continue to urge the administration to work with Congress on a human spaceflight program that does not jeopardize America's leadership role in space exploration or the jobs connected to it." Green helped orchestrate a letter to Obama last week urging a compromise that would salvage some aspects of the Constellation program.International cooperation is "all well and good," said Rep. Ted Poe, R-Humble. But it "should not mean that the U.S. surrenders its leadership in space and becomes reliant on other countries and private industry to get to space."Rep. Michael McCaul, R-Austin, said Obama's actions "contract his rhetoric" because "we can't be the leader in space exploration by cutting our human spaceflight program and relying on other countries and unproven start-up operations that prioritize their own interests to take Americans into space. The inability to control when we launch and where we go particularly threatens our national security." 

Congress doesn’t want coop with China – concerned about dual use tech
 Messier, ‘11. He has broad knowledge of the aerospace, Internet, education, and environmental fields. He translates scientific and technical concepts for lay audiences. (“Chinese Space Leader Calls for Cooperation as Congress Says No” 4/15, http://www.parabolicarc.com/2011/04/15/chinese-space-leader-calls-cooperation-congress// r.papel)


 A leading figure in China’s space program was in Colorado this week urging joint cooperation with the United States, including human spaceflight, while Congressional leaders in Washington were prohibiting NASA from doing anything of the sort.Space News reports on remarks by “Lei Fanpei, vice president of China Aerospace Science and Technology Corp. (CASC), which oversees much of Chinaâ€™s launch vehicle and satellite manufacturing industry”:Lei said he sees three areas in which U.S.-Chinese cooperation would be in both nations interests. The first, he said, is an open commercial access of each nation to the others capabilities in satellites and launch vehicles. The second, he said, is manned spaceflight and space science, particularly in deep space exploration. The third is in satellite applications including disaster monitoring and management.As Lei spoke at the National Space Symposium in Colorado, legislators in Washington were approving a budget that prohibited NASA, which is keen to cooperate, from conducting any joint programs with China:

SEC. 1340. (a) None of the funds made available by this division may be used for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration or the Office of Science and Technology Policy to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company unless such activities are specifically authorized by a law enacted after the date of enactment of this division. (b) The limitation in subsection (a) shall also apply to any funds used to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.In his remarks, the Chinese space executive also highlighted the negative effects that America’s export laws have hurt American competitiveness while boosting Chinese space capabilities and strategic interests:Lei…said China purchased more than $1 billion in U.S.-built satellites in the 1990s before the de facto ban went into effect in 1999.Since then, the U.S. International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) have made it impossible to export most satellite components, or full satellites, to China for launch on Chinaâ€™s now successful line of Long March rockets…. Chinaâ€™s domestic demand for launches of its own telecommunications, navigation, Earth observation and science satellites â€” and its manned space program â€” has given the Long March vehicle sufficient business to earn it a record of reliability…While cooperation with the United States has been shut down, he said, China has maintained relations with the 18-nation European Space Agency, Brazil, France, Russia and others. China also has developed a telecommunications satellite product line that has been bundled with a Chinese Long March vehicle to offer in-orbit delivery of telecommunications spacecraft to a half-dozen nations that in many cases can offer China access to their crude oil reserves.The Obama Administration is currently reforming the nation’s export laws, which it views as being overly restrictive and harming U.S. competitiveness in high-technology fields. That process will require the approval of Congress.
***A2: DA
Coop High Now
International coop’s high – 14 space agencies collaborating on space 

BBC News, ‘7 (“Space agencies will 'coordinate,” 5/31, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/6708661.stm //r.papel) 

Fourteen space agencies have agreed to co-ordinate future space exploration of the Moon and Mars.They have published a document that contains their common space goals, agreed after months of discussionThe document outlines the rationale for society to explore space and the current interest in returning to the Moon and exploring Mars.The document is non-binding, instead proposing a framework for the future co-ordination of space programmes.The US space agency (Nasa) says the document, called The Global Exploration Strategy: The Framework for Coordination, will help different countries exchange information on their space plans.In addition, it will help identify gaps, duplication and potential areas for collaboration.Nasa said the framework document was "an important step in an evolving process towards a comprehensive global approach to space exploration".The agency added that the contents were consistent with "ongoing bilateral and multilateral discussions" on co-operating with other agencies.The UK's science and innovation minister Malcolm Wicks said: "The Framework for Co-ordination sets out a common vision for a new era of international collaboration."I welcome the fact that the UK can use this to inform our national plans while joining together in a truly global endeavour."The US, Russian, Chinese and European space agencies have all outlined programmes of exploration of the Moon and Mars.The European Space Agency's (Esa) exploration roadmap calls for a mission to return samples of rock and soil from Mars.But experts say this the costs and technological demands of this project would be too much for any one agency to shoulder.And both Esa and Nasa say they are keen to replicate the success of the Cassini-Huygens mission to Saturn.But the first crucial mission in Esa's roadmap is facing a tough test, as ministers decide whether to approve a costly upgrade to the ExoMars rover project.Observers fear Esa delegates could baulk at the expense - estimated at tens of millions of euros - of launching the rover with an orbiter to relay data back to Earth. China has already said it will launch a joint mission with Russia to Mars, calling this a "milestone" in space co-operation between the two countries. But Russia last month said the US had rejected its offer to join forces on exploring the Moon. Nasa wants to send astronauts back to the lunar surface by 2020, with a view to building a permanent lunar base.

