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1AC – Inherency
Contention One: Inherency
No Commercial Space Launch Agreement now – export issues are blocking it
Johnson, Indian Express Columnist, 2010 (T.A., “No pact likely on US commercial satellite launch by ISRO”, Indian Express, accessed: 6/22/11, http://www.indianexpress.com/news/No-pact-likely-on-US-commercial-satellite-launch-by-ISRO/705828, CQ)

Bangalore : With the US still in the process of finalising export reforms on commercial satellites by restructuring the US Munitions List on spacecraft, the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) is not expecting to see a much anticipated Commercial Satellites Launch Agreement (CSLA) inked during the visit of US President Barack Obama later this week. The CSLA, seen as a progression on a Technology Safeguards Agreement (TSA) signed in July 2009 during the visit of the US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, will allow US commercial satellites or satellites with US components to be launched on ISRO space vehicles, significantly opening up the nearly $2 billion global space launch business for India. The CSLA has been on the negotiating table for high technology partnerships between the two countries for a long time now and is considered by ISRO officials to be close to agreement. As part of an export reform initiative started by Obama, an export control task force in the US is engaged in an exercise of restructuring the US Munitions List on spacecraft offering ISRO hope of a CSLA in the near future. At present, under the TSA signed last year, ISRO can only launch civil or non-commercial satellites with US components. Commercial satellite launches are on a case by case basis and the CSLA is expected to change this to cover all future commercial satellite launches. Commercial satellites are considered to be primarily big ticket communication satellites. “There is no agreement to be signed for us during the US President’s visit unless something comes up during the course of meetings. We have not drawn up anything,” ISRO spokesperson S Satish said.
And, the CSLA is critical to foster broad cooperation between India and the US
Brown, 09 Peter (is a Maine-based freelance writer who has specialized in satellite technology for more than two decades. He is a former senior multimedia editor for “Via Satellite” magazine; has written about the role of satellites in major disasters for “Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness”, a journal of the American Medical Association, among other publications. His coverage of Asian-related satellite developments has appeared in “Asia Times Online” as well as “Japan Security Watch), "India and US build stronger ties in space", August 7,2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KH07Df02.html. 6/22/11.JD

According to Rajagopalan, even with this TSA, the profitable market for the launch of US commercial satellites or even third-country commercial satellites with US components remains off limits to India until a separate Commercial Space Launch Agreement (CSLA) is signed. Negotiations continue, but serious differences are not being successfully resolved. "US communications satellites are part of the US Munitions List [USML], and a separate certification from the US State Department will be required to enable ISRO to launch [them]. The CSLA is still insufficient for some purposes because there is another layer of clearance and certification required," said Rajagopalan. As David Karl observed in his recent Asia Times Online commentary, "The Clinton trip underscored how the secretary has taken ownership of the India portfolio in the Barack Obama administration, filling an important void at the top levels of the US government that has existed for several years." (See Clinton's India visit a low-key success Asia Times Online, August 5, 2009.) However, regardless of who owns the India portfolio, many US space companies want the US State Department to be replaced by the US Commerce Department, as they view the latter as more supportive when it comes to commercial satellite exports. These companies also want many existing rules revised if not eliminated entirely, including the removal of commercial satellites from the USML, a measure which is now under consideration by the US Senate after being recently approved by the US House of Representatives. The new TSA, "represents positive progress in reversing the US's obsolete, arrogant, and counterproductive export control regime. However, much remains to be done, particularly in regard to re-evaluating the classification of space hardware in the context of an overall review of the USML," said Mike Gold, the director of Nevada-based Bigelow Aerospace's Washington DC office and chair of the US Federal Aviation Administration's Export Controls Working Group under the Commercial Space Transportation Advisory Committee. [1] However, while India would benefit immensely from this regulatory change, the current legislation on Capitol Hill would still prevent any changes to the USML affecting China. 

1AC – Space Industry

Contention _____: Space Industry

U.S. Launch industry is tanking in the status quo – no revenue
S.I.A. 11(Industry group, “State of the Satellite Industry Report”, http://www.sia.org/IndustryReport.htm, 6/20/10, accessed 6/20/11) JER

The 2011 State of the Satellite Industry Report, released on [June 20], shows continued but slower growth in global industry revenues for 2010: Satellite Services revenue expanded by 9 percent, surpassing the $100 billion mark for the first time, at $101.3 billion; Satellite Manufacturing revenues declined by 20 percent to $10.8 billion, from the $13.5 billion reported in 2009, bringing the overall Global Satellite Manufacturing revenue growth to 38 percent over a 5-year span.  U.S revenues followed the trend with a 27 percent decline at $5.6 billion, compared to 2009 at $7.7 billion; Satellite Launch Industry revenues decreased by 4 percent to $4.3 billion from 2009, with United States launch revenues also decreasing to $1.2 billion in 2010 compared to $1.9 billion in 2009; and Satellite Ground Equipment continued to grow by 3 percent, to $51.6 billion, reaching more than twice the total of only five years ago.  Ground equipment continues its growth trend from the previous years, largely due to consumer-oriented products including satellite TV, broadband, mobile satellites, and GPS devices. U.S. Satellite industry employment through 3Q 2010 posted an increase in ground equipment segment jobs, but losses in the three other sectors.  The overall sector decrease through 3Q 2010 was 2.7 percent, or a total of 6,856 jobs, from the end-of-year 2009 employment numbers.  SIA will release 4Q 2010 numbers once the Bureau of Labor Statistics data is updated in August 2011. 

And, launch prices make the current Industrial base unsustainable
Hill, 2010 (Jeffery, Satellite News, Interviewing Phillip Spector, Intelsat’s Executive Vice President, “Intelsat's Spector: CSIS Findings Crucial to Fix U.S. Commercial Launch Options”, Satellite News, August 4th, Lexis, CQ)

Satellite News: Do you agree with the report’s suggestion to overhaul ULA? Spector: Yes. There are two reasons why overhauling ULA would benefit U.S. satellite interests – competition in the launch market and overall U.S. space sector competitiveness – both of which are on the decline. To launch U.S.-built satellites, we basically have to deal with two launch options – Arianespace’s Ariane 5 and ILS’ Proton. This situation has two important consequences. The first is that pricing is higher than it should be and has risen dramatically for the past three to five years. The CSIS report confirms that. The second is that Intelsat believes that the satellite industry is one launch failure away from a monopoly. If that happens, pricing and availability will get even worse. Satellite News: Operators and launchers have been arguing about pricing and availability for years with conflicting reports. Does launch competition benefit only operators? Spector: No. Competition is usually good for everyone. Even for those companies that want to preserve their role. A good example is Microsoft. Since it has been challenged by Google and Apple, the company is much more efficient now than it has ever been. Competition would also make satellite launchers more efficient. Satellite News: Do you agree with CSIS’ assessment of U.S. space industry’s lack of competitiveness on the global scale? Spector: Yes. Treport claims that U.S. export control policy has been counter-productive. This is a point that Intelsat and other operators strongly agree with. In fact, U.S. export control has had the opposite effect and has encouraged the growth of the foreign space sector in China and in Europe. Thales, for example, has designed satellites without U.S. components to create ITAR-free spacecraft that can be launched on Chinese vehicles. It is a classic example of unintended consequences where the U.S. government set out to protect its space industrial base and, in fact, has eroded that industrial base. The report contains a good suggestion in that the U.S. presidential administration should use its existing waiver authority to permit launches of U.S.- built satellites on launch vehicles. Satellite News: How does a ULA overhaul come into play as a remedy for the U.S. space sector? Spector: The report suggests a pricing change to lower the cost of U.S. services and to create more reliability around the manifest that is the timing of the launches, which is of critical importance to satellite operators. ULA has been unreliable and cost-prohibitive to U.S. operators. The additional steps outlined in the CSIS report could make ULA Atlas and Delta rockets much more realistic as commercial launch options.
And, Other Countries are outpacing the US Space Industry – developing international ties is key
Hill, 2010 (Jeffery, Satellite News, “Futron Index Shows U.S. Space Competitiveness Lead Diminishing”, Satellite News, July 21st, Lexis, CQ)

While the United States remains the global leader in space industry competitiveness, its position has diminished throughout past three years due to growing cooperation in the international community and a lack of appropriate response from the U.S. government, according to the Space Competitiveness Index report, released July 19 by analyst firm Futron. Futron's report, which is a comparative analysis of how countries invest in and benefit from space industry, asserts that the global space market may soon see new leaders emerge. "Dominant actors are increasingly challenged by a second and third tier of space leaders, and the competitive gaps among all nations are narrowing," Futron COO Peggy Slye said. For the United States, which is trailed by Europe in Futron's space competitiveness index, the formulation of a new national space policy is a step in the right direction, said Futron CEO Joe Fuller. "To retain its leadership position, the [United States] must leverage its secret space weapon industry and align it with strategy, policy, and budget." The United States was not the only international space industry leader who saw its position fall in 2010. According to Futron, Brazil's position as a top-10 space-participant nation is in jeopardy due to its national space program suffering from strategic drift for the past three years. "Brazil's rocket program has yet to recover from the 2003 VLS explosion on the launch pad, and continued investments, including a joint launch venture with Ukraine, have yet to show returns," Futron Senior Analyst David Vaccaro said in the report. Vaccaro also noted that a Brazilian space policy refresh might be on the horizon, pointing to discussions held by the Brazilian Space Agency before an advisory committee to the National Congress of Brazil in September 2009. Among the nations heading in a positive direction, Russia was identified in the report as a clear front-runner nation in space industry growth for 2010. Jonathan Beland, Futron's Russian market analyst, said the country has doubled its space budget and renewed focus on monetizing its national space investment. "NASA and the U.S. government could learn a lot from Russia. Russia has become partner of choice for space agencies around the work seeking to develop new capacity. From South Korea to China, from private enterprise to governments, Russia is capitalizing on its space investments and developing long-term relationships with emerging powers," he said. Asian space competitiveness has seen drastic development in 2010, according to the Futron report, which outlined regional leaders Japan and China heading down separate roads. "Japan continues to realize competitiveness gains as it implements its comprehensive Basic Space Law, which provides a new military dimension to Japanese space activity and creates an executive-level space office, the Strategic Headquarters for Space Activity. Beginning with the reorganization the Japanese space agency in 2003 and ending with the Basic Space Law, this first decade of the 21st century has shown Japan¹s clear recommitment to space at the national decision-making level," said Vaccaro. While China remains a clear leading nation in space development, the report noted that the country has recently experienced a decline in relative competitiveness due to lower launch tempos in 2010 and limited commercial space activity. "Over the past decade, China has arguably gone further, faster than any other spacefaring country, but its future international competitiveness will be more reliant on China establishing an international commercial space footprint," said Vaccaro. The report shows China and Japan outpacing South Korea in space competitiveness, and despite launch setbacks with its regional partners in India, South Korean policymakers remain committed to developing a domestic space industry and increasing national technology readiness levels, Futron analyst Ian Christensen said. "On the one hand, South Korea appears poised to advance as elements of its national space program come together; on the other hand, one wonders whether South Korea's focus on its launcher program has detracted from other aspects of its space infrastructure, such as its successful commitment to Earth observation systems." For satellite manufacturing, the largest element of the overall space industry, the report shows the United States holding a 40 percent share of the total 1,027 spacecraft manufactured between 2000 and 2009, followed by Russia with 22 percent and Europe with 18 percent.
The US Space Industry is reliant on Launch Services – Pricing overhaul is necessary

Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

The United States relies more heavily on satellite services than any other country in the world, and U.S. national security is already highly dependent on commercial satellites. Dependence translates to vulnerability if access to these vital services can be interrupted, either in the short or long term. If no such vulnerability exists and none is foreseen, policymakers and decision-makers have no cause for concern. Unfortunately, this does not appear to be the case. During CSIS interviews with senior leaders, several current and potential issues related to space launch services for commercial satellites were repeatedly raised. These included: (D.1) Limited access to U.S. launch opportunities for commercial satellites Commercial satellite launch customers face significant challenges in getting manifested at U.S. launch ranges and, when they are manifested, in holding a reliable launch date. Despite national policy guidance, domestic launch services have become effectively inaccessible to commercial satellites, due in large part to these scheduling challenges. National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) 40 on Space Transportation Policy recognizes the importance of a health commercial space launch industry in supporting U.S. economic interests, yet launches of government payloads completely dominate the United Launch Alliance (ULA) manifest through 2012. ULA has launched only one commercial satellite in the past four years, and no commercial launches are scheduled through 2012. Neither ULA nor the government appears highly incentivized to provide better access for commercial satellite launch customers. (D.2) Potentially uncertain access to international launch providers Geopolitical climates shift, which could potentially threaten access to international launch providers. The U.S. government has authorized launches of satellites with U.S. content by Arianespace and International Launch Services (ILS) that would otherwise be prohibited. International launch providers have always been willing to launch U.S. content satellites. In the future, however, neither the authorization to launch nor unrestricted access to foreign providers can be guaranteed. (D.3) Fragile U.S. launch industrial base Many government and industry sources have raised deep concerns related to the space industrial base. These concerns include the consequences of industry consolidation, weakness in the second and third tiers of the industrial base, the ability to attract qualified suppliers, reliance on foreign suppliers, and the ability of industry to attract and retain a qualified workforce. Both the national security space and the commercial space sectors leverage the U.S. industrial base. To the extent that the industrial base is decaying and calling into question U.S. ability to put payloads on orbit, this is a national security concern. (D.4) High and increasing launch prices for government and commercial satellites The price of launch has increased significantly during the past three to five years for both government and commercial satellites. This is true for both U.S. and foreign launch vendors. Because launch prices are not made public, the question of how much that price has increased is a matter of some disagreement among observers. Some estimate that it has increased by more than 50 percent, others somewhat less, but all observers agreed that prices have risen. Causes for that growth are hard to pin down. Rising launch prices have been attributed to depletion of inventory, a lower number of launches annually, artificially low launch prices earlier in the decade, reduced competition, and (in the United States) a deteriorating second and third tier industrial base.
Pricing is the key factor – New domestic launches aren’t viable

Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

One key reason for the lack of new entities into the launch market is that the technical, financial, and economic barriers to market entry are very high. The cost, complexity, and extended time frame related to the development of a new launch vehicle, the difficulty of dealing with government regulations, the lack of access to government infrastructure, the lack of near term return on investment, and uncertain prospects for long term returns are serious disincentives to new potential market entrants. The more benign legal environment established by the CSLA may simply be insufficient to overcome these barriers. Moreover, the recent amendments to the CSLA focus heavily on legal matters related to the growth of commercial manned flight (space tourism), a focus that has not benefited the commercial launch industry. The one new entrant into the launch market, Space Explorations Technologies (universally known as Space-X), appears not to be motivated by the space tourism market. Another potential entrant, Virgin Galactic, is focused exclusively on space tourism, has not developed an orbital space vehicle, and appears not to be relevant to the commercial satellite market.
International Cooperation is critical to shore up the space industrial base – India can assure launch access and reduce pressure on domestic launch capabilities
Berteau et. al, 2010 (David, Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Gregory Kiley, Senior Associate at CSIS focusing on national security and economics; Guy Ben-Ari, Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Brian Green, director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc.; Joshua Hartman, Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program; Gary Powell, Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Stephanie Sanok, Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects; Tara Callahan, Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Lindsey Ohmit, Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Thomas Patterson, Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS); Gregory Sanders, research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf)

Multinational alliances and globalization across the entire commercial space sector, especially in the communications satellite segment, have increased tremendously, presenting both new challenges and opportunities for U.S. national security. The March 12, 2010 Space Posture Review: Interim Report states, “Growing international and commercial interest and expertise in space presents opportunities for the United States for further collaboration and partnership in support of U.S. national security space activities, and the global community at large.” This option set explores two ways to leverage foreign launch providers—(a) the U.S. government may enter into explicit partnerships with foreign providers to assure launch for commercial and government payloads; and/or (b) the U.S. government may reevaluate and remove certain export control policies and regulations. While the analysis and evaluation of this option set focuses on improving commercial launch customers’ access to space, the policies and actions regarding foreign launch providers have been in the past—and most likely will continue to be—used to leverage trade policy, technology control and innovation policy, geopolitics, and national security. U.S. government interaction with foreign launch providers has a complex history, often following several avenues at once, and often at cross purposes. Recognizing the importance of commercial launch capabilities internationally and nationally, the U.S. government could explore avenues to leverage the world launch market by entering into strategic partnerships. Current U.S. government international cooperation—including DoD partnerships to conduct space operations—is a patchwork of agreements that vary according to the nations involved and make collaboration among multiple partners more difficult. This patchwork reflects the simple fact that there is no coherent, structured U.S. government strategy for commercial space access that can create synergies within international relationships. The Interim Report notes, “The long history of cooperation in civilian space programs and U.S. government partnerships with commercial space service providers can serve as a foundation for collaborative global action to shape the future space environment.” One example of such collaboration would be a U.S. government-Arianespace, ILS, Great Wall Industry Corporation (GWIC), or India Space Research Organization (ISRO) partnership to utilize foreign launch sites and assure launch access prioritization. The U.S. government would enter into negotiations to assure mutual access to and sharing of industrial base capacities and capabilities. Such arrangements could begin with national security assets or commercial satellites with hosted payloads. The main goal would be to view the launch enterprise as a global one, with a global industrial base and global interests. One goal, from a U.S. perspective would be to ensure it maintains access to space in the face of technical launch problems or natural or man-made disasters affecting U.S. launch sites. 
Aerospace competiveness is key to hegemony 

Walker et al, 2002 (Robert, Chair of the Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners, “Final Report of the Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners”, November, http://www.trade.gov/td/aerospace/aerospacecommission/AeroCommissionFinalReport.pdf)

Defending our nation against its enemies is the first and fundamental commitment of the federal govern-ment.2 This translates into two broad missions—Defend America and Project Power—when and where needed. In order to defend America and project power, the nation needs the ability to move manpower, materiel, intelligence information and precision weaponry swiftly to any point around the globe, when needed. This has been, and will continue to be, a mainstay of our national security strategy. The events of September 11, 2001 dramatically demonstrated the extent of our national reliance on aerospace capabilities and related military contribu-tions to homeland security. Combat air patrols swept the skies; satellites supported real-time communica-tions for emergency responders, imagery for recov- ery, and intelligence on terrorist activities; and the security and protection of key government officials was enabled by timely air transport. As recent events in Afghanistan and Kosovo show, the power generated by our nation’s aerospace capa-bilities is an—and perhaps the—essential ingredient in force projection and expeditionary operations. In both places, at the outset of the crisis, satellites and reconnaissance aircraft, some unmanned, provided critical strategic and tactical intelligence to our national leadership. Space-borne intelligence, com-mand, control and communications assets permitted the rapid targeting of key enemy positions and facil-ities. Airlifters and tankers brought personnel, materiel, and aircraft to critical locations. And aerial bombardment, with precision weapons and cruise missiles, often aided by the Global Positioning System (GPS) and the Predator unmanned vehicle, destroyed enemy forces. Aircraft carriers and their aircraft also played key roles in both conflicts. Today’s military aerospace capabilities are indeed robust, but at significant risk. They rely on platforms and an industrial base—measured in both human capital and physical facilities—that are aging and increasingly inadequate. Consider just a few of the issues: • Much of our capability to defend America and project power depends on satellites. Assured reli-able access to space is a critical enabler of this capa-bility. As recently as 1998, the key to near- and mid-term space access was the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV), a development project of Boeing, Lockheed Martin and the U. S. Air Force. EELV drew primarily on commercial demand to close the business case for two new launchers, with the U.S. government essentially buying launches at the margin. In this model, each company partner made significant investments of corporate funds in vehicle development and infrastructure, reducing the overall need for government investment. Today, however, worldwide demand for commer-cial satellite launch has dropped essentially to nothing—and is not expected to rise for a decade or more—while the number of available launch platforms worldwide has proliferated. Today, therefore, the business case for EELV simply does not close, and reliance on the economics of a com-mercially-driven market is unsustainable. A new strategy for assured access to space must be found. • The U.S. needs unrestricted access to space for civil, commercial, and military applications. Our satellite systems will become increasingly impor- tant to military operations as today’s information revolution, the so-called “revolution in military affairs,” continues, while at the same time satellites will become increasingly vulnerable to attack as the century proceeds. To preserve critical satellite net-works, the nation will almost certainly need the capability to launch replacement satellites quickly after an attack. One of the key enablers for “launch on demand” is reusable space launch, and yet within the last year all work has been stopped on the X-33 and X-34 reusable launch programs • The challenge for the defense industrial base is to have the capability to build the base force struc-ture, support contingency-related surges, provide production capacity that can increase faster than any new emerging global threat can build up its capacity, and provide an “appropriate” return to shareholders. But the motivation of government and industry are different. This is a prime detrac-tion for wanting to form government-industry partnerships. Industry prioritizes investments toward near-term, high-return, and high-dollar programs that make for a sound business case for them. Government, on the other hand, wants to prioritize investment to ensure a continuing capa-bility to meet any new threat to the nation. This need is cyclical and difficult for businesses to sus-tain during periods of government inactiv-ity. Based on the cyclic nature of demand, the increasing cost/complexity of new systems, and the slow pace of defense modernization, aerospace companies are losing market advantages and the sector is contracting. Twenty-two years ago, today’s “Big 5” in aerospace were 75 separate companies, as depicted by the historical chart of industry con-solidation shown in Chapter 7. • Tactical combat aircraft have been a key compo-nent of America’s air forces. Today, three tactical aircraft programs continue: the F/A-18E/F (in production), the F/A-22 (in a late stage of test and evaluation), and the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (just moving into system design and development). Because of the recentness of these programs, there are robust design teams in existence. But all of the initial design work on all three programs will be completed by 2008. If the nation were to con- clude, as it very well may, that a new manned tac- tical aircraft needs to be fielded in the middle of this century, where will we find the experienced design teams required to design and build it, if the design process is in fact gapped for 20 years or more? • More than half of the aerospace workforce is over the age of 404, and the average age of aerospace defense workers is over 50.5Inside the Department of Defense (DoD), a large percent of all scientists and engineers will be retirement eligible by 2005. Given these demographics, there will be an exodus of “corporate knowledge” in the next decade that will be difficult and costly to rebuild once it is lost. There will be a critical need for new engineers, but little new work to mature their practical skill over the next several decades. Further, enrollment in aerospace engineering programs has dropped by 47 percent in the past nine years6, and the interest and national skills in mathematics and science are down. Defense spending on cutting-edge work is at best stable, and commercial aircraft programs are struggling and laying workers off. As the DoD’s recent Space Research and Development (R&D) Industrial Base Study7 concluded, “[s]ustaining a talented workforce of sufficient size and experience remains a long-term issue and is likely to get worse.” In short, the nation needs a plan to attract, train and maintain a skilled, world-class aerospace workforce, but none currently exists. • The current U.S. research, development, test and evaluation (RDT&E) infrastructure has a legacy dating back to either World War II or the expan- sion during the Space Age in the 1960s. It is now suffering significantly from a lack of resources required for modernization. In some cases, our nation’s capabilities have atrophied and we have lost the lead, as with our outdated wind tunnels, where European facilities are now more modern and efficient. In the current climate, there is inad- equate funding to modernize aging government infrastructure or build facilities that would support the development of new transformational capabil- ities, such as wind tunnels needed to design and test new hypersonic vehicles. The aerospace indus-try must have access to appropriate, modern facil- ities to develop, test and evaluate new systems. Throughout this dynamic and challenging environ-ment, one message remains clear: a healthy U.S. aerospace industry is more than a hedge against an uncertain future. It is one of the primary national instruments through which DoD will develop and obtain the superior technologies and capabilities essential to the on-going transformation of the armed forces, thus maintaining our position as the world’s preeminent military power. 
US leadership solves all other impacts – collapse of primacy results in nuclear war

Thayer, 2006 (Bradley A., Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, Duluth, The National Interest, November -December, “In Defense of Primacy”, lexis)

A remarkable fact about international politics today--in a world where American primacy is clearly and unambiguously on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes--their own protection, or to gain greater influence. Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America--their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements--and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this country, or any country, had so many allies. U.S. primacy--and the bandwagoning effect--has also given us extensive influence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to create coalitions of like-minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the UN, where it can be stymied by opponents. American-led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effectiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation. You can count with one hand countries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezuela. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington. Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and actions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, resort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communication and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates. The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases--Venezuela, Iran, Cuba--it is an anti-U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrinsically anti-American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg. THERE IS no other state, group of states or international organization that can provide these global benefits. None even comes close. The United Nations cannot because it is riven with conflicts and major cleavages that divide the international body time and again on matters great and trivial. Thus it lacks the ability to speak with one voice on salient issues and to act as a unified force once a decision is reached. The EU has similar problems. Does anyone expect Russia or China to take up these responsibilities? They may have the desire, but they do not have the capabilities. Let's face it: for the time being, American primacy remains humanity's only practical hope of solving the world's ills.

1AC – China
Contention _____: China
China is set to overtake the US in the space race but India is close behind

Wall Street Journal, 9/28/2010 (Jeremy Page, staff writer, http://blogs.wsj.com/chinarealtime/2010/09/28/china-to-beat-india-to-moon/tab/print/ EL)

China appears to be pulling away from the pack in Asia’s space race after announcing plans to launch its second lunar probe, Chang’e-2, on October 1–China’s National Day. If the mission succeeds, it will put China another step ahead of India in the race to become the second nation, after the United States, to land an astronaut on the moon. China has pledged to do that by 2025 and India by 2020–setting up a 21st Century Asian version of the Cold War space race between the U.S. and Soviet Union.   Chang’e-2 will carry a laser altimeter and a high-resolution 3-D camera to find a landing spot for another probe, Chang’e-3, which is designed to make China’s first unmanned landing on the moon in 2013. The probe has already been installed on a Long March 3C launch vehicle and underwent pre-launch drills on Saturday at Xichang Satellite Launch Center in China’s western province of Sichuan, according to state media reports. Ouyang Ziyuan, the chief scientist of China’s lunar exploration team, was quoted by the Global Times newspaper saying the countdown had begun and the only remaining task was to add fuel to the rocket. The Chang’e program, named after a mythical Chinese goddess who flew to the moon, embodies China’s aspirations to outstrip Asian rivals and contend with the U.S. as a global superpower. The U.S. is the only country to have achieved manned lunar missions, making six trips from 1969 to 1972, but President Obama has cut plans for further manned missions. The Soviet Union canceled its program after a string of failures. China became the world’s third nation to put a man in space independently — after the United States and Russia – when Yang Liwei piloted the one-man Shenzhou-5 space mission in 2003. China then launched Chang’e-1, which orbited the moon and took high-resolution pictures of the lunar surface, in October 2007. In September 2008, a Chinese astronaut – also known as a “taikonaut” after “taikong,” the Mandarin word for space –carried out China’s first space walk. China also hopes to bring a moon rock sample back to earth in 2017, and ultimately to build an observatory on the surface of the moon, according to state media. India is not far behind, having launched its first unmanned lunar probe, Chandrayaan-1, in 2008, and drawn up plans to launch a second one, Chandrayaan-2, next year. India got the jump on China when Chandrayaan-1 fired a moon impact probe, carrying an Indian tricolor national flag, down to the lunar surface in October 2008. The Indian Space Research Organization has said it hopes to launch India’s first manned space flight by 2014, and its first manned lunar mission by 2020. Japan, meanwhile, launched its first lunar satellite in June last year, and announced a plan this year to send a robot to the moon in five years and to construct an unmanned base there in 10 years. 

China is looking to develop space weapons and surpass the US - The only way to stop it is through cooperation with other nations 

Space News 08 (Becky Iannotta, Space News Staff Writer , 08/16/08 http://www.space.com/5981-china-space-capability-surpass-united-states-panel-warns.html EL)
WASHINGTON — The Shenzhou 7 mission and spacewalk should serve as a reminder that China is building space capabilities that could surpass U.S. technological advances and boost China's diplomatic and economic ties with its allies, a panel of experts said here Oct. 8. China's success this decade with three human spaceflight missions, including Shenzhou 7 in September, as well as the development of remote-sensing and satellite navigation systems, two satellite export deals and the January 2007 use of an antisatellite weapon to shoot down one of its own satellites punctuate China's broader national interest to become a "comprehensive power," the panelists said. They warned that China's space program is dominated by young aerospace engineers who could help propel the nation's advancements past the United States, which faces difficulty replacing its aging aerospace work force.  China's wide reach into manned space missions, satellite navigation and communications, and Earth monitoring could help the nation gain a foothold in an already competitive commercial space market, the panelists said. "A newcomer like China [is] going to take a slice of a very stable pie, which means there are going to be other losers. Will it be the U.S., Europe, Russia? It's going to be something difficult that we'll have to contend with," said Kevin Pollpeter, China program manager for the Defense Group Inc.'s Center for Intelligence, Research and Analysis in Washington. "China's rise in space power is a negative sum consequence for the United States." China has closely guarded its space budget, in large part because it is dominated by the military, panelists said. Chinese leaders reported that the Chang'e lunar program cost "no less than building a mile of subway in Beijing," Pollpeter said. While concerns linger about China's January 2007 shootdown of one of its own weather satellites with an antisatellite missile, or A-Sat, China primarily sees space as a diplomatic tool. China prefers jamming and dazzling satellites rather than more aggressive action, said Dean Cheng, senior Asia analyst with CNA Corp. in Alexandria, Va. Jamming is intentional interference with satellite signals; dazzling is illuminating a satellite with a laser in order to blind it. Themes that can be found throughout the writings concerning China's People's Liberation Army (PLA) indicate China is focused on space deterrence, Cheng said, describing how a country's military capabilities, economy and communications could be affected by space warfare. "We do not at this time have a very good sense of how the PLA would necessarily operate in space in order to secure space dominance," Cheng said. "What we do find in PLA writings are certain key themes: the ability to provide information support, the ability to take on both offensive and defensive positions in space and ? space deterrence." United States policy documents, however, appear more focused than China on national security applications, prompting a "bad-guy image" globally, Pollpeter said. "There's a perception of overemphasizing national security applications," he said. "Even though we are not the ones developing space weapons, China is the one developing space weapons, we are the ones who bear the brunt of that criticism." One way to mitigate the perception would be to emphasize the peaceful uses of space and cooperation with other nations, Pollpeter said. Panelists also said the U.S. space industry should relate its relevance to people the way China's space officials routinely discuss the economic, diplomatic and political benefits of a strong space program. "Space ultimately isn't about space," Cheng said. "But too often here our conversations are stovepiped within the space community focusing on the space budget and [don't] really connect the space program to people's everyday lives even though it touches every aspect of people's everyday lives." 

Further Cooperation with India is necessary to balance China – they are on the fence now
Zongyi, 2008 Liu Zongyi, (research fellow of Center for South Asian Studies, Shanghai Institues for International Studies), " China-India-US Relationship: Where Will It Go?", 2008( copywrite date), http://www.siis.org.cn/en/zhuanti_view_en.aspx?id=10055. 6/21/11. JD

It is undeniable that the US enjoys some advantages in China-India-US relations. As the only superpower in the world, both China and India want to maintain a good relationship with the US, because both of them try to avoid becoming the containing object of Washington. At the same time, both China and India want to obtain some support from the US. This might be where Seema Sirohi’s “romantic triangle” comes from. But In the current trilateral relations among China, India, and the US as mentioned above, China’s rise has provoked the US’ concern and even xenophobic sentiments. However, India’s rise has not worried Americans so much, although India has always been regarded by western countries as another key emerging power along with China. It is evident that the US wants to use India to balance China’s rise and cause conflicts between these two countries. This policy came into being during the Bush Administration, when US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice announced Washington’s decision to “make India a global power.” President Obama did not take India as important as President Bush did at first, which caused dissatisfaction and concern in India, but this has not stopped the US from creating divisions between China and India. When President Obama paid his first state visit to China, the two countries issued a joint statement which declared that the US and China “welcomed all efforts conducive to peace, stability and development in South Asia……and support the improvement and growth of relations between India and Pakistan. The two sides are ready to strengthen communication, dialogue and cooperation on issues related to South Asia and work together to promote peace, stability and development in that region.” This declaration made Indian people, including Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, angry and heightened India’s jealousy of China. Prime Minister Singh finally calmed down after being given a red carpet treatment when he visited the US, and the US held the first strategic dialogue with India in Washington to show its respect to India this June, immediately following the China-US Strategic and Economic dialogue in Beijing. The US successfully provoked contradictions between China and India. India: The swing state in the global balance of power. Will India become an ally of the US and balance China as the Americans hope? Maybe not. Today China’s GDP is about four times to India’s. As a neighboring country, India is naturally jealous of China. Such an emotion was even indicated by Prime Minister Singh in his statement that “democracies have a far better chance of sustaining economic reform than one-party states” made before the G20 London Summit. The growth of China’s military power is a big headache for India’s military authorities although the main aim of China’s military construction is not India. It is obvious that the 1962 border conflict was a nightmare for India. Also, by emphasizing an immediate threat from China India’s army, navy, and air force can get enough money from parliament. India’s jealousy and fear of China is exaggerated by India’s mass media. To catch the public’s eye, India’s mass media reports on “military invasion” by the Chinese army and mentions China-India economic or political competition frequently. The Indian government sometimes needs to show to the US its usefulness to counter China, which makes ordinary people think that the relationship between China and India is very strained. In fact, India understands well that as opposed to taking sides, it is better to be a swing state in the global balance of power, particularly in China-India-US relations. Several factors help India make such a choice: first, India can take a free position in the grand game between China and the US if this game would take place someday, and India can get benefits from both sides; second, India has a nonalignment tradition; third, India has a bad memory of Americans in history from its own experiences of cooperation with the US, and it is afraid of being fooled; and last, and maybe the most important, India and China have a very large interest in common, that is, both countries need a peaceful and stable environment to develop themselves. A peaceful and stable region is a necessity for both India and China to peacefully emerge as world powers. Besides, China and India have a lot of common interests in the multi-polarization of the international structure, the reform of the international financial system, climate change, etc. Their cooperation in these fields is not welcomed by the US. 

The US needs India to balance China- allies and Indian support of Washington
Blumenthal, 2006 Dan (is a current commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, where he directs efforts to monitor, investigate, and provide recommendations on the national security implications of the economic relationship between the two countries.), " WILL INDIA BE A BETTER STRATEGIC PARTNER THAN CHINA?", Sep 03, 2006. http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/image/Will%20India%20be%20a%20Better%20Strategic%20Partner%20than%20China_pdf.pdf. 6/22/11.JD

But the relationship did not turn out as planned by its creators. China is prospering and no longer a Maoist state that is a declared enemy of the United States. However, American policymakers increasingly are concerned that a rich, strong, yet still authoritarian China increasingly will pose security challenges to Washington. Indeed, though it always uses diplomatic and coded language, Washington now views China as a long-term strategic competitor. The U.S. National Security Strategy talks of “hedging” against China, the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review names China as the only country that competes militarily with the United States and points at ways that Washington will try to maintain its strategic supremacy.1 America’s China policy since the end of the Cold War has been to help Beijing become richer and stronger, hoping that it would become democratic, and its rise would be peaceful. Washington premised its economic and technology policy on this belief. Now, uncertain about China’s strategic intentions, America fears it may have helped create a strategic competitor. Today, as Washington changes its India policy, it finds itself confronting a host of geopolitical challenges. On the one hand, it is engaged in a long global counterinsurgency against radical Islamic 293 terrorists. On the other, a rising China will pose a longterm challenge so long as it defines its core interests as incompatible with those of America. In both cases, America must enlist allies to secure its interests and sustain the U.S.-led world order that has been the basis of global economic development and relative peace for over 60 years. And in both cases, American strategists believe that the ultimate solution lies in the eventual democratization of the regions and countries that pose these overriding threats. India may prove a partner in confronting both of these challenges. First, as a liberal democratic country, Delhi accepts the notion that the more democracy spreads, the safer Indians will be. Second, India has been one of the foremost targets of jihadi terrorist attacks and shares an interest with Washington in bringing them to an end. Third, China has been a historic rival to India, and China’s growing power is viewed in Delhi with much apprehension. India shares an interest with Washington in maintaining a balance of power in Asia that ensures that China will not predominate. 

Chinese space superiority would US power project and capabilities which are key to stop a Taiwan conflict 

Smith 2006 (Steven A. Smith, 2/16/2006 Lt Col, USAF, “CHINESE SPACE SUPERIORITY? CHINA’S MILITARY SPACE CAPABILITIES AND THE IMPACT OF THEIR USE IN A TAIWAN CONFLICT” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awc/smith.pdf) 

Given the Chinese space systems in the previous chapter, how might the Chinese use their space capabilities in a scenario involving a conflict with the U.S. over Taiwan? Would the contributions from these systems be sufficient enough to give China space superiority and if so, what would be the impact of that space superiority on the U.S. military? A crucial element of U.S. strategy during a Taiwan conflict will be projecting power into the region with the intent of opposing Chinese military actions. Unless we can apply military power at the point of engagement, Taiwan and the surrounding theater, our military forces will have little ability to impact the situation. Thus, when looking at the impact of the Chinese space capabilities, the paper will pay particular attention to the impact on U.S. power projection capabilities with particular attention to naval and air power. Michael O’Hanlon, a Brookings Institute senior analyst, stated, “Given trends in military reconnaissance, information processing and precision strike technologies, large assets such as aircraft carriers and land bases, on which the United States depends, are likely to be increasingly vulnerable to attack in the years ahead.”107 These attacks could be enabled by Chinese space capabilities. The U.S. intelligence community believes China will use a sea-denial strategy aimed at U.S. aircraft carriers and other naval forces approaching Taiwan.108 Thus, a key component of a Chinese campaign against Taiwan would be to keep the U.S. aircraft carriers out of striking range of Taiwan with a critical task of finding and sinking carriers. ELINT systems, like those demonstrated on the Shenzhou, could track U.S. carriers operating in the western Pacific or Indian Oceans.109 In addition, some of their anti-naval weapons could use space-based information. Specifically, one of China’s primary weapons to strike U.S. naval assets will be the supersonic, sea-skimming SS-N-26 missile. In recent years, China has purchased the Russian SS-N-26 anti-ship cruise missiles; however, without space-based ELINT data which can locate and track naval assets, the Chinese ability to effectively use the SS-N-26 is undermined.110 Michael O’Hanlon, a Brookings Institute senior analyst, states, “To attack a U.S. carrier, one needs not only periodic localization of the carrier, but real-time tracking and dissemination of that information to a missile that is capable of reaching the carrier and defeating its defenses.”111 Space systems are only one of the means to locate and track U.S. carriers, and it is unclear if China’s current reconnaissance satellites have the capability to locate and target U.S. aircraft carriers.112 However, as shown in the previous chapter, China has launched and operated ELINT systems in the past. If they did acquire a space-based ELINT system, how would they use it and the rest of their suite of space capability against U.S. naval forces? Chinese ballistic and cruise missile attacks on airfields would not look to destroy the U.S. facilities, but suppress their ability to provide air and missile defense. Rear Admiral Eric A. McVadon (USN, Ret.), former Defense Attaché at the American Embassy in Beijing and expert on China’s military, stated that once the Chinese suppressed U.S. air and missile defenses, it would conceptually “permit follow-on attacks, in relative safety, by the several new types of Chinese aircraft using very modern cruise missiles.”125 This scenario is a great concern for the Asia-Pacific region. As one wing commander at Guam said, “[Chinese planes and missiles] would keep coming … I fear them numbers-wise,” and one analyst predicts, “We can’t expect that we can completely protect a carrier battle group when it got into theater.”126 Not only would these forces be looking to target carriers, they would look to target items which enable U.S. air power, and this targeting would be assisted by imagery derived from space systems. A former high-ranking Chinese official once said to be victorious in future combat, “We will have to gain air and sea superiority, but win information superiority first.”127 Gaining this information superiority, on the way to winning air and sea superiority, would be enabled by Chinese space systems.

War with China causes extinction
Straits Times 6-25-2000

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.  Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war.  Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation.   In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore.   If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire.   And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order.   With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq.   In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.   Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war?  According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat.   In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons.  If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons.  The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option.  A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons.  Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it.  He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation.

1AC – India

Contention _____: India

Scenario A: Growth

Space industries key to emerging economies- Including India
Esterhazy 09 (David, Head of Business Development ThalesAlenia Space, “The role of the space industry in building capacity in emerging space nations”, Lexis, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0273117709003482, 2 November 2009, accessed 6/22/11) JER

Today, the major new space applications relate to the countries in the process of development. The two principal examples are India and China, which use the most recent technologies to accelerate their development. Space technology can very effectively overcome deficiencies of infrastructure on the ground. There are currently nearly 50 space agencies throughout the world. This underscores the fact that space activity is no longer confined to exploration and scientific research, but is rather a contributor to development on Earth. This is one of the major developments of the late 20th century. The current revolution in public access to space data and services is comparable, in its effects, with that caused by the invention of printing press. Space-based systems deliver information and services that protect lives and the environment, enhance prosperity and security, and stimulate scientific, industrial and economic development. The utilisation of space system applications contributes to economic growth, reduction of poverty and the creation of knowledge to promote improved coordination and cooperative governance. Space-based systems allow resource management on a worldwide scale, global distribution of digital contents, fleet and network management, transport regulation and control, and support remote delivery of services such as tele-education and tele-medicine. These capabilities must be supported by the necessary human capital, infrastructure, industrial base and appropriate research and development activities in both the public and private sector. The promotion of a domestic space industry is one of the cornerstones of a national space policy. This can be achieved by maximising the participation of the domestic industry in national space programmes and by creating a supportive regulatory environment. The domestic industry is encouraged to pursue appropriate strategic international industrial partnerships as one of the means of enhancing industrial competitiveness. Capacity building initiatives can be pursued via a step-by-step approach for a win–win partnership to ensure that the emerging space country develops the requisite human capital to support national space activities, including the development of space application products and services. This industrial development must be based on the country’s available skills and strengths and must take into consideration the access-to-market channels while seeking complementarities with existing local skills to avoid competition and over-production and to bring added value to ensure a profitable activity, which is a key factor for sustainability. 
U.S. blocking of Indian space commercialization leads to stagnation of industry (Needs better tag)
Murthi et al 07(K. R. Sridhara Murthi, U. Sankar and H. N. Madhusudhan, respectively Managing Director of Antrix Corporation Ltd, Ph.D. in Economics (Mandras School of Economics), Ph.D. is Economics(Mandras School of Economics), “Organizational systems, commercialization and cost–benefit analysis of Indian space programme”, http://www.ias.ac.in/currsci/dec252007/1812.pdf, Dec 25, 2007 ,6/23/11)JER

The space launch market is one of those which offer considerable challenge for entry and development due to restrictions placed by major markets like the USA on export of their satellites for launch. This industry is also subject to overcapacity and intense competition. Antrix made initial forays into this market by offering cost effective launch for small satellite systems in a piggyback mode. Satellites from Germany, Belgium, Korea, Indonesia and Argentina were successfully launched in this mode by PSLV. In 2007, a full-fledged commercial launch was performed by PSLV by carrying an Italian scientific satellite AGILE into a near equatorial orbit. As the capacity for launches by India will increase through new variants like GSLVMk III, there will be a greater scope for commerce in this segment. Future of space commerce globally is driven by many factors. Low cost access to space, geopolitical developments, international security environment, technological changes and ability to meet new and increasing demands for socioeconomic sectors contribute to new opportunities. India whose economy is growing at an impressive rate over past few years will experience greater needs for communications and information. This in turn will drive burgeoning needs for bandwidths to be delivered by satellites. Demand for new services such as mobile multimedia, positioning and navigation, disaster management, rural connectivity and security-related applications will create additional opportunities for commercial space activities. While exploring these new markets, Indian industry will possibly move towards owning satellites, either wholly or in strategic partnership with their customers in fields such as broadcasting. At the same time, Indian space enterprises will also seek to extend their services to other regions in collaboration with international players. There could be pursuit by Government of India to evolve an understanding with the USA to enable export of satellites from the USA for launch in Indian launch vehicles. Several such initiatives will demand expansion of capacity in commercial activities such as Antrix and other industries in India. Key to success in space commerce by India is the human capital created over the past decades, coupled with reliable performance and cost effectiveness of the systems. Effective use of these strengths can result in making India one of the significant sources and destination for space commerce.

Growth causes cooperation – solves South Asian War
Mamoon and Murshed, 2010 (Dawood, Netherlands Fellowship holder at the Institute of Social Studies (ISS) in The Hague, where he is reading for a PhD on trade, poverty, inequality and security. He is also a visiting research associate and consultant at the Sustainable Development Policy Institute, Pakistan; S. Mansoob, Professor of the Economics of Conflict and Peace, Institute of Social Studies, the Netherlands; “The conflict mitigating effects of trade in the India-Pakistan case”, Economics of Governance, Vol. 11, No. 2, SpringerLink)

However, if India is able to export or import more, this would at least put a check on any rise in the severity of conflict and hostilities would adjust to some average level. Any decline in Indian trade will enhance hostilities. The current low levels of bilateral trade between Pakistan and India is conflict enhancing, so more trade with increased exports by both sides to each other should be encouraged. More access to Pakistani markets on the Indian side may not lead to conflict mitigation if Pakistan is not able to also export more to India. A rise in education expenditure puts a check on hostilities, as seen in Graph 1e. Graph 1f is the standard representation of India-Pakistan conflict, and not only best fits historical trends but also explain the rationale behind recent India-Pakistan peace initiatives with decreasing hostilities when not only India but Pakistan also has had economic growth rates as high as 7% per annum. The forecasts suggest that conflict will rise, even if there is a significant increase in combined democracy scores, if growth rates plummet. Both Pakistan and India have seen many such years, when hostilities between both countries rose significantly when at least one of the countries is performing poorly, but were channeling more resources on the military as a proportion of their GDPs. The forecasts favor the economic version over the democratic version of the liberal peace. Thus one may look at current peace talks between both countries with optimism as both are performing well on the economic front and channeling fewer resources on the military as a proportion of national income, while at the same time having a divergent set of political institutions, though recently Pakistan has edged towards greater democracy with elections in February 2008.

On the brink now – Kashmiri Uprising
Yardley, 9/21 (Jim, New York Times, “Seeking Kashmir Peace, India Feels Anger of Residents”, NYT Asia Pacific, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/22/world/asia/22kashmir.html?pagewanted=1&_r=2)

For more than 100 days, in which Indian security officers have killed more than 100 Kashmiri civilians, the Indian government has seemed paralyzed, or even indifferent, as this disputed Himalayan region has plunged into one of the gravest crises of its tortured history. Unable to quiet the unrest, or even fully understand it, Indian leaders this week sent the equivalent of a peace delegation to Kashmir. Members visited a hospital and met with politicians, business leaders and even separatists like Mr. Malik before returning to New Delhi on Tuesday night to confer with the prime minister. Unlike the rest of India, where Hinduism is the predominant religion, the majority of Kashmiris are Muslim. India often views Kashmir through its rivalry with Pakistan, with both countries controlling portions of the region and each claiming its entirety. Yet Indian officials concede that this latest unrest is different, a domestic Kashmiri revolt against Indian rule, unlike past insurgencies sponsored by Pakistan. If the delegation’s two-day visit proved anything, it was that the way out of the crisis would be very uncertain, complicated by historic distrust, a rising Kashmiri demand for political independence and seething anger within the younger generation toward the heavy security presence on the ground.

Nuclear War
Fai, 2000 (Ghulam PhD, Executive Director of the Kashmiri American Council, Business Recorder, 12-17)

India has suffered modest economic sanctions for its muscular nuclear and missile profiles. But the global worry over its domestically popular aspiration to big power status has rocketed because of the ongoing conflict in Kashmir. Pakistan has sought to match India bomb for bomb and missile for missile. And the greatest causes belli for warring between the two South Asian rivals is Kashmir, which has already sparked two such clashes. But they came before India and Pakistan could engage in nuclear volleys that could menace the entire planet with nuclear winter or a variation of that apocalypse. It is the potential for nuclear exchanges over Kashmir that has prompted President Bill Clinton and his national security advisers to characterise the disputed territory as the most dangerous place on the earth.
Scenario B: Soft Power

U.S.-Indian cooperation would be the cornerstone of both countries’ dominance in the region

Correll 6/7/2011 (Randall R., national security consultant with Science Applications International Company,  Chapter 26:Emerging Actors, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, accessed 6/22/11) JER

While the focus of the Indian space program is to provide benefit to its people, India also intends to use its space program as a tool of foreign policy. In the January 2004 agreement between the United States and India, the presidents of the two countries stated their intentions to strengthen and expand cooperation. This explicitly included participation in civil space cooperation. The new strategic partnership between the United States and India has the potential to be the turning point around which a new geopolitical balance of power might form. A key element in this partnership—U.S.-India space cooperation—will most likely become a defining relationship for space cooperation around which other spacefaring nations will posture their international space cooperation strategies. The central position of India in the Asian continent, its burgeoning economic growth, and its wealth of human capital will be crucial assets in achieving U.S. objectives in space and in broader objectives in global security. 

Strong Indian space program leads to South Asian power projection

Mistry 01(Dinshaw, associate professor of Political Science at the University of Cincinnati, “THE GEOSTRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS OF INDIA’S SPACE PROGRAM”,JSTOR, November/December 2001, accessed 6/25/11)JER

 A second set of benefits from indigenously developed space assets is political in nature. First, space assets provide international prestige and have foreign policy spin-offs. ISRO can offer PSLV, IRS, and INSAT services to other states, thereby reinforcing New Delhi’s political and economic ties with these nations. Second, by acquiring technological autonomy over its space assets, New Delhi can use them not only for economic purposes but also for military missions. The IRS-PSLV and INSAT-GSLV projects demonstrate ISRO’s ability to both build and launch militarily useful and strategically significant reconnaissance and communications satellites. This could greatly enhance New Delhi’s power projection and force multiplication capability in the Indian Ocean and Asia-Pacific regions, thereby affecting the strategic balance in these regions.

Indian IT sector and soft power is critical to Indo/Indonesia relations – they sustain a stable Indonesia 

Ghoshal 11Baladas Ghoshal, currently Senior Research Fellow, Centre for Policy Research, New Delhi and Visiting Professor, Academy of Third World Studies, January 20 2011, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_IndoLookEastPolicy.pdf  

India views Indonesia, the largest country in Southeast Asia, as a strategic partner that can play an important role in its Look East Policy. The two are close geographical neighbours who share a maritime boundary and a mutual stake in each other’s progress, prosperity, stability and territorial integrity. With an archipelagic coastline of 54,716 kms, stretching 5271 kms east to west and 2210 kms north to south dominating key international waterways - the Malacca, Sunda, Lombok and Makassar Straits, Indonesia controls all or part of the very major waterway between the Pacific and the Indian Ocean. More than half of all international shipping trade traverses these waterways. Given their locations and capabilities India and Indonesia have a critical role to play as sentinels guarding these vital lifelines in the interest of their own security. As the interests of the two countries converge, they have a stake in shaping the emerging security architecture of Asia so that it is not dominated by any single country. This is even more important at a time when the rise of China and its recent assertiveness in South China Sea through its creeping occupation of territories claimed by some other ASEAN states is creating strategic uncertainty in the region. As pluralistic democracies and developing societies, we face similar challenges. The key political challenge before both India and Indonesia, though different in specifics, is how to build stable, democratic state structures in the midst of a rising tide of expectations for better life and greater liberty. The success of Indonesia, as a pluralistic and democratic state is essential not only for the peace and prosperity of the Southeast Asian region, but also for the security of India. India can help Indonesia build capacities, through its expertise in the IT sector in its democratic transformation, particularly in respect of promoting grassroots democracy and institutions for mediating centre-province relations. As the country with the largest Muslim population in the world, Indonesia has a key role to play in demonstrating the virtues of tolerance and mutual respect in a diverse, multi-ethnic polity. Indonesia is not only the most populous country in the region but also has the largest Muslim population in the world. Both India and Indonesia are facing rising threats from Islamic militancy and terrorism arising from the changing nature of Islam. Indonesia has done well in fighting terrorism. Most Indonesians practice a syncretic, moderate form of Islam. Yet a small band of homegrown extremists is waging a bloody jihad. The growing popularity of Islam makes it all the more imperative for India to help Indonesia in its democratisation process, for pluralism and democracy can be major bulwarks against militancy and exclusive Islam. The curbing of terrorism, therefore, has emerged as a basis for cooperation between India and Indonesia. An area where India can help Indonesia and in which it has a comparative advantage is in the field of higher education and human resources. India should also attract bright and meritorious Indonesian students by opening the doors of our premier institutions, like the IITs, IIMs, Delhi School of Economics and universities like JNU by reserving a few seats exclusively for them. The dividend from such a policy will be enormous, as the products of these institutions would eventually emerge as critical elites in decision-making in Indonesian government and corporate life, and India will surely strike a familiar chord for them. Yet another area in which India’s soft power can be promoted in Southeast Asia in general and Indonesia in particular, is its culture. Indian culture is an inseparable part of Indonesian customs, and our cultures and values are closely related, given 2000 years of civilisational contacts between the two countries. If carefully pursued, our cultural diplomacy can further cement the bond between the two countries based on our pluralist traditions and our mutual need for preserving ‘unity in diversity’- the basic philosophy of our states. Cultural interactions should extend to people-to-people contacts and academic exchanges with collaborative research projects of common interest. India and Indonesia have economic complementarities with great potential for enhancing cooperation between the two countries. Indonesia is India’s second largest export market in ASEAN (after Singapore) and one of its major trading partners in the region. The recovery of the Indonesian economy after the Asian financial crisis coupled with political change gave a fresh impetus to the economic relations. There is a fresh wave of Indian investments in Indonesia as India does not evoke the same anxiety that Chinese investment does. Trade between the two countries has already gone up to $11.7 billion in 2010 The security cooperation between India and Indonesia could include human resource training, exchange of officers, joint border patrols, counter terrorism and battling sea piracy. The 21st century is inevitably the Asian century and in shaping that century, India, Indonesia and Southeast Asian countries are destined to play a major role to ensure peace, stability and prosperity for the region.
Indonesia government has been successful cracking down on terror cells, however, instability will prevent future action and unleash the terrorist

Ghoshal 11Baladas Ghoshal, currently Senior Research Fellow, Centre for Policy Research, New Delhi and Visiting Professor, Academy of Third World Studies, January 20 2011, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_IndoLookEastPolicy.pdf  

Both India and Indonesia are facing growing threats from Islamic militancy and terrorism arising out of the changing nature of Islam. Indonesia has done well in fighting terrorism. Most Indonesians practice a syncretic, moderate form of Islam. Yet a small band of homegrown extremists is waging a bloody jihad. A string of bombing campaigns, from Jakarta to the holiday isle of Bali, has claimed hundreds of foreign and local lives over the past eight years. Just weeks before Obama was due in Indonesia, police shot dead at an Internet café outside Jakarta a man believed to have orchestrated the 2002 bombings of two Bali nightclubs. Indonesia’s efforts to counter its terror threat — so far it has had impressive success in netting hundreds of suspected extremists and re-educating youths susceptible to the call of militant clerics — can teach the world how to excise the cancer of religiously inspired violence from the Islamic faith. There’s no question that orthodox dogma is gaining sway in Indonesia, like elsewhere in the Muslim world. In Jakarta, for instance, the number of women wearing headscarves has increased dramatically compared to a decade ago. As local governments have gained more autonomy, some have implemented a variety of Islamic-based legislation — ranging from enforced Koran literacy for Muslim children to the as-yet-un-enforced stoning to death for adultery — despite the fact that Indonesia is officially a secular nation. The rapid ‘Arabisation’ of Islamic beliefs and practices at the grassroots level in Southeast Asia could lead to fundamentalism and militancy. This is a development that Indian policy makers and security experts need to watch. As yet Islamic militancy in Indonesia is restricted to very few and the general orientation of most Indonesians is secular. But if the nascent democracy in Indonesia falters and the economy does not pick up enough to mitigate the growing economic inequalities, the people can veer toward the millenarian hopes that Islam offers. The curbing of terrorism, therefore, has emerged as a basis for cooperation between India and Indonesia.

Indonesia terrorist outbreak is a global threat – will serve as springboard for international attacks – experts conclude this is the BIGGEST security threat facing the United States

Peter Chalk (Senior Political Scientist) 2009 “The Evolving Terrorist Threat to Southeast Asia: A Net Assessment”, RAND, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG846.pdf

In Indonesia, Islamic extremism has emerged as an increasingly salient threat since the demise of the Soeharto regime in 1998. In particular, a dramatic reawakening of atavistic Muslim identity has combined with a more fluid domestic environment to dangerously exacerbate and radicalize popular sentiment across the archipelago. This has, in turn, helped foster the formation of a newer generation of jihadist movements variously dedicated to the establishment of a fundamentalist order in Indonesia and/or a wider caliphate in Southeast Asia. Intelligence and government sources in Washington have viewed these developments with considerable consternation, expressing fears that Southeast Asia is now a major springboard for local and wider acts of international terrorism that has direct relevance for Western security, political, and economic interests. Indeed, various manifestations of politically motivated extremism sourced out of the region are presently counted as—if not the number-one security challenge and research priority in the United States—a principal focus of concern.

Terrorism ensures extinction

Dennis Ray Morgan 9, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693
Years later, in 1982, at the height of the Cold War, Jonathon Schell, in a very stark and horrific portrait, depicted sweeping, bleak global scenarios of total nuclear destruction. Schell’s work, The Fate of the Earth [8] represents one of the gravest warnings to humankind ever given. The possibility of complete annihilation of humankind is not out of the question as long as these death bombs exist as symbols of national power. As Schell relates, the power of destruction is now not just thousands of times as that of Hiroshima and Nagasaki; now it stands at more than one and a half million times as powerful, more than fifty times enough to wipe out all of human civilization and much of the rest of life along with it [8]. In Crucial Questions about the Future, Allen Tough cites that Schell’s monumental work, which ‘‘eradicated the ignorance and denial in many of us,’’ was confirmed by ‘‘subsequent scientific work on nuclear winter and other possible effects: humans really could be completely devastated. Our human species really could become extinct.’’ [9]. Tough estimated the chance of human self-destruction due to nuclear war as one in ten. He comments that few daredevils or high rollers would take such a risk with so much at stake, and yet ‘‘human civilization is remarkably casual about its high risk of dying out completely if it continues on its present path for another 40 years’’ [9]. What a precarious foundation of power the world rests upon. The basis of much of the military power in the developed world is nuclear. It is the reigning symbol of global power, the basis, – albeit, unspoken or else barely whispered – by which powerful countries subtly assert aggressive intentions and ambitions for hegemony, though masked by ‘‘diplomacy’’ and ‘‘negotiations,’’ and yet this basis is not as stable as most believe it to be. In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war. In otherwords, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek selfdetermination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely thatmany, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter.

1AC – Solvency
Contention _____: Solvency
Plan Text: The United States federal government should sign the Commercial Space Launch Agreement with the Government of India.
CSLA is key to Indian access to the commercial space launch market 
Mohanty, CEO of Earth2Orbit, Indian Space Industry, 6/2/2011 (Susmita, “India should capture at least one-fifth of the world satellite manufacturing and launch market”, Interview with Geospatial Today, http://geospatialtoday.com/gst/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1149, accessed: 6/22/2011, CQ)

WHAT IS THE POTENTIAL FOR INDIAN PRIVATE SECTOR IN SPACE BUSINESS? Most companies that cater to ISRO are not focussed on space. Space is not their primary line of business. The volumes and margins of government space contracts are rather low. The potential of course is enormous. India should capture at least one-fifth of the world satellite manufacturing and launch market, if not more. We need to open up the space business to private enterprise as they have done in the United States and Europe, if we are to make it big as a space-faring nation. THE INDO-US PACT ENABLES ISRO TO LAUNCH CIVILIAN SATELLITES FOR NON-COMMERCIAL PURPOSE. WHAT IMPACT WILL IT HAVE ON THE MARKET? India and the United States signed the Technology Safeguards Agreement (TSA) in 2009. The TSA allows the launch of non-commercial American spacecraft on Indian rockets. This is excellent news for us because we can now tap into our biggest market, the United States. The sequel to the TSA is the Commercial Launch Services Agreement (CLSA), currently being negotiated between the two countries. Once the CLSA is in place, we can launch commercial spacecrafts from American companies on Indian rockets. While the CLSA is being negotiated, we should also prepare to respond to the American launch demand that will come our way. We need to increase our capacity of dedicated commercial launches to match that of our global competitors. We need a major overhaul of our space policy as it relates to the international space marketplace.

Launch agreement necessary to actual space cooperation between the US and India
O’Donnell, MA Honours (first class) in international relations and Middle East studies from the University of St Andrews, 5/11/2011 (Frank, “India's Space Ascent Gains New Boost”, Geopolitical Monitor, http://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/indias-space-ascent-gains-new-boost-4363, accessed: 6/22/11, CQ)

Indo-American space collaboration will also aid India in its quest to attain global commercial launch hub status - and the prestige and strategic advantages brought with it. Important steps have already been made in this direction. ISRO performed its first commercial launch in April 2007, carrying the Italian AGILE satellite aboard a PSLV rocket. Additional commercial initiatives include the launch of the Israeli Polaris military reconnaissance satellite, and nanosatellite launch services for customers including Algeria, Denmark, Germany, and Japan. However, Washington and New Delhi are still to conclude a long-discussed Commercial Space Launch Agreement which would permit India to launch American commercial satellites, or those employing US technology, in direct competition with American launch enterprises. India's full entry into the US domestic commercial launch market will now become a core issue in bilateral discussions as the range of space cooperation efforts widen.
***Topicality***

India Co-op = Development

It is a cornerstone of US space development
Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies Fellow, 2011 (Yasuhito, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”, Space Policy, Vol. 27, No. 1, accessed: 6/20/11, Science Direct, CQ)

Besides collaboration with its allies in the region, the Obama administration is seeking to expand cooperation with an emerging space power, India. In July 2009 both governments signed a Technology Safeguards Agreement which was intended to “permit the launch of civil or non-commercial satellites containing US components on Indian space launch vehicles.”17 In November 2009 President Obama and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh agreed to “collaborate in the application of their space technology and related scientific capabilities in outer space and for development purposes.”18 Furthermore, in November 2010, both leaders agreed to expand their collaboration in space.19 According to the agreement, the two countries are to hold a Joint Civil Space Working Group in 2011 to develop closer ties in space cooperation and Earth observation. The leaders also agreed to cooperate on the safety and security of space activities. Of special note is the US decision to remove all Indian civil space and defense-related entities from the Department of Commerce “Entity List”, which involves export license requirements. Accordingly, subordinates of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) and the Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO) were removed from the list in order to “facilitate trade and cooperation in civil space and defense.”20 In his remarks to the Indian parliament President Obama stated that the removal, along with the ongoing reform of the export control system, “will ensure that Indian companies seeking high-tech trade and technologies from America are treated the same as our very closest allies and partners.”21

International Co-op is T

International Cooperation is a critical aspect of US space policy – Prefer our evidence – it cites Obama’s new Space Policy
Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies Fellow, 2011 (Yasuhito, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”, Space Policy, Vol. 27, No. 1, accessed: 6/20/11, Science Direct, CQ)

This paper aims to analyze the new US National Space Policy (NSP) and examine its relevance to Asia. President Barack Obama announced the new NSP in June 2010, after inviting wide speculation on how the new administration wanted to define its NSP. The NSP is a comprehensive document which stipulates principles, goals and inter-sectoral and sectoral guidelines for space activities; it can be analyzed from various perspectives. Above all, the NSP’s great emphasis on the importance of international cooperation has significant meaning for Asia. The USA has a long history of international space cooperation, especially in the field of civil space, and past administrations also pledged the promotion of international cooperation in their NSPs. Even the former Bush administration’s NSP, which was sometimes regarded as a product of unilateralism, included “cooperation with other nations” as one of the principles of US space programs and activities.1 Obama’s NSP is, however, rooted in cooperation and incorporates the concept throughout, instead of just mentioning it in one section. The introduction states that “the United States hereby renews its pledge of cooperation,” whereas for the principles of space activities, the USA will adhere to its principles “in this spirit of cooperation” and proposes that other nations follow suit. Also, as one of the goals of its national space programs, emphasis is placed on the expansion of international cooperation. In the inter-sectoral guidelines there is a special section on international cooperation, which stipulates the need to strengthen US space leadership, identify areas for potential international cooperation, and develop transparency and confidence-building measures (TCBMs). According to a senior administration official, who played a central role in shaping the document, enhancing international cooperation and collaboration in space is positioned as a “key cornerstone” in Obama’s NSP.2
***Inherency***

More Co-op Key

Further space cooperation is needed to cement US/India Relations
Kronstadt, Analyst in Asian Affairs for the Foreign Affairs Defense and Trade Division, 2006 (K. Alan, “U.S.-India Bilateral Agreements and ‘Global Partnership’”, CRS Report for Congress, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL33072_20060310.pdf, accessed: 6/24/11, CQ)

A U.S.-India Joint Working Group on Civil Space Cooperation was established in March 2005. The inaugural meeting was held in Bangalore, home of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO), in June of that year. This forum is meant to provide a mechanism for enhanced cooperation in areas including joint satellite activities and launch, space exploration, increased interoperability among existing and future civil space-based positioning and navigation systems, and collaboration on various Earth observation projects. The next meeting is slated to take place in Washington, D.C., by spring 2006. 43 The July 18 Joint Statement calls for closer ties in space exploration, satellite navigation and launch, and in the commercial space arena. U.S. proponents aver that increased civil space cooperation with India can lead to practical solutions to everyday problems related to communication, navigation, the environment, meteorology, and other areas of scientific inquiry. Immediate benefits could include launching U.S. instruments on a planned Indian moon mission and working to include an Indian astronaut in the U.S. astronaut training program. The two nations also express a readiness to expand cooperation on the Global Positioning System. 44 While current cooperative plans may be considered noncontroversial, there have in the past been U.S. efforts to prevent India from obtaining technology and know-how which could allow New Delhi to advance its military missile programs. 45 
More cooperation is possible on space- commercial ties

Burns, 10 William J. Burns, (Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC), " India's Rise and the Promise of U.S.-Indian Partnership by Mr. William J. Burns, Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC", June 1, 2010, http://www.idsa.in/resources/speech/US-IndianPartnership.1.6.10. 6/21/11; JD

India's widening role and contributions in Asia and around the world obviously hinge on its ambitious modernization plans at home. As Prime Minister Singh has stressed, "India's primary challenge is one of economic development." The United States has both a profound interest in India's success, and the capacity to contribute to that growth in ways that benefit us both. While the United States is already one of the largest foreign investors in India, much more is possible. A McKinsey and Company report suggests that 80% of the India of 2030 is yet to be built. India has announced over $1 trillion worth of new projects to build highways, airports, electrical power stations and other desperately-needed infrastructure -- creating major potential opportunities for American firms that can drive job creation and innovation in both our countries. More rapid Indian consideration of reforms, including the easing of caps on investment in critical sectors, would also help -- as Indian officials themselves have argued. So would more rapid movement by both of us toward a bilateral investment treaty. The private-sector has been a trailblazer in bringing our free-market democracies together, and a reinvigorated U.S.-India CEO Forum, due to meet again in three weeks, can offer a very useful non-governmental perspective. Rapidly deepening commercial ties between our two countries are concentrated in the knowledge-driven high end of our economies -- and are critical to the global competitiveness of both U.S. and Indian companies. We can, and we should, transform our export control relationship, befitting the 21st century U.S.-Indian strategic partnership. That will open the door to historic new cooperation in space, and a number of other areas for high tech cooperation.  

Success depends on cooperation - the question is how to broaden that cooperation

Burns, 10 William J. Burns, (Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC), " India's Rise and the Promise of U.S.-Indian Partnership by Mr. William J. Burns, Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC", June 1, 2010, http://www.idsa.in/resources/speech/US-IndianPartnership.1.6.10. 6/21/11; JD

While the potential of our bilateral relationship is limitless, I want to assure you that my remarks this afternoon are not. So let me conclude simply by re-emphasizing the central, transformational fact about our relations in the years ahead: India and the United States have reached the stage where our individual success at home and abroad depends on our cooperation. That is what is different about our relationship today. That is the promise unlocked by the civil nuclear agreement, and all the advances of recent years. That is the "big idea" that can animate our partnership for decades to come. And that is the challenge before us, symbolized by the inauguration of the first-ever Strategic Dialogue: how to widen the arc of our cooperation, how to build systematic habits of collaboration, how to turn the transformational accomplishment of the civil nuclear accord into partnership across a much broader front

No Co-op Now

Despite cheaper launches the US is not going to cooperate with India 

Nalapat 2010 (Professor M.D. Nalapat is vice-chair of the Manipal Advanced Research Group, UNESCO Peace Chair, and professor of geopolitics at Manipal University. January 25, 2010) Obama rejects high-tech cooperation with India (accessed 6/25/11) http://www.upiasia.com/Politics/2010/01/25/obama_rejects_high-tech_cooperation_with_india/8147/

Manipal, India — Once in office, U.S. President Barack Obama apparently decided to abandon his own policy preferences in favor of those of Bill and Hillary Clinton. Given the reluctance of the former president and the current secretary of state to agree to an equal partnership with India, it is no surprise that the past year has seen the killing-off of the tiny shoots of U.S.-India high-tech cooperation promised by former President George W. Bush. This is despite the eagerness of NASA for joint projects with India. The U.S. space agency is aware that it will continue to be commercially outclassed by the European Union unless it ties up with India's Space Research Organization. The Indians can undertake space launches that are 40 percent cheaper than the EU. Were NASA to outsource some of its hardware and software needs to India, the agency would outclass the Europeans in almost every segment of space research and exploration. This is why successive NASA administrators have – on record – pushed for closer cooperation with India. However, the death-grip between Washington and Islamabad has thus far sabotaged all such efforts, even though NASA and ISRO have numerous complementarities, such as in hardware and software. On several occasions, pressure from the White House and the State Department aborted efforts by Taiwan, Malaysia and a Middle Eastern country to put payloads into orbit through ISRO rockets. Taiwan withdrew its request to use Indian launch capabilities more than a decade ago, but it has been scarcely five years since Malaysia called off its launch less than an hour before liftoff. The Malaysians were up front in privately telling the Indians that pressure to abort came directly from the White House, and hence could not be refused. 

A2 TSA Already Signed

Exchanges are the most important factor- TSA only opens the door to specific policies
Brown, 09 Peter (is a Maine-based freelance writer who has specialized in satellite technology for more than two decades. He is a former senior multimedia editor for “Via Satellite” magazine; has written about the role of satellites in major disasters for “Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness”, a journal of the American Medical Association, among other publications. His coverage of Asian-related satellite developments has appeared in “Asia Times Online” as well as “Japan Security Watch), "India and US build stronger ties in space", August 7,2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KH07Df02.html. 6/22/11.JD

Clearly the exchanges between the two countries, rather than the TSA itself, is the more significant factor. The TSA is just an umbrella arrangement that simply opens the door to a host of more specific, contentious but rewarding arrangements," said Gupta. "The exchanges [in the] meantime help build a culture of trust that's value exceeds any one agreement - and can in fact be leveraged across the spectrum of bilateral relations 

***Space Industrial Base***

Space Base Low

Space Industrial Base is rapidly declining – global competition and aging workforce 
Berteau et. al, 2010 (David, Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Gregory Kiley, Senior Associate at CSIS focusing on national security and economics; Guy Ben-Ari, Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Brian Green, director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc.; Joshua Hartman, Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program; Gary Powell, Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Stephanie Sanok, Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects; Tara Callahan, Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Lindsey Ohmit, Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Thomas Patterson, Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS); Gregory Sanders, research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf)

The U.S. space industrial base is largely dependent on U.S. government (primarily national security) budgets. U.S. government spending (both national security and civilian) on space systems in 2005 totaled $36.635 billion. This represents 1.8 percent of the 2005 federal budget, or 0.3 percent of 2005 GDP. However, within the U.S. space industrial base, the market share dominated by the U.S. defense and intelligence community customers is more akin to naval shipbuilding or tanks than to aerospace or other parts of the defense industry. About 60 percent of sales for first- and second-tier companies are to national security customers, and these numbers would be even higher if they included all government customers (i.e. civilian government agencies such as NASA and NOAA). This implies that the national security community in effect “owns” the U.S. space manufacturing industry. The health of this industry thus depends on direct government support (akin to an “arsenal strategy”) and/or policies that encourage and enable it to participate more effectively in the global market place in order to broaden its economic base. To date, the U.S. government has been unwilling to nationalize the industry, has not generated sufficient demand on its own to sustain competition (via multiple suppliers) in key technology niches, and has been unable to enforce or execute policies that provide for broader participation in the global market. As a result, the United States has seen an extraordinary consolidation in its space industry. The United States has one launch provider and two principal satellite builders. There are identified weaknesses in the second and third tiers of the U.S. space industry, areas in which only one domestic supplier exists. These weaknesses are particularly acute if that supplier is financially weak, or if there are a small number of financially weak suppliers. This is the case in critical areas such as lithium-ion batteries, solar cells (including solar cell substrates), traveling wave tubes, visual imagers, optical coatings, read-out integrated circuits, and infrared focal plane arrays. According to one report, within five years, half of the current subcontractors could exit the space business or cease to exist at all. It is worth noting that healthy second and third tiers are important given the role they play in generating innovation. While the large primes spend about 1.5 to 2 percent of their revenues on internal research and development (IRAD), the second and third tiers spend between 5 and 15 percent of revenues on IRAD. Restrictions on competing in the global market result in fewer dollars available for IRAD. There are also looming issues with the space-related workforce, particularly with the next generation of employees. The existing workforce is aging, and one area where this is particularly obvious is that of program managers, program directors, and system engineers. Experience with many programs of varying characteristics is highly desirable to “grow” competence in these areas. Because the number of space programs has declined and the pace of development slowed, the ability to generate the skills for those roles has diminished.

Space Competitiveness Low

The US is being surpassed in space – Other nations are expanding their space capabilities 

The Washington Post July 9, 2008, Marc Kaufman; Washington Post Staff Writer, Wednesday U.S. Finds It's Getting Crowded Out There; Dominance in Space Slips as Other Nations Step Up Efforts, Lexis (OTT)

China plans to conduct its first spacewalk in October. The European Space Agency is building a roving robot to land on Mars. India recently launched a record 10 satellites into space on a single rocket. Space, like Earth below, is globalizing. And as it does, America's long-held superiority in exploring, exploiting and commercializing "the final frontier" is slipping away, many experts believe. Although the United States remains dominant in most space-related fields -- and owns half the military satellites currently orbiting Earth -- experts say the nation's superiority is diminishing, and many other nations are expanding their civilian and commercial space capabilities at a far faster pace. "We spent many tens of billions of dollars during the Apollo era to purchase a commanding lead in space over all nations on Earth," said NASA Administrator Michael D. Griffin, who said his agency's budget is down by 20 percent in inflation-adjusted terms since 1992. "We've been living off the fruit of that purchase for 40 years and have not . . . chosen to invest at a level that would preserve that commanding lead." In a recent in-depth study of international space competitiveness, the technology consulting firm Futron of Bethesda found that the globalizing of space is unfolding more broadly and quickly than most Americans realize. "Systemic and competitive forces threaten U.S. space leadership," company president Joseph Fuller Jr. concluded. Six separate nations and the European Space Agency are now capable of sending sophisticated satellites and spacecraft into orbit -- and more are on the way. New rockets, satellites and spacecraft are being planned to carry Chinese, Russian, European and Indian astronauts to the moon, to turn Israel into a center for launching minuscule "nanosatellites," and to allow Japan and the Europeans to explore the solar system and beyond with unmanned probes as sophisticated as NASA's. While the United States has been making incremental progress in space, its global rivals have been taking the giant steps that once defined NASA: · Following China's lead, India has announced ambitious plans for a manned space program, and in November the European Union will probably approve a proposal to collaborate on a manned space effort with Russia. Russia will soon launch rockets from a base in South America under an agreement with the European company Arianespace, whose main launch facility is in Kourou, French Guiana. · Japan and China both have satellites circling the moon, and India and Russia are also working on lunar orbiters. NASA will launch a lunar reconnaissance mission this year, but many analysts believe the Chinese will be the first to return astronauts to the moon. · The United States is largely out of the business of launching satellites for other nations, something the Russians, Indians, Chinese and Arianespace do regularly. Their clients include Nigeria, Singapore, Brazil, Israel and others. The 17-nation European Space Agency (ESA) and China are also cooperating on commercial ventures, including a rival to the U.S. space-based Global Positioning System.

US Space leadership is tanking – lack of international cooperation 
Berteau et. al, 2010 (David, Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Gregory Kiley, Senior Associate at CSIS focusing on national security and economics; Guy Ben-Ari, Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Brian Green, director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc.; Joshua Hartman, Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program; Gary Powell, Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Stephanie Sanok, Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects; Tara Callahan, Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Lindsey Ohmit, Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Thomas Patterson, Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS); Gregory Sanders, research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf)

The current global space industrial landscape includes rapidly emerging foreign space capabilities, and the United States does not control their proliferation. Moreover, there is a significant ongoing international cooperation in space that is occurring without the United States, and often without any Western involvement. As a result, U.S. preeminence in space is being challenged in many technology and industry areas. The current U.S. export control policy has not prevented the rise of foreign space capabilities, and in certain cases may have helped other countries to develop such capabilities. The United States was once dominant among very few space-faring nations, but today the number of nations active in space is much larger, and continues to grow. Since 1999, the number of countries with indigenous positioning/navigation/timing systems has tripled and the number of countries with indigenous reconnaissance/earth observation satellites has doubled. A dozen countries are able to launch their own satellites, a number that continues to increase; and 38 countries have operational control over their own communication satellites. The following table presents the growth in global space capabilities. The increasing quality of foreign space assets is as important as their rising number. For example, Russia, France, Israel, South Korea, and India all possess commercial imaging satellites capable of one meter resolution or better. Canada, the European Space Agency (ESA), Italy, Germany, and Japan possess civil radar imaging satellites, and India and Argentina are positioned to join this group. China has launched two military radar imaging satellites, and Israel has launched one. Though the United States is clearly ahead of the rest of the world in terms of military space capabilities, other nations, including U.S. allies, are developing similar capabilities. Several European countries, including France, Germany, and Italy, have developed dedicated military satellites for communications and earth observation based largely on their civilian space programs. The European Union, ESA, and other partners are developing the Galileo satellite navigation system to compete with the U.S. Global Positioning System (GPS). In the global commercial communications satellite market, where the United States had a technical and qualitative lead over the international competition in the 1990s, global competitors have closed the gap in the last decade. Since 1998, European and Asian manufacturers of satellites have gone from delivering satellites that were smaller, had fewer transponders, and had less payload power and shorter lives to manufacturing satellites of equal weight, number of transponders, payload power, and lifespan. In addition, international collaboration to improve space capabilities that excludes U.S. participation continues despite U.S. policy. Sino-Russian cooperation, Russian-European cooperation, Russian-Indian discussions, and the China-led Asia Pacific Space Cooperation Organization are examples of international cooperation in space that do not involve the United States as a partner.
The U.S. is losing space superiority – other countries are gaining despite increased U.S. military investments

Kaufman, 08  (Mark, “US Finds It’s Getting Crowded Out There: Dominance in Space Slips as Other Nations Step Up Efforts”, Washington Post, 7/9, http://www.globalpolicy.org/empire/challenges/competitors/2008/0709space.htm)

Although the United States remains dominant in most space-related fields -- and owns half the military satellites currently orbiting Earth -- experts say the nation's superiority is diminishing, and many other nations are expanding their civilian and commercial space capabilities at a far faster pace. "We spent many tens of billions of dollars during the Apollo era to purchase a commanding lead in space over all nations on Earth," said NASA Administrator Michael D. Griffin, who said his agency's budget is down by 20 percent in inflation-adjusted terms since 1992. "We've been living off the fruit of that purchase for 40 years and have not . . . chosen to invest at a level that would preserve that commanding lead." In a recent in-depth study of international space competitiveness, the technology consulting firm Futron of Bethesda found that the globalizing of space is unfolding more broadly and quickly than most Americans realize. "Systemic and competitive forces threaten U.S. space leadership," company president Joseph Fuller Jr. concluded. Six separate nations and the European Space Agency are now capable of sending sophisticated satellites and spacecraft into orbit -- and more are on the way. New rockets, satellites and spacecraft are being planned to carry Chinese, Russian, European and Indian astronauts to the moon, to turn Israel into a center for launching minuscule "nanosatellites," and to allow Japan and the Europeans to explore the solar system and beyond with unmanned probes as sophisticated as NASA's. While the United States has been making incremental progress in space, its global rivals have been taking the giant steps that once defined NASA:  • Following China's lead, India has announced ambitious plans for a manned space program, and in November the European Union will probably approve a proposal to collaborate on a manned space effort with Russia. Russia will soon launch rockets from a base in South America under an agreement with the European company Arianespace, whose main launch facility is in Kourou, French Guiana.  • Japan and China both have satellites circling the moon, and India and Russia are also working on lunar orbiters. NASA will launch a lunar reconnaissance mission this year, but many analysts believe the Chinese will be the first to return astronauts to the moon.  • The United States is largely out of the business of launching satellites for other nations, something the Russians, Indians, Chinese and Arianespace do regularly. Their clients include Nigeria, Singapore, Brazil, Israel and others. The 17-nation European Space Agency (ESA) and China are also cooperating on commercial ventures, including a rival to the U.S. space-based Global Positioning System.  • South Korea, Taiwan and Brazil have plans to quickly develop their space programs and possibly become low-cost satellite launchers. South Korea and Brazil are both developing homegrown rocket and satellite-making capacities. This explosion in international space capabilities is recent, largely taking place since the turn of the century. While the origins of Indian, Chinese, Japanese, Israeli and European space efforts go back several decades, their capability to pull off highly technical feats -- sending humans into orbit, circling Mars and the moon with unmanned spacecraft, landing on an asteroid and visiting a comet -- are all new developments. A Different Space Race In contrast to the Cold War space race between the United States and the former Soviet Union, the global competition today is being driven by national pride, newly earned wealth, a growing cadre of highly educated men and women, and the confidence that achievements in space will bring substantial soft power as well as military benefits. The planet-wide eagerness to join the space-faring club is palpable. China has sent men into space twice in the past five years and plans another manned mission in October. More than any other country besides the United States, experts say, China has decided that space exploration, and its commercial and military purposes, are as important as the seas once were to the British empire and air power was to the United States. The Chinese space program began in the 1970s, but it was not until 2003 that astronaut Yang Liwei was blasted into space in a Shenzhou 5 spacecraft, making China one of only three nations to send men into space. "The Chinese have a carefully thought-out human spaceflight program that will take them up to parity with the United States and Russia," Griffin said. "They're investing to make China a strategic world power second to none -- not so much to become a grand military power, but because deals and advantage flow to world leaders." Meanwhile, other nations are pushing to increase their space budgets. Ministers from the European Space Agency nations will vote in November on a costly plan to begin a human space program. David Southwood, ESA's director for science, said human space travel has broad support across the continent, and European astronauts who have flown to the space station on U.S. and Russian spacecraft are "extremely popular people" in their home nations. "It seems highly unlikely that Europe as a whole will opt out of putting humans into space," he said. NASA and the U.S. space effort, meanwhile, have been in something of a slump. The space shuttle is still the most sophisticated space vehicle ever built, and orbiting observatories such as the Hubble space telescope and its in-development successor, the James Webb space telescope, remain unmatched. But the combination of the 2003 Columbia disaster, the upcoming five-year "gap" when NASA will have no American spacecraft that can reach the space station, and the widely held belief that NASA lacks the funding to accomplish its goals, have together made the U.S. effort appear less than robust. The tone of a recent workshop of space experts brought together by the respected National Research Council was described in a subsequent report as "surprisingly sober, with frequent expressions of discouragement, disappointment, and apprehension about the future of the U.S. civil space program." Uncertainty over the fate of President Bush's ambitious "vision" of a manned moon-Mars mission, announced with great fanfare in 2004, is emblematic. The program was approved by Congress, but the administration's refusal to significantly increase spending to build a new generation of spacecraft has slowed development while leading to angry complaints that NASA is cannibalizing promising unmanned science missions to pay for the moon-Mars effort. NASA's Griffin has told worried members of Congress that additional funds could move up the delivery date of the new-generation spacecraft from 2015 to 2013. The White House has rejected Senate efforts to provide the money. Although NASA's annual funding of $17 billion is large by civilian space agency standards, it constitutes less than 0.6 percent of the federal budget and is believed to be less than half of the amount spent on national security space programs. According to the Futron report, a considerably higher percentage of U.S. space funding goes into military hardware and systems than in any other nation. At the same time, the enthusiasm for space ventures voiced by Europeans and Asians contrasts with America's lukewarm public response to the moon-Mars mission. In its assessment, Futron listed the most significant U.S. space weakness as "limited public interest in space activity." The cost of manned space exploration, which requires expensive measures to sustain and protect astronauts in the cold emptiness of space, is a particular target. "The manned space program served a purpose during the Apollo times, but it just doesn't anymore," says Robert Parks, a University of Maryland physics professor who writes about NASA and space. The reason: "Human beings haven't changed much in 160,000 years," he said, "but robots get better by the day." Satellite Launches Fall The study by Futron, which consults for public clients such as NASA and the Defense Department, as well as the private space industry, also reported that the United States is losing its dominance in orbital launches and satellites built. In 2007, 53 American-built satellites were launched -- about 50 percent of the total. In 1998, 121 new U.S. satellites went into orbit. In two areas, the space prowess of the United States still dominates. Its private space industry earned 75 percent of the worldwide corporate space revenue, and the U.S. military has as many satellites as all other nations combined. But that, too, is changing. Russia has increased its military space spending considerably since the collapse of the Soviet Union. In May, Japan's parliament authorized the use of outer space for defense purposes, signaling increased spending on rockets and spy satellites. And China's military is building a wide range of capabilities in space, a commander of U.S. space forces said last month. Last year, China tested its ground-based anti-satellite technology by destroying an orbiting weather satellite -- a feat that left behind a cloud of dangerous space debris and considerable ill will. Ironically, efforts to deny space technology to potential enemies have hampered American cooperation with other nations and have limited sales of U.S.-made hardware. Concerned about Chinese use of space technology for military purposes, Congress ramped up restrictions on rocket and satellite sales, and placed them under the cumbersome International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). In addition, sales of potentially "dual use" technology have to be approved the State Department rather than the Commerce Department. The result has been a surge of rocket and satellite production abroad and the creation of foreign-made satellites that use only homegrown components to avoid complex U.S. restrictions under ITAR and the Iran Nonproliferation Act. That law, passed in 2000, tightened a ban on direct or indirect sales of advanced technology to Iran (especially by Russia). As a result, a number of foreign governments are buying European satellites and paying the Chinese, Indian and other space programs to launch them. "Some of these companies moved ahead in some areas where, I'm sorry to say, we are no longer the world leaders," Griffin said. Joan Johnson-Freese, a space and national security expert at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, said the United States has been so determined to maintain military space dominance that it is losing ground in commercial space uses and space exploration. "We're giving up our civilian space leadership, which many of us think will have huge strategic implications," she said.
Launches UQ

High cost of launch deters new entities into the launch market -- keeping prices high 

Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

One key reason for the lack of new entities into the launch market is that the technical, financial, and economic barriers to market entry are very high. The cost, complexity, and extended time frame related to the development of a new launch vehicle, the difficulty of dealing with government regulations, the lack of access to government infrastructure, the lack of near term return on investment, and uncertain prospects for long term returns are serious disincentives to new potential market entrants. 25 The more benign legal environment established by the CSLA may simply be insufficient to overcome these barriers. Moreover, the recent amendments to the CSLA focus heavily on legal matters related to the growth of commercial manned flight (space tourism), a focus that has not benefited the commercial launch industry. The one new entrant into the launch market, Space Explorations Technologies (universally known as Space-X), appears not to be motivated by the space tourism market. Another potential entrant, Virgin Galactic, is focused exclusively on space tourism, has not developed an orbital space vehicle, and appears not to be relevant to the commercial satellite market. One observer described DoD’s policies and actions with respect to stimulating new market entrants as “schizophrenic.” On the one hand, DoD encourages consolidation in the launch industry, by supporting the ULA merger. On the other hand, DoD is also supporting market competition by encouraging Space-X as an alternative to ULA. At the same time, both DoD planning and research and development funding for launch technologies, another path to supporting new entrants into the launch market consistent with CSLA goals, appear inadequate. DoD has no technology or system roadmap for current and future launch needs. Such a roadmap would provide a guide for industry investment, provide a timeline for new entrant integration into the market, and could improve the efficiency of systems needed for access today. Past initiatives, such as the 2001 Space Launch Initiative and the 2002 Operational Responsive Spacelift Initiative, foundered and were either cancelled outright or withered away. Today, DoD has multiple pockets of minimal funding for disparate and seemingly unlinked propulsion technologies.

Status Quo Launch Price Will Stay High – Slow Launch Rates 

Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

Above all else, U.S. government launch consumers value launch reliability. This relates directly to the cost of launch failure to the government. This cost is most significantly operational: because of the fragile state of many U.S. national security satellite constellations, a launch failure could result in a critical gap in capability. The cost is also in part economic—military and intelligence satellites can be hugely expensive, so much so that the cost of launch is insignificant compared to the operational and financial cost of losing a satellite. Government demand for launch, therefore, seems unlikely to increase if launch reliability improves. During CSIS interviews, commercial satellite launch consumers affirmed three factors that guide their decisions about sourcing space launch, all related to the profit potential of payloads. These factors, in order of priority, are launch price, technical reliability, and schedule reliability. Lower launch price improves the corporate bottom line and competitiveness. Technical reliability reduces the chance of a lost satellite and lost revenue stream, and launch schedule delays in turn delay revenue streams. Here again, however, improvements in these factors by a launch provider may impact the decisions about which launch provider to use, but seem unlikely to generate additional demand. Overall launch demand appears to be most closely related to growth in national security and commercial applications in space. While national security requirements for space-based capabilities continue to grow, this has generally translated into deployment of more capable satellites in small constellations. Incremental capability has been added largely by increasing satellite size and using more advanced technology rather than increasing the number of satellites. Launch demand has been further suppressed by extending the design life of satellites, reducing the need to replace them as often. In a sense, the launch industry is caught in a loop—because launch is expensive, the government generally opts for fewer, very capable satellites. 26 This in turn limits launch rates, which keeps launch costs and prices relatively high, and generates demands for additional expenditures to enhance mission assurance out of the fear of losing an expensive satellite. 

Government launches clog the industry – prevent commercial access
Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

The factors associated with supply capacity have created and will continue to create unstable, unpredictable, and inefficient price and cost dynamics. The two dynamics with the greatest impact are new, non-market entrants to the supply and United States government purchasing practices. U.S., Russian, and European launch providers (ULA, ILS, and Arianespace, respectively) have sufficient manufacturing capacity to meet expected global, regional, and U.S. launch needs. Beyond these suppliers, one commercial company, Space-X, is entering the launch market, and another, Sea Launch, is trying to reenter the market after its expected emergence from bankruptcy. In addition to China, however, other nations including Japan, India, and South Korea, are also developing and deploying launch capability. Launch capabilities are generally developed by nations, not companies, and are developed for fundamentally national rather than commercial reasons (such as assured access to space capabilities, avoiding reliance on foreign nations for space transportation needs, driving economic growth and technological progress, and national pride). Launch capabilities are either operated by governments with little attention to cost, or are given a commercial veneer and subsidized by governments in order to sustain an industry that may not be commercially viable. 28 These motivations lead to a global excess in space launch manufacturing capability and skewed pricing for commercial launches. As more non-market driven launch providers offer launch services, excess capacity can create diverging cost and price pressures. Additional capacity from non-market players will create downward price pressures. As individual government subsidies from those interested in establishing national or regional capabilities increase, that downward pressure will continue to mount. However, previous investment in fixed-launch infrastructure will actually create an upward cost pressure. With more providers and constant launch demand, launch providers would have to amortize fixed costs over fewer launches. These costs may either be passed to the satellite customer or subsidized by interested governments. This phenomenon has been present during the last decade and a half, as supply has outstripped demand and commercial launch vendors have suffered.

Costs Are High – No access to commercial launches ensures high prices

Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

Concerning U.S. supply, the U.S government is the largest customer of U.S.-provided launch vehicles. Although U.S. government launch demand is relatively stable, the government buys launch services for individual launches, and procurement practices prevent the government from block purchases of launch vehicles, as would be the practice in a commercially-driven market. Thus ULA cannot anticipate government demand, and cannot plan production or order components from its sub-tier contractors effectively. Consequently, launch vehicle production is inefficient and the cost of production is high compared to what it might be in support of a commercial market. Foreign providers buy launch vehicles based on multi-year projections, reaping significant savings and making them more cost-competitive in the commercial market. Some experts estimate that inefficiency in U.S. production adds a 30 to 40 percent premium to U.S. launch costs; this premium clearly hurts the competitiveness of U.S. launch in the commercial launch market. Other experts have noted, however, that in light of its dependence on U.S. government launches, U.S. industry may be financially incentivized toward these inefficient practices since its profits are based on a percentage of the total cost. Another impact of the dominance of non-market influences on supply is the apparent inability to determine launch costs accurately. Whereas commercial entities are strongly concerned with and influenced by efficiency (a function of service and cost), governments tend to be more impressed by effectiveness (a function of mission success). Calculation of costs in any government enterprise is often problematic, and understanding actual space launch costs is often of secondary importance to mission success and sustaining a capability necessary for national security and other non-commercial reasons. All launch services are subsidized, and government assistance and subsidies used to sustain launch enterprises further cloud the cost picture. Some interviewed by CSIS noted that the ULA contract structure intertwines infrastructure (owned and sustained by the government) and marginal costs so thoroughly that understanding the ULA cost structure is problematic. Others noted that ILS and Sea Launch may have had similar difficulties in accurately assessing their own costs. In the absence of accurate cost data, launch pricing can be either arbitrary or simply inaccurate. This may have been a contributing factor in launch prices earlier this decade: those prices may have been artificially low simply because providers didn’t understand their own costs. 

Lack of launch capability means government launches are prioritized
Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

U.S. launch vehicles have an extraordinary record of reliability during the past decade. This has resulted in part from the national security community’s priority on and continued investment in mission assurance. Not surprisingly, given the dominance of the U.S. government as a launch customer and the U.S. government’s focus on mission assurance, the systems and processes for U.S. launch range and operations have been primarily developed around government requirements and culture. Many believe that this has reduced access to launch ranges and added schedule risk for commercial launch customers. These effects can be seen in launch scheduling, the current practice of which often prevents commercial entities from establishing reliable launch dates. The Department of Defense now reserves a launch slot with ULA 30 to 36 months before the launch is scheduled. Commercial customers more typically place launch reservations 24 months ahead of the anticipated launch date. Thus, ULA is fully booked for the next three years with government launches, and commercial customers seeking a launch slot are shut out. While DoD launches are often delayed, program offices often release those launch slots very late—a few months before the scheduled launch, not allowing commercial customers to take advantage of the newly opened launch slot, and leaving valuable launch opportunities unused. As government launch needs change, ULA is incentivized to meet those changing needs before it meets the needs of any commercial customer. DoD also tends to view specific launch vehicles as committed to a specific DoD launch; when program delays occur, those specific launch vehicles are often not released for commercial use. Finally, commercial launches have sometimes lost launch slots because launch schedules for higher priority government payloads changed. As a consequence, commercial satellite launch consumers have little confidence in their access to U.S. launch or in their ability to hold launch dates even if manifested. Several senior leaders among commercial launch customers and launch providers contend that government and ULA credibility with commercial launch customers is very low. Some suggest that neither the government nor ULA has much incentive to change their practices. Accommodating commercial satellite launches may detract from DoD’s focus on and ULA’s support of mission assurance, and some interviewees maintain that the government-ULA contract provides disincentives for ULA to support commercial launches. The lack of structured, constructive dialogue between commercial operators and DoD launch range operators makes addressing some of these problems difficult. 
Space launch cost constantly rising- the US can’t afford the price increase

Debra Werner, Space News Correspondent, 3/14/2011, “Solar Orbiter Mission Burned by Rising Launch Costs”, http://spacenews.com/civil/110314-solar-orbiter-mission-burned-costs.html

Although the budget for NASA’s Heliophysics Division is expected to grow slightly in the years ahead, rising launch costs may force NASA’s solar scientists to modify plans for a collaborative solar orbiter mission with European partners later in the decade. “Our budget remains approximately level through 2015 and we are happy about that,” said Richard Fisher, Heliophysics Division chief for NASA’s Science Mission Directorate in Washington.     The White House funding plan sent to Congress in February proposes a slight increase in heliophysics spending, rising 2 percent to $622 million in 2012 and growing a further 6 percent to $658.7 million in 2016. If approved by Congress, that money would enable sun scientists to proceed with plans to launch four missions between 2012 and 2015, followed by a high-priority mission to plunge a spacecraft into the solar atmosphere in 2018. In 2012, the Heliophysics Division also plans to continue operating 26 spacecraft already in orbit gathering data on the sun and its impact on Earth. Sun scientists attribute strong support for their division, in part, to the year-old Solar Dynamics Observatory (SDO). In addition to producing a steady stream of vivid images, SDO is providing scientists with a wealth of data on the sun’s interior, its magnetic field and its outer atmosphere or corona. “We have learned revolutionary things about solar flares and coronal mass ejections from SDO,” said Alan Title, senior fellow at Lockheed Martin’s Advanced Technology Center in Palo Alto, Calif., and principal investigator for SDO’s Atmospheric Imaging Assembly. “I would hope people realize it would be prudent to make additional, targeted investments in heliophysics.”      Those flares and coronal mass ejections can send waves of charged particles toward Earth, harming satellites, disrupting power lines and interfering with air travel. “We have a technologically sophisticated society,” Fisher said. “Things we depend on have some vulnerability to the conditions of space weather.” Growing public awareness of that vulnerability may help sustain heliophysics funding even as pressures mount to reduce overall federal spending, heliophysics researchers said. Nevertheless, the Heliophysics Division is not immune to budget pressures. Rising rocket costs may force sun scientists to scale back plans for missions later in the decade, including the Solar Orbiter, a collaborative mission involving NASA and the European Space Agency (ESA). The conclusion of the space shuttle program and uncertain demand for rockets have led to a significant increase in the anticipated cost of the expendable launch vehicles NASA relies on to carry many large satellites into orbit. 

Satellites Key

A stable satellite industry is key to a successful space program

Hiriart and Saleh 10(Thomas/ Joseph, Georgia Institute of Technology, “Observations on the evolution of satellite launch volume and cyclicality in the space industry”, http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/science/article/pii/S0265964609001179, February 2010, accessed 6/20/11) JER

Satellites have been rightly described as the lifeblood of the entire space industry and the number of satellites ordered or launched per year is an important defining measure of the industry's level of activity. The structure of the space industry, its financial health, and its workforce retention and development is dependent to a large extent on the volume of satellites contracted (not just their costs; a single large expensive satellite has different implications for the space industry than say five smaller cheaper ones). As such, trends and variability in this volume have a significant strategic impact on the space industry. Over the past 40+ years, hundreds of satellites have been launched every year. Thus an important dataset is available for time series analysis and identification of trends and cycles in the various markets of this industry. Initially, the term business cycle referred to fluctuations in production or economic activity over a defined period of time [1]. In recent years, economic theory has moved toward the study of economic fluctuation rather than the traditional understanding of the business cycle term [2] and [3]. In this paper, we seek to identify cycles in the broad sense of the term, meaning any cyclical fluctuations observed in satellite launch volume. Our approach is empirical/statistical in nature; causal modeling and explanations are left as fruitful venues for future work. The reader interested in causal explanations of cyclicality in broad terms (e.g., mismatch between production and market demand) is referred to [3], [4], [5] and [6].This article reports findings of a study for which we collected data on over 6000 satellites launched since 1960 on a yearly basis. The satellites are grouped into three broad categories: 1) defense and intelligence, 2) science, and 3) commercial satellites. The objective of this study was to identify trends and cyclical patterns in satellite launch volume, and to assess the evolution and relative importance of institutional and commercial customers in the space industry. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe the database and the data categorization used in this work. In Section 3, we present the actual time series for the three satellite categories and provide a qualitative discussion of the data based on visual inspection. While the statistical analysis is omitted in this work, we provide in Section 4 an overview of the results (spectral analysis and periodogram) as it pertains to the important question of cyclicality in the space industry. Section 5 concludes the work.
Generic Co-op – Competitiveness

Cooperation is key to space competitiveness – it guarantees a market for US technology
Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies Fellow, 2011 (Yasuhito, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”, Space Policy, Vol. 27, No. 1, accessed: 6/20/11, Science Direct, CQ)

Three main factors underpin the NSP’s emphasis on international cooperation. First, the number of potential partners is increasing on the global stage as a premise for cooperation. As written in the NSP’s introduction, the use of space was once a realm accessible by only a handful of major powers, but now space is being utilized by far more nations and non-state actors than ever before. It is said that currently over 60 nations and private firms have their own satellites.3 The Obama administration widely recognizes that there are increasing opportunities for cooperation as the proliferation of space activities progresses. For example, Robert Butler, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Cyber and Space Policy, noted in his remarks to Congress in April 2010 that, “as the number of nations with space capabilities increases, so too will the opportunities for increased sharing.”4 In other words, with this progress, more countries are being recognized by the US government as actors who are worth cooperating with in space. Leveraging the increasing opportunities to work together with other countries is not the only aim of the NSP. The changing environment of space activities has pressured the USA into undertaking a more intensified policy of international cooperation. One reason the USA needs cooperation is closely connected to the fear of weakening US primacy in space. Along with the USSR (Russia), the USA has been the leading space power and, especially after the Soviet breakup, it has enjoyed a huge advantage in this field. In 2009 it is estimated that the US government space budget ($64.42 billion) accounted for a quarter of the global space economy ($261.61 billion) and about three-quarters of aggregate world government space budgets ($86.17 billion).5 The current US primacy in space is, however, no longer secure and is challenged by budget pressures and growing competition. The push for more budget cuts is especially apparent in the national security space sector. In June 2010 Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates announced his intention to save over $100 billion of the defense budget over a five-year period starting from fiscal year 2012 and this is where the space-related budget is expected to suffer.6 In addition, the proliferation of space activities has intensified heated competition in space. For example, the US Global Positioning System (GPS) has been widely used as the “gold standard” for space-based positioning, navigation and timing (PNT) and generated huge positive economic effects.7 Nevertheless, other countries have recently been preparing their own global navigation satellite systems (GNSS). Russia is rebuilding its Glonass constellation, which aims to be fully operational by the end of 2010.8 European countries are funding the Galileo system, which is scheduled to be partially operational in 2014.9 China is also constructing the Beidou/Compass system, which is intended to achieve global coverage by around 2020.10 These systems are designed to be dual-use and are sure to have great impact on related markets. Under these circumstances the USA is attempting to maintain its primacy in space by utilizing increased international cooperation and collaboration. Michael Nacht, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global Affairs, stated in May 2010 that expectations of flat to declining military space budgets in the next couple of years is the motivation for enhancing international cooperation.11 Furthermore, while space is becoming a more competitive domain where other nations are increasing their presence, the USA seems to be aiming to shape the direction of global space activities in its favor and to expand its market opportunities through cooperation with other nations. In the case of space-based PNT, the new NSP stipulates that, for the purpose of maintaining US leadership in this area, the country shall “engage with foreign GNSS providers to encourage compatibility and interoperability, promote transparency in civil service provision, and enable market access for US industry.”
India Key – Launch Cost

India is gaining the capability to lower their launch cost- new satellite in the works

Indian Express 10 (Indian news source, “India to Cut Satellite Launch Cost by Half”, http://www.indianexpress.com/news/indiatocutsatellitelaunchcostbyhalf/599786/, April 4, 2010, accessed 6/20/11) JER
India plans to cut satellite launch cost by half with the heavy-lift rocket that it is developing, a senior space department official said. The country is also aiming a two-to-three fold increase in the number of spacecraft launches from this year, Chairman of Indian Space Research Organisation K Radhakrishnan said. GSLV-Mk III that ISRO is developing now would bring down the satellite launch cost at least by half, at present, the launch cost is pegged at around USD 20,000 per kilogram, he said. GSLV-Mk III, which would have the capability to launch satellites of four tonne class, nearly twice the mass that ISRO can currently carry to space, is expected to be operational in next two-three years. Delivering the inaugural lecture of IIScAA (Indian Institute of Science Alumni Association) here last evening, he said India currently has 211 communication transponders, including 195 operational.

India is cheapest for satellite launches – 12 times less than what China pays

Ranjit Devraj, 2002 “India To Offer Cheaper Taxi Rides Into Space With Polar Launcher” Regional Editor based in Delhi, takes care of the journalistic production from the Asia and Pacific region. http://www.spacedaily.com/news/india-02i.html, Sep 16, 2002 (OTT)
In the burgeoning world market for satellite launches and space services, India offers the cheapest taxi rides on its rockets. On Thursday afternoon , for a mere 15 million U.S. dollars, India launched a meteorological satellite into "geo-synchronous" transfer orbit some 36,000 kilometres above the equator using a modified version of its highly successful space workhorse, the polar satellite launch vehicle (PSLV). So far, the versatile PSLVs have been limited to injecting satellites, both Indian and foreign, into polar, "sun-synchronous" orbits in a loop around the poles at a modest height of between 800 and 900 km. "If we succeed with this, we can then think of launching communications satellites on the PSLV," said P S Goel, one of the directors of the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) which has its headquarters in the southern city of Bangalore. Launching communications satellites is expensive because they have to be positioned 36,000 km out in space and that calls for larger rockets with larger motors using more sophisticated fuels than the PSLV. In October last year, India used the PSLV to simultaneously inject three satellites into space, the equivalent of cramming more passengers into a taxi. The 'piggyback' riders on the PSLV (called PSLV-C3) included a German satellite and a Belgian one moving along with an Indian passenger. India collected a million dollars for transporting Germany's 92 kg Bispectral and Infrared Remote Detection (BIRD) satellite and another million dollars from Belgium for its Project for Onboard Autonomy (PROBA) satellite, weighing 94 kilogrammes. All three were low-orbit, remote-sensing satellites. Although BIRD and PROBA were almost of equal weight, their owners wanted them placed in different orbits - BIRD in a circular orbit at 569 km and PROBA in a higher elliptical orbit varying in altitude between 568 km and 638 km. Antrix Corp, the commercial arm of ISRO , marked its entry into commercial launches in 1999 when a PSLV (PSLV-C2) successfully carried into space South Korea's KITSAT satellite and Germany's TUBSAT along with its own OCEANSAT. With each new mission, the PSLV's lifting capabilities have been enhanced from a 40 kg payload in a 1980 launch until its present capacity to either place a three-tonne satellite in low-earth orbit or put a 1,050 satellite like Wednesday's METSAT into high geo-synchronous orbit. According to V R Katti , programme director, to help along the PSLV (PSLV-C4), METSAT itself was built lighter using space-age, carbon fibre reinforced plastic (CFRP) instead of aluminium. "CFRP met the requirements of being light while still being a good conductor of electricity," he said. ISRO officials say that when India spent 20 million dollars for a PSLV launch three years ago, China spent 12 times as much for a comparable Long March 3B rocket. The officials expected a rising demand for the launch of low-orbit satellites and the PSLV perfectly fit the bill especially because of its record for reliability.

Cooperation with India good – low-cost launch

Gulshan R Luthra, 2010 “US may outsource lightweight satellite launches to India” Editor For India Strategic an Authoritative monthly on defence and strategic affairs http://www.indiastrategic.in/topstories748.htm October, 2010 (OTT)

Rose noted that India has a strong and growing space industry that has great potential for future cooperation. It was suggested that one area that could be explored is using Indian capabilities in low-cost launch, as ISRO has displayed a commendable track record in this regard. Other possibilities that could be examined include cooperation on manned space flights. Lockheed Martin noted, however, that any cooperation beyond these kinds of informational discussions would be subject to an overall policy and agreement framework acceptable to both the Indian and United States governments and compatible with U.S. export control regulations. Rose said that senior executives from Lockheed Martin had visited Bangalore in August during a space conference and held introductory discussions with ISRO and Antrix. Commercially, it would be a win-win situation for both sides. And if cooperation between the two countries grew substantially, Indian companies could also become part of a global supply chain with Lockheed Martin, Rose said.

India charges significantly less than International average

India Times Jan 06 2009, ISRO to launch four foreign satellites this year http://articles.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2009-01-06/india/28042287_1_w2m-eads-astrium-eutelsat-communications (OTT)
Indian Space Research Organisation will launch four foreign satellites this year as it seeks to make further inroads into the international satellite-building and launch services market in 2009. Two weeks ago, communication satellite, W2M, built by ISRO on a commercial basis in partnership with EADS-Astrium of Europe, was successfully launched by the European Ariane-5 launch vehicle from the Guiana Space Centre at Kourou in French Guiana. Managing Director of Antrix Corporation Ltd, the commercial arm of Bangalore-headquartered ISRO, K R Sridhara Murthy, said the Indian space agency is gearing up to launch four satellites of Singapore, the Netherlands, Italy and Algeria. (These contracts were bagged by ISRO independently and not in partnership with EADS-Astrium). "We have four commitments for Singapore, the Netherlands, Italy and Algeria. We want to complete it in 2009," he told PTI in an interview. "It (the four spacecraft) is a mix of nano and small satellites". Contractual obligations bar ISRO from talking about specific launch price but Sridhara Murthy said that the space agency's charge per kg of satellite (to be launched) is around Euro 20,000 per kg, quite cheaper than prevailing International prices.

Cooperation with India good – satellite launch 100 times cheaper than U.S. launches
Jay Menon, Vice President - Talent Polaris Software Lab, Aerospace Daily & Defense Report, lexis India To Launch Five Satellites By Year-End, 4/19/2011 (OTT)

Scientists at the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) are gearing up to launch five satellites by the end of this year, including the advanced remote-sensing Resourcesat-2 on April 20. Resourcesat-2, along with Youthsat and X-SAT, will be launched by Polar Satellite Launch Vehicle PSLV-C16 from the Satish Dhawan Space Center at Sriharikota in the southern state of Andhra Pradesh. S. Satish, spokesman for the Bengaluru-based ISRO, tells Aviation Week that after facing initial hiccups, “the integration of all the three satellites to the launcher has been successfully accomplished.” He says the Launch Authorization Board met last week to review the readiness of the launch vehicle, spacecraft systems and ground stations, and gave its approval for liftoff. “The launch will take place at 10:12 a.m. (IST) on April 20,” Satish says. The primary payload, the ISRO-built Resourcesat-2, is an advanced remote-sensing satellite weighing 1,206 kg (2,660 lb.) that will be used to study and manage natural resources. The images taken will be useful for estimating the health of crops, locating ground water, keeping tabs on deforestation and monitoring water levels in reservoirs and lakes. Youthsat, weighing 92 kg, is a joint Indo-Russian satellite for stellar and atmospheric studies, including studying solar activity and its effect on the Earth’s upper atmosphere. X-SAT, weighing 106 kg, is a micro-satellite for imaging applications built by Nanyang Technological University in Singapore. Satish says ISRO also is planning to launch two communication satellites​ — GSAT-8 onboard an Ariane rocket from Kourou, French Guiana, and GSAT-12 from India — by June to serve the needs of the telecommunication and television sectors. This would be followed by the launch of the Megha-Tropiques satellite, another GSAT and the Radar Imaging Satellite (Risat-1). “With the launch of these satellites, ISRO is trying to wipe out the sad debacle of GSLV-D3,” Satish says. That mission failed to reach orbit last April, destroying the GSAT-4 satellite (Aerospace DAILY, July 12, 2010). PSLV is ISRO’s most successful rocket. It can launch satellites in the 1-ton class (up to about 1,500 kg) into 600-1,000-km (370-620-mi.) orbits. This is sufficient for satellites meant for map-making, surveillance, remote sensing, etc. Communication satellites that need to be in a fixed position relative to India and the rotating Earth travel in geostationary orbit at about 36,000 km altitude. PSLV can take satellites to such orbits if the weight is only around 1,000 kg. In fact, it was used also for the Chandrayaan Moon mission. For larger satellites such as the 2,000-kg Insat, ISRO developed the Geostationary Satellite Launch Vehicle (GSLV), which can send more than 2 metric tons into geostationary orbit. However, India’s reputation as a reliable space-launching country took a serious hit last year after the space research organization failed twice to launch satellites. India began its space program in 1963, and has since designed, built and carried out multiple liftoffs. From 1994 to 2010, India’s Polar Satellite Launch Vehicle launched more than 50 satellites — more than half of them foreign. In October 2008, India launched its first unmanned Moon mission, Chandrayaan-1, to conduct experiments and search for evidence of water on the lunar surface. And last July, ISRO launched the Cartosat-2B satellite to facilitate urban planning and infrastructure development. Mayank Vahia, scientist at the Mumbai-based Tata Institute of Fundamental Research (TIFR), says, “The satellite launch industry in India is cost-effective, reliable and consistent, which gives it a competitive edge over the rest of the world.” The cost of launching a satellite in India is 100 times less than that in the U.S. Vahia adds: “India should be able to create a niche market by sharing its remote-sensing experience with countries who do not have proper capability and infrastructure to launch satellites.”

Cooperation over Space Lowers Costs – India Key
Rendleman and Faulconer, 2010 James D. and J. Walter (USAF (Ret); is the new business area executive for civilian space at The Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory (APL)), " Improving international space cooperation: Considerations for the USA ", 16 July 2010, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610000640#sec2. 6/22/11. OTT
Cost motivations are the most important rationale given for cooperation. Space endeavors are very expensive and are thus highly debated, especially the returns on investment. International cooperation offers the potential to reduce the burden of gaining access to space by even the poorest of nations. It does this byspreading the resource investments and expenditures among cooperating nations. Observers have concluded that as per-partner costs decrease, the per-partner utility of international cooperation increases. 15 Cooperation reduces exposure by spreading the risk of failure and allows a spacefaring state to draw in outside resources. This is especially compelling for nations whose resources are insufﬁcient to attain any substantial space operational and technical goals. Even the well-endowed ESA has engaged the USA and Japan to join what were previously traditional European science missions as a way to rescue its mission portfolio from increased cost-growth. 16 Similarly, Chandraayan, India’s ﬁrst satellite to the Moon, was launched in 2008 carrying two primary instruments to help locate water and other resources. The USA contributed these to the mission. They cost more than the amount India spent building and integrating the balance of the spacecraft and the launch vehicle. International cooperation offers the opportunity to improve the efﬁcacy of the expenditures. Resources can be rationalized, standardized, and made interoperable to bring about the best and most efﬁcient use of research, development, procurement, support, and production resources. This fosters effective operations. So if a hypothetical space partnership involves two nations, one with sophisticated remote sensing engineering capabilities, and the other, spacelift, a rational approach would allocate program activities in accord with these strengths.

US should cooperate With India – Cost Of Launch Cheaper

Raghu 9 – US research MINT (with, July 30, ) K. Raghu, India increases cooperation in space, (OTT)


India is in talks with the US to build and launch commercial satellites for American customers, for which the two countries are expected to sign an agreement, said G. Madhavan Nair, chairman of the Indian Space Research Organisation, or Isro. In a sign of increasing cooperation with the US in space research, India on 20 July signed a technology safeguards pact that also allows it to launch scientific and remote sensing satellites with US components. So far, satellites with US-built components needed prior approval from the US state department before being launch by a foreign space agency. The country now expects to sign a commercial satellite launch agreement (CSLA) that would allow American firms to use Indian launchers at lower costs than in the US. ?Space cooperation with the US has been (the) agenda of the government,? Nair told reporters. ?We will be able to launch heavy satellites on a case-to-case basis.? India offers satellite-launching services at three-fourths the price charged by global space launch companies such as 
Arianespace 
and International Launch Services. India has two rockets, the workhorse PSLV for remote sensing satellites, and GSLV, with the capability to hurl 2.5 tonnes communication satellites into space. India expects to lower the cost of sending a satellite to space by half through its heavier rocket GSLV-MKIII, which will be ready by 2011. ?We will have more opportunities to get foreign satellites for launch from India. Before this (agreement), users had to wait for clearance for every case,? Nair said. Nair was speaking at the launch of a locally built mapping and image processing software by Scanpoint Geomatics Ltd, an Ahmedabad-based firm. Isro, which selected Scanpoint for the software package, will get 10% royalty on its sales. The product is being sold commercially at Rs12 lakh per licence, half the cost of such products from Environmental Systems Research Institute Inc. and ERDAS Inc., said Arup R. Dasgupta, director of Scanpoint Geomatics. The geographical information system software is used to analyse maps for segments such as urban and rural planning.

Impact – Competitiveness

Strong Space Industrial Base Good – Key to Competitive Edge In The Global Economy

Defense Daily 10 (June 30, New Space Policy Promotes International Cooperation, Private Industry, ), Lexis (OTT)

The Obama administration has issued a new national space policy that emphasizes international cooperation and support for a robust space industrial base. In a written statement issued June 28 by the White House, President Barrack Obama  aid the new plan would "rapidly increase our capabilities in space while bolstering America's competitive edge in the global economy." "The United States will engage in expanded international cooperation in space activities," the policy document states. "The United States will pursue cooperative activities to the greatest extent practicable in areas 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. " However, Washington remains committed to the use of space systems "in support of its national and homeland security," according to the document. "The United States will invest in space situational awareness capabilities and launch vehicle technologies; develop the means to assure mission essential functions enabled by space; enhance our ability to identify and characterize threats; and deter, defend, and if necessary, defeat efforts to interfere with or attack U.S. or allied space systems," it states. The document also addresses arms control in space. The policy expresses the administration's willingness to "consider" arms control agreements for the space domain. Defense Secretary Robert Gates welcomed the release of the policy. "Space-based capabilities are critical to our military's ability to navigate accurately, strike precisely, and gather battle space awareness efficiently," he said in a press statement. "However, changes in the space environment over the last decade challenge our operations. Today, space is increasingly contested as our systems face threats of disruption and attack, increasingly competitive as more states, private firms, and others develop space-based capabilities, and increasingly congested with orbital debris." Gates pledged to work closely with his counterparts in other U.S. government agencies to mitigate such risks. The policy also calls for a "robust and competitive" industrial base. "In support of its critical domestic aerospace industry, the U.S. government will use commercial space products and services in fulfilling governmental needs, invest in new and advanced technologies and concepts, and use a broad array of partnerships with industry to promote innovation," it states. "The U.S. government will actively promote the purchase and use of U.S. commercial space goods and services within international cooperative agreements." The Aerospace Industries Association, a top lobbying group for the defense and aerospace sector, said in a statement that the new policy "takes important steps needed to maintain our global leadership in space and ensure continued competitiveness and innovation." AIA hailed the policy's emphasis on "retaining space professionals and improving space professional development" as "an important investment in our workforce. " The group also renewed its call to "modernize an outdated export control system so that our industry can compete on a level playing field abroad." has been criticized for canceling the aging U.S. Space Shuttle program before a replacement program is developed. The administration earlier this year announced the cancellation of the Constellation program, a Bush administration initiative to return U.S. astronauts to the moon. The new space policy does not outline precise funding goals for space exploration or any other initiative mentioned. NASA Administrator Charles Bolden said in a press statement that the new policy "challenges NASA to embrace new roles and areas of emphasis, such as enhancing use of the International Space Station, identifying and characterizing of near-Earth objects, and eliminating or limiting orbital debris and its danger to spacecraft." He said NASA plans to "expand our partnerships with private industry, allowing commercial companies to take a larger role in the exploration of space." "This policy will enable a vibrant, job-creating, transportation system for taking humans to and from low-Earth orbit, which should significantly contribute to the national economy," he added.

Impact – Heg Exts

Declining aerospace leadership emboldens hostile rivals

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

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

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

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
A2 Military Satellites

Commercial Satellites Key
Sharma, 2010 (Deepak, M.  Tech  degree  in Communications  from  IIT,  Kanpur  and  has  also  done Technical Staff Course, commanded Corps Engineering  Signals  Regiment  in  Counter  Insurgency Environment and the unit was responsible for provisioning communication in entire Assam and Arunachal Pradesh; “Space Capability and India’s Defence Communications Up to 2022 and Beyond”, IDSA Occasional Paper No. 15, November, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/OP_spacecapabilityandIndiadefencecomm.pdf)

Joseph Rouge, Director of the National Security Space Office, in June 2008 said that 80 per cent of the US defence satellite communication with fixed ground stations are provided by commercial operators. The European Defence Agency has created a special group to bring together satellite communications requirements of the various European defence forces to coordinate purchases of commercial capacity. Defence Forces are also one of the most significant purchasers of commercial satellite remote sensing imagery. In 2008 the US Department of Defence bought $5-million worth of commercial synthetic aperture radar imagery from the Canadian Radarsat system. The US Department of Defence is also committed to purchase $197 million worth of imagery over the first 18 months of operation of GeoEye-1. The US has also cancelled two large military programmes, the BASIC, which was focused on high-end observation satellites, and $26 billion transformational satellite programme, TSAT. These decisions will facilitate the continued and increased reliance on commercial vendors for imaging and communications solutions. Communication Satellites Of all the applications satellite communication sometime abbreviated as SATCOM will continue to dominate the commercial satellite industry, with 34 payloads launched in 2008. As per the Space Report of 2008, there were approximately 524 communication satellites owned by various countries and organisations as per details listed below, signifying the importance of space based communication.
A2 Commercial Launch Platforms

Commercial alternatives are years away – we need to act now
Hill, 2010 (Jeffery, Satellite News, Interviewing Phillip Spector, Intelsat’s Executive Vice President, “Intelsat's Spector: CSIS Findings Crucial to Fix U.S. Commercial Launch Options”, Satellite News, August 4th, Lexis)

Satellite News: Couldn’t Sea Launch, Orbital or SpaceX make just as much of a positive impact on the U.S. market? Spector: Intelsat would love to see those companies become more robust as viable options. Intelsat was very involved in the process of bringing Sea Launch out of Chapter 11. We were an active participant on the Sea Launch reorganization creditor committee, and we have given the company future orders for launches. We are very much eager to see Sea Launch return. However, their first launch is more than a year away. SpaceX is even further away. We’re thrilled about Falcon 9, but we believe that they are years away from having a reliable product. We make our decisions for launch vehicles years in advance. So it may be some time before SpaceX makes a major impact as a remedy to the U.S. launch situation. Overall, I believe, U.S. policymakers should through their support behind these commercial launch companies
A2 Export Controls

Export Controls will be overcome
Garretson, 2010 (Peter, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) International Fellow in India, and a Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) New Delhi; “Sky’s No Limit: Space-based Solar Power, The Next Major Step in the Indo-US Strategic Partnership”, Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis Occasional Paper No. 9, August, http://www.idsa.in/sites/default/files/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf)

A frequent concern encountered in structured discussions was the obstacles posed by the MTCR and ITAR. Do these, in fact, pose an insurmountable obstacle? They do not. There is currently a strong current suggesting ITAR may get a re-look to become more permissive with respect to space cooperation. But even if there is no change, ITAR is not a prohibition, just an onerous procedure for approval, which can be navigated by a dedicated, expert cadre. It is also possible that if policymakers are convinced that the success of larger ends is at stake, that special legislation (like the Counter Terrorism Technical Support Organisation) or an executive order could streamline some types of technical interchange. An example exemption already exists for COMSAT. Further, MTCR is not an absolute prohibition. It specifically states that it is not meant to constrain cooperation in civil space programmes. In practice, however, it is difficult to find a meaningful distinction between peaceful launch and missile technologies. Even in the case of unambiguously military technologies, countries are at liberty to transfer such technology, provided they receive adequate assurances from the recipient country. One interesting idea that came up in discussion was the idea of a controlled international facility for space-planes, patterned after the IAEA model for controlled international nuclear facilities.

India is not on Export control lists anymore

Bishoyi, 2011 (Saroj, Research Assistant at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, “India-US High Technology Cooperation: Moving Forward”, Institute for Defence Studies & Analysis, February 16th, http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/IndiaUSHighTechnologyCooperationMovingForward_sbishoyi_160211)

In an effort aimed at expanding high technology trade and forging closer strategic relations with India, on January 25, 2011, the US Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Industry and Security (BIS) issued a final rule amending the Export Administration Regulations (EAR), which removed nine Indian defence and space companies from the Entity List (EL). Those removed from the EL include Bharat Dynamics Limited (BDL), four subordinates of India’s Defence Research and Development Organization (DRDO) and four subordinates of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO).1 The removal of these nine Indian companies from the EL eliminates the existing license requirements in the EL and results in the removed companies being treated the same way as any other destination in India for export licensing purposes. Export restrictions on these companies have been in place since India tested nuclear weapons in 1998. The amendment also removed India from several country groups such as D: 2 (nuclear proliferation), D: 3 (chemical and biological weapons proliferation) and D: 4 (missile technology controls) in the EAR, resulting in the removal of export licence requirements that were tied to India’s placement in these groups. Countries that figure in EAR include China, Pakistan, Russia, and in some instances, even Israel. The amendment further adds India to the country group A: 2 in the EAR, which consists of members of the Missile Technology Control Regime, thus recognizing and communicating India’s adherence to the regime, the India-US strategic partnership, and India’s global non-proliferation credentials. In addition, it also supports India’s efforts to join four multilateral export-control regimes, i.e. Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), Australia Group (AG), and Wassenaar Arrangement (WA), which require the US to revise its own export restrictions.
***Cooperation Top Level***

Space Solves

Space is an area of promising cooperation
Bisht, 2007 Medha (Institute for defense studies and analysis, Research Assistant), "IDSA-CCC Bilateral Seminar on Indo-US Strategic Partnership"April 25, 2007 - April 26, 2007, http://www.idsa.in/node/976. ; 6/20/11 JD

With the end of the Cold War and the transformation of the world order, a new cluster of global threats, including those posed by non-state actors and weapons of mass destruction, require global responses and transformation, resulting in something other than a simple zero-sum equation between major powers. The speaker stated that the July 18th 2005 agreement set forth an open-ended structure and mechanism for cooperation, which was enhanced by the March 2006 Vision Statement signed during President Bush’s visit to India. However, he argued that despite these common interests, there were prominent differences in approach, for instance, on the Iran issue, but on the whole these should not affect the broader thrust of the bilateral relationship. Referring to the 123 agreement, he noted that the democratic decision making in both countries had made the negotiated agreement a slightly long drawn process. He was confident that the future of this strategic partnership appeared bright and set on a progressive trajectory. He identified civil nuclear energy, space technology, science and technology, education, agriculture, environmental concerns, pandemics and health care health sector as promising areas of cooperation in future where greater synergies could be developed.

Space is an area of cooperation for US-India

Glover, 2010 Jessica (is a Joseph S. Nye, Jr. Research Intern at the Center for a New American Security. She holds an M.A. in Middle East Studies from the George Washington University Elliot School of International Affairs.)" For U.S.-India Cooperation, Space is the Next Frontier"November 11, 2010, http://www.cnas.org/blogs/naturalsecurity/2010/11/us-india-cooperation-space-next-frontier.html. 6/21/11.JD

As President Obama continues his tour through Asia this week, including Monday’s remarks in India, foreign policy-watchers have suggested a number of ways to improve and revitalize the India-U.S. relationship – including our very own CNAS colleagues. Importantly, President Obama himself emphasized the interplay between technology, new energy, and greater security during his address to the Indian Parliament. The final frontier – outer space – is one arena where some experts see potential collaboration between the United States and India.  

India and US cooperation over space is critical to overall cooperative efforts
BBC Monitoring South Asia - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring March 2, 2006, Lexis (OTT)

New Delhi, 2 March: India and US Thursday [2 March] agreed to continue further exploration in civil space science, including space exploration, satellite navigation and earth science. The two countries have committed to moving forward with agreements that would permit US satellites and satellites containing US components launched by Indian space launch vehicles, the Indo-US Joint Statement issued after Prime Minister Manmohan Singh meeting with US President George W. Bush said. The agreement assumes significance as civil space cooperation is a significant aspect of the emerging high technology and strategic cooperation between the two nations. India welcomed inclusion of US instruments in the Indian lunar mission Chandrayan - I saying that agreements to be inked between ISRO and NASA would be significant steps forward. The statement mentions that efforts would be made towards opening up of new opportunities for commercial space cooperation between India and the United States. The two countries have agreed to generate collaborative partnerships in science and technology to promote industrial research and development, it said adding "India and the US will co-fund to establish a Bi-National Science and Technology Commission that would help build knowledge partnerships." India and US would work together to promote innovation, creativity and technological advancement by providing a vibrant intellectual property rights regime. The two nations would also work together for capacity building activities, human resource development and public awareness programmes, it said.

Satellites Solve

India launching US satellites fosters cooperation

IDSA, 06 Institute for defense studies and analysis (a non-partisan, autonomous body dedicated to objective research and policy relevant studies on all aspects of defence and security. Its mission is to promote national and international security through the generation and dissemination of knowledge on defence and security-related issues. IDSA has been consistently ranked over the last few years as one of the top think tanks in Asia.), " India-US Joint Statement", March 2, 2006, http://www.idsa.in/resources/documents/Indo-US.JointStatement.2.3.06. 6/20/11. JD

Agreed to continue exploring further cooperation in civil space, including areas such as space exploration, satellite navigation, and earth science. The United States and India committed to move forward with agreements that will permit the launch of U.S. satellites and satellites containing U.S. components by Indian space launch vehicles, opening up new opportunities for commercial space cooperation between the two countries.

Space is Key

US-India cooperation on space is critical to overall cooperation and relations
Morris 11 – analyst and writer (Dr Jones an Australian space, 11/30/10, Courting India In Space Space Daily, United Press International Space Daily, ) (OTT)
It's a busy time for watching international relations in space. Then again, given the current state of international relations on Earth, it's not surprising that spaceflight looks so dynamic. We have had a short and controversial visit by the Administrator of NASA to China, and recently, new overtures of co-operation between the USA and India on several strategic and economic fronts. Spaceflight has been prominent among these. The main issue, at least in the short term, has been an easing of restrictions on the export of US satellites for launch on Indian launch vehicles. This has the potential to both delight and disappoint US space firms, some of whom will probably miss out on launch contracts to their overseas rivals. This article won't explore the full dynamics of this complex subject, but the move represents a major policy shift for the USA. It also suggests that other collaborative space projects could be possible in the future, if relations continue to improve. How should India and the USA work together in space? It's a question that can't be reasonably answered until the USA decides on exactly what it wants to do with its own space program. Right now, there are plenty of people who could provide a roadmap, but it isn't clear what the volatile mix of America's politics and economics will produce in the near future. Nevertheless, we can take stock of some of the current elements in play. The USA is about to retire its space shuttle fleet, but continue participation in the International Space Station for an extended period. It's also trying to incubate the development of a new flock of fledging private spacecraft. The first hatchlings are unmanned cargo carriers, but some could transform into crew transfer vehicles. America is also maintaining a robust unmanned lunar and planetary exploration program. India is a highly aspirational space player with a seasoned fleet of satellite buses and launch vehicles. It's pursuing an ambitious robot lunar exploration program, and hopes to fly to Mars in the near future. Most notably, India has begun the development of its own indigenous human spaceflight program, and is developing a capsule spacecraft. Like China, India is a major economic and space power that is not a participant in the International Space Station. China has indicated interest in joining the ISS program, but has been rebuffed. Admitting India to ISS while excluding China would be a potentially controversial step. At the present, there is no truly clear message from India or any of the existing ISS partners on where they stand on this. Until recently, there were plans to fly an Indian cosmonaut on a Soyuz mission, but it's curious to note that the spacecraft was never intended to dock with ISS. This would have been the first Soyuz flight without a mission to the Station since ISS began construction! The mission plan alone hints at the controversy of admitting India in any deeper role as an ISS partner. Russia recently announced that the joint mission has been canceled, but remains on good terms with India's space program. Russia is already strongly entrenched as a co-operative partner with India in spaceflight, and has already launched an Indian cosmonaut on a Soyuz mission to a Salyut space station. Russia is also providing hardware for the upcoming Chandrayaan-2 lunar mission. India is unlikely to reduce its co-operation with Russia in spaceflight, and this may or may not influence the way America transfers technology to India. Then again, Russia already has an advanced grasp of boosters and spacecraft technology. America may feel that anything that isn't too sensitive to be shared with India is also not too sensitive to be blocked from Russian eyes. Small steps would probably be a good way to start. India wants to explore the Moon and Mars. So does the USA. There has already been some co-operation in lunar exploration, with a US instrument flying on the first Indian Moon orbiter. If technology transfer issues can be resolved, it could be worth sharing more instruments. At the very least, there could be a pooling of scientific data, and possibly coordinated observations by Indian and US spacecraft at the same target. There was an attempt to co-ordinate some observations between India's Chandrayaan-1 lunar orbiter and America's Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter, but these did not work out for technical reasons. India also has a highly developed remote sensing capability, serving both civil and strategic interests. Exactly how or if they will interact further with America on this front is unclear. Commercial remote sensing arrangements are already quite active by both US and Indian companies. The ultimate prize would be co-operation in human spaceflight. This is a very fluid situation for both nations. By 2012, neither nation will have an operational astronaut transfer vehicle! India hopes to fly its own vehicle by 2015, but they will need to work rapidly if they wish to meet this very tight deadline. There has been some talk of co-operation with a major US aerospace firm on the development of this spacecraft, but it is not known how or if this will happen. It's not clear when the USA will field its first post-Shuttle manned spacecraft, or what it will be. There could be technology sharing on this front, or at least some effort to promote standards in docking. The recent release by the USA of an international standard for docking interfaces is a smart move that could shape India's thinking. This could be useful for joint missions outside of the ISS program, or allow for crew rescue in some circumstances. US and Indian astronauts could fly together on new space stations in Earth orbit, either as guest astronauts on US vehicles, or with US and Indian transfer vehicles both docking at the same station. Ultimately, both nations would love to send astronauts to the Moon. A collaborative program, possibly with other international partners, could defray the high costs of such a venture. It's probably too early to even draft a basic plan for such a mission, but visionaries in both nations are probably contemplating such a venture. 
***China***
China UQ
China is becoming a space power- launches and lunar goals
Wolf, 1/3/11 Jim (is a Correspondent, National Security for Reuters, Washington, D.C, and Freedom Forum Asia Reporting Fellow, University of Hawaii at Manoa ), " Space: A frontier too far for U.S.-China cooperation Washington at odds with Beijing over currency policies, huge trade surplus ", http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40897403/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/space-frontier-too-far-us-china-cooperation/. 6/21/11. JD

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. 

India Key – Security Ties
Indo-US security ties to counterbalance china 

Congressional Research Service, 2006 (CRS Issue Brief for Congress Received through the CRS Web Order Code IB93097 “India-U.S. Relations” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/IB93097.pdf EL) 

Security cooperation between the United States and India is in the early stages of development (unlike U.S.-Pakistan military ties, which date back to the 1950s). Since September 2001, and despite a concurrent U.S. rapprochement with Pakistan, U.S.-India security cooperation has flourished. The India-U.S. Defense Policy Group (DPG) — moribund since India’s 1998 nuclear tests and ensuing U.S. sanctions — was revived in late 2001 and meets annually; U.S. diplomats call military cooperation among the most important aspects of transformed bilateral relations. In June 2005, the United States and India signed a ten-year defense pact outlining planned collaboration in multilateral operations, expanded two-way defense trade, increasing opportunities for technology transfers and co-production, expanded collaboration related to missile defense, and establishment of a bilateral Defense Procurement and Production Group. The United States views defense cooperation with India in the context of “common principles and shared national interests” such as defeating terrorism, preventing weapons proliferation, and maintaining regional stability. Many analysts laud increased U.S.-India security ties as providing an alleged “counterbalance” to growing Chinese influence in Asia. 

Further, overall US – Indian ties counterbalance Chinas overall Hegemony

Wimbush 2007 (S. Enders, 11/19/2007, “Strategic India”, founded and directed the Society for Central Asian Studies in Oxford, England http://www.hudson.org/files/publications/StrategicIndia-Final-Wimbush.pdf, EL)
For several reasons, this situation began to change during the 1990s. First, the USSR’s collapse and the end of the Cold War removed a major source of tension in the U.S.-Indian relationship. Second, the Tiananmen Square massacre reminded Americans that China remained a communist dictatorship whose support for U.S. strategic interests had become dubious with the end of the Soviet threat. Many Americans began to see China more as a regional rival and an inveterate proliferator than a potential contributor to the inchoate new world order preferred by the United States. Third, the Indian government initiated wide-ranging economic reforms that suggested to foreign investors—increasingly disillusioned with the stagnation in Japan, persistent statism in China, and crony capitalism in other Asian countries—India’s true economic potential. Finally, Indian leaders increasingly saw value in improving ties with Washington to counterbalance China, manage Pakistan, and provide a surrogate for their defunct Soviet patron.  Third, influential Americans in and out of government have developed a growing appreciation of India’s possible role as a regional counterweight to an economically dynamic and militarily assertive China. Both countries share a common concern about growing Chinese influence in Myanmar, Bangladesh, and Pakistan. American planners recognize India’s potential as an obstacle to possible Chinese efforts to exploit targets of opportunity in other areas, including the South China Sea and control of the sea lanes connecting Middle Eastern energy producers to Asia’s voracious energy consumers. For their part, Indian national security planners now openly discuss another kind of “encirclement,” this time by the Chinese. Many of these Indian strategists believe a better relationship with Washington will enhance Indian efforts to resist China’s move toward regional hegemony. (Conversely, strategists in both countries, but especially in India, also fear that a weak and fractious China could export instability into surrounding regions.) 

India Key – Space Cooperation

US – India Cooperation Counterbalances Chinese space dominance
Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies 2009 (“Space and defense Volume two number three winter 2009 http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Journal_Vol_2_No_2_files/Space%20and%20Defense%202_3.pdf EL)
The U.S. orientation to India is understood in China as a means to leverage U.S.-India cooperation to counterbalance China’s rise as a space and military power. While U.S.-India space cooperation may render a certain edge to India in the trilateral space competition in Asia, China is not idle. In the race of unmanned lunar orbiters, China lost to Japan to be first. It is hard to imagine that China is willing to be behind India’s human spaceflight ambitions. Further, it is foreseeable that the Asian space race could only be more intense in the next decade, and China would adjust its schedule to keep its overall lead in civil space, especially in relation to India.7 

Despite past reforms in space programs an increase is needed to counterbalance china

Kronstadt 2006 (K. Alan Kronstadt Analyst in Asian Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division March 10, 2006“CRS Report for Congressm, “U.S.-India Bilateral Agreements and “Global Partnership””, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL33072_20060310.pdf, accessed: 6/23/11, EL)
President Bush’s 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States stated that “U.S. interests require a strong relationship with India,” and a recent National Intelligence Council projection said the likely rise of China and India “will transform the geopolitical landscape” in dramatic fashion.12 In January 2004, President Bush and Prime Minister Vajpayee formally launched the “Next Steps in Strategic Partnership” (NSSP) initiative, which sought to address longstanding Indian interests by expanding bilateral cooperation in the areas of civilian nuclear activities, civilian space programs, and high-technology trade, and expanding dialogue on missile defense.13 In March 2005, the Bush Administration unveiled a “new strategy for South Asia” based in part on a judgment that the NSSP was insufficiently broad and that sets as a goal “to help India become a major world power in the 21st century.”14 Nongovernmental proponents of closer U.S.-India security cooperation often refer to the rise of China and its potential disturbance of Asian stability as a key reason to “hedge” by bolstering U.S. links with India. While the Bush Administration has sought to downplay this probable motivator, Pentagon officials reportedly assert that India is likely to purchase up to $5 billion worth of conventional weapons from the United States, including platforms that could be “useful for monitoring the Chinese military.”15 Skeptics of a U.S. embrace of India note that the Indian Parliament passed resolutions condemning U.S. military operations against Iraq and later declined U.S. requests for troop contributions in the news magazine found only 30% of India’s holding a favorable view and 36% having negative images. Days before President Bush’s March 2006 visit, an ACNielsen poll found 66% of Indians agreeing that President Bush is “a friend of India,” while 72% believed America is “a bully” (“India’s World View” India Today (Delhi), Oct. 3, 2005; Matthew Rosenberg, “India Prepares for Visit by President Bush,” Washington Post, Feb. 27, 2006).
India Brink – More Needed
Further Cooperation is necessary to counterbalance China
NRDC 6/14/11 (Shravya Reddy staff of National Resource Defense Council “Stronger Focus on U.S.-India Energy Cooperation Needed on Capitol Hill” http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/sreddy/stronger_focus_on_us-india_ene.html EL)

Additional insights on the security and defense aspects of the Indo-US relationship wxere provided by a panel comprising Richard Fontaine, Bruce Riedel, Raymond Vickery and Ambassador Karl. F. Inderfurth.  The conference was attended by a wide array of both Indian and U.S. entities.  The common thread through all presentations was the recognition of India and the U.S. as strategic partners, and the growing importance of this partnership in the next few decades. Various speakers emphasized why India and the U.S. were critical to each other in counterbalancing China’s rising power. Several of them noted that the U.S. must step up its ties with India and give it the same priority that China has received in the past. All the speakers made note of the commonalities shared by India and the U.S., including democracy, entrepreneurial spirit, the pursuit of knowledge, and common values as well as interests.

Impact – China War

China's space rise may lead to confrontation with the US. 

Pollpeter, 2008 Kevin (is China Program Manager at Defense Group Inc.’s Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis. Previously, he was a researcher at the Rand Corporation. Mr. Pollpeter is widely published on China national security issues and focuses on the Chinese space program), " BUILDING FOR THE FUTURE: CHINA’S PROGRESS IN SPACE TECHNOLOGY DURING THE TENTH 5-YEAR PLAN AND THE U.S. RESPONSE ", March 2008, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub852.pdf.  6/22/11.JD

China’s space program furthers its grand strategy ambitions by adding to China’s comprehensive national power (CNP). Comprehensive national power is defined as the sum of a nation’s economic, political, military, scientific and technological, educational, and cultural strength. CNP can be divided into hard power, such as military force, and soft power, such as economic and cultural influence. While space power is not a main contributor to China’s CNP, it nevertheless is considered an important component. Space activities increase China’s hard power by improving China’s military capability and increase its soft power through its economic and political benefits. China’s grand strategy is reflected in its pursuit of space power. China’s space program is intended to portray China as a modernizing nation that is committed to the peaceful uses of space while at the same time serving China’s political, economic, and military interests. It contributes to China’s overall influence and provides capabilities that give China more freedom of action and opportunities for international leadership. With the exception of its ASAT test in January 2007, China has been able to conduct many of these activities without directly challenging the United States in space. Indeed, despite the dual-use nature of space technology, China is loathe to mention the military utility of it space program. China’s progress in space technologies, however, has many negative-sum aspects for the United States which may lead to confrontation or competition in space. 

Impact – Heg

China's space program will erode US primacy- military and economy

Pollpeter, 2008 Kevin (is China Program Manager at Defense Group Inc.’s Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis. Previously, he was a researcher at the Rand Corporation. Mr. Pollpeter is widely published on China national security issues and focuses on the Chinese space program), " BUILDING FOR THE FUTURE: CHINA’S PROGRESS IN SPACE TECHNOLOGY DURING THE TENTH 5-YEAR PLAN AND THE U.S. RESPONSE ", March 2008, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub852.pdf.  6/22/11.JD

China’s space program has achieved spectacular success in recent years. Since 2003 China has launched two human space flight missions, destroyed a satellite with a direct ascent anti-satellite weapon, and launched a moon orbiter. In this monograph, Mr. Kevin Pollpeter assesses China’s rise as a space power and its implications for the United States. He argues that China’s use of space power is part of an integrated approach to increasing its comprehensive national power and achieving great power status. As a result, China’s increasing space power challenges the United States militarily, economically, commercially, and politically. China’s increasing space capabilities will erode the U.S. lead in space in both absolute and relative terms. Nevertheless, the loss of preeminence in space need not result in the United States losing its role as the leading space power. To maintain its lead, the United States will not only need to improve technologically, but also train and keep a competent workforce, develop new and innovative ways to compete commercially, and expand the role of space in its exercise of soft power. To this end, this monograph offers valuable insights into China’s rise as a space power as well as a number of policies designed to respond to the challenges it presents. 

Chinas military space power is growing posing a threat to US hegemony 

Quigley 09 (Erik N. Quigley, Major, USAF, 4/2009, “GEO-POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS TO CHINA‘S RISE IN SPACE POWER” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA539644, EL)

China‘s military space threat to the US hegemon status is real and growing. Evidence of China‘s recent rise in space military capability is evident through their recent anti-satellite (ASAT) demonstrations, robust R&D programs, and national motives to become a regional power. China understands the geo-political importance of using military space as an avenue for regional and worldwide recognition and is posturing itself with a historically-proven military ‗active defense‘ culture within their military space programs.  The US response to China‘s emerging threat is slow and under-prioritized. This lack of a response is apparent with a current unbalanced national strategy for China and sub-standard funding levels for significant national and DoD military space acquisition programs. Competing national security priorities such as the GWOT are crippling the ability for the US to provide the best response to overmatch China‘s rise in military space power.  Now more than ever, China‘s military, economy, and resource consumption is growing at a monumental pace. China has the desire to become a world recognized regional superpower in 3 the 21st century. As a result, China is posturing itself with a peaceful rise‘ grand strategy that will eventually compete with the US for hegemon status. Polls show that half of the American public believes China will pose ―the biggest challenge to U.S. world power status in the next hundred years. Robert Kagan, in an article entitled ―What China Knows That We Don‟t”, contends that China aims ―in the near-term to replace the United States as the dominant power in East Asia and in the long-term to challenge America‘s position as the dominant power.‖3  While China‘s political leaders are reluctant to disclose their motives, the PLA has often been open with its intention to dominate space. In a March 2007 statement to the US-China Economic and Security Review Commission, Mary Fitzgerald claimed that Chinese military scientists stated and believe that ―whoever loses space loses the future.‖18 Fitzgerald contends that the Chinese believe that space warfare will become the ―core of future non-contact combat‖ and that without space dominance, a nation-state puts itself in the disadvantageous position of ―being defeated first and then going to war.‖19 Her recommendation to the commission warned that with China‘s immense progress in new concept weapons such as lasers, ―America should cease to be complacent about the sanctity of its orbital assets‖.20 

Impact – Space War

US leadership in Space to deters conflicts and prevents other countries from competing  

Dolman, 2005(Everett, C. "Strategy Lost: Taking the Middle Road to Nowhere." High Frontier Journal. Vol. 3, No. 1 Winter, 2K5 accessed 6/24/2011 http://www.spacedebate.org/citation/1847, EL)

Common to all hedging strategy proponents is the fear that placing weapons in space will spur a new arms race. Unfortunately, such a strategy increases the likelihood of a space arms race if and when space weapons are ultimately deployed, as the only plausible response by the US would be to at least match the opposing capabilities. This dithering approach blatantly ignores the current real world situation. At present, the US has no peer competitors in space. For the US to refrain from weaponizing until another state proves the capacity to challenge it allows for potential enemies to catch up to American capabilities. At a minimum, there is no risk for potential peer competitors to try. On the other hand, should the US reject the hedging strategy and unilaterally deploy weapons in space, other states may rationally decide not to compete. The cost of entry will simply be too great; the probability of failure palpable. In other words, the fear of an arms race in space, the most powerful argument in favor of the hedging plan, is most likely if the US follows its counsel.
China is scaling up for an all-out war in space
MacDonald 08 (Bruce W. MacDonald Council Special Report No. 38 September 2008 “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security” Mr. MacDonald holds a BSE from Princeton in aerospace engineering and two master’s degrees http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us security/p16707?breadcrumb=%2Fpublication%2Fby_type%2Fspecial_report EL accessed  6/24/2011)
With China’s demonstration of an ASAT weapon, the United States is concerned that China might soon deploy a substantial ASAT arsenal, consisting of either a fleet of the ASATs it tested in 2007, coorbital small satellites (“space mines”), or, later, a more advanced ASAT capability based on technologies such as lasers, microwaves, or cyberweapons. Such a Chinese deployment could substantially reduce the effectiveness of U.S. fighting forces. While more traditional counterspace capabilities like jammers have a long and well-recognized role in electronic warfare, their effects are localized and temporary and thus can be tailored. Offensive counterspace capabilities could permanently damage or destroy costly satellites and leave substantial harmful debris in space if they physically destroy the satellites. China has openly announced its intention to build “informationized armed forces and being capable of winning informationized wars by the mid-twenty-first century;”6 offensive counterspace capabilities would be an important component in this capability. Coordinating and executing any such attack would be difficult and fraught with danger for China. Some are concerned that an action-reaction cycle involving space weapons could result in an “arms race in space,” even without actual conflict, making both the United States and China worse off than if neither went down this path. China’s military space doctrine and intentions are far from clear and urgently require further analysis and understanding, leaving the United States with no choice but to hedge prudently against this uncertainty. But there is at least some suggestion that China may be moving toward a doctrine of deterrence in offensive counterspace capability, at least in the near to mid term, partially patterned on its strategic weapons doctrine and policy. It is unclear whether the PLA subscribes to this embryonic doctrine. China is possibly seeking a full space war-fighting capability and not just a finite deterrence posture. However, PLA writings make clear what Chinese diplomacy does not: the PLA envisions conflict in space and is preparing for it. Accordingly, the United States needs to assess how robust a program of space offense China plans. Caution suggests the United States must prepare itself for the possibility that China could soon have an arsenal of ASAT weapons, though it is not a foregone conclusion. This uncertainty compels the United States to hedge its risks, but carefully, and not in such a way as to create a self-fulfilling 10 China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security prophecy. Far more U.S. attention and understanding of this issue is needed. 

***Indian Growth/Soft Power***

Growth – Space Key

US – India space cooperation leads to Indian growth in the industry

Jeff Foust, an aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher, “The other rising Asian space power”, December 18th, 2006, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/768/1, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

Space cooperation has been mentioned in a number of official documents in US-India relations since then, although details about such cooperation have usually been scant. However, there has been progress: in June 2005 the first meeting of a joint US-India working group on civil space cooperation took place in Bangalore, the Indian city that hosts the headquarters of ISRO. The working group “made good progress on several fronts”, Ford said, including NASA cooperation with ISRO on the Chandrayaan-1 mission. A second meeting of that working group is scheduled to take place in Washington in February. Another area of interest has been in navigation, including making sure any Indian satellite navigation system is interoperable with the US GPS system. A US company, Raytheon, is already working with India to develop a terrestrial GPS augmentation system for aviation applications that is analogous to similar systems in the US, Europe, and Japan. Ford said that Earth observations “is the next big area of cooperation” with India, including the possibility of using data from India’s Resourcesat spacecraft as a supplement to or gapfiller for Landsat data as the US scrambles to come up with a replacement for the aging, ailing Landsat spacecraft currently in orbit. The US is also in the process of negotiating a commercial space launch agreement with India that would allow US satellites to be launched on Indian vehicles. Ford said that the US Trade Representative’s office is leading those negotiations, which “hopefully will be reaching a critical stage in the near future.” A separate agreement being negotiated by the State Department to cover the handing of sensitive American technologies on such spacecraft; that effort “has gone very well and is relatively close to conclusion,” he said. While there are still many hurdles ahead for US-India space cooperation, like the current restrictive export control regime in the US, many in both countries see signs of more positive developments between the two countries in space in the years to come, particularly as India’s space capabilities become more sophisticated. While some have criticized India for devoting as many resources as it has to its space program, given that it is still overall a developing and relatively poor country, Schaffer said such efforts in both the US and India are not out of line, given the deep pools of technical talent in both countries. “It certainly seems to me reasonable to devote some piece of that talent pool, some piece of that country’s resources, to exploring basic and applied science beyond the grassroots.” Ron Somers, president of the US-India Business Council, said that he talked with Mukesh Ambani, chairman of Reliance Industries Ltd., India’s largest company, after Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh visited Washington in mid-2005, and asked him what would be the best way to demonstrate the new partnership between the US and India. “He said, ‘Let’s launch a man to the Moon together.’”

Space industry is resilient even through the recent economic downturn

World Space Biz 10(Deloitte; Antrix; Confederation of Indian Space Industry, Group of Space Industry leaders, “Overview of Indian Space Sector 2010”, http://www.deloitte.com.br/publicacoes/2007/A&D_Overview_Indian_Space_Sector2010.pdf, accessed 6/24/11) JER

Amidst a widespread international economic crisis, the space industry proved resilient, demonstrating growth and expansion through 2009 and into 2010. While other leading industries suffered dramatically, the space industry defied the upheaval and broadened its fields of endeavor. This is due in large part to the space industry’s robust array of products and services, which enables it to respond rapidly to changes in global demand. There has been an increasing role for the private sector through the development of commercial space markets and the spinoff of space technology into non-space industries. Governments around the world have taken a pragmatic approach to challenging economic times by focusing on practical, close to home projects while rethinking a long term, high-cost strategic and visionary programs. As more nations realise the strategic impact and economic potential of space, motivations for national space activity are not only about the fulfillment of State-sponsored ambitions but also about the development of an industry that can compete in a global market place.
Expansion of Indian space industry improves the economy

World Space Biz 10(Deloitte; Antrix; Confederation of Indian Space Industry, Group of Space Industry leaders, “Overview of Indian Space Sector 2010”, http://www.deloitte.com.br/publicacoes/2007/A&D_Overview_Indian_Space_Sector2010.pdf, accessed 6/24/11) JER

Space is not merely a destination; it is an economic engine that has become increasingly more critical to economic growth and our way of life. America's investment in space has already brought the benefits of satellite television, global-weather-warning systems, advanced composite materials, medical devices and search-and-rescue tracking tools like GPS that have become so vital to rescue efforts in natural disasters like Hurricanes Katrina, Rita and Iike. NASA has always partnered with the private sector to achieve its missions. The growth of the private space economy has resulted in significant cost savings to all future government-sponsored space activities, and helps develop promising new markets for the economy, The Indian Space Programme aims to establish operational space services in a self reliant manner in the thrust areas of satellite communication, satellite based resource survey management and satellite meteorological applications. It has enabled a significant role for national industries in realization of space systems. Indian capabilities represent a wide spectrum of expertise ranging from the conceptual design to building and operating of a variety of space systems which are matched only by a few nations in the world.18

Expansion of industry improves the overall quality of India

World Space Biz 10(Deloitte; Antrix; Confederation of Indian Space Industry, Group of Space Industry leaders, “Overview of Indian Space Sector 2010”, http://www.deloitte.com.br/publicacoes/2007/A&D_Overview_Indian_Space_Sector2010.pdf, accessed 6/24/11) JER

The continuing expansion of space applications programmes like Village Resources Centres, telemedicine, tele-education, disaster management support and outreach through Direct-To-Home television, reiterates the increasing role played by the Indian space systems in providing direct benefits to the society. Thus Indian space programme continues to pursue successful goals on all fronts in meeting the objective of achieving self-reliance in space technology and its applications for national development.19

Competition in the region increases the market- more attractive

Moser et al 10(Roger Moser Heiko A. von der Gracht Tobias Gnatzy, respectively Assistant Professor for Global Supply Networks and Research Director; Director Center for Futures Studies and Knowledge Management; Foresight Expert – Center for Futures Studies and Knowledge Management ,“The Indian Aerospace Industry 2019: An Analysis of the Political, Technological and Economic Conditions”, http://brainnet.com/phpwcms/pdf/Future%20of%20Indian%20Aerospace%202019.pdf, accessed 6/24/11) JER

The market in India is dominated by multinationals like Bowing, Airbus and by government organizations like ISRO and NASA, even though the number of players is very low. The products are not much differentiated and the cost of switching is low. The level of investment needed is very high as well as the barriers to entry and exit are. The growth in the Asia-pacific, especially the Indian, market is expected to be very high which makes the market very attractive.

Growth – Econ Impact

Strong Indian Economy key to the world economy

T Rowe Price 09 (global investment management firm, “China and India will lead world out of recession”, Lexis, March 16, 2009, accessed 6/21/11)JER

China and India will be the two main countries to lead the world economy out of recession, according to Frances Dydasco, manager of the Asia ex-Japan strategy at T Rowe Price International. Although Asia has been generally hard hit by the global recession due to its dependence on trade, Dydasco said parts of the region remained far more attractive than others in both a regional and global context, with some markets showing greater prospects for decoupling. She said China and India in particular would be an attractive investment opportunity over the long term, contrasting sharply with other large and developed markets in Asia, such as Korea and Taiwan, which she said were far more exposed to the slowdown in global trade. Dydasco said the main reasons for her predictions were that China's fiscal strength had attracted favour from investors in recent months. From a top-down perspective, she added, China appears very attractive compared with almost anywhere else in the world. But she warned China would need to "wean itself off" a dependence on exports and over-investment and focus more on boosting consumption. She said: "This process requires more government spending to improve social safety - low-cost housing, healthcare and pensions are not something that can be achieved overnight." Dydasco conceded she had been disappointed by the Indian stock market compared with other markets, and that economically, the country was not in great shape. But she argued many Indian companies would have access to capital, be able to consolidate their industries and thus emerge from the downturn significantly stronger. "Many Indian companies now trade at valuations that assume they will either go bust or that the current crisis continues forever," she said. "This is unrealistic." She said she was particularly keen on the industrials, infrastructure and real estate sectors, which have been out of favour recently. From an economic perspective, she said Indian growth would slow. She added: "Although the economy lacks China's fiscal flexibility, it remains a large economy relatively sheltered from the collapse in global trade. T Rowe Price does not believe economic fundamentals justify the stock markets under performance."    

Soft Power – Space Key

U.S.-Indian cooperation would be the cornerstone of both countries’ dominance in the region

Correll 6/7/2011 (Randall R., national security consultant with Science Applications International Company,  Chapter 26:Emerging Actors, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, accessed 6/22/11) JER

While the focus of the Indian space program is to provide benefit to its people, India also intends to use its space program as a tool of foreign policy. In the January 2004 agreement between the United States and India, the presidents of the two countries stated their intentions to strengthen and expand cooperation. This explicitly included participation in civil space cooperation. The new strategic partnership between the United States and India has the potential to be the turning point around which a new geopolitical balance of power might form. A key element in this partnership—U.S.-India space cooperation—will most likely become a defining relationship for space cooperation around which other spacefaring nations will posture their international space cooperation strategies. The central position of India in the Asian continent, its burgeoning economic growth, and its wealth of human capital will be crucial assets in achieving U.S. objectives in space and in broader objectives in global security. 

Cooperation in space lowers the overall cost
Peter 06 (Nicolas, European Space Policy Institute, “The changing geopolitics of space activities”, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964606000245, 24 April 2006, accessed 6/25/11) JER

The benefits of cooperation are numerous and well documented: among others, they include improving capability, sharing costs and building common interests. Cooperation also gives states the opportunity to rationalize and optimize their planning and resources by coordinating the development of their respective missions and allowing them to enlarge their spectrum of mission possibilities [1]. It is recognized that, if the partners contribute capability, the sum can be greater that the parts alone, and the cost can be shared among the partners, thereby potentially making the implementation of a space project more affordable to each individual partner involved, while enriching the pool of scientific and technological expertize brought to bear. 

Strong Indian space program leads to South Asian power projection

Mistry 01(Dinshaw, associate professor of Political Science at the University of Cincinnati, “THE GEOSTRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS OF INDIA’S SPACE PROGRAM”,JSTOR, November/December 2001, accessed 6/25/11)JER

 A second set of benefits from indigenously developed space assets is political in nature. First, space assets provide international prestige and have foreign policy spin-offs. ISRO can offer PSLV, IRS, and INSAT services to other states, thereby reinforcing New Delhi’s political and economic ties with these nations. Second, by acquiring technological autonomy over its space assets, New Delhi can use them not only for economic purposes but also for military missions. The IRS-PSLV and INSAT-GSLV projects demonstrate ISRO’s ability to both build and launch militarily useful and strategically significant reconnaissance and communications satellites. This could greatly enhance New Delhi’s power projection and force multiplication capability in the Indian Ocean and Asia-Pacific regions, thereby affecting the strategic balance in these regions.

Strong satellite industry boost nationalism and influence

Mistry 01(Dinshaw, associate professor of Political Science at the University of Cincinnati, “THE GEOSTRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS OF INDIA’S SPACE PROGRAM”,JSTOR, November/December 2001, accessed 6/25/11) JER

When it was first conceived in the 1960s, India’s space program was intended to play a significant role in a broader national policy of planned socioeconomic development. At the time, technological advances promised to enable countries to leapfrog over traditional stages of development and make a quick transition to an industrial and post-industrial society. Therefore, satellite communications, educational television programs, meteorology, and natural resource survey and management were, and continue to be, priority areas for the Indian space program. India’s space program has also been guided by strong political motivations. It was intended to symbolize India’s high-technology achievements and enhance New Delhi’s international status, especially among the non-aligned group of nations. The Indian space program also caters to a domestic constituency–successful satellite deployments and launches are national morale boosters.

India wishes to become a hegemon through space development

Kasturirangan 06 (Krishnaswami, former head of the Indian Space Research Organization, “India’s Space Enterprise – A Case Study in Strategic Thinking and Planning”, 2006, accessed 6/25/11) JER

The vision recognized that promotion of space research, besides contributing to societal benefits and enrichment also results in intangible benefits coming out of the need to develop high technologies for economic development and security. The vision also identified space’s unique ability to create leadership and the benefits of international collaborations. Further, it could help develop the nucleus of a new culture where a large group of persons in diverse activities learn to work together for the accomplishment of a single objective. Establishing a synchronous satellite over the Indian Ocean to improve meteorological forecasting, critical to agricultural operations and evolving national plans using space technologies for resource survey were also visualized as important for India. The vision called for an exciting development of a synchronous direct television broadcasting satellite that could serve as the most powerful means of mass communication to reach a large segment of the population in an economically depressed region of the world. Early in the conceptualization of a satellite based communication and broadcasting system, issues of system choice including the financial implications and the economic benefit were recognized as important. The establishment of strong linkages with key user agencies was central to this vision. Dr Sarabhai’s emphasis on self-reliance made it the life current of the Indian space program and enabled the program to overcome numerous challenges in the course of its journey towards operational applications of space. His vision was not merely restricted to technology and application, but also to the attendant needs of new organizational structures on one side, and the fundamental issue of the role of humans in space on the other (Sarabhai 1966).

India wants cooperation in order to become a dominant space power

Bogar 10 (Maj Jeffrey W., BS, Industrial Engineering, Texas A&M University, “The Rise of India as a Space Power”, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-100226-085.pdf, February 2010, accessed 6/25/11) JER

Finally, India’s leadership has committed their country to a trajectory culminating with their emergence as a dominant space power. In April 2007, India’s then President A. P. J. Abdul Kalem outlined what he believed to be the roadmap for India’s space program in the foreseeable future in a speech given at a Boston University symposium.28 Reiterating the need for space research, President Kalem outlined the importance of space to the planet’s depleting resources, citing some fantastic and mildly outlandish ideas like mining the moon and asteroids for minerals and water, manufacturing moon-based power stations, and developing reusable space planes for cheaper access to space. He ended by calling for international action and cooperation among all nations to implement these types of initiatives and ensure the peaceful use of space.29 India’s plans to send a small crew into space by 2015 represent the next big step toward this larger goal.30 As an added benefit, such incredible visions have energized the imagination and desire in India’s young scientists, allowing India the luxury of a workforce being primed to address the next series of technological challenges for an entire generation.31

Cooperation leads to Indian predominance

Bogar 10 (Maj Jeffrey W., BS, Industrial Engineering, Texas A&M University, “The Rise of India as a Space Power”, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-100226-085.pdf, February 2010, accessed 6/25/11) JER

Fourth, the US must recognize that India will continue to diversify its partnerships with a variety of nations. Although it seeks to develop its own ability to develop satellites, launch them, and command and control them, India also divests select portions of its programs across a variety of nations. Partnering with heavy hitters like the US and Russia on development and technology exchange, and providing services to a variety of nations like the United Kingdom, Israel, Canada, Germany, South Korea, and Belarus, provides India additional security in an increasingly globalized world. With such diverse countries both large and small invested in its space architecture, India can have the best of both worlds by retaining the ability to conduct space-based activities locally to avoid dependence if necessary, while at the same time partnering globally to retain significant international top cover.

Soft Power – US Key
The US needs to cooperate

Hays et al 10 (Dr. Peter L. and Mr. Dennis L. Danielson, respectively Senior Scientist, Policy and Strategy Division Science Applications International Corporation; Senior Engineering and Technical Manager, Improving Space Security through Enhanced International Cooperation, February 2010, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-100226-085.pdf, accessed 6/25/11) JER

Developing sustainable space security through enhanced international cooperation is a critical issue for the US and all spacefaring actors. The need to improve international space cooperation stems from the burgeoning importance of space, the growing number major foreign space actors, and the increasing efficacy of their space capabilities. In the past, when the US was a more dominant space actor, it sometimes made sense to go it alone. Today, as its relative spacepower declines, the US can bolster prospects for advancing sustainable space security by expanding international space cooperation and improving the effectiveness of these efforts. It is not a panacea, but improving international space cooperation can broaden and deepen the pool of responsible space stewards, make more efficient use of limited resources, and spotlight those actors who choose not to cooperate.

Soft Power – Asia Stability Impact

Indonesia democratic transitions can still be set back – transition key to asian stability

Paul Wolfowitz (visiting scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, has served as deputy U.S. secretary of defense and U.S. ambassador to Indonesia) July 17 2009 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124779665773055715.html 
It's rare when any political leader wins a 60% mandate in a free and fair election, which is why commentary on last week's Indonesian election has focused on the personal success of President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono. However, Indonesia's success in building democratic institutions in just 10 years is equally remarkable. It is yet another demonstration of the appeal of free institutions, in this case to people with East Asian value systems and in a country with the largest Muslim population in the world. Ten years ago it wasn't hard to find skeptics about the democratic experiment in Indonesia. The financial collapse that brought about President Suharto's resignation in 1998 pushed more than a quarter of the country's population below the official poverty line. East Timor's violent separation from Indonesia severely damaged the country's international reputation and threatened the breakup of the entire country. Radical Islamist movements were also gaining strength and causing bloody clashes with Christians in Eastern Indonesia. Then came the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on America and an al Qaeda threat in Indonesia, including a bombing in Bali in October 2002. Against that background, it seems hard to believe how well Indonesia is doing today. Per capita incomes are more than double what they were when I arrived there as U.S. ambassador 25 years ago. Since 2000, Indonesia's economy has grown at an average of more than 4% a year. Last year the rate was 6%. The country has made strides in other areas as well. The war in Aceh has ended. Secessionist sentiment elsewhere in the country has largely disappeared, thanks in part to a transition to democracy. And the Indonesian police have recorded substantial successes against terrorism. Above all, Indonesia's political process has displayed a remarkable degree of maturity. Three consecutive free and fair presidential elections is one mark of that. Voters have also shown an impressive degree of common sense. For example, when President Yudhoyono was criticized because his wife often appears in public without a head covering, or jilbab, voters shrugged off the criticism. No single explanation can account for the progress of such a complex country over the course of the last decade. Mr. Yudhoyono's leadership deserves a great deal of credit, as does the country's tradition of tolerance and respect for women. Indonesia's first two democratically elected presidents were Abdurrahman Wahid, a devout Muslim leader and proponent of religious tolerance, and Megawati Sukarnoputri, a passionate spokeswoman for democracy. Neither presidency was very successful, but the values each embodied were influential. So too were a variety of civil society groups that thrived despite restrictions from the Suharto regime. Indonesia's press was financially independent and competitive, so the country had the basis for a free media as soon as censorship restrictions were lifted. Many of the country's leaders were also educated in democratic countries. Mr. Yudhoyono is a graduate of the U.S. Army's Command and Staff College. But we can't be complacent about Indonesia's future. The problems facing the country are enormous, poverty first among them. Corruption remains a deterrent to foreign investment. Islamic fundamentalism poses a threat. The authorities have shown a disturbing passivity in the face of attacks on churches and mosques of certain minority sects. Many Indonesians are fearful that government restrictions on pornography and proselytizing will be used by extremists to restrict free expression. On the positive side, recent elections showed that there has been a decline in the influence of overtly Islamist parties. The U.S. has an enormous stake in Indonesia. It provides stability for the whole of Southeast Asia, a region of more than half a billion people. It is an example for other aspiring democracies. And if it continues to make progress on religious tolerance, it can point the way for other majority Muslim countries. Indonesians have achieved this success largely on their own. But having chosen a path of freedom, democracy, and religious tolerance, they would like to see that recognized. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton did that on her visit in February. When Mr. Obama visits in November he will receive a hero's welcome. He should use that to speak forcefully on behalf of the great majority of Indonesians who believe in tolerance and equality for all the country's citizens.

Asian instability causes global nuclear war

Cirincione 2k [Cirincione, director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2000 Joseph, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain,” Lexis]

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

Soft Power – Iran Impact

Indian soft power is critical to Indian global diplomacy – India is in a unique position to broker a US/Iran rapprochement 

Neil Padukone (Visiting Fellow at the Institute of Security Studies, Observer Research Foundation, New Delhi) March 15 2010 “Can India Facilitate a US-Iran Rapprochement”, Centre for Land Warfare Studies, Issue Brief No. 15
Eight years of Indo-US amity, the stamp of which was the civilian nuclear deal, have raised expectations of a mutually beneficial bilateral relationship. But with America’s realignment towards Afghanistan, the financial crisis, and the ensuing moves towards Pakistan and China, many in India worry that the “natural” Indo-US friendship may soon become a thing of the past. If India is not considered necessary in global politics, it will be easily ignored. Therefore, to take the relationship forward, India must demonstrate that it is essential in the resolution of global challenges. One way for India to play a meaningful role, particularly as China has refused to cooperate on the issue,2 is to facilitate a US-Iranian rapprochement. US-Iranian Engagement With tribulations in Afghanistan, Iraq, the Levant and the nuclear realm, and a failed policy of confrontation, the Obama administration has opened the doors to engagement with Iran.3 But after 30 years of hostility, reversing course comes with challenges: each is waiting for the other to act, dismissing the others’ goodwill as empty talk. Although considerable turbulence remains in the wake of the controversial Iranian presidential election, imperatives on nuclear non-proliferation in particular, will compel the US back to the negotiating table. While Iran’s nuclear programme remains America’s central consideration vis-à-vis Iran, a number of other strategic imperatives would be well served by an Iranian rapprochement. As the United States draws down from Iraq, stability is contingent on the cooperation of the Iranians and their satisfaction that Iraq will not be used as a base to attack them.4 Meanwhile, as the United States has shifted its focus towards Afghanistan - and set 2011 as a cut-off date for beginning to withdraw troops - Iranian cooperation in Afghanistan would accomplish two important aims. First, greater coordination with Iran in western Afghanistan would aid in countering Baluchistan-based Taliban fighters and bringing the western Afghan warlords in Tehran’s sphere of influence into the political process. Second, a transport link through Iran to Afghanistan would reduce Western dependence on an unreliable Pakistan. Since 2001, more than 70% of NATO’s supplies and 40% of its fuel have passed through the mountains of northern Pakistan,5 a precarious supply line that has been repeatedly attacked by Baluch and Taliban insurgents.6 This is the only transport link between the Arabian Sea and International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) troops in Afghanistan, and as a result, the West is reliant on Pakistan and subject to attack from the anti-ISAF forces therein. An Iranian alternative to Pakistan’s unstable highways would diminish this reliance. Thereafter, the US would be at greater liberty to put pressure on Pakistan to end support for pernicious groups such as the Taliban.7 Iran’s geographic location, petro-power (the world’s second and third largest reserves of natural gas and oil,8 both of which have potential for greater development) and ties to Islamic organisations around the world (Hamas and Hizbullah in the Levant, Shi’a groups in Iraq and elsewhere) make Iran a de facto regional power. The ouster of the Saddam Hussein and Taliban regimes in Iraq and Afghanistan, respectively, removed Iran’s main regional threats, enhancing its strategic position. These strengths are often used in ways that counter American interests, more due to political enmity than innate geostrategic divergence. Many fear that an American détente will only solidify Iran’s regional power. Alternate American options for ‘dealing with’ an Iranian nuclear programme, however, remain untenable. First, with the politically impractical ‘economic’ solution, economic sanctions would not garner enough global support to sufficiently coerce Iran.9 Second, a strategically unviable military option may remove a few of Iran’s suspected nuclear sites, which would delay but not destroy Iran’s nuclear capability.10 The military option would provoke the regime to take countermeasures like mining the Strait of Hormuz11 or accelerating its nuclear programme, as well as fuel anti-Americanism throughout the Islamic world. Third, regime change by support for anti-Tehran groups—such as the Marxist Mujahideen-eKhalq and the Al-Qaeda-aligned Jundullah12—has failed for decades, except in further antagonising Iran. Since Iran’s economic resources and geostrategic strengths will enhance the country’s position regardless, it would only help the US to ensure this influence aligns with its own interests. This was the case at the beginning of both the Afghan13 and Iraqi14 campaigns, when Iran ensured the cooperation of its local allies and provided intelligence to the United States. Moreover, engaging with Iran would open up its 60-million strong population to US trade after decades of sanctions. A lack of US engagement with Iran, on the other hand, leaves the field open for US competitors such as Russia or China to fill the gap.15 US-Iran and India When it comes to bear, such a rapprochement would benefit India as well. In the 1990s, many saw a “TehranNew Delhi Axis” emerging through political, economic, and technological exchanges.16 As the US and India strengthened their partnership in the early 2000s, however, India sided with the US in opposing the Iranian uranium enrichment programme in the United Nations (UN) and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). With these votes, India effectively chose Washington over Tehran, weakening the burgeoning Iranian connection.17 A US-Iranian rapprochement would reconcile the “Iran-or-US” bifurcation in India that has happened in the wake of the nuclear deal debates—a reconciliation that would give New Delhi more autonomy in its own strategy. If the United States ‘signed off’ on engagement with Iran, a number of opportunities would open up for India. In the 1990s, one of America’s aims in supporting the Taliban, which both Iran and India opposed, was to stabilise Afghanistan and develop Central Asian energy pipelines that circumvented Iran at any cost.18 However, with the United States on board under an Iranian rapprochement, oil and natural gas pipelines from Central Asia and the Caucasus could extend more efficiently and more cheaply through a stable Iran (compared with the Afghan and Pakistani alternatives) to the Arabian Sea, feeding India’s growing energy needs.19 At present, Islamabad does not allow India to move its goods and aid across Pakistan and into Afghanistan.20 An Iranian alternative would allow India, Afghanistan, and the United States to circumvent Pakistan altogether. This would lessen global reliance on Pakistan in the Afghan campaign, and give the West a freer hand in dealing with Pakistani links to nefarious groups such as the Lashkar-e-Tayyiba.21 A strong US-Iran-India understanding would also distance Iran from China and counter the Chinese ‘string of pearls’ strategy—in which China has courted Pakistan, Bangladesh, Myanmar, Sri Lanka, and the Central Asian members of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO)—with India’s own enhanced set of alliances. With China’s recently inaugurated Turkmenistan-UzbekistanKazakhstan-China pipeline22 and talk of an Iran-PakistanChina pipeline,23 this imperative is even greater. The Benefits for Iran A rapprochement with America—and the heightened relations with India that would follow—would also meet Iranian objectives. In Afghanistan, the opium trade from which the Taliban profits, has Iran as its key victim. With approximately 3 million opium users, Iran has “the world’s worst heroin problem,” according to Peter Reuter, a drug expert and professor at the University of Maryland.24 Not to mention, the Wahhabi-influenced Islamists in Afghanistan that threaten India, ISAF and the West, as well as Afghanistan itself, are anathema to Iran as well. After the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan, the US has tried to counter the geographic, political, and cultural influence that Iran has in the western region of that country. Owing to hostility with the West after 2003, this influence has been aimed at destabilising western Afghanistan, through weapons trafficking and support for anti-ISAF warlords.25 However, by partnering with the United States and Afghan forces, Iran’s influence can be directed towards shared strategic aims: countering narcotics trafficking, opposing the Taliban, intelligence sharing and counter-terrorism cooperation, and stabilising Afghanistan. Politically, the Islamist fervor that sustained Iran’s influence in the Muslim world since the 1979 revolution, has diminished since the flawed elections, in which images of government forces massacring Muslim civilians flooded the global media.26 On the ‘Arab street’, Iran is not the infallible demigod of Islamic revival it once was. Even the European Union, in spite of the support it once lent in the face of American pressure, has joined the anti-Iran bandwagon.27 Despite its strategic assets, the country needs allies. Strengthening ties with a rising global power like India would help Iran overcome its waning political status. Indian and Iranian interests converge further in developing Central Asian markets and managing great power politics—particularly the Chinese role—in both Central Asia and the Gulf. Infrastructure connecting Iran to Central Asia, and Central Asia to the world, is lacking, and Indian plans to develop transnational roads and railways in Iran28 would serve these aims well. In fact, as Iran’s own strategic profile has been expanding—to places such as the economically pivotal Gulf of Aden and even Southeast Asia29—a partnership with India, a growing naval power in the Indian Ocean, would also be mutually beneficial. Ultimately, a US-Iranian rapprochement would remove major roadblocks to both Indo-Iranian and Indo-American ties, and enhance the US-India-Iran trilateral relationship for mutual benefit. Challenges to a Trilateral Alliance Despite the potential convergence of interests and the logic of a rapprochement, American ‘overtures’ in 2009 have been half-hearted at best. American support for anti-Iranian groups such as Jundallah and ties to the Mujahideen-eKhalq continue,30 while both military plans31 and economic sanctions32 for dealing with Iran have never been taken off the table fully, limiting the political space for a ‘détente’. This is to say nothing, of course, of Iranian tests of short, medium, and long-range missiles,33 refusal to comply with IAEA and UN mandates on its nuclear programme,34 or to cease belligerency in Iraq.35 A few big thorns remain in the side of a détente. The first is the controversial Iranian nuclear programme. From an Iranian perspective, maintaining uncertainty over a nuclear programme makes great strategic sense. An Iraq without nuclear weapons was attacked, while a nuclear North Korea was given concessions—what better way than nuclear weapons to resist a hostile United States? Iranian threat perceptions are amplified by the fact that the US has flanked Iran from the east in Afghanistan, the west in Iraq, the north through US troops in Azerbaijan and Central Asia, and the south via the Gulf Arab states. Until American hostility is removed, it is unlikely that the Iranians would give up any aspects of their nuclear programme. The second, related thorn is the Israel factor, which looms over US-Iranian relations.36 For years, the Islamic Revolutionary regime has antagonised Israel, which worries that Tel Aviv would be the target of an Iranian nuclear weapon strike. Iranian demonisation of Israel, however, emanates more from the political gain Iran accrues in the Muslim world than from any deep-seated hatred; attacking Israel—and being destroyed in retaliation—would be of little value to Tehran. In fact, after the Iranian Revolution, Israel and Iran openly cooperated against a common Iraqi enemy. As Trita Parsi argues, since the 1960-80s period in which Israel cultivated ties with Turkey and Iran to balance its hostile Arab neighbours, Jerusalem has reversed course. In its post-1993 “New Middle East” doctrine, Israel has warmed up to Arab regimes while framing Iran as a rising regional threat.37 Today regional dynamics are bifurcated: Sunni Arabs, most prominently Saudi Arabia, have endorsed the Palestinian and Lebanese factions that are closer to Israel and the United States, while the Iranians influence the anti-Israel Levantine groups: Hamas, Hizbullah, and the Bashar al-Assad regime in Damascus. An Iranian nuclear weapon would decidedly tilt this balance in one direction, limiting the flexibility of the other faction.38 An Iranian bomb, however, would upset more than just the United States and Israel. Even without a nuclear weapon, Iranian power worries Arab rulers.39 Iran influences Gulf trade, and Arab politics through Hamas, Hizbullah, the Shi’a community in Iraq and elsewhere, while Shi’a empowerment instigates anti-government Islamist forces throughout the Arab world.40 If the Iranians, with a nuclear weapon, consolidated their control over vital areas like Hormuz and could freely challenge the United States, their regional hegemony would be ensured, upsetting stability in the whole of West, South and Central Asia. An Iranian bomb would compel Saudi Arabia and the other Gulf Arab countries to develop bombs of their own. An Arab nuclear arms race may also involve Pakistan for political, technical and ideological reasons—an augmentation of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal that would, in turn, affect South Asian stability.41 Nuclearisation aside, a warming of American and Indian relations with Iran may upset Israel, India’s burgeoning strategic partner and number one military supplier;42 raise Pakistan’s threat perceptions; and worry the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) nations,43 which employ over three million Indians and provide India with foreign exchange and a great deal of its imported petroleum.44 Some Israelis feel that securing peace with their Arab neighbours and ensuring their ‘special alliance’ with the United States, both require a common enemy—a role filled by Iran, that would be lost with an American rapprochement.45 A lasting peace, though, would not only have to rely on the inclusion of Iran and its Levantine allies, but also on the kind of regional economic framework that only Israel can be the foundation of; Israel has become vital to both the region and the United States, strategically and economically. Moreover, Israel and the US share cultural and ideological bonds that are, in the words of President Obama, “unbreakable”.46 To the east, if the United States had an Iranian alternative to Pakistani transport links, Pakistan’s importance would lessen. Meanwhile, fears that India is using Iran to try to ‘encircle’ Pakistan would rise. Pakistan may feel compelled to use its leverage—in Baluchistan and both sides of the Durand line in particular—to try to spoil any cordiality and keep the US enmeshed in the status quo. An Iranian option, however, would distribute the Afghan burden and enable Pakistan to concentrate on the insurgents that have increasingly targeted the Pakistani state. In the longer term, a trilateral shift would not be an anti-Pakistan move, but a way to ensure regional economic integration. With Iran on board in a more stable Central Asia, both Pakistan and Afghanistan would benefit from enhanced regional trade. The GCC countries, for their part, fear that an Iran bolstered by an American détente would result in a Shi’a dominated Iraq hostile to its Sunni Arab neighbours, as well as Iranian hegemony in the Persian Gulf. But Iranian adventurism has only emerged when other regional actors do not recognise Iran’s regional influence. Iran was a spoiler to the 1993 Oslo Accords precisely because it was not included in the process and recognised as a regional pivot, while its harmful manipulation of Shi’a politics throughout the Middle East originates from Washington’s post-2003 isolation. As a regional heavyweight (and with the Iraqi threat quelled), Iran’s largest strategic challenges come from outside the region: Great Britain and the Soviet Union in the past and the United States today. Even Israel could not single-handedly sideline Iran; it required the diplomatic muscle of the United States, starting in the mid-1990s, to try to isolate the Persians. Stability in the Levant and the Gulf would require the positive engagement of Iran. Unfortunately, any Iranian antagonism towards America’s regional allies remains, largely due to the debilitating USIranian political confrontation. The final outstanding issue in US-Iranian relations is democracy.47 For decades, not only have the political and security institutions of Iran been closed to democracy and to the United States—so too has the economy. A mountainous terrain has made the development of industrial infrastructure near impossible in Iran. Thus, the economy is reliant on the country’s hydrocarbons sector, which, nationalised in the wake of the 1979 Revolution, has remained closed and oligarchically controlled by the regime. The revenues of the energy sector are centrally manipulated and can be targeted at whatever priorities the government deems fit.48 This has ensured compliant politico-religious foundations, a ubiquitous security system, and just enough cheap gasoline and public services to keep Iranian citizens acquiescent.49 Following the June 2009 election protests, however, the reach and power of resistance groups have ostensibly increased—so much so that many expect this round of opposition, dubbed the ‘Green Movement,’ to displace the current, ‘moribund’ regime.50 Thus the United States is grappling with mutually exclusive options: opening up to the regime would help resolve the nuclear issue and other strategic imperatives, while continuing its isolation would bolster an apparently consequential democracy movement.51 US assistance, however, would be counterproductive, rationalising Tehran’s fears of ‘foreign, imperialist meddling’ and tarnish the credibility of the movement; supporting a democratic movement would simply weaken it and antagonise the regime further. The alternative, passively waiting for another revolution would not pan out in a timely fashion, as other strategic challenges unfold—Iraq and the Gulf, the surge in Afghanistan, Iran’s nuclear programme and the regional response to it. Meanwhile, immense doubts remain over the potential of this democratic uprising.52 A rapprochement would more sustainably accomplish both strategic and political aims: enable the US and Iran to cooperate in the strategic realm while opening Iran up to external influences—trade, commerce and contact—that would ultimately benefit the Iranian middle class. Far from appeasement, engagement would provide the most sustainable means of dealing with the multiple challenges the world faces vis-à-vis Iran. Indian Initiative India must take the lead in encouraging both the United States and Iran towards a rapprochement—perhaps, as many American scholars53 and Iranian leaders themselves54 have put it, a “grand bargain” in which the Iranians eschew nuclear weapons55—that is in the greatest interests of all three countries. India should be the key interlocutor, and use its good offices to enhance the trust between the United States and Iran. This is not a pipe dream, but a proven, effective option. Turkey, for instance, a country with many cultural influences, has used its immense soft power to bring conflicting parties together: Syria and Israel, Israel and Palestine, and others.56 India, at the crossroads of multiple civilisations, could play a similar role. Many Indians feel that at the moment, Indo-Iranian relations have reached a nadir.57 Iran’s emphasis of Kashmir in forums such as the Organisation of the Islamic Conference (OIC), and India’s UN and IAEA votes have raised suspicions between the countries. As a result, Indian efforts to develop the Chah Bahar Port in Iranian Baluchistan and connect it to the Zaranj-Delaram highway in Afghanistan, and Iran’s first liquefied natural gas (LNG) plant, not to mention the Iran-Pakistan-India (IPI) pipeline, have all fallen by the wayside.58 However, in addition to the “civilisational ties” that have been the rhetorical bedrock of Indo-Iranian relations, India’s economic relationship with Iran is a strong point of confluence. Indo-Iranian economic relations are strong and growing, based largely around hydrocarbons trade. Indian oil imports from Iran increased by 9.5 percent in 2008-09, accounting for 16.5 percent of India’s crude oil imports; Iran is currently India’s second largest supplier of oil.59 By 2008, bilateral trade reached $9 billion per year, while India’s Oil and Natural Gas Corporation (ONGC), along with other Indian firms such as the Hinduja Group, have entered into negotiations to develop the offshore Farzad B gas field as well as the South Pars gas field, an investment of more than $11 billion over the coming years.60 Meanwhile, despite being one of the world’s largest petroleum producers, Iran lacks a significant refinery infrastructure of its own, forcing it to rely on imports for over 40 percent its own consumption. By some accounts, 40 percent of the oil imported by Iran is from refineries in India61—no insignificant matter. There have been disputed reports that under US pressure, Reliance Industries, India’s main supplier of gasoline to Iran, ceased or curtailed its sales of gasoline to Iran in mid 2009.62 This pressure may increase in light of the gasoline sanctions that are under consideration in both the United States House of Representatives and Senate. Disengagement, however, would harm both India and the United States: Iranian antagonism against both countries would increase, while Iranian partners like Russia,63 Turkmenistan,64 or China65 may fill the void in the Iranian energy sector. Indian investment in hydrocarbons and transport infrastructure, in tandem with strategic alignment with both the United States and India in Central Asia and elsewhere, would be a powerful incentive for Iran to curtail and make transparent its nuclear programme. India’s government, think-tanks, and business community should initiate a joint back-channel diplomatic venture to facilitate a rapprochement between the United States and Iran, based on economics and shared regional interests. Key Indian stakeholders in Iran that would be central to this process include the Border Roads Organisation of the Ministry of Defense, Reliance Industries, Oil and Natural Gas Company (ONGC), Gas Authority of India Ltd (GAIL), and Essar Oil. A détente initiative must not be one of carrots and sticks, but based on mutually beneficial futures defined by the following vectors: l Cessation of US-Iranian political enmity l Transparency in Iran’s nuclear programme l US disengagement from anti-Iranian activities l Enhanced Indian investment, on agreeable terms, in Iranian transport and hydrocarbon infrastructure l Development of an Iran-based transport link from the Arabian Sea to Afghanistan l Trilateral cooperation vis-à-vis Afghanistan in the realms of intelligence sharing, counter-terrorism cooperation, and countering narcotics trafficking l Indo-Iranian economic partnership (hydrocarbons trade, strengthening of the North-South Corridor, further exploration of the IPI Pipeline) l US-Indo-Iranian strategic cooperation in Central Asia and the Indian Ocean l US-Iranian coordination in Iraq and the Levant l US-Indo-Iranian nuclear energy cooperation66 Conclusion Former Iranian Foreign Minister Kamal Kharrazi once expressed the hope that both the US and Iran may be ready for an opening, but “for that to happen, we must be able to trust” one another.67 Motivated by the opportunities that would come with strong trilateral ties, India must use its conviviality with both countries to bridge the trust gap. After Prime Minister Manmohan Singh’s recent trip to the United States, Indian pundits were left unsatisfied asking what India can get from the United States. They did not give a thought to what India will bring to the table. But with a trilateral initiative inaugurated and facilitated by New Delhi, Washington would see India as the keystone to an Iranian rapprochement that would open up a region of opportunities. Meanwhile, India can forego its bifurcated view of the world, in which one country is chosen over another, and begin to forge a long-term regional and global strategy in which its own interests are served.

Poor relations cause miscalculation - risk full war

Trita Parsi, president of the National Iranian American Council, January 9, 2008. http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=40731
So while President Bush beats an old drum during his Mideast tour, repeating the claim that Tehran is pursuing nuclear weapons at a press conference with Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert Wednesday, regional actors are hearing a different tune. Regardless of Bush's message, the writing many see on the wall reads that Washington's Iran strategy is bound to fail. Though the U.S. embarked on a policy of isolating Iran during the 1979 hostage crisis, the policy was significantly intensified after the end of the Cold War and the initiation of the Middle East peace process. Israel, who only a few years earlier had lobbied Washington to open up to Iran, insisted that it could not pursue peace with the Arabs unless the U.S. adopted a tougher line on Iran. The Bill Clinton administration's commitment to the peace process gave birth to the Dual Containment policy in 1994, which was "designed to reassure Israel that the U.S. would keep Iran in check while Jerusalem embarked on the risky process of peacemaking," according to Kenneth Pollack, who served as an Iran analyst with the CIA at the time. In the words of Martin Indyk, assistant secretary of state under Clinton, Israeli-Palestinian peacemaking and the isolation of Iran were symbiotic. "The more we succeeded in making peace, the more isolated [the Iranians] would become. The more we succeeded in containing them, the more possible it would be to make peace," Indyk said. Consequently, Israeli and U.S. rhetoric on Iran climaxed during this period. While Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin accused Iran of "fanning all the flames in the Middle East," U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher told reporters in March 1995 that "Wherever you look, you find the evil hand of Iran in this region." Iran's own actions did little to cast much doubt on these accusations. Similarly, former British Prime Minister Tony Blair blasted Tehran in December 2006 as he toured the region and sought to shore up Arab support against Iran. Much like Rabin and Christopher before him, Blair wanted to form an "arc of moderation" consisting of Israel and pro-Western Arab dictatorships to isolate Iran. Yet after a decade of making Iran's isolation a central tenet of Washington's Mideast policy, the track record is clear: In spite of all the rhetoric and all the political capital invested in this approach, the policy of containing Iran has failed miserably. Though a significant cost has been imposed on Iran, the isolation policy has neither prevented Iran's rise nor has it compelled Tehran to moderate its foreign policy. As President Bush tours the region, he will seek to give the impression that the U.S. is not deserting this policy and that increased support from regional actors can succeed in containing Iran. Yet his message will likely be met with great scepticism. Now, more than ever before, Washington seems to have little choice but make a shift on Iran. First, Iran has continued its nuclear programme in spite of both U.N. sanctions and Washington's unilateral financial sanctions. The strategy of incrementally tightening the U.N. sanctions has been derailed by the December National Intelligence Estimate (NIE), which ascertained that Iran currently does not have a nuclear weapons programme. Consequently, the much anticipated third U.N. resolution seems nowhere in sight. Russia and China have signaled greater resistance to it in response to the NIE and the Iranian U.N. ambassador has taken a month's vacation, reflecting Tehran's lack of worry. And in a great blow to the effort of forcing Iran to face a united Security Council, Russia has begun delivering nuclear fuel to Iran's Bushehr reactor after years of procrastination. Second, U.S. commanders in Iraq have toned down accusations of Iranian meddling and indicated that Iran is pressuring its Shia allies to cease hostilities. Col. Steven Boylan, spokesperson for David Petraeus, told the Washington Times earlier in January that the U.S. is "ready to confirm the excellence of the senior Iranian leadership in the pledge to stop the funding, training, equipment and resourcing of the militia special groups." The statement stood in stark contrast to earlier assessments by the Pentagon about Iran's intimate involvement in Iraqi violence. Third, Iran's Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, sent a significant signal to Washington only days later during a speech to students at Yazd University. Declaring that the conditions the U.S. has put forth for establishing relations between the two countries currently make it disadvantageous for Iran, he nevertheless made the unprecedented announcement that "nobody said that these relations have to be severed forever" and that "the day when having relations with the U.S. is in our interest, surely I will be the first to approve of such relations." Khamenei's statement passed largely unnoticed in the Western media, but its significance is undeniable. Fourth, and perhaps more importantly, U.S. domestic politics has turned against the current course on Iran. The top three Democratic Presidential candidates -- Barack Obama, Hillary Clinton, and John Edwards -- are all on the record favouring unconditional diplomacy with Tehran. Furthermore, the winner of the Iowa Republican primary, Mike Huckabee, also favors dialogue. Never before has support for diplomacy with Iran -- particularly in the middle of an election season -- been so strong in the U.S. These developments have all contributed to a perception in the region that not only can the U.S. not sustain its isolation policy, but that some dealings between the U.S. and Iran may already be taking place behind the scenes. Consequently, Arab states have initiated their own diplomatic overtures towards Tehran in order to avoid ending up appearing more hawkish on Iran than Washington. Improving ties with Tehran in the wake of a likely U.S.-Iran thaw is the strategically wise thing to do, the Arabs calculate. In December 2007, Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was invited to address the Gulf Cooperation Council summit in Doha. Not to be outdone by Qatar, the Saudis invited the firebrand Iranian president to Hajj as the Kings special guest. Both invitations were unprecedented. Moreover, diplomacy between Egypt and Iran has intensified in the last few weeks with several high-level visits. This Arab outreach to Iran -- which largely is a response to a perception of the likely failure of Washington's Iran policy -- has made the U.S. effort to contain Tehran all the more unfeasible. Against this backdrop, the idea of an U.S.- Arab-Israeli alliance being formed to counter Iran's rise -- a key impetus for President Bush's Mideast tour -- seems more farfetched than ever. In this context, the incident between five Iranian vessels and three U.S. Naval ships in the Strait of Hormuz this past Sunday may not, as the Bush administration may have hoped, clarify the threat Iran poses to the region. Rather, the read of regional players may be that the most dangerous source of tension is the current state of no-war no-peace between the U.S. and Iran, which has created an atmosphere in which incidents at sea -- whether intentional or accidental -- can escalate into full-fledged wars with unpredictable regional repercussions. As a result, instead of making the Arabs more receptive to President Bush's message, the naval episode may prompt them to further lose faith in the policy of isolation. 

The impact is extinction.

Michel Chossudovsky, Professor of Economics, University of Ottawa, May 2005, “Planned US-Israeli Attack on Iran,” http://globalresearch.ca/articles/CHO505A.html

The Bush Administration has embarked upon a military adventure which threatens the future of humanity. Iran is the next military target. The planned military operation, which is by no means limited to punitive strikes against Iran's nuclear facilities, is part of a project of World domination, a military roadmap, launched at the end of the Cold War. Military action against Iran would directly involve Israel's participation, which in turn is likely to trigger a broader war throughout the Middle East, not to mention an implosion in the Palestinian occupied territories. Turkey is closely associated with the proposed aerial attacks. Israel is a nuclear power with a sophisticated nuclear arsenal. (See text box below). The use of nuclear weapons by Israel or the US cannot be excluded, particularly in view of the fact that tactical nuclear weapons have now been reclassified  as a variant of the conventional bunker buster bombs and are authorized by the US Senate for use in conventional war theaters. ("they are harmless to civilians because the explosion is underground") In this regard, Israel and the US rather than Iran constitute a nuclear threat. The planned attack on Iran must be understood in relation to the existing active war theaters in the Middle East, namely Afghanistan, Iraq and Palestine. The conflict could easily spread from the Middle East to the Caspian sea basin. It could also involve the participation of Azerbaijan and Georgia, where US troops are stationed. An attack on Iran would have a direct impact on the resistance movement inside Iraq. It would also put pressure on America's overstretched military capabilities and resources in both the Iraqi and Afghan war theaters. (The 150,000 US troops in Iraq are already fully engaged and could not be redeployed in the case of a war with Iran.) In other words, the shaky geopolitics of the Central Asia- Middle East region, the three existing war theaters in which America is currently, involved, the direct participation of Israel and Turkey, the structure of US sponsored military alliances, etc. raises the specter of a broader conflict. Moreover, US military action on Iran not only threatens Russian and Chinese interests, which have geopolitical interests in the Caspian sea basin and which have bilateral agreements with Iran. It also backlashes on European oil interests in Iran and is likely to produce major divisions between Western allies, between the US and its European partners as well as within the European Union.

A2 No Tech in India

Cooperation and international ties solve tech development – make India able to compete
Esterhazy 09 (David, Head of Business Development ThalesAlenia Space, “The role of the space industry in building capacity in emerging space nations”, Lexis, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0273117709003482, 2 November 2009, accessed 6/22/11) JER

The development of space systems requires sophisticated technical and industrial capabilities, which have to be developed locally or acquired through strategic partnerships. For operational space systems, the country will have to acquire capabilities relating to spacecraft life-cycle management and space situational awareness. Moreover, the development of space application products and services will require the creation of additional capabilities in industry. The higher education sector can play a role in creating professional training opportunities with international partners to address these capability gaps.

A2 Other Country

Comprehensive cooperation with the U.S. opens up greater opportunities for India

Correll 6/7/2011 (Randall R., national security consultant with Science Applications International Company, Chapter 26:Emerging Actors, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, accessed 6/22/11) JER

India is in many ways the most interesting emerging space power. While its entry into space is not recent, its patient approach has reached a point of critical mass at which it has begun to reshape the regional balance of spacepower in Asia. Pakistan's modest efforts in space are insufficient to challenge India's dominance, but enough to complement Pakistan's nuclear arsenal as a check against Indian hegemony. India also provides some of the most interesting opportunities for space cooperation with the United States. Similarly, partnering with the U.S. space program provides India with opportunities for more ambitious space exploration activities than they could afford on their own. In light of this reciprocal opportunity, the U.S. and Indian space programs take a central place in each other's international space partnerships. 19

***Solvency***

Solvency – CSLA

Signing the CSLA solves – allows Indian Access to Commercial Markets
Johnson, the Indian Express Group, 2010 (T A, “India and US to bridge gaps in Space”, Indian Express, http://www.indianexpress.com/news/india-and-us-to-bridge-gaps-in-space/708014/2, CQ)

Announcement of a ‘commercial satellite launch agreement’ (CSLA) and the official removal of Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) subsidiaries from US blacklist are on the cards after meetings between Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and US President Barack Obama, ISRO sources said. Though ISRO is not directly involved, there are reports that negotiations at the foreign ministry level have reached an announcement stage on the CLSA and complete removal of its subsidiaries from the US entity list, sources at India’s premier space organisation said. ISRO was put on the US entity list after India conducted nuclear tests in 1998. The CSLA is seen as follow-up to a Technology Safeguards Agreement signed in July 2009, during the visit of the US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. The launch agreement will allow US commercial satellites or satellites with US components to be launched on ISRO space vehicles — significantly opening up the nearly $ 2 billion-dollar global space launch business. US export reforms that are currently underway are expected to clear the path for the launch of commercial satellites by ISRO. The presence of commercial satellites on the US Munitions List as defence export items requiring separate licensing is one of the impediments in the launch of satellites with American technologies by ISRO . “Upon entry into force of a Commercial Space Launch Agreement (CSLA) between the United States and India, and in accordance with the terms of the TSA, the United States will consider and as appropriate grant of export licenses for commercial spacecraft for launch by India,” the two countries had agreed on July 20, 2009 while inking the Technology Safeguards Agreement. Removal of its subsidiaries — the Liquid Propulsion Systems Centre located at four different places, the Solid Propellant Space Booster Plant and the Sriharikota Space Centre in Sri Harikota, and the Vikram Sarabhai Space Centre in Thiruvananthapuram — from a barred list is expected to open up access to high-tech components for ISRO and enable US companies new export access. The US entity list originally contained even the ISRO headquarters, the Telemetry, Tracking and Command Network (ISTRAC) and an Inertial Systems Unit (IISU). These were, however, subsequently removed.
A2 Ozone Depletion

Launches won’t destroy the ozone layer

Prado 2, - physicist, former U.S. DOD space engineer and consultant multinational engineering and construction companies (Mark, “Environmental Effects of SPSs on Earth,” http://www.permanent.com/p-sps-ec.htm)
Many people ask about the effects on the ozone layer of SPSs. Answer: none. The SPS in no way affects the ozone layer. Rocket launches do cause various forms of pollution comparable overall to a power plant on the ground, but ozone depletion would be negligible. (Valentino/DoE, ref. 88) Using materials already in space, i.e., asteroidal and lunar materials, will greatly reduce launch needs.
Ozone depletion is caused by solar storms which are natural

Science Daily 1, (“Solar Storms Destroy Ozone, Study Reconfirms” http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2001/08/010802080620.htm, 08- 02-01)
A new study confirms a long-held theory that large solar storms rain electrically charged particles down on Earth's atmosphere and deplete the upper-level ozone for weeks to months thereafter. New evidence from NASA and NOAA satellites is helping scientists better understand how man and nature both play a role in ozone loss. The study, appearing in the August 1 issue of Geophysical Research Letters, examined impacts of a series of huge solar explosions on the atmosphere in the Northern Hemisphere. A solar flare with an associated coronal mass ejection sent positively-charged protons streaming to Earth from July 14 to 16th, 2000. The bombardment of protons, called a solar proton event, was the third largest in the last 30 years. Solar storms consist of coronal mass ejections and solar flares. Coronal mass ejections are huge bubbles of gas ejected from the Sun and are often associated with these flares. Solar flares are explosions on the Sun that happen when energy stored in twisted magnetic fields (usually above sunspots) is suddenly released. When protons like these bombard the upper atmosphere, they break up molecules of gases like nitrogen and water vapor, and once freed, those atoms react with ozone molecules and reduce the layer. "A lot of impacts on ozone are very subtle and happen over long periods of time," said Charles Jackman, a researcher at NASA Goddard Space Flight Center's Laboratory for Atmospheres and lead author of the study. "But when these solar proton events occur you can see immediately a change in the atmosphere, so you have a clear cause and effect." The study's investigators used measurements from the Halogen Occultation Experiment (HALOE) instrument aboard the Upper Atmosphere Research Satellite (UARS) and the Solar Backscatter Ultraviolet (SBUV/2) instrument aboard the NOAA-14 satellite to obtain data on amounts of atmospheric gases like ozone and oxides of nitrogen in different layers of the atmosphere in the Northern Hemisphere. The investigators then compared readings before and during the event. When the sun's protons hit the atmosphere they break up molecules of nitrogen gas and water vapor. When nitrogen gas molecules split apart, they can create molecules, called nitrogen oxides, which can last several weeks to months depending on where they end up in the atmosphere. Once formed, the nitrogen oxides react quickly with ozone and reduce its amounts. When atmospheric winds blow them down into the middle stratosphere, they can stay there for months, and continue to keep ozone at a reduced level. Protons similarly affect water vapor molecules by breaking them up into forms where they react with ozone. However, these molecules, called hydrogen oxides, only last during the time period of the solar proton event. These short-term effects of hydrogen oxides can destroy up to 70 percent of the ozone in the middle mesosphere. At the same time, longer-term ozone loss caused by nitrogen oxides destroys a maximum of about nine percent of the ozone in the upper stratosphere. Only a few percent of total ozone is in the mesosphere and upper stratosphere with over 80 percent in the middle and lower stratosphere. 
***Cooperation Add-On’s***
CCP Collapse Add-On

US/India space cooperation is necessary to prevent CCP Lashout
Kanwal, 2010 Gurmeet Kanwal (is Director, Centre for Land Warfare Studies, New Delhi; IDSA), " Indo-US Defence Cooperation: Set to Chart a New Trajectory", November 23, 2010, http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/IndoUSDefenceCooperation_gkanwal_231110;  6/20/11 JD

Several issues listed for future cooperation in the joint statement point towards recognition of the adverse implications of China’s increasing assertiveness and the need to work in unison with the international community to uphold the unfettered use of the global commons like the sea lanes through which commerce passes as well as space and cyberspace. Clearly, it emerged without being explicitly mentioned that both the United States and India think of their strategic partnership as a hedging strategy in the case of two major eventualities: should China behave irresponsibly and should China implode. In either case, both countries will need reliable partners to restore order and harmony.  Finally, the Obama visit has consolidated the India-US strategic partnership and it will gain momentum in the decades ahead, despite many potholes on the highway. If both sides play their cards astutely, this partnership will shape the geo-political contours of the 21st century in a manner that enhances peace and stability the world over. 

CCP collapse causes nuclear war

Renxing, ‘5 [San, Epoch Times, “The CCP’s Last-ditch Gamble: Biological and Nuclear War” August 8, http://english.epochtimes.com/news/5-8-8/30931.html]
2) “In any event, we, the CCP, will never step down from the stage of history! We’d rather have the whole world, or even the entire globe, share life and death with us than step down from the stage of history!!! Isn’t there a ‘nuclear bondage’ theory? It means that since the nuclear weapons have bound the security of the entire world, all will die together if death is inevitable. In my view, there is another kind of bondage, and that is, the fate our Party is tied up with that of the whole world. If we, the CCP, are finished, China will be finished, and the world will be finished.” 3) “It is indeed brutal to kill one or two hundred million Americans. But that is the only path that will secure a Chinese century, a century in which the CCP leads the world. We, as revolutionary humanitarians, do not want deaths. But if history confronts us with a choice between deaths of Chinese and those of Americans, we’d have to pick the latter, as, for us, it is more important to safeguard the lives of the Chinese people and the life of our Party. That is because, after all, we are Chinese and members of the CCP. Since the day we joined the CCP, the Party’s life has always been above all else!”  Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to extend its life. The CCP, which disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, along with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. These speeches let the public see the CCP for what it really is. With evil filling its every cell the CCP intends to wage a war against humankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. That is the main theme of the speeches.

SPS Add-On

US-Indo High Tech cooperation is critical to SPS
Garretson, 2010 (Peter, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) International Fellow in India, and a Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) New Delhi; “Sky’s No Limit: Space-based Solar Power, The Next Major Step in the Indo-US Strategic Partnership”, Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis Occasional Paper No. 9, August, http://www.idsa.in/sites/default/files/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf)

India - USA Joint Statement (PROPOSED SBSP Excerpt) The following is the proposed text of Indo-US Joint statement to be issued after the delegation-level meeting between the Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh and the US President Mr. Barack Obama. “Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and President Obama today declare their resolve to further transform the relationship between their countries and established a global partnership….. Drawing on their mutual vision for the U.S.-India relationship, and our joint objectives as strong long-standing democracies, the two leaders agree on the following: FOR ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT, HIGHTECHNOLOGY AND SPACE To strengthen energy security and diversify energy sources that would have a positive impact on development and carbon mitigation, the two leaders resolve to undertake a 3-phase due-diligence effort to explore the feasibility of Space-Based Solar Power to solve the linked problems of energy security, development, and Climate Change, with the ultimate aim of putting in place a commercially viable system by 2025. The programme will begin with three studies: a study to examine the feasibility of a global-scale (1 Terrawatt by 2065) Space Solar Power system-of-systems (including supporting infrastructure and transportation) to be completed in two years; a supporting technology roadmap to retire technical risk and achieve economic viability targets, to be completed in two years; and a study to arrive at a consensus on an ITER-scale mega-science multi-lateral demonstration / experiment within 5 years. This programme will be addressed through [The Special Envoys for Climate Change / State/OES & PM’s Committee on Climate Change / PSA/OSTP] with all help and assistance from the U.S-India Energy Dialogue, the Civil Space Joint Working Group (JWG), Joint Technical Group (JTG), the High Technology Cooperation Group (HTCG), as well as the U.S.-India Aviation Cooperation Program.”
US India space cooperation is critical to the development of Space-based Solar Power – Now is the critical time for cooperation to begin
Garretson, 2010 (Peter, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) International Fellow in India, and a Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) New Delhi; “Sky’s No Limit: Space-based Solar Power, The Next Major Step in the Indo-US Strategic Partnership”, Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis Occasional Paper No. 9, August, http://www.idsa.in/sites/default/files/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf)

SBSP in the Context of the Needs of the Bilateral Strategic Partnership Early in his Presidency, President Obama articulated that India “had no better friend in the world than the US” and that the two nations “shared belief in democracy, liberty, pluralism and religious tolerance”, and suggested that scientists of both countries should solve the environmental challenges together. The high level visit by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton in July 2009 showed great continuity with the previous administration’s Next Steps in Strategic Partnership (NSSP), which had laid out intended steps to be taken in “energy and environment”, “democracy and development”, and “high technology and space” and then set up high-level dialogues in energy, civil space, and defence cooperation. The official press release of the Department of State articulated the following pillars of the strategic partnership following Secretary Clinton’s visit: i. Strategic Cooperation: working groups will address non-proliferation, counter-terrorism and military cooperation; ii. Energy and Climate Change: working groups will continue our successful energy dialogue and begin discussions on actions to address the challenge of global climate change; iii. Education and Development: working groups will enhance our partnership in education and initiate discussions about women’s’ empowerment; iv. Economics, Trade and Agriculture: working groups will continue and strengthen our discussions on business, trade and food security; and v. Science and Technology, Health and Innovation: working groups will explore new areas for cooperation in leading technologies and in addressing global health challenges. And the US-India Joint Statement of July 20, 2009, likewise articulates sustainable growth and development, education, space, science and technology, high-tech cooperation, energy security, environment and climate change as important areas of mutual interest in cooperation. More specific to SBSP, when Prime Minister Manmohan Singh’s Special Envoy on Climate Change Mr. Shyam Saran met the US President at the White House at an official reception, Obama, whose administration is focusing on alternative sources of energy so as to reduce dependence on fossil fuel, was quick to remind him of the conversation he had in this regard with Singh in London early in April about building an Indo-US renewable energy partnership. Saran reported, “In that context he (Obama) said that we are very much looking forward to what had been agreed upon during that meeting that India and the US should seek to build up a renewable energy partnership,” which will end up benefiting not only the two countries, but also the entire world. It would thus appear that the SBSP concept can be well matched with the articulated agenda and emphasis on energy, environment, space, and high technology. Given that there is still an active search for a major item to keep the momentum going after the civil nuclear deal, and to appear to be taking significant action on energy and climate change, it would appear that there is currently an open policy window of action. In fact, Inderfurth and Mohan’s well-timed piece arguing that space should be put at the heart of US-India relations as it can literally “lift relations to a higher orbit”, seemed to find a strong echo in the Singh-Obama Joint Statement, which within a broader context of assuring each other (and answering concerns of neglect ) that their fundamental strategic goals were convergent under the new administrations, said, “They agreed to collaborate in the application of their space technology and related capabilities in outer space and for development purposes.”
And India is key – The momentum is already in place, India’s need for power generation uniquely guarantees commercial viability and India’s workforce is the most adept – but Temporary High Tech Migration is key

Garretson, 2010 (Peter, Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) International Fellow in India, and a Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) New Delhi; “Sky’s No Limit: Space-based Solar Power, The Next Major Step in the Indo-US Strategic Partnership”, Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis Occasional Paper No. 9, August, http://www.idsa.in/sites/default/files/OP_SkysNoLimit.pdf)

While most Indian audiences encountered by the researcher did not seem to challenge the reasons for why India might want the US as a partner in such a high tech space endeavour, a frequent line of questions posed during interactive sessions was “Why India and does India really have anything to offer? Why shouldn’t the US and its companies just go it alone? Why not choose as a primary partner Japan or the European Union, or ‘cash-rich China’, which is easier to work with than our complicated democracy and bureaucracy?” This researcher sees no reason to argue why the US or India or both together should not seek collaboration with these other partners, but there is significant momentum in the Indo-US strategic partnership, and strong reasons for the US to consider India. Firstly, India is the only major state where a Head of State has not only suggested space solar power as a goal for its space agency, but also expressed an interest in international cooperation. Second, as already noted above, there is considerable momentum in the Indo-US strategic partnership, with key components–space, energy, climate change, high tech, aviation, and dual-use strategic technologies and defence cooperation–already in place with vibrant dialogue. Third, India’s need for power and development is acute, likely considerably more acute than other potential partners which makes it potentially a more motivated partner, and a linked effort also promises a tremendous ultimate market potential. Fourthly, the success of space solar power will depend partly on low-cost manufacture. In the time frame when space solar power will come of age, perhaps 15 years in the future, even as other manufacturing and labour markets age and face decline, India is projected to be in the midst of its demographic dividend, with the largest working age population of any country on earth. Finally, and significantly, in a breakthrough project like space solar power where an international regulatory framework is required, the influence of a historically normative power representing the developing world and its equities is a powerful enabler, and without such a partnership a go-it-alone attitude might find the environment and the markets considerably less permissive. Further, the case for technical cooperation with India is quite strong. As already remarked, over the course of nearly a decade, there has been significant momentum to the technical cooperation aspect of the Indo-US strategic partnership and we have finally put in place all the necessary precursor elements for institutional research and development. Cooperation today is principally at a low level because bureaucracies still are not familiar with each other, and trust is earned incrementally over time. In the course of this research, there was no indication that there was reason to doubt that such trust and familiarity will be the natural course. India already contributes the largest number of foreign technical students in the US and its diaspora contributes substantially in high tech. As multinationals and successful Indian diaspora choose to return, India is likely to see a significant expansion in the number and type and competence of technical capabilities. India is today a very competent space power, being one of a very small club of nations with heavy launch, launch to GEO, and moon-mission capability, and it is only going to become more so. For a project like this, one must consider not just the current level of a country’s tech base, but its likely trajectory. Investments being made now in satellite design, low-cost re-usable Two Stage to Orbit (TSTO) systems at ISRO and Single Stage to Orbit (SSTO) through DRDO’s International Space Plane Programme are likely to evolve relevant technologies even while the US launch programme has taken a diversion into large expendables. Particularly in an immature project like space solar power where there are very few technologists with a level of competence in the subject, in the course of a five-year technology and workforce development project, India’s technical schools can easily multiply the number of competent technologists by multiple factors. That rapid addition of intellectual workforce at competitive costs provides yet another multiplier for rapid progress.
Heg Add-On
Independently, international space cooperation cements US leadership
Berteau et al, April 30, 2010 (CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector Initial Analysis and Evaluation of Options for Improving Commercial Access to Space”, A Report of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group, David J. Berteau is Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Gregory Kiley is a Senior Associate at CSIS, focusing on national security and economics. Guy Ben-Ari is Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Brian Green is the director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis. Joshua Hartman is a Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program. Gary Powell is a Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Stephanie Sanok is a Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects. Tara Callahan is the Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group. Lindsey Ohmit is a Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. Thomas Patterson is a Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Gregory Sanders is a research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS. (OTT))

“New opportunities for partnership and collaboration with both international and commercial space actors have the potential to support future national security space activities and enhance U.S. leadership.” Forming alliances and encouraging cooperation with foreign entities could provide several benefits to the United States, including ensuring continued U.S. access to space after a technical failure or a launch facility calamity, strengthening the competitive position of the U.S. commercial satellite sector, enhancing the U.S. position in partnerships, and reinforcing collaboration among other space-faring nations. As the Booz, Allen & Hamilton 2000 Defense Industry Viewpoint notes, strategic commercial alliances: (1) provide capabilities to expand quickly service offerings and markets in ways not possible under time and resource constraints; (2) earn a rate of return 50 percent higher than base businesses—“returns more than double as firms gain experience in alliances”; and (3) are a powerful alternative to acquiring other companies because they “avoid costly accumulation of debt and buildup of balance sheet goodwill.” In those respects, international commercial alliances could help U.S. firms access foreign funding, business systems, space expertise, technology, and intellectual capital and increase U.S. industry’s market share overseas, thus providing economic benefits to the United States. Moreover, U.S. experiences with foreign entities in foreign markets could help those entities obtain the requisite approvals to operate U.S. government satellite systems in other countries, resolve satellite spectrum and coordination issues, and mitigate risks associated with catastrophic domestic launch failures by providing for contingency launch capabilities from foreign nations. Multinational alliances would also signal U.S. policymakers’ intent to ensure U.S. commercial and military access to space within a cooperative, international domain, help promote international cooperation, and build support for U.S. positions within various governmental and business forums. First, partnerships could allow the United States to demonstrate greater leadership in mitigating those shared risks related to vulnerability of space assets through launch facility and data sharing, offering improved space situational awareness, establishing collective security agreements for space assets, exploring space deterrence and satellite security doctrines, and formulating and agreeing to rules of the road on the expected peaceful behavior in the space domain. Second, partnerships could also help the United States build consensus on important space-related issues in bilateral or multilateral organizations such as the United Nations, the International Telecommunication Union, and the World Trade Organization; working with emerging space-faring nations is particularly important because of their growing presence in the marketplace and participation in international organizations. Third, alliances could serve as a bridge to future collaborative efforts between U.S. national security forces and U.S. allies. For example, civil multinational alliances such as the International Space Station and the international search and rescue satellite consortium, Cospas-Sarsat, involve multiple countries partnering to use space for common public global purposes. Finally, developing government, business, and professional relationships with people in other countries provides opportunities for the United States to further the principles upon which U.S. national security relies—competition, economic stability, and democracy. 
***2AC Section***
DA Slayer

Cooperation is occurring but doesn’t take out the Aff – CSLA key

Ferster 10 Warren (is the Editor-in-Chief of Space News, He was appointed Deputy Editor in September 2000. In that job he has supervised a global network of freelance writers, authored the newspaper's institutional editorials and was responsible for all news operations in the editor's absence. Previously, he worked for Phillips Business Information in a variety of positions, including editor of Space Business News and space reporter for Defense Daily. Mr. Ferster earned his undergraduate degree in print journalism from the American University in 1984. He also holds a Master's degree in Security Policy Studies from the George Washington University), " United States, India Pledge Expanded Civil Space Ties", Mon, 8 November, 2010, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/101108-us-india-civil-space-ties.html. 6/21/11.JD

The United States and India will expand cooperation in civil space as part of a broader initiative to promote stronger strategic, economic and security ties between the two countries, the White House announced Nov. 8. The announcement came during U.S. President Barack Obama’s official state visit to India for talks with Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, the first stop on the U.S. leader’s Asian tour. As part of the deal, key centers of the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO), along with Indian defense research agencies, will be taken off the U.S. Commerce Department’s Entity List. Doing business with organizations on the Entity List requires a special license, and the inclusion of ISRO has long been a barrier to Indo-U.S. ties in space. According to a fact sheet posted on the White House website, four ISRO centers will be removed from the Entity List: Liquid Propulsion Systems Center, Solid Propellant Space Booster Plant, Sriharikota Space Center and Vikram Sarabhai Space Center. Among the defense research organizations removed from the list is the Missile Research and Development Complex. “The removal of these Indian entities from the Entity List is expected to facilitate trade and cooperation in civil space and defense to enable the two governments to focus on addressing other outstanding barriers that hinder expanded bilateral high technology trade,” the fact sheet states. In addition, the United States will “realign” India in its export control regime for so-called dual-use items “to reflect India’s status as a strategic partner, effectively treating India similarly to other close allies and partners.” In civil space, Obama and Singh agreed to build closer ties in exploration and Earth observation. India has long had a robust Earth observation satellite program and in 2008 launched its first planetary mission, the Chandrayaan-1 lunar orbiter, which carried multiple NASA-supplied scientific instruments. The two nations also will continue a dialogue on cooperation in human spaceflight. Although India has yet to send astronauts into space, it has designed and tested relevant capabilities including an orbit and re-entry capsule. Possible cooperative projects in Earth observation include a “joint weather and climate forecasting project to predict the impacts of climate variability on agriculture,” validating data from India’s Oceansat-2 satellite and the upcoming Indo-French Megha-Tropiques precipitation measuring mission, and long-term cooperation in land imaging, the fact sheet states. The two sides also will explore ways to preserve security in the sea, air and space domains, the fact sheet said. The latest agreements follow a 2004 framework accord between the United States and India called Next Steps in Strategic Partnership, which emphasized three areas of cooperation: civil nuclear energy, civil space and high-technology trade. Removing ISRO from the Entity List was stated as a goal when that agreement was announced. Despite India’s significant space capabilities, particularly in Earth observation, cooperation with the United States has been slow to materialize over the years, in part because of U.S. objections to India’s 1998 nuclear tests. But there has been a thawing trend in recent years. In 2009, the United States and India signed a technical safeguards accord permitting U.S. civil-government payloads to launch aboard Indian rockets. For several years, the two sides have been negotiating an agreement that would permit U.S. commercial space hardware to launch aboard Indian rockets, but there was no mention of that deal in the latest White House announcement. 

EAR reform should have triggered the link 
Bishoyi, 2/16/2011 Saroj Bishoyi( is Research Assistant at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi), " India-US High Technology Cooperation: Moving Forward", February 16, 2011, http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/IndiaUSHighTechnologyCooperationMovingForward_sbishoyi_160211. 6/20/11; JD
The stated objectives of recent efforts of the Obama administration in reforming the EAR are to realign US export policy towards India to reflect India’s status as a strategic partner, effectively treating India like other close US allies and partners, and to expand India-US cooperation in civil space, defence and high technology sectors. This effort is a part of Obama’s National Export Initiative and fulfilling the commitment to double US exports within five years. Thus, the Obama administration’s removal of Indian companies from the EL, its support for India’s membership in the four international export control regimes and for India’s permanent membership in the UN Security Council have positively impacted bilateral relations and will create possible opportunities for greater technological cooperation. This will further consolidate the growing India-US strategic relationship in the decades ahead.

Cooperation increasing now- technology transfers

Bishoyi, 2/16/2011 Saroj Bishoyi( is Research Assistant at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi), " India-US High Technology Cooperation: Moving Forward", February 16, 2011, http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/IndiaUSHighTechnologyCooperationMovingForward_sbishoyi_160211. 6/20/11; JD
The US decision meets a long pending Indian demand and will move forward technological cooperation and strategic relations between the two countries as India regards technology transfer as the “acid test” of the US commitment and the “touchstone” for forging a long and stable strategic relationship. The US Department of Commerce described this as the ‘first steps’ to implement the export control policy initiatives announced by President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh in their November 2010 joint statement issued in New Delhi, when they announced plans to expand cooperation in civil space, defence and other high technology sectors. The US Commerce Secretary Gary Locke said that this “action marks a significant milestone in reinforcing the India-US strategic partnership and moving forward with export control reforms that will facilitate high technology trade and cooperation.”2
Indo/US cooperation now – further space cooperation necessary
PTI 2004 (India, June 22) US calls for continued space technology cooperation with news agency, New Delhi, Lexis (OTT)

Bangalore, 22 June: The United States on Tuesday 22 June expressed hope that the new Indian government would move forward with it "expeditiously" on "Next Steps in the Strategic Partnership Initiative", that set out a vision to expand cooperation in civil nuclear, civil space and high-technology trade and to expand dialogue in missile defence. "It is my fervent hope that once a new government in India has the opportunity to fully review this joint initiative, it will embrace these steps and move forward with us expeditiously", US Undersecretary of Commerce, Kenneth I. Juster, told the ongoing Indo-US space meet here. passage omitted Juster said that from the US standpoint, "we need to advance our cooperation in high-technology trading, civilian space activities and other areas in ways that do not undermine the general international framework of non-proliferation". Noting that India and US had made great strides in the past three years and both had great opportunities ahead of them, he said, earlier this year, their leaders had agreed to a strategic framework to further expand cooperation in several key areas, including high-technology trading, civilian space programme and civilian nuclear activity. passage omitted

Tech Spinoff DAs
TSA solves- monitoring

Brown, 09 Peter (is a Maine-based freelance writer who has specialized in satellite technology for more than two decades. He is a former senior multimedia editor for “Via Satellite” magazine; has written about the role of satellites in major disasters for “Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness”, a journal of the American Medical Association, among other publications. His coverage of Asian-related satellite developments has appeared in “Asia Times Online” as well as “Japan Security Watch), "India and US build stronger ties in space", August 7,2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KH07Df02.html. 6/22/11.JD

The TSA will ensure monitoring by the US side against any diversion or misuse of equipment or technology," said Rajeswari Rajagopalan, senior fellow in security studies at the New Delhi-based Observer Research Foundation. "Negotiations on a possible Indo-US TSA have been underway for the last few years. The US has been insisting on restrictive movement of the payload, constant overseeing and monitoring by the US, and solid firewalls separating civil and military payloads. However, the current agreement is [identical] with what the US has with other countries, [and] is essentially driven by US laws. India did not have much maneuverability in negotiating the details." 

Space Debris DA
Space cooperation is key to space safety – unrestrained competition results in collisions and space debris 
Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies Fellow, 2011 (Yasuhito, “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia”, Space Policy, Vol. 27, No. 1, accessed: 6/20/11, Science Direct, CQ)

Another reason the USA is in need of cooperation has something to do with the fact that outer space is a highly interdependent domain. Just as the maritime domain has several major routes for transportation called the sea lines of communication, highways for satellites (e.g. LEO and GEO) exist in outer space.12 These are shared by all spacefaring nations and non-state actors, and are becoming increasingly congested as satellites and space debris increase. In this context, the NSP states “the now-ubiquitous and interconnected nature of space capabilities and the world’s growing dependence on them mean that irresponsible acts in space can have damaging consequences for all of us.” The NSP also names the increase in the amount of space debris and the risks of satellite collisions as examples of challenges for the sustainable use of space. These descriptions are no doubt influenced by the results of two incidents – China’s 2007 ASAT test and the 2009 US–Russia satellite collision – which have occurred since the last NSP was released in 2006. These two incidents have made the challenges to the sustainability of the space environment more imminent, multiplying the number of catalogued LEO space objects by more than 60%.13 The Obama NSP clearly recognizes that international cooperation is vital in addressing these challenges. It states that not only the USA but other countries also share the responsibility and “calls on all nations to work together to adopt approaches for responsible activity in space.” Also, the section on international cooperation in the inter-sectoral guidelines specifies that the USA will pursue bilateral and multilateral TCBMs “to encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” Now it is increasingly important for the USA to go beyond its traditional cooperation with allies and partners, and to expand cooperation with virtually all nations. Thus, the Obama administration sees international cooperation as a “key cornerstone” of its NSP not only to take advantage of growing opportunities, but also to maintain both US primacy in space, and the safety and security of space. For the USA now, international cooperation has been evolving from “nice to do” to “must do” status.

Space debris isn’t a threat

Grey, 2k - DIRECTOR, AEROSPACE AND SCIENCE POLICY AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF AERONAUTICS AND ASTRONAUTICS (Jerry, Federal News Service, Congressional Testimony, 9/7, lexis)
 (2) Orbital Debris. Although the SSP configurations are large, their diaphanous nature and location in geostationary or geosynchronous halo orbits imply low susceptibility to serious damage by either natural or anthropogenic orbital debris. Moreover, since all the proposed concepts employ robotic inspection and maintenance, repairs of any such damage should be able to be accomplished.

Natural cleansing will prevent space debris from becoming problematic for decades: our source is most qualified.

Finkleman 08 (Dr. Dave Finkleman, Senior Scientist from the Center for Space Standards and Innovation, Space Operations Communicator, Volume 5 Issue 2, “Exploded in Space!” April-June 2008, http://www.opsjournal.org/assets/SecureDocumentLibrary/DocumentLibraryManager/documents/SpaceOpsNews-Interview_Finkleman_Klinkrad.pdf) // THK

Dr. Finkleman: The best alternative is not to create debris. The problem is currently not so serious that any action is required to purposely remove debris. End of life disposal of mission oriented satellites should be considered throughout development and operation. The energy required for safe disposal of a geostationary satellite is less than 1% of the energy required to launch and operate it throughout its life. 

There is also a natural cleansing over time as the orbits of individual debris elements disperse due to gravitational perturbations. I do not foresee the investment in intentional removal, robotic or otherwise, being justified relative to the space debris collision risk now or in the next decades.

The US has the debris tracking capabilities to ensure satellite safety.

Taylor, 07 - Chief of the Space and International Law Division at Headquarters United States Air Force Space Command (Michael W. “Trashing the Solar System One Planet at a Time: Earth's Orbital Debris Problem,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3970/is_200710/ai_n21279526/print?tag=artBody;col1)

<Other states have debris tracking capabilities, but their programs are not as robust as that of the United States. For example, the Russian Federation, Japan, the United Kingdom, France, and Germany ad contribute to the knowledge of orbital debris through observation of the space environment80 The Russian Federation has approximately twenty-two telescopes and radars used for orbital debris detection.81 Japan also uses telescopes and radar to observe orbital debris.82 French officials made headlines in 2007 when they threatened to use radar data to reveal the locations of sensitive U.S. satellites.83 Various member states of the European Space Agency ("ESA") also make several of their telescopes and radars available for orbital debris research.84 The ESA has started feasibility studies for developing its own European Space Surveillance System which would have similar capabilities to the SSN.85 Additionally, the ESA has a number of debris tracking systems that can be used to augment information provided by the SSN. For example, in 2005 me ESA began using European tracking services to independently confirm the orbits of debris in the SSN catalog diat are at high risk for colliding with ESA satellites.86 The information available from the European network has a smaller margin of error man data derived from the SSN's publicly available catalog.87 >

No Impact – empirical statistics and lack of debris proves

The Washington Times, 7 (James Hackett, “Much Ado about Space Debris,” 04-25-07, LN)

<China's deliberate destruction of one of its own satellites in a January test of an anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon has led to much hand-wringing about the creation of space debris, reinvigorating the opponents of weapons in space. Orbiting debris is dangerous, but the danger has been greatly exaggerated and is no reason for new unenforceable arms control agreements. When the space age began 50 years ago there were no man-made objects in space. Since then, Space Command has tracked more than 25,000 objects of baseball size or larger. More than 10,000 have fallen into the atmosphere and disintegrated or landed, but in 50 years not one person anywhere on Earth has been killed or injured by falling debris. Space debris is only slightly more likely to strike one of the 850 active spacecraft. Most are in low Earth orbit below about 800 miles. These operational spacecraft are only 6 percent of the objects tracked. The rest is space junk that includes inactive satellites, spent rockets, debris from exploding rockets and just plain trash. Space Command monitors debris to identify threats and alerts operators of satellites to move out of the way if they appear to be in danger. Some 80 percent of debris orbits between 500 and 600 miles altitude. The Chinese test, at 527 miles, created more debris right where traffic is heaviest. Air Force Space Command is tracking more than 1,000 pieces of debris from the Chinese test, plus 14,000 that were there before. So far, none has hit an active spacecraft. In fact, over the last 50 years there have been only three documented debris impacts with operational spacecraft, and none have been destroyed. A Space Command Web site describing the Space Surveillance Network that tracks debris notes there is only a small amount in the low orbits of the space shuttle and space station, and gives a worst-case estimate of 1 chance in 10,000 years of a piece of debris of baseball size or larger hitting either one. Even in the debris-heavy area around 500 miles altitude, Space Command says normally there are only three or four objects orbiting in an area equivalent to the airspace over the continental United States up to an altitude of 30,000 feet. Thus, it states, the likelihood of a collision is very small. Now there are reports U.S. intelligence agencies knew about and monitored Chinese preparations for the ASAT test, but senior administration officials decided to say nothing to deter Beijing in orderto protect intelligence methods. That shows that despite the anguish about space debris the creation of more was not considered a serious danger. Most debris eventually migrates down and burns up in the atmosphere. The main efforts are to avoid existing debris, design spacecraft and rockets that will not explode in space, limit the release of debris on orbit, and at the end of their mission de-orbit satellites or move them to parking orbits where there is little traffic.>

NASA shields are effective at saving satellites from debris
Crews, 2k (Jeanne L. “Enhanced shield against meteroids and orbital debris,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3957/is_200007/ai_n8912801/print?tag=artBody;col1) 

NASA scientists, who are very concerned with the increasing hazard of impacts of orbital debris impact on spacecraft, have designed the "stuffed Whipple" shield - a lightweight, relatively inexpensive alternative to simple aluminum meteoroid/orbital-debris (M/OD) shield. The stuffed Whipple shield features an easily adaptable design that increases protection against hypervelocity impacts (HVIs), without significantly affecting previously formulated designs of spacecraft. The stuffed Whipple shield is critical to the continued human exploration of space, especially to the Space Station, inasmuch as the Station will be operating in low orbit around the Earth and will need shielding against HVIs in order to survive intact and for an appreciable amount of time and continue to safely support human habitation. Scientists project that the number of HVIs from detritus of artificial objects will increase from 2 to 5 percent per year - an increase that could produce devastating results. The design of the stuffed Whipple shield greatly reduces the risk of loss of a spacecraft crew and/or damage to the spacecraft. It also increases crew efficiency, in that by providing more efficient shielding, it reduces the frequency of both extravehicular and intravehicular activities EVAs and IVAs to effect repairs of HVI penetrations of the outer skin of the spacecraft. It is particularly amenable to introduction in the final or nearly-completed phase of the spacecraft-design effort. The stuffed Whipple shield can be retrofitted to any extant military or commercial spacecraft. 

Space Mil DA

Cooperative space efforts encourage peaceful use of space
Huntly, Bock, and Weingartner, 2010 (Wade, US Naval Postgraduate School; Joseph, Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies; Miranda, Weingartner Consulting; “Planning the Unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space”, Space Policy, Vol. 26, No. 1, Science Direct, accessed: 6/21/11, CQ)

The Obama administration seems set to take US space policy in different directions, but reflecting convergent concerns. As a candidate, the future president explicitly opposed “the stationing of weapons in space and the development of anti-satellite weapons” but simultaneously recognized the need “to protect [US] assets in space” and supported programs “to make US systems more robust and less vulnerable.”11 Shortly after his inauguration, President Obama reaffirmed this position by declaring his intention to seek a ban on space weapons; but White House policy emphasized barring weapons that could interfere with US satellites, thereby linking the policy directly to securing US space-based capabilities.12 The new directions of the present administration encourage long-standing advocates of more multilateral approaches to space security challenges. However, these directions are ambivalent on the deeper presumption of the inevitability of space-based conflict, if not weaponization. Recent interest among US military strategists in the prerequisites for establishing and maintaining “space deterrence”13 reflect continuity in this vein of thinking. Driven in large measure by concerns over US intentions, most other countries categorically oppose weaponization of space and have supported efforts to expand the Outer Space Treaty (OST) to control and limit future military expansions into space.14 Evolving coalitions of states have consistently endorsed negotiation of a further Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) agreement. In the past decade, Russia and China have led these efforts; but at times many significant US allies (such as Canada) have joined the call.15 Notably, many supporters of establishing treaty-based control of future military-related space activities share the judgment that technological advancement is creating genuine security implications rendering existing space regulation increasingly insufficient, and encouraging the expectation that, absent stronger controls, weaponization may indeed be inevitable. Here also, China's ASAT-testing satellite shoot-down has been taken as a demonstration of these conclusions.16 Whereas space nationalists and space globalists differ markedly on prescriptions, the underlying diagnoses of contemporary forces and prospects are more convergent. This observation casts light on the common view that ambitions to create a binding space governance regime merely reflect idealist aspirations for global cooperation. But states supporting treaty-based restraints on space weapons development typically have made appraisals of their national space security interests just as realist as those by the USA. The different responses to these concerns by these countries reflect the differences in the content of their interests and in their relative capabilities to pursue them. The USA, as the dominant military space actor, often expresses a familiar “great power” response to space security developments. Other countries' perspectives may differ along three dimensions. First, they face the consequences of possessing less – or no – capacity to redress their space security concerns by their own resources.17 Second, their interests may include more relative attention to civil and commercial space activities, with space security concerns limited to the prerequisite of a peaceful space environment in which to conduct those activities. Finally, they may worry that, because of their smaller role, their interests may be abused not only from others' malice but from their ignorance and neglect. States for which these differences hold take the perspective of “lesser powers” with respect to space security. Each of these differences motivates lesser powers to pursue their interests through some form of structured relationship, which may include either exclusive alliances or inclusive regimes.18 The particular nature of space-related issues exaggerates these tendencies. All states have an equivalent “proximity” to space, and many, as consumers of space-based communications and imaging products, tend to perceive immediate interests in activities there. For this reason, weaker states tend to view the consequences of conflict in space in absolute rather than proximate terms, even if their capacity to influence events in space is particularly limited – akin to weaker states' outlooks on nuclear conflict. This convergence between particular and generalized interests induces these states to perceive broadly shared interests; in turn, the absolute nature of the consequences of space conflict increases the perceived utility of broad-based multilateral collaboration (versus exclusive alliances). Hence, advocacy of shared international principles and multilateral agreements by such states reflects a realistic response to the particular circumstances they face. The “realism” of the appeal among lesser-powered states of treaty-based regime solutions to space weaponization concerns underscores the observation, noted above, that “great” and “lesser” powers share a similar diagnosis of the underlying space security condition: namely, that inevitable technological advancement combined with the anarchic rivalry of states will, in the absence of restraint, lead ineluctably to the weaponization of space. These outlooks vary less on the nature of the political forces driving current circumstances than on the possibility and desirability of containing those forces. Hence, the alternative to weaponization is sometimes presented as the preservation of space as a peaceful “sanctuary”, holding at bay the terrestrial pressures that would otherwise invade the pristine space environment.19 This presumption that weaponry and warfare in space can be prevented only by restraining the endemic forces of human conflict suggests a limitation of vision. The concept is one of straightforward negation, as in a dike holding back a surging sea or a wall resisting encroaching hordes. Negation goals omit the prospect that the underlying pressures themselves may be in some manner relieved. With respect to space security, this means addressing whether the security dynamics generating potential for weaponization and conflict in space might be redressed at a deeper, more self-sustaining level than dependence upon static treaty structures allows. That deeper level involves the dynamic nature of state interests themselves. Most proposals for international cooperation in space security activities, whether a full-fledged formal PAROS-like treaty, or more modest arrangements to fashion “rules of the road”, emphasize the potential to realize states' existing common interests. Such cooperation, even when institutionalized, may endure only so long as the underlying interest convergence persists; and given the energetic expansion and evolving nature of the human presence in space, the persistence of interest convergence cannot be assumed. As circumstances move tectonically, the energies required to keep intact the structures built upon those foundations increase to a point of unsustainability. Conflict's trumping of regimes remains, in some sense, inevitable.20 Few space security analysts have focused on the possibilities for cooperation to function more organically as an element of the evolution of human space activities, rather than simply as a structure applied to that evolution. The more organic possibility reflects the potential over time for cooperative agreements and institutions to change state interests themselves. Processes facilitating such evolution include strategic interest convergence, information creation and sharing, “spillover” and “feedback” effects, issue scope expansion and integration, and the facilitation of transnational linkages. Interacting synergistically with the interests they are influencing, such cooperation evolves dynamically as well. As such cooperation deepens its roots among all parties, it can begin to endure self-sustainably.21 The potential for more organic principles and cooperative institutions to shape the nature of political relations themselves suggests a more expansive concept of the underlying nature of interstate relations – one that need not always resemble the realist image of a Hobbesian “war of all against all”. Hedley Bull's “anarchical society” and Daniel Deudney's “negarchy,” for example, capture the past and present existence of international political orders that, despite the absence of hierarchical government, have functioned as qualitatively distinct governance systems.22 Application of concepts of qualitatively distinct political ordering principles to developing governance conditions of the future human presence in space is as yet largely unexplored.23 The fluidity of interests and capabilities with respect to space activities suggests a relatively large potential for organized cooperation to influence their evolution. Such cooperative principles and institutions would then become intrinsic to the dynamic political forces shaping the expanding human presence in space, growing and evolving with them, rather than acting as exogenous static structures seeking to constrain those forces.24 The rate and uncertainty of change in both the technological and political dimensions of expanding human space activities complicates this task. Herein lies the value of “realistic visions”. Rigorous articulations of the interplay of the wide variety of constraints, tradeoffs, uncertainties, and values entailed in human expansion into space can facilitate evaluation of the applicability of alternative governance concepts to human space activities in the context of dynamic change.
Cooperation avoids militarization and leads to commercialization

Hertzfeld 6/7/2011 (Henry R. , research professor of space policy and international affairs, “Chapter 5: Commercial Space and Spacepower”,http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, date unknown, accessed 6/22/11) JER

Thus, if globalization continues its rapid advance, then a nation's commercial spacepower is of greater importance; if globalization stalls, dedicated national security and military uses of space will increase, and a nation's ability to garner larger market shares for commercial services will be more limited.10 Spacepower may then be determined more by military power than market power.

EU CP

Space is not zero sum – the US is committed to space cooperation

Jonathan F. Galloway, Department of Politics, 6 May 2004. Game theory and the law and policy of outer space, ScienceDirect
Let us examine and assess mankind's movement into space as an example of the logic and experience of cooperation. After the space age began on 4 October 1957 with the orbiting of Sputnik, the USA was caught in a competitive prestige race with the USSR but, rather than let this race deteriorate into a zero-sum game, the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 committed the USA to, inter alia, “peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.”7 The USA was to be “a leader” (not “the” leader) in “The conduct of peaceful activities.”8 Furthermore, there was to be “cooperation by the United States with other nations and groups of nations in work done pursuant to this Act and in the peaceful application of the results thereof.”9 Section 205 of the NASA statutue states “the Administration, under the foreign policy guidance of the President, may engage in a program of international cooperation in work done pursuant to this Act, and in the peaceful application of the results thereof, pursuant to agreements made by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate”. It is clear that if one major player in a game is committed to cooperation there is going to be a lot of cooperation as there has been in law and in programs.10 The prime example in international law is the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 which commits states, inter alia, to explore space “for the benefit and in the interests of all countries,” to desist from “national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means”, and “to undertake not to place in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction.”11 Then there are four other space treaties that have come out of the United Nations—the Agreement on the Rescue of Astronauts,12 the Liability Convention,13 the Registration Convention14and the Moon Agreement,15 plus the five principles adopted by the General Assembly.16 There are numerous national laws. Indeed, there is a plethora of international and global institutions and programs devoted to cooperation in the peaceful uses of outer space. Among these are the UN Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and the International Space Station.17 While there has undoubtedly been much positive cooperation in developing the peaceful uses of outer space both in law and practice some commentators see cooperation as a side game while the real players are playing “for real”. In other words, they are playing a zero-sum game.

US India cooperation is key to containing China

PTI Jan 4, 2011, 'US partnering with India to contain China' http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-01-04/news/28425937_1_china-and-india-south-china-sea-sino-american-relationship, The Economic Times, Lexis (accessed 6/25/11)

WASHINGTON: Ahead of the State Visit of Chinese President Hu Jintao, an influential American think-tank has said that the United States is partnering with emerging powers like India to contain the Communist nation. "The United States has already started partnering with an emerging power that shares a long border with China as it moves to open a special relationship with India," said Jessica Mathews, president, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. "The biggest motivation for Washington's engagement with New Delhi -- even though it's not talked about -- is the hope that India can help balance China's rising power," she said.

EU CP – Perm Cards

EU likes cooperation with US- leading tech

European commission, 10 (represents the general interest of the EU and is the driving force in proposing legislation (to Parliament and the Council), administering and implementing EU policies, enforcing EU law (jointly with the Court of Justice) and negotiating in the international arena )" Space Research Conference EU-US ",  31/10/2010, http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/space/research/space_research_conference_eu_us_en.htm. 6/25/11. JD

The EU Space Research Conference on EU-US opportunities for collaboration and funding in the FP7 Space Research Programme was hosted by Dr. Burton Lee, of Stanford University's Department of Mechanical Engineering, and the Science Section of the EU Delegation in Washington. The main objective of this successful conference was to highlight opportunities for US space companies, universities, research labs, government agencies and other related research organizations to participate in the European Commission’s Space Research Program. A delegation from the EC Directorate General for Enterprise and Industry in Brussels, consisting of Dr.Reinhard Schulte-Braucks and Dr. Peter Breger, as well as Dr. Li from the project Provisg and Dr. Astrid-Christina Koch, Science Counselor at the EU Delegation in Washington addressed the event. The US and the European space research communities are recognized as leading actors in space research and technology, and the European Commission would like to further international participation in the FP7 Space Research Programme. The FP7 Space Theme supports research activates in the Earth Observation fields and also finances research activities in space science e and technology. Every year sees new opportunities for funding, with the annual space call for proposals addressed to research establishments in the EU’s Member States, and partner countries such as the United States. This conference was scheduled very timely with the new call published on 20 July, the day before the event. 

US-EU cooperation of satellites works- Galileo

EU-US working group C, 10 (Is a group within the EU US space cooperation)," EU-US Cooperation on Satellite Navigation ",  July 19, 2010, http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/satnav/egnos/files/combined-waas-egnos_en.pdf,6/25/11. JD

The US-EU Agreement on GPS-Galileo Cooperation signed in 2004 laid down the principles for the cooperation activities between the United States of America and the European Union in the field of satellite navigation. In particular, the work undertaken by Working Group A has lead to an interoperable and compatible signal design for the GPS and Galileo systems. The Agreement also foresaw "a working group to promote cooperation on the design and development of the next generation of civil satellite-based navigation and timing systems", which is the focus of Working Group C. 

US cooperation key- laundry list

 Blake, 2010 Robert O, Jr.( Bureau of South and Central Asia Affairs U.S. Department of State),  " Indian Globalization and the Transformation of U.S.-India Relations",  December 8, 2010, http://chennai.usconsulate.gov/blake_state_dec101209.html. 6/25/11. JD

 Let me conclude where I began. I have appreciated the opportunity to elaborate why President Obama's trip to India will be remembered as a key turning point, when the U.S. and India embarked for the first time on concrete initiatives to develop our global strategic partnership. This full-spectrum collaboration that I discussed promises to provide mutually inclusive growth and innovation for the people of India and the United States, and to deliver pioneering solutions and opportunities for millions of others around the world. In a recent article in Foreign Affairs, Secretary Clinton wrote that "Today's world is a crucible of challenges testing American leadership. Global problems, from violent extremism to worldwide recession to climate change to poverty, demand collective solutions, even as power in the world becomes more diffuse. They require effective international cooperation, even as that becomes harder to achieve. And they cannot be solved unless a nation is willing to accept the responsibility of mobilizing action." The Secretary's words succinctly summarize why the U.S.-India partnership matters more than ever to the world. As two of the world's leading democracies and market economies, as countries who are committed to promoting pluralism, diversity, tolerance, enterprise, innovation and opportunity, and as countries who are willing to take responsibility for mobilizing responses to the world's challenges, the U.S. and India together can together profoundly influence the future of our peoples as well as the course of this new century before us. 

US- Indian cooperation key now- innovation commitments

Chavan, and  Tellis, 10  Shri , and  Ashley ( is the Hon'ble Minister of State with Independent Charge for Ministry of Earth Sciences ; Senior Associate South Asia Program), " Prospects and Challenges for U.S.–India Technology Cooperation",  June 23, 2010, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=2946. 6/25/11. JD

 Space: Building on its first moon orbital mission, India’s Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) would like to closely cooperate with NASA on a second moon mission, as well as on sending an Indian into space and on basic space research, such as remote-sensing technology. India and the United States, Chavan noted, share common values which contribute to a natural bond between the world’s largest democracy and the world’s oldest one. While the two countries may disagree on specific issues, such as patenting intellectual property, both face large challenges that can only be solved by science. Cooperation, he concluded, is critical, especially at this moment, when the leaders of both countries have expressed their commitment to putting innovation at the top of their agendas. 

Privatization CP

Doesn’t solve the China advantage – Government action is necessary
Day, 2008 Dwayne, (is the associate editor of Raumfahrt Concret, a German spaceflight magazine, and frequently writes about space history and policy.), " The new path to space: India and China enter the game". October 13, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1231/1. 6/22/11.JD

If China has been making great strides in spaceflight in the past decade, the United States has been either standing in place or shooting itself in both feet. Pollpeter noted that recent American national space policy and US Air Force space documents are seen by many foreign leaders as unnecessarily provocative and have contributed to a perception around the world that the United States government overemphasizes national security applications and intends to weaponize space. Pollpeter concluded by saying that China’s rise as a space power will have negative consequences for the United States. Simply increasing the American government’s space budget is not enough and solutions have to come from many areas. Although the recent success of SpaceX’s Falcon launch vehicle demonstrated that American industry can accomplish great things, the US government will have to take the lead in improving America’s space capabilities relative to China.

No Cooperation would destroy the commercialization of space

Hertzfeld 6/7/2011 (Henry R. , research professor of space policy and international affairs, “Chapter 5:Commercial Space and Spacepower”, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, date unknown, accessed 6/22/11) JER

If nations increasingly choose to develop independent space systems, defense and other government uses of space will become more important with governments discouraging private investment in space because of the potential dangers of dual-use technologies in the hands of companies and other nations. Since each nation will attempt to develop its own space systems,the duplication and oversupply of both hardware and space products will act to discourage commercial space investments. Technological progress in areas such as space science and exploration would be hurt greatly by the divergence of funds to more immediate problems.

China CP

US wants cooperation with India and won't cooperate with china- military intentions

Freese, 5/17/2011 Joan Johnson-Freese(is a Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval War College, she was a Professor of National Security Studies at the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies; has focused her research and writing on space security issues, including technology transfer and export, missile defense, transparency, space and development, transformation, and globalization ), " The U.S.-India Space Partnership: Who Gets What?", http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8839/the-u-s-india-space-partnership-who-gets-what. 6/21/11. JD

On Jan. 31, 2011, the U.S. assistant secretary of state for South and Central Asian affairs, Robert O. Blake Jr., told the Indian press that the United States is hoping to become India's "close partner" in space exploration. Blake's comments reflected a major tenet of the Obama administration's 2010 National Space Policy (NSP): partnerships in space exploration with more nations. Although the global future in space may well be characterized by countries both cooperating in some areas and competing in others --what some have called "coopetition" -- U.S. National Security Adviser Tom Donilon has been clear that Washington wants a "full embrace of India" on space matters. While this is a laudable objective that recognizes the increasingly globalized nature of space technology, it raises two very important questions. First, what does the United States want from its partnership with India? And second, what kind of behavior in space is Washington willing to accept from India within that partnership? Successful partnerships require that both sides feel they will benefit. They also require that all sides accept shared norms of behavior. Consider the case of China: America has shunned space cooperation with China because of its repressive political system, a lack of mutual trust and a widely shared uncertainty in Washington about China's military objectives in space. And when China tested an anti-satellite weapon (ASAT) in 2007, becoming only the third nation in the space age to achieve such a capability, the United States and the rest of the world strongly criticized Chinese actions.  

No cooperation between US and China- Chinese goals, and Chinese space independence.

Wolf, 1/3/11 Jim (is a Correspondent, National Security for Reuters, Washington, D.C, and Freedom Forum Asia Reporting Fellow, University of Hawaii at Manoa ), " Space: A frontier too far for U.S.-China cooperation Washington at odds with Beijing over currency policies, huge trade surplus ", http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40897403/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/space-frontier-too-far-us-china-cooperation/. 6/21/11. JD

But space appears to be a frontier too far for now, partly due to U.S. fears of an inadvertent technology transfer. China may no longer be much interested in any event, reckoning it does not need U.S. 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 November 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 October 15 as he left for China. 

We can’t cooperate with china – Export Controls

Berteau et. al, 2010 (David, Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Gregory Kiley, Senior Associate at CSIS focusing on national security and economics; Guy Ben-Ari, Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Brian Green, director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc.; Joshua Hartman, Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program; Gary Powell, Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Stephanie Sanok, Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects; Tara Callahan, Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Lindsey Ohmit, Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Thomas Patterson, Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS); Gregory Sanders, research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf)

Access to Chinese launch is restricted by U.S. export controls, which will be discussed more extensively shortly. In 1998, U.S. law placed satellites on the U.S. Munitions List controlled under the Arms Export Control Act. Thus, the launch of satellites containing U.S. technologies by foreign launchers is prohibited unless the U.S. government authorizes it. These measures are intended to protect U.S. advantages in sensitive space technologies and protect U.S. national security. While the government has consistently provided such authorization for ILS and Arianespace, it has denied requests to launch satellites with U.S. technologies in China. This situation stems from an incident in 1996 in which two U.S. companies, Loral Space & Communications Ltd. and Hughes Electronics, provided assistance without an export license to China to help determine the cause of a Chinese launch failure. Many contend that this assistance helped China improve its military capabilities. Since then, some believe the U.S. refusal to authorize launches in China has become subject to a variety of political (national economic and foreign policy) considerations unrelated to protection of U.S. technology. Regardless of the reasons, for more than a decade commercial satellites with U.S. content have not been launched from China, further restricting launch options open to commercial launch customers.

Domestic Competition CP

Market Growth is critical – domestic demand won’t increase 
Berteau et. al, 2010 (David, Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Gregory Kiley, Senior Associate at CSIS focusing on national security and economics; Guy Ben-Ari, Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Brian Green, director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc.; Joshua Hartman, Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program; Gary Powell, Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Stephanie Sanok, Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects; Tara Callahan, Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Lindsey Ohmit, Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Thomas Patterson, Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS); Gregory Sanders, research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf)

The strategy of enhancing competition faces two fundamental challenges: 1) the launch market does not act like a true market; and 2) demand for launch services is limited. Both challenges could reduce the benefit of encouraging competition as a means of expanding launch availability to commercial launch consumers. As noted previously, launch price in the international market is not necessarily closely related to launch costs and some have argued that space launch is so dominated by government intervention that it has never been and will never be a market driven by supply and demand. Thus, critics of this option could maintain that no matter how efficient U.S. launch vendors become, they will never be able to offer lower prices than government-owned or highly subsidized competitors. Other critics might contend that encouraging competition is not an economically viable option. It could simply encourage a large number of launch providers to compete for a limited number of launches with little prospect that demand for launch will increase in the foreseeable future—a path that may not be economically sustainable. U.S. launch providers have only two potential markets to pursue, U.S. government launches and commercial satellite launches. NASA funds 10-12 launches per year; DoD funds about the same, only half of which are medium or heavy launches. Commercial satellite launch consumers require about 20-25 launches a year. Launch forecasts are never made with certainty, but current forecasts do not indicate that demand will increase. Thus, prospects for the market growth appear modest. Many observers have noted that support for two EELV providers in the 1990s was predicated on the twin notions of a substantial commercial launch market and competition. When the commercial launch market did not meet expectations, neither vendor was able to sustain itself, finally resulting in the ULA merger of Boeing and Lockheed Martin. A secondary implication of this situation is that a broader industrial base may not be, in the long term, a healthier industrial base. If market demand is not sufficient to sustain additional launch providers, an industrial base that expands in the near term may simply consolidate in the longer term as those additional providers depart the launch market.

Incentives CP

Incentives fail to produce innovation or lower launch costs
Berteau et. al, 2010 (David, Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Gregory Kiley, Senior Associate at CSIS focusing on national security and economics; Guy Ben-Ari, Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Brian Green, director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc.; Joshua Hartman, Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program; Gary Powell, Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Stephanie Sanok, Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects; Tara Callahan, Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Lindsey Ohmit, Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Thomas Patterson, Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS); Gregory Sanders, research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf)

The strategy of enhanced government control faces two key challenges in implementation: incentivizing and enabling innovation and containing costs and prices. The commonly accepted U.S. paradigm is that private enterprise and competition is the most effective means of encouraging innovation. While contract incentives for a single launch provider may suffice to encourage such innovation, a single provider in a secure relationship with its buyer may be more incentivized to continue performing successfully with proven technologies than to speculate on new technologies for marginal economic return or penetrating small and not very lucrative markets. The government’s strong focus on mission assurance may also discourage innovation; relying on proven but perhaps less efficient technologies and processes may be safer than employing new technologies that promise improved performance. Government efforts to spur the development of new launch technology have certainly given rise to more powerful and more reliable rockets. At the same time, these efforts have not been notably successful in producing technical or operational transformation. This may be because the technical hurdles are high and new enabling technologies are not sufficiently mature, but the lack of success does raise a question about the government’s ability to spur innovation. Concerning cost, the key issue is whether cost control efforts are likely to be successful when the government relies on a single launch provider. The government clearly has a need for assured access to space. However, relying on a single provider may put the government in a weak negotiating position to contain launch costs and the launch provider could conclude that a higher profit margin on fewer, exclusively government launches is a more plausible business model than pursuing the uncertain and relatively small commercial satellite launch market. The government would also have to consider the benefits of sustaining two families of launch vehicles, as it does today with ULA, against the benefits of only having one launch provider. The risk catastrophic failure might be deemed insufficient to justify the additional cost, or might be offset through some international cooperative agreement.

Demand Incentives CP

Demand incentives fail – large payload demands won’t change and CP links to Politics
Berteau et. al, 2010 (David, Senior Adviser and Director of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Gregory Kiley, Senior Associate at CSIS focusing on national security and economics; Guy Ben-Ari, Deputy Director and Fellow with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Brian Green, director of strategic force assessments at Systems Planning and Analysis, Inc.; Joshua Hartman, Senior Fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program; Gary Powell, Senior Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Stephanie Sanok, Senior Fellow at CSIS, working on acquisition reform, export controls, and a variety of international security projects; Tara Callahan, Project Manager of the CSIS Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group; Lindsey Ohmit, Research Intern with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; Thomas Patterson, Research Associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS); Gregory Sanders, research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group at CSIS; “National Security and the Commercial Space Sector”, CSIS Draft for Comment, April 30th, http://csis.org/files/publication/100430_berteau_commercial_space.pdf)

A demand-focused approach would entail overcoming significant challenges. Enhancing demand is clearly a long-term approach, and would likely have only limited impact in meeting near term requirements for improved launch access. Focusing on enhanced demand could involve a substantial restructuring of the space industry, a process that could be long and generate significant institutional resistance both from government and commercial centers with interests in the current structure and ways of doing business. At least two significant technical hurdles would have to be overcome. First, any approach that requires far more launches than the United States conducts today depends critically on lowering the cost of launch. How low technology and streamlined operations can drive those costs and how dependent the effort is on the development of small launch vehicles remain open questions. The economics that drive launch providers may still point toward large, multi-payload launch systems to launch smaller satellites, rather than multiple small space launch vehicles. Second, for some time smaller satellites are likely to be inherently less capable than larger satellites. The ability to develop and package operationally-usable, and (especially for the commercial world) economically viable payloads into smaller satellites will be critical to this approach. The market has obviously not spoken yet, and the economics of various space applications—for example, communications—may still point to large satellites. One leading indicator of this is that while the number of launches remains modest and stable, launch weight and volume has consistently increased over the years, both in the aggregate and per satellite. Furthermore, small satellites are inherently incapable of some applications (e.g. large aperture telescopes), so the need to build and sustain large launch vehicles will likely continue. 
Conditions/Treaty CP

Only a risk of the aff – if China cheats once we’re done

Oberg 7, Space consultant, 22-year veteran of NASA mission control, and Space analyst for MSNBC (James, “The dozen space weapons myths,” The Space Review,” March 12) 

11. Rules and treaties can be helpful, even if they “leak”, because anyone breaking them can be identified and punished by the international community. This rationalization of the tacit confession that treaties can be disregarded, with the claim that it doesn’t really matter, ignores the one-time criticality and “single-use-sensitivity” of a reliable space weapons treaty. An enemy really only needs to break it once to gain enormous temporary military advantage, and after having done so, and exploited that advantage, who will be around to “punish” them? It’s not like a fine for littering, as some arms control advocates have analogized: it’s like hoping some all-powerful referee will declare a “do-over” after Pearl Harbor. Prime example: the Soviet Union’s orbital nuclear weapon, built and tested and deployed while the 1967 Outer Space Treaty expressly forbade its use—and once used, it would render the legal proscription obsolete. Yet this 1967 treaty is widely held up as a “model” for broader space treaties to emulate.
*****NEGATIVE*****

***Inherency***

Cooperation Now

Big progress in U.S. - India relations

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

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

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

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

India will be dominant in space power

Maj, Jeffrey Bogar, Air Command and Staff College, 2010 (“The Rise of India as a Space Power”, International Space, High Frontier, Vol. 6, No. 2, February, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-100226-085.pdf, LM)

Finally, India’s leadership has committed their country to a trajectory culminating with their emergence as a dominant space power. In April 2007, India’s then President A. P. J. Abdul Kalem outlined what he believed to be the roadmap for India’s space program in the foreseeable future in a speech given at a Boston University symposium. Reiterating the need for space research, President Kalem outlined the importance of space to the planet’s depleting resources, citing some fantastic and mildly outlandish ideas like mining the moon and asteroids for minerals and water, manufacturing.

***Space Industry***

Space Industry Frontline

Alt causes to lack of launches – decline in telecommunication industry, FAA restrictions

Gerald L. Dillingham, Ph. D., Director of Physical Infrastructure Issues, “COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSPORTATION Industry Trends and Key Issues Affecting Federal Oversight and International Competitiveness”, 5/5/2011, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11629t.pdf, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

After reaching a peak of 22 launches in 1998 (see fig. 1), the number of commercial space launches declined through 2001. This was due to a downturn in the telecommunications services industry, which had been the primary customer of the commercial space launch industry. Most of these launches were focused on putting payloads (e.g., satellites) into orbit. The 2004 spike in launches was caused, in part, by the five manned flights of SpaceShipOne, the only manned commercial spaceflights to date. Although anticipated additional manned commercial spaceflights have not materialized, research and development efforts that could lead to manned flights continued following the SpaceShipOne flights. FAA began issuing experimental permits in 2006 to companies seeking to conduct test launches of reusable space launch vehicles, which could be used formanned commercial flights. 3 According to industry experts that we spoke with, since 2006 the commercial space launch industry has experienced a steady buildup of research and development efforts, including ground tests and low-altitude flight tests of reusable rocket-powered vehicles that are capable of takeoffs and landings. In 2009, FAA changed its regulations for amateur rockets, which allowed companies, under certain circumstances, to fly vehicles under the exemption provided by the amateur rocket regulations rather than obtain experimental permits. 4 For this reason, FAA did not issue any experimental permits in 2009 or 2010. A senior FAA official estimated that a couple dozen permits would have been required during those years if the regulations had not been changed.

State governments mean launches increasing in number and decreasing in cost now

Gerald L. Dillingham, Ph. D., Director of Physical Infrastructure Issues, “COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSPORTATION Industry Trends and Key Issues Affecting Federal Oversight and International Competitiveness”, 5/5/2011, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11629t.pdf, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

Since we reported in 2006, private companies and states have been developing additional spaceports to accommodate anticipated commercial space tourism flights and expand the nation’s launch capacity. In 2006, there were six FAA-licensed spaceports. In 2011, the number had increased to eight FAA-licensed spaceports—including two in Florida whose licenses were approved since we last reported in 2009. State governments and local communities have proposed establishing commercial spaceports in Hawaii, Indiana, and Wisconsin. Figure 2 shows the existing and proposed commercial spaceports and federal launch used for commercial launches Both states and FAA have provided support for the development of commercial spaceports. States have provided economic incentives to developers to build spaceports, which will in turn attract space tourism and provide economic benefits to localities. For example, as of June 2010, New Mexico provided approximately $190 million to construct Spaceport America. 5 In addition, the Florida Space Authority, a state agency, invested over $500 million in new space industry infrastructure development, including upgrades to the launch pad, a new space operations support complex, and a reusable launch vehicle support complex. Virginia, which provides funding for the Mid-Atlantic Regional Spaceport, also passed legislation to limit the liability of those providing commercial human spaceflight in the event of an incident and exempt from state income taxes pace transportation companies doing business in Virginia and intending to launch payloads or train at the spaceport. However, according to a senior FAA official, continued state support for spaceports in the current economic environment has been mixed. The official added that although ere are eight licensed spaceports, there is not activity at all of them, and until there is a user bringing revenue to a location, support is difficult to justify. In addition, in 2010, FAA distributed a total of $500,000 to four spaceports in the first grants from the Commercial Space Transportation Grant Program. 6

Cooperation now is lowering launch costs in the space industry now

Gerald L. Dillingham, Ph. D., Director of Physical Infrastructure Issues, “COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSPORTATION Industry Trends and Key Issues Affecting Federal Oversight and International Competitiveness”, 5/5/2011, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11629t.pdf, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

We reported in 2006 that as the commercial space launch industry expands, it will face key competitive issues concerning high launch costs and export controls that affect its ability to sell its services abroad. Foreign competitors have historically offered lower launch prices than U.S. launch providers, and the U.S. industry has responded by merging launch companies, forming international partnerships, and developing lower-cost launch vehicles. For example, Boeing and Lockheed Martin merged their launch operations to form United Launch Alliance, and SpaceX developed a lower-cost launch vehicle. The U.S. government has responded to the foreign competition by providing the commercial launch industry support, including research and development funds, government launch contracts, use of its launch facilities, and third-party liability insurance through which it indemnifies launch operators.  The continuation of such federal involvement will assist industry growth, according to industry experts that we spoke with. For example, the U.S. government indemnifies launch operators by providing catastrophic loss protection covering launch operators by providing catastrophic loss protection covering third-party liability insurance for up to $500 million in addition to insurance for their vehicle and its operations, and the U.S. government provides up to $1.5 billion in indemnification. Some industry experts have said that government indemnification is important because the cost of providing insurance for launches could be unaffordable without indemnification. A senior Department of Commerce official told us that without federal indemnification, smaller launch companies may go out of business.

Overlapping responsibility in US space program means high launch costs are inevitable

Gerald L. Dillingham, Ph. D., Director of Physical Infrastructure Issues, “COMMERCIAL SPACE TRANSPORTATION Industry Trends and Key Issues Affecting Federal Oversight and International Competitiveness”, 5/5/2011, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11629t.pdf, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

Finally, an overarching issue that has implications for the U.S. commercial space launch industry is the lack of a comprehensive national space launch strategy, which includes issues such as development, procurement, certification, licensing, and regulation of launch vehicles and other aspects of the industry. Numerous federal agencies have responsibility for space activities, including FAA’s oversight of commercial space launches, NASA’s scientific space activities, the Department of Defense’s national security space launches, the State Department’s involvement  in international trade issues, and the Department of Commerce’s advocacy and promotion of the industry. According to the National Academy of Sciences, aligning the strategies of the various civil and national security space agencies will address many current issues arising from or exacerbated by the current uncoordinated, overlapping, and unilateral strategies. A process of alignment offers the opportunity to leverage resources from various agencies to address such shared challenges as the diminished space industrial base, the dwindling technical workforce, and reduced funding levels, according to the Academy report. A national space launch strategy could identify and fill gaps in federal policy concerning the commercial space launch industry, according to senior FAA and Department of Commerce officials. 
Space Industry – US Dominant

Last shuttle launch means US is not dominant in space now

Matthew Mosk, a reporter with the ABC News Investigative Team, “NASA's Black Hole: After Last Shuttle Launch, Will U.S. Space Dominance End?”, 5/16/2011, http://abcnews.go.com/Blotter/nasa-shuttle-launch-us-space-dominance-end/story?id=13612739, accessed on June 25, 2011, CJJ
 To some veterans of the American space program, the liftoff of the Space Shuttle Endeavor Monday morning was bittersweet. After decades of American dominance in space exploration, the next-to-last shuttle flight brings country to the threshold of a period that experts are calling "The Gap," -- the first significant stretch of time in decades during which the U.S. will be unable, on its own, to put astronauts into space. "I don't like it at all," said Rep. C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger, a Maryland Democrat who has led oversight of the space program. "The previous administrations have not made space a priority. It's expensive. Now we're in this situation." If the fears of some in Congress come true, a period of unprecedented drift for the space program could follow the final Shuttle launch, now scheduled for July. With no American vehicle capable of carrying astronauts into space, the U.S. will be forced to pay the Russians a steadily escalating price -- eventually hitting $62.7 million per seat -- to carry Americans and international partners to the International Space Station through 2016. Meanwhile, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden told ABC News that the U.S. will be relying on a relatively young collection of private companies to build the rockets that will restart American-led missions to the space station, which he estimates will begin launching by 2015. "Everybody knew it was coming," Bolden said of The Gap. "The primary hurdle it creates is that people will become comfortable with it. We tend to be short-sighted and our memory is short." NASA officials are quick to note that under the Bush administration's space initiative, known as Constellation, The Gap would have lasted eight years. A six-year gap, if all goes as planned, would pass more quickly than the eight-year gap between the end of the Apollo program and the launch of the first space shuttle in 1981. The public posture of NASA officials has been to focus on a modernized program that relies far more on private companies to handle the increasingly routine work of hoisting satellites and servicing the space station, while dedicating U.S. government resources to planning the more complex task of taking astronauts deeper into space. Bolden says NASA will be developing a separate, heavy-lift rocket to explore deep space and eventually, maybe, take astronauts to an asteroid, the moon, and Mars. But privately, political leaders are bemoaning what could be a deeply unsettling period during which the U.S. will have no way to put humans into space -- and efforts to reach more distant destinations appear hazy and uncertain. Bolden's critics told ABC News they see significant hurdles for NASA after the shuttle retires. They are worried that without a clear destination or proven spacecraft to get there, it could be a long, long time before a manned U.S. rocket heads for the heavens. "What used to be a gap is now a cliff," said Michael D. Griffin, who served as NASA administrator from 2005 to 2009 under President Bush. 
Space Industry – A2 Econ

US economy no longer key to global economy 

Fred Lucas, White House correspondent for CNSNews.com, “U.S. Can’t Continue As Engine That Drives the Global Economy, Obama and Geithner Say”, June 28th, 2010, http://www.cnsnews.com/node/68617, accessed on June 25, 2011, CJJ

 Washington (CNSNews.com) – Citing the country’s trade deficit, President Barack Obama and Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner each asserted last week that the United States cannot continue to lead the world economy. “We said in Pittsburgh [at] the G20 that it was important for us to rebalance, in part because the U.S. economy for a long period of time was the engine of world economic growth; we were sucking in imports from all across the world financed by huge amounts of consumer debt,” Obama said Thursday during a joint press conference with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev. “Because of the financial crisis, but also because that debt was fundamentally unsustainable, the United States is not going to be able to serve in that same capacity to that same extent,” the president added. “We are obviously still a huge part of the world economy. We are still going to be open. We are still going to be importing as well as exporting,” Obama continued. “But the economic realities are such that for us to see sustained global economic growth, all countries are going to have to be moving in some new directions.” The comments prompted criticism from talk radio host Mark Levin, a constitutional attorney and president of the Landmark Legal Foundation. “So it is now official government policy, that we are not going to be the world economic leader,” Levin said on his radio show Friday. “That is the official government policy.” Geithner repeated that view on Friday during an interview with BBC. “We are in a very good position now of being able to deliver relatively strong growth rates to which we are seeing in major economies,” Geithner told BBC. “But I think the world understands now that world growth in the future can’t depend on the United States as much as it did in the past. So, for the world to grow together, we have to see more growth in the other major economies. Not just in the emerging markets, which are very strong now, in the United States.” Levin said this is a sign that the president wants to “rebalance the globe.” “We selfish, piggish Americans, and all the rest of the people out there who we abuse in other countries, we’ve got to rebalance this ladies and gentlemen and he is going to rebalance this for us,” Levin said. “Do you know what that means in the mind of a Marxist? We become poorer so the others can become richer, and then we get equality.” He later added, “You know what our enemies must be thinking? This is cool. We don’t even have to defeat them. We’ve got Obama. Obama’s on our side. He’ll defeat his own people for us. “ However, a conservative economist, J.D. Foster, senior fellow in economics and policy at the Heritage Foundation, did not find the comments alarming, but a matter of reducing trade deficits with other countries. He concurred that the U.S. can’t be the largest source of global demand. For a rebalance to occur, countries with a trade surplus, such as China and Germany, must be willing to reduce that trade surplus as America reduces the trade deficit, Foster said. “It has to do with the fact that, if the United States, as it should, reduces its trade deficits to much lower sustainable levels, other countries are going to have to reduce their trade surpluses,” Foster told CNSNews.com. “They can do so as a matter of policy, or we can let price mechanisms force it. But it doesn’t have to be the product of government policy.” Foster said that Obama’s policies are not consistent with the goal of cutting the trade deficit. “The more immediate issue is that Obama is saying that the United States needs to have this rebalancing, but his policies are inhibiting the rebalancing,” Foster said. “His policies of maintaining the large government deficits inhibit the rebalancing process. Other countries, Germany and England, have austerity packages that are moving them away from the United States.” 

***China***

China Frontline
China’s space program is peaceful now – public moon goals will be followed

Christopher Mims,  the special projects editor at Scientific American, “What China's New Space Station Means For The World”, 4/27/2011, http://www.fastcompany.com/1750093/what-chinas-new-space-station-means-for-china-and-the-world, accessed on June 25, 2011, CJJ
2011-04-28 (China Military News cited from fastcompany.com and written by Christopher Mims) -- China is launching its very own space station. Countries have achieved such a feat absent international cooperation only twice before--Russia's Salyut, in 1971, and the United States' Skylab, in 1973. After successful manned space flights and a robotic lunar lander, a space station would be a potent political symbol in an era when the U.S. has no means to get astronauts into space other than paying the Russians. Because its space program is a subsidiary of the People's Liberation Army, some have concluded that China's designs on space are military, but thoughtful observers disagree: the association between the country's space exploration program and the PLA is about the past, not the future. Chinese lasers won't be raining down on us from space any time soon. The future of China's space program is not about weapons, it's about putting a Chinese man on the moon. The thing about China--a nation led by engineers--is that through the vehicle of its 5-year plans, its government methodically pursues its stated goals. It's happened before in microchips, leading the Chinese government to develop a home-grown processor that may some day challenge Intel. And it's happening in space. Human space exploration requires mastery of a succession of tasks: getting a human home from space safely. Spacewalks. Docking in orbit. Living in space for extended periods. The Chinese space program has accomplished all of these goals except the last; the space station completes the country's maturation as the world's current leading space power. The step beyond this program program would be the most public and visible demonstration imaginable of the country's ascendancy: it would mean reproducing the United States' most singular moment of scientific and military triumph, a boot-print on lunar soil. The Chinese Lunar Exploration Program is led by Ouyang Ziyuan, a science-fiction futurist to rival David Brin and Ray Kurzweil. His first career was in geology and mines, and he sees the moon as a long-term solution to China's problems with energy and resource scarcity. He has pointed out that the moon is full of iron, and it's also full of helium-3, which can be used to power a nuclear fusion reactor. That's big thinking. With China mining the moon while we twiddle our thumbs at Cape Canaveral, we'll be forced to buy lunar minerals from them along with everything else on our shopping list. You don't need a space station to get to the moon, of course, but you do need one to get to Mars. It's possible--even likely--that this prestige project is ultimately as much about getting to the red planet, a goal China shares with its Russian partners. Red China on the red planet: it's strangely poetic.

Missile defense systems mean the US is and will remain dominant in space

Jamie Doward, The Obsever's Home Affairs Editor, “’Son of star wars’ base in Yorkshire finally ready to open”, 6/18/2011, http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2011/jun/18/son-star-wars-base-yorkshire, accessed on June 25, 2011, CJJ
Menwith Hill houses a major US military site that is shrouded in secrecy and is already known to provide a home for Echelon, the US eavesdropping system that intercepts communications from around the world. The site houses 33 satellite dishes encased in giant "golf balls" called radomes that receive data from SBIRS's four satellites 24,000 miles above earth. The UK site is linked to Buckley, the airforce base in Colorado, home to almost 100,000 military personnel and the 460th space wing of the US Air Force Space Command. The 460th provides "missile warning, missile defence, technical intelligence, satellite command and control, and robust aerospace communications" according to its website. But its work is top secret and critics say even the UK government has little idea what happens at Menwith Hill, which has been run by the US National Security Agency since 1966. When asked about the site, former defence secretary Bob Ainsworth insisted its use was "governed by the terms of the Nato status of forces agreement of 1951 and other confidential arrangements between the UK and US". Questions remain as to whether the US has sought permission from the UK to relay data from Menwith Hill to Buckley. Hamilton asked: "If the position were reversed and there was an RAF airbase in Massachusetts can you imagine the American military saying 'You do what you like'?" Confirmation that the SBIRS was now ready to go live at Menwith Hill was revealed only in a terse parliamentary answer from defence minister Nick Harvey, who confirmed: "SBIRS facilities at RAF Menwith Hill are ready for operation." Harvey added: "The specific operational dates are a matter for the United States, although it is likely all SBIRS facilities at the base will be operational by the end of 2011." A second, yet-to-be-completed project, the Space Tracking and Surveillance System, using satellites, will track missiles after SBIRS has detected them. According to peace campaigners, the systems are a key component in what the US military calls "full spectrum dominance" – of land, sea, air, space and information. Campaigners claim the presence of the US technology at Menwith Hill heightens the risk of a pre-emptive attack on the UK as a means of disabling America's missile-detection system. They complain that planning approval for major projects at the site, whose main contractors are the US arms manufacturers Northrop Grumman and Lockheed Martin, was granted without consultation, and questioned whether it breaches the Outer Space Treaty which prohibits space becoming a new platform for the arms race. Brigadier General Roger W Teague, the air force's infrared space systems director, has hinted that the SBIRS has more uses than missile detection. "It is far more than just missile warning," Teague acknowledged this month, sparking speculation it could be used to gather "technical intelligence" for use by spy agencies. But, according to its critics, many of the claims for the system are over-blown. "SBIRS is just one part of the highly complex US missile defence system and is a long way off from being operational," said Lindis Percy, joint co-ordinator of the Campaign for the Accountability of American Bases. "The US has spent billions and billions of dollars trying to develop this system ever since Ronald Reagan's fantasy of 'Star Wars' in the 1980s. It is still a fantasy, unlikely ever to work and should be scrapped." According to the CAAB, the US has around 6,000 military bases on its own soil and more than 1,000 worldwide. 
US pressure on China leads to space weaponization

Easy Si’an ,advised by  Li Kwok Hung and Deng Zhongjian,  “China's Militarization of Space: Motivations and Implications for US-Chinese Relations”, 2008, http://nccur.lib.nccu.edu.tw/bitstream/140.119/34911/10/503910.pdf, accessed on June 25, 2011, CJJ
This study has thus far attempted to describe and explain develop- ments in China’s militarization of space and the U.S. response (or lack thereof) to those PRC developments and actions. In this chapter we turn to the implications of the deeper militarization of space, and discuss ways in which China’s ASAT weapons development could impact upon U.S.-Chinese relations in the years ahead. Naturally, this is a somewhat speculative endeavor to undertake given the uncertainty of the future, and the inherent difficulty (some might say impossibility) of predicting it. However, within the limits of the framework laid out in this study, it should be possible to discuss the broad contours of what one might expect to seen transpire between the U.S. and the PRC in the years ahead. If we start with the theory of offensive realism, a theory which predicts a natural and unavoidable great power competition between the U.S. and the PRC in the years ahead as each state attempts to increase its own power at the expense of the other, we get a rather bleak picture. The anarchy inherent in the international system as it exists today and is likely to continue for many years ahead, will force the U.S. and the PRC into a security dilemma, wherein each state will not only seek to actively deter the other from gaining power at its expense, but will also aggressively seek out opportunities to trump the other in order to gain power. This intellectual rubric is not nearly as appealing its alternatives, integrationism for example, however, the nature of the international system makes it a powerful predictive force. The PRC’s long development, testing and, it now appears, operational deployment of counter-space weaponry to augment its asymmetrical anti-access strategies aimed at the U.S. reinforces this reality. From the perspective of the PRC, which as a rational state actor in an uncertain world must plan for a power competition with the U.S. and is faced with currently limited capabilities relative to its powerful adversary, counter-space assets and space weapons represent an overwhelming strategic imperative. If one assumes that the PLA is responsibly conducting its duty to actively prepare for the defense of China’s core national interests, which in some cases are sharply incongruent with the core national interests of the U.S., one must assume that the PLA will continue to develop and deploy counter-space and space weapons systems as rapidly as possible. For indeed, counter-space platforms are a key component of China’s asymmetric strategy to deter and defeat the U.S.; and, at the same time, space platforms also provide domestic legitimacy and international prestige for the CCP government, which thirsts deeply for both. Strategically speaking, ASAT weapons therefore represent a double bonus for the PRC. Conversely, for the U.S., which relies tremendously upon its military space infrastructure and is highly vulnerable to asymmetric space threats, Chinese ASAT weapons testing and deployments represent a highly negative development.

US countering China in space leads to further weaponization and space wars

Easy Si’an ,advised by  Li Kwok Hung and Deng Zhongjian,  “China's Militarization of Space: Motivations and Implications for US-Chinese Relations”, 2008, http://nccur.lib.nccu.edu.tw/bitstream/140.119/34911/10/503910.pdf, accessed on June 25, 2011, CJJ
In many ways China’s counter-space platforms, such as its already operational directed-energy, ground-based lasers and its direct-ascent, solid-fueled (and therefore rapidly deployable) ASAT missiles that can be launched from any of China’s hundreds of road-mobile, SRBM and MRMB launchers, already represent a real threat to U.S. forces. This threat will only grow and ramify with time, perhaps geometrically so, as the PRC continues to grow its young stock of operational Dong Feng-31 (DF-31) road-mobile ICBMs, which while generally thought to be tipped with 400 kiloton nuclear warheads, 235 could be modified to attack U.S. national security satellites in GEO with KKVs or future co-orbital killer satellites, EMP weapons and high-powered microwave weapons, all of which are under development. In the interim, General Cartwright’s statement, mentioned previously, that the PRC would be able to destroy all the U.S. reconnaissance satellites in LEO by 2010 appears to be correct. 236 According to Desmond Ball, it would require approximately 20 ASAT missiles of the type that destroyed FY-1C last year to destroy 6-7 LEO satellites, which is the number of current U.S. Crystal and Lacrosse space vehicles currently believed to be in orbit. Assuming they passed over or near the PRC, U.S. spy satellites would indeed be vulnerable to China’s ASAT weapons by 2010, as 20 operational, direct-ascent ASAT missiles would presumably be easy enough to field by that time given that the PRC is already mass-producing well over a hundred similar missile platforms a year. All one would need to modify would be the warhead and guidance package, both of which have been already been proven and have been operational as of January 11, 2007. 237 The PLA can be expected to continue to develop its ASAT guidance package (which is reportedly radar based and therefore highly vulnerable to jamming) in order to overcome U.S. defense satellites’ built-in counter-measures, which are thought to be quite technologically impressive. 238 Therefore the PRC already has an operational ASAT capability, and one that is likely to grow in sophistication and capability. This will add to the U.S. imperative to counter and deter the Chinese counter-space weapons, and further fuel the U.S.-Sino cold war style build-up in space mentioned previously. In the near-term China is unlikely to be able to compete directly with the U.S., and therefore will continue its asymmetric efforts to exploit the U.S. vulnerability in space. Looking more distantly, however, one can forecast a situation where China is competing with the U.S. in space (and on terra firma) as more of a peer-competitor. In such a situation, whereby there is a relative balance of power and mutual reliance upon orbital space, one could foresee increased stability and something akin to the détente that characterized the later stages of the cold war and led to U.S.-Soviet cooperation in outer space. However, as noted by a recent study, it will be a long time before the PRC can be considered a true peer competitor of the U.S. in space. 239 In the interim, there is a strong possibility that the relationship between the two powers will be unstable, with potential global repercussions. China’s irresponsible actions in space only underscore that growing trend, and point to a disturbing strategic environment in the years ahead. That said, the likely U.S. response to any ASAT attack on an American government satellite, which would be viewed much in the same way that an attack on U.S. terrestrial forces would be (i.e. an act of war), probably rule it out barring a massive miscalculation on the part of the Chinese leadership or a Chinese decision to engage in a Pearl Harbor style sneak attack. The danger lies in the fact that as the PRC’s counter-space capabilities grow and become more subtle with the development of micro-satellites, nano-satellites and other less conspicuous ASAT platforms which could potentially interfere with U.S. satellites without going so far as destroying them, the U.S.-Sino relationship in space may become more unstable because the potential Chinese menu of options would be increasingly tempting, offering as it would ever more possibilities at a time when the U.S. reliance upon satellites was ever greater. To offset this scenario, which would mix a dangerous brew of Chinese capabilities with U.S. vulnerabilities in a situation that could escalate rapidly to general war, the U.S. can be expected to not only diversify and strengthen its orbital assets, but also to develop better air-breathing reconnaissance platforms, such as smaller, stealthier Unmanned Arial Vehicles (UAV) with longer dwell times in order to have the ability to rapidly restore lost satellite coverage in a crisis. This U.S. diversification and multiplication of reconnaissance assets would thereby both strengthen the durability of its C4ISR network and force the PRC to plan for more targets, thus making it a less tempting option and creating an environment for better deterrence. Let us now conclude this chapter with a summation and a brief policy suggestion. 

China Multipolarity Turn

Emerging spacefarers make the world multipolar and increase the chances of conflict
Burzykowaska 09 (Anna Burzykowska, 7/8/09  Young Graduate Trainee, European Space Agency George Washington University, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964609000599, EL)
From the perspective of the long-established space powers the probability of something akin to the Chinese anti-satellite test happening in the future is directly proportional to the risk of admitting any more of the new players (state and non-state) to this fragile domain, in particular those who consider their security requirements in space as low. This risk, which some states are willing to accept while others are not, has three elements: the perception that something bad could happen, the likelihood of something happening and the consequences if it happens. Space power theory has surfaced very quickly in this context as the great powers' strategic ready-made toolkit – and most conceptually advanced antidote to the security dilemma in outer space. Its presence is a tangible factor in providing options for policy makers, and it is likely to be regularly employed in relation to the emergence of additional actors in space. According to space power theory, which is derived from the realist school of thought, the proliferation of space technology is a foe rather than a friend, because it contributes to military and economic competition; and, above all, it empowers the exercise of the threat of force in, through and from outer space. Space power proponents may well here apprehend Winston Churchill's fateful remark on naval power. He once calculated that “[t]here are many small states who are buying or building great ships and whose vessels may by purchase, by some diplomatic combination, or by duress, be brought into the line against us. None of them need it to defend their actual safety of independence. They build them so as to play a part in world affairs. It is sport to them. It is death to us.” [14] As a result of this unique predisposition to perceive threats, positive and promising developments, such as the efforts of smaller states to quickly develop national space programmes (cf. Algeria, Chile, Egypt, Greece, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, Malaysia, Mexico, Nigeria, North Korea, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, Thailand, Turkey, UAE, Vietnam), and to become launching states (South Korea, Taiwan, Brazil, Israel, Kazakhstan, Iran, North Korea), are frequently assessed vis-à-vis some countries' hopes of going nuclear (Iran, North Korea, Israel, Gulf States, Syria, Jordan, Egypt, Algeria, Morocco, Chile, Nigeria, Vietnam, Turkey, or Indonesia) [15] and their general ambitions to play a greater part in world affairs (for example, Iran and North Korea, which are already sanctioned by the UN Security Council). Fortunately, the likelihood that any of these new spacefarers will attempt to benefit from the technological means at their disposal in a way which does not correspond to their peripheral roles in international relations is not, thus far, truly alarming. Nevertheless, technological capability does contribute to states' behavior and as such it eventually transforms the way that countries deal with one another. The fact that global nuclear deterrence has eventually been consumed by fragmented interests, despite the great powers' rigid containment and control strategy, stands out as a warning that technology can serve any master, regardless of his past, current, or future commitments. 

China Counterbalance UQ

Only four year timeframe to counterbalancing China

Wimbush 2007 (S. Enders, 11/19/2007, “Strategic India”, founded and directed the Society for Central Asian Studies in Oxford, England http://www.hudson.org/files/publications/StrategicIndia-Final-Wimbush.pdf, EL)

In relative terms, the general strategic balance between India, Pakistan, and China around 2010–15 will look similar to what it is today, but such similarities hide as much as they reveal. Although India will still be weaker than China and stronger than Pakistan, the qualitative character of this ordering will have changed substantially. The power relationships between India and Pakistan will be confirmed even more strongly in favor of the former. As far as the Sino-Indian balance is concerned, India will have moved a modest distance in erasing the asymmetries currently existing between the two states even as it will continue to maintain a significant conventional superiority over China along the Himalayan border. By the end of this timeframe, India’s ability to dominate the Northern Indian Ocean and its environs against any local opposition will be obvious and, should U.S.-Indian relations improve further in the interim, the Indan Navy’s and Air Force’s ability to participate in coalition operations will further improve to the advantage of India’s expanding strategic reach.
 

China Link Turn

Increase in US/India relations cause conflict with china
Brown, 09 Peter (is a Maine-based freelance writer who has specialized in satellite technology for more than two decades. He is a former senior multimedia editor for “Via Satellite” magazine; has written about the role of satellites in major disasters for “Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness”, a journal of the American Medical Association, among other publications. His coverage of Asian-related satellite developments has appeared in “Asia Times Online” as well as “Japan Security Watch), "India and US build stronger ties in space", August 7,2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KH07Df02.html. 6/22/11.JD

Rajagopalan points out that although ISRO represents the civilian side of Indian space research, the level of advancement has created a certain amount of wariness, and raised potential fears of a possible shift underway at ISRO involving its role in direct support of military space programs. And while China has not responded to the signing of the TSA - or the EUMA - per se, any strengthening or streamlining of relations between India and the US will not be taken lightly. "Beijing will maintain a strict watch on India's advancing defense/space technological ties with the US, Israel or the European countries. As one of the Chinese internal studies brought out, China will continue to undertake various measures to maintain its current strategic leverage in terms of territory, P-5 membership [the United Nations Security Council], and [participation in] the nuclear club, [while retaining] its important diplomatic advantages through its special relationships with India's neighboring countries," said Rajagopalan. Greater India-US cooperation in space will likely intensify the competition between India and China over the coming years. If India's space sector suddenly surges ahead as a result, this will do more than lightly annoy Beijing. "[While] high-technology trade and interaction with the US has an inherent sensitivity and strategic component built into it, it [also] signals that Washington is keen to expand and deepen its strategic ties with India," said Gupta. "And further, to the extent that Beijing remains under de facto high-technology embargoes initiated by the West, [US space cooperation with India] signals that strategic cooperation in highly sensitive sectors continues, at minimum, to remain weighted against Chinese interests 

***India***

India Frontline

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

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

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

US Indian space cooperation key to Indian space weaponization, leads to preemptive strikes

Henry Sokolski, the Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, “Gauging U.S.-Indian Strategic Cooperation”, March 2007,  http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubid=755, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

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

No risk of Indo-Pak war

 Satu P Limaye, director of research at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, “America has no dog in the fight”, January 8th, 2003, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia%5CEA08Df02.html, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

India and Pakistan have fought two brief, limited wars over Kashmir since their independence in 1947. Given India and Pakistan's overt nuclearization and shared penchant for brinksmanship, today's dangers seem greater. Divergent risk assessments exist about the possibility of nuclear war. Still, policymakers must consider its humanitarian costs and strategic implications. India and Pakistan pay for Kashmir in lives, treasure and reputations. Kashmir thwarts India's global ambitions, as does the diplomatic and perceptual hyphenation with Pakistan it produces. Pakistan is being undermined by the Kashmir conflict's guns, violence and radicalism. The Kashmiris bear the brunt of conflict. Kashmir's dangers and costs are sobering, but should not be overdrawn. Brinksmanship is used by all parties to purpose. Weaker Pakistan ratchets up tensions to gain US pressure on India to negotiate. India uses coercive diplomacy to get US pressure on Pakistan to halt the infiltration of militants. Both seek these ends without war: Pakistan because it might lose; India because it might not win. Each wants the US to hold them back, while pushing their interests forward. Militants use dramatic attacks to loosen India's grip on Kashmir, and warn Pakistan against reducing commitment to their cause. Outsiders use acute tensions to leverage influence. Tensions employed carefully are creative. Outsiders should not be "guided by vanities" that they are the most important bulwark against war. Nor should the negative implications of nuclear war in the subcontinent be exaggerated. Horrific as the humanitarian costs would be, they must be set against the staggering existing humanitarian challenges in the region. Second, many feared that India and Pakistan's 1998 nuclear blasts would unhinge the nuclear order. They did not. Similarly, if India and Pakistan use nuclear weapons, other countries involved in disputes with their neighbors will not necessarily follow. A nuclear war in the subcontinent could give a fillip to nonproliferation efforts. Resolving Kashmir would remove a nuclear flashpoint, but not the capabilities and underlying antagonisms that make nuclear war possible. 

Indian hegemony already on the rise

Greg Sheridan, staff writer for the Australian, “Neighbourhood botch”, 6/4/2011, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/arts/neighbourhood-botch/story-e6frg8nf-1226067039028, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

This dynamic will produce a world that is completely unfamiliar to us and uniquely challenging. The giants in Wesley's estimation are primarily China and India but, intelligently, he also includes Indonesia and Vietnam. He argues that the surge of these nations is quite different from the earlier growth of the Asian tigers -- Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore -- and that the difference is simple: size. If China and India keep up anything like their recent economic growth rates they will change the basic shape of the world economy, and of global security equations, too. Wesley is too smart to fall into the common Australian trap of reducing the whole of Asia to China. He rightly explores the way the rise of other Asian powers, especially India, Indonesia and Vietnam, will constrain China. The other Asian giants will look to the US in part to balance China. They will not accept Chinese hegemony in the region or Chinese dominance of themselves. This is all common sense on Wesley's part, but it is remarkably uncommon in much Australian analysis. Wesley avoids all the simplistic and unrealistic binary choices between China and the US that Hugh White, for example, posed in his September 2010 Quarterly Essay, "Power Shift: Australia's Future Between Washington and Beijing". Because Wesley is not interested in fashioning a cliche, or a slogan, or even in mobilising support for an ideological program, he acknowledges the complexity of Asia's emerging power equations. He does argue that the growth of intra-Asian trade, and the spectacular emergence of India, renders the term Asia-Pacific somewhat obsolete, and prefers instead Indo-Pacific, a reasonable descriptive point.

Domestic economy means Indian and global economies not interconnected

Economic Times, “Indian economy thwart the turbulence of global recession”, February 11th, 2010, http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2010-02-11/news/28470425_1_jahangir-aziz-domestic-demand-indian-economy, accessed on June 27, 2011, CJJ

 Last year was when the ghosts of great economic depression returned and haunted the leaders worldwide. Through collective action, the western economies were able to avert a catastrophe. But, the economic growth took a severe blow. Amidst such shake-up, Indian economy showed resilience. Though, the growth declined from 9% earlier to 6.7% last year, India's performance was remarkable given the global economic backdrop. In fact, many experts feel that the real performance of the economy was even better. "So, last year we had said 6.7% growth but that is only a provisional estimate. I am sure when the final estimate comes it would be 7.5%", said Priya Ranjan Dash, managing editor, Financial Chronicle. The primary reason behind such a strong performance was that India is a domestic demand driven economy, unlike China, which is an export-oriented economy. "The rural consumer and the Indian middle class consumer is going out and spending, due to which the domestic demand has got triggered", said Girish Vanvari, executive director, KPMG. The government stimulus further fueled domestic demand. Farm loan waiver, expansion of National Rural Employment Guarantee Act (NREGA) and hike in public sector salaries had a huge role in fuelling the domestic demand. But a lot of it was accidental. As Jahangir Aziz, chief economist, JP Morgan India explained, "All these stimulus measures came into force before October 2008, before Lehman Brothers went down". However, he added that the government reacted very quickly to the financial crisis in October 2008 and Reserve Bank of India (RBI) stepped in to ease the monetary conditions. 

Indonesia’s stability is improving and instability will be contained

The Straits Times, 10/7/08 [“Indonesia’s Surprising Stability: Why is it Tranquil While Thailand and Malaysia Appear More Fragile?” http://www.themalaysianinsider.com/index.php/world/10105-indonesias-surprising-stability-why-is-it-tranquil-while-thailand-and-malaysia-appear-more-fragile]

Whatever has happened? It was not so long ago that Indonesia looked as stable as a bowl of jelly and grave fears were being held for its survival as a nation. Now, it is Indonesia that stands like a rock, while Thailand and Malaysia, supposedly the two most stable nations in the region, are revealing themselves to be a lot more fragile than anyone had imagined. And this after all that talk in the wake of the 1997/1998 financial crisis that Indonesia was in danger of Balkanising - an expression that had come into vogue during the Bosnian crisis. Just because Jakarta had lost Timor Leste and was having problems in Aceh, Maluku, Kalimantan and Papua did not mean it was sliding into the abyss. Far from it. But like lemmings, everyone climbed on the bandwagon of doom without giving any serious thought to what it actually meant and whether the argument had any real validity. But the sinews that bind this vast nation are a lot stronger than many people - outsiders and Indonesians alike - give it credit for. Think about it. Like it or not, Timor Leste was never part of the new Indonesia. Troubled Aceh lies at the tip of an island that apart from the post-independence years has been a bastion of tranquillity. Ethnic and religious violence may have cost thousands of lives in Kalimantan and Maluku, but not to the extent that it threatened national unity. Java and Sulawesi, the other two major building blocks, have remained largely unaffected. The years following president Suharto's fall were always going to be turbulent, given the social tensions that bubbled below the surface during his 32-year rule and the way a resurgent radical Islam took advantage of the new democratic space. But first under Megawati Sukarnoputri and now with President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, stability has been restored and significant steps made towards building a genuine democratic state - a learning experience fraught with difficulties, but a learning curve all the same.
India – No Education System

India needs better education system in order to become a strong economic competitor

Karl 3/4/11 (David J. , president of the Asia Strategy Initiative, “India Needs a Sputnik Moment” Yale Global Online, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/india-needs-sputnik-moment, accessed 6/21/11) JER

\

Yet for India to become a true competitive threat, it must overcome the stark inadequacies of its educational system. India not only exhibits the lowest educational indicators in the Group of 20, its public education system scores poorly relative to Brazil, Russia, China or other emerging-market countries. The 2010-2011 Global Competitiveness Index issued by the World Economic Forum places India at 98th out of 139 nations evaluated, in terms of the quality of primary education, and 85th for higher education and training. China ranks 35th and 60th, respectively.

India needs civil engineers in order to prosper

Karl 3/4/11 (David J. , president of the Asia Strategy Initiative, “India Needs a Sputnik Moment” Yale Global Online, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/india-needs-sputnik-moment, accessed 6/21/11) JER

The skills gap also has acute consequences in other fields. A 2009 World Bank report concludes that an acute deficit of civil-engineering skills severely jeopardizes the country’s growth prospects. The number of civil-engineering graduates from Indian universities must increase threefold in order to make good on New Delhi’s ambitious plans to improve the nation’s decrepit infrastructure. And to expand the ramshackle energy sector, India has been forced to rely on tens of thousands of Chinese guest workers. The chairman of the Central Electricity Authority admitted in a recent interview, “We don’t have that amount of skilled manpower in the country.” 
India – A2 Iran 

No war with Iran

Gilmore 2006 (David, Analyst at Foreign Exchange Analytics, Forex Research, January 18, http://www.global-view.com/research/index.html?nid=4422)

Regarding Iran, I think it is very unlikely to escalate into military conflict. Sure a stalemate on Iran's nuke program is in the cards near-term, neither Iran nor the US can afford a war, even with US troops on the ground in Iraq, neighboring Iran...indeed because they are on the ground in Iraq in a situation that appears years from a reduced US presence. Also any attempt by even Israel, much less the US, to attack Iran would drive a permanent split between the West and moderate Islamic states like Saudi Arabia and the faux democracy in the still influential Egypt. Not even a ideologically driven executive branch is eager to take this path. So I see Iran largely as a diplomatic, albeit intensely so, problem. Hence it is not the source of a spike in energy prices and a derailing of the global economy.

No U.S. – Iran – Israel war – secret alliance checks.

Dr. Barton Kunstler September 18 2006 “U.S.-Israel-Iran Alliance: The Great Game Updated,” OPEDNEWS, http://www.opednews.com/articles/1/opedne_barton_k_060918_u_s__israel_iran_all.htm
The bottom line is that the United States wants access to Iranian oil, Iran's highly strategic geopolitical position (its counterpart in importance on the western end of the central Asian massif, Turkey, remains one of the U.S.'s staunchest allies), and the economic stimulus that full commercial relations between the U.S. and Iran will engender. Israel wants security and wouldn't complain about profitable arms and high-tech deals. Iran wants to be a world player, a major energy exporter, and security against Russia and China's regional influence. India is a world player but needs to raise up hundreds of millions of its poorer inhabitants if it is to purchase political stability and establish long-standing security in the face of potential threats from Pakistan and China. There is no significant way their interests collide, and strong historical and geographic pressures driving the four into one another's arms. Bob and Carol and Ted and Alice, meet your match! Iraq So U.S./I3, makes sense for all parties economically, strategically, and geopolitically, especially long-term as a counter-balance to the uncertainties inherent in China's economic growth and virtual super-power Russia's wildly caroming destiny. The alliance also helps us make better sense of what's going on in Iraq.

And strikes won’t go nuclear

Dan Plesch, Director of the School of Oriental and African Studies’ Centre for International Studies and Diplomacy, and Martin Butcher, international consultant on security politics, September 07, “Considering a war with Iran: A discussion paper on WMD in the Middle East”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/282110/Considering-a-war-with-Iran-A-discussion-paper-on-WMD-in-the-Middle-East

The US has strategic forces prepared to launch massive strikes on Iran with hours of the order being given. Although there is clear evidence that nuclear weapons use is being given serious political consideration, actual use is unlikely given the lack of effectiveness of nuclear weapons against concealed and buried targets and the negative political consequences of such use. The aim of the new Triad and the Global Strike capability developed under the Bush administration is stated to be making nuclear weapons use less likely.

India – A2 Asia Stability

No east asian war – cooperation before conflict

Barry Desker (Dean, S Rajaratnam School of International Studies) June 2008 “Why War is Unlikely in Asia: Facing the Challenge from China”, http://www.iiss.org/conferences/global-strategic-challenges-as-played-out-in-asia/asias-strategic-challenges-in-search-of-a-common-agenda/conference-papers/fifth-session-conflict-in-asia/why-war-in-asia-remains-unlikely-barry-desker/
War in Asia is thinkable but it is unlikely. The Asia-Pacific region can, paradoxically, be regarded as a zone both of relative insecurity and of relative strategic stability. On the one hand, the region contains some of the world’s most significant flashpoints – the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen glacier – where tensions between nations could escalate to the point of resulting in a major war. The region is replete with border issues, the site of acts of terrorism (the Bali bombings, Manila superferry bombing, Kashmir, etc.), and it is an area of overlapping maritime claims (the Spratly Islands, Diaoyutai islands, etc). Finally, the Asia-Pacific is an area of strategic significance, sitting astride key sea lines of communication (SLOCS) and important chokepoints. Nevertheless, the Asia-Pacific region is more stable than one might believe. Separatism remains a challenge but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance but its impact is contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearization of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict (especially after the KMT victories in Taiwan). The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the nascent Six Party Talks forum and, in particular, ASEAN, and institutions such as the EAs, ASEAN + 3, ARF which ASEAN has conceived. Although the United States has been the hegemon in the Asia-Pacific since the end of World War II, it will probably not remain the dominant presence in the region over the next 25 years. A rising China will pose the critical foreign policy challenge, probably more difficult than the challenge posed by the Soviet Union during the Cold War. This development will lead to the most profound change in the strategic environment of the Asia-Pacific. On the other hand, the rise of China does not automatically mean that conflict is more likely. First, the emergence of a more assertive China does not mean a more aggressive China. Beijing appears content to press its claims peacefully (if forcefully), through existing avenues and institutions of international relations. Second, when we look more closely at the Chinese military buildup, we find that there may be less than some might have us believe, and that the Chinese war machine is not quite as threatening – as some might argue. Instead of Washington perspectives shaping Asia-Pacific affairs, the rise of China is likely to see a new paradigm in international affairs – the “Beijing Consensus” – founded on the leadership role of the authoritarian party state, a technocratic approach to governance, the significance of social rights and obligations, a reassertion of the principles of national sovereignty and non-interference, coupled with support for freer markets and stronger regional and international institutions. The emphasis is on good governance. Japan fits easily in this paradigm. Just as Western dominance in the past century led to Western ideas shaping international institutions and global values, Asian leaders and Asian thinkers will increasingly participate in and shape the global discourse, whether it is on the role of international institutions, the rules governing international trade or the doctrines which under-gird responses to humanitarian crises. An emerging Beijing Consensus is not premised on the rise of the ‘East’ and decline of the ‘West’, as sometimes seemed to be the sub-text of the earlier Asian values debate. I do not share the triumphalism of my friends Kishore Mahbubani and Tommy Koh. However, like the Asian values debate, this new debate reflects alternative philosophical traditions. The issue is the appropriate balance between the rights of the individual and those of the state. This debate will highlight the shared identity and shared values between China and the states in the region. I do not agree with those in the US who argue that Sino-US competition will result in “intense security competition with considerable potential for war” in which most of China’s neighbours “will join with the United States to contain China’s power.”[1] These shared values are likely to reduce the risk of conflict and result in regional pressure for an accommodation with China and the adoption of policies of engagement with China, rather than confrontation with an emerging China. China is increasingly economically inter-dependent, part of a network of over-lapping cooperative regional institutions. In Asia, the focus is on economic growth and facilitating China’s integration into regional and global affairs. An interesting feature is that in China’s interactions with states in the region, China is beginning to be interested in issues of proper governance, the development of domestic institutions and the strengthening of regional institutional mechanisms. Chinese policy is not unchanging, even on the issue of sovereignty. For example, there has been an evolution in Chinese thinking on the question of freedom of passage through the Straits of Malacca and Singapore. While China supported the claims of the littoral states to sovereign control over the Straits when the Law of the Sea Convention was concluded in 1982, China’s increasing dependence on imported oil shipped through the Straits has led to a shift in favour of burden-sharing, the recognition of the rights of user states and the need for cooperation between littoral states and user states. Engagement as part of global and regional institutions has resulted in revisions to China’s earlier advocacy of strict non-intervention and non-interference. Recent Chinese support for global initiatives in peace-keeping, disaster relief, counter-terrorism, nuclear non-proliferation and anti-drug trafficking, its lack of resort to the use of its veto as a permanent member of the UN Security Council and its active role within the World Trade Organisation participation in global institutions can be influential in shaping perceptions of a rising China. Beijing has greatly lowered the tone and rhetoric of its strategic competition with the United States, actions which have gone a long way toward reassuring the countries of Southeast Asia of China’s sincerity in pursuing a non-confrontational foreign and security strategy. Beijing’s approach is significant as most Southeast Asian states prefer not to have to choose between alignment with the US and alignment with China and have adopted ‘hedging’ strategies in their relationships with the two powers. Beijing now adopts a more subtle approach towards the United States: not directly challenging US leadership in Asia, partnering with Washington where the two countries have shared interests, and, above all, promoting multilateral security processes that, in turn, constrain US power, influence and hegemony in the Asia-Pacific. The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) is certainly in the midst of perhaps the most ambitious upgrading of its combat capabilities since the early 1960s, and it is adding both quantitatively and qualitatively to its arsenal of military equipment. Its current national defence doctrine is centered on the ability to fight “Limited Local Wars”. PLA operations emphasize preemption, surprise, and shock value, given that the earliest stages of conflict may be crucial to the outcome of a war. The PLA has increasingly pursued the acquisition of weapons for asymmetric warfare. The PLA mimics the United States in terms of the ambition and scope of its transformational efforts – and therefore challenges the U.S. military at its own game. Nevertheless, we should note that China, despite a “deliberate and focused course of military modernization,” is still at least two decades behind the United States in terms of defence capabilities and technology. There is very little evidence that the Chinese military is engaged in an RMA-like overhaul of its organizational or institutional structures. While the Chinese military is certainly acquiring new and better equipment, its RMA-related activities are embryonic and equipment upgrades by themselves do not constitute an RMA. China’s current military buildup is still more indicative of a process of evolutionary, steady-state, and sustaining – rather than disruptive or revolutionary – innovation and change. In conclusion, war in the Asia-Pacific is unlikely but the emergence of East Asia, especially China, will require adjustments by the West, just as Asian societies have had to adjust to Western norms and values during the American century. The challenge for liberal democracies like the United States will be to embark on a course of self-restraint.

Despite flashpoints – asian war unlikely

Bitzinger and Desker 2008 Richard and Barry, PhD from UCLA and Senior Fellow @ International Studies Perspectives, Dean of the S Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Why East Asian War is Unlikely, Survival, Volume 50, Issue 6 December 2008 , pages 105 – 128
The Asia-Pacific region can be regarded as a zone of both relative insecurity and strategic stability. It contains some of the world's most significant flashpoints - the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen Glacier - where tensions between nations could escalate to the point of major war. It is replete with unresolved border issues; is a breeding ground for transnational terrorism and the site of many terrorist activities (the Bali bombings, the Manila superferry bombing); and contains overlapping claims for maritime territories (the Spratly Islands, the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands) with considerable actual or potential wealth in resources such as oil, gas and fisheries. Finally, the Asia-Pacific is an area of strategic significance with many key sea lines of communication and important chokepoints.  Yet despite all these potential crucibles of conflict, the Asia-Pacific, if not an area of serenity and calm, is certainly more stable than one might expect. To be sure, there are separatist movements and internal struggles, particularly with insurgencies, as in Thailand, the Philippines and Tibet. Since the resolution of the East Timor crisis, however, the region has been relatively free of open armed warfare. 

All their scenarios for conflict are conflated – interdependence prevents conflict 

Desker 7/8/09 (Barry, Dean of S.Rjaratnum Shool of IR, Int. Studies, http://www.nationmultimedia.com/worldhotnews/30076709
Nevertheless, the Asia-Pacific region is more stable than one might believe.  Separatism remains a challenge but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance but its impact is contained.  The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearization of the peninsula.  Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict (especially after the KMT victories in Taiwan).  The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the nascent Six Party Talks forum and, in particular, ASEAN, and institutions such as the East Asian Summit, Asean + 3 (which brings together the Asean 10 with China, Japan and South Korea) and the Asean Regional Forum which Asean has conceived.

***CCP Collapse***

A2 CCP Add-On

Collapse will not spark war – infrastructure means a return of growth and stability

The Economist 1/6/2011 “Resilient economies”, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2011/01/growth    
At the same time, I still think Mr Wolf's point stands. Even a major Chinese political meltdown—even one combined with a civil war—would leave in place many of the population's investments in human capital and infrastructure (Western Europe's rapid growth after the Second World War was possible, in part, because of the remarkable extent to which war failed to destroy much of the continent's industrial capacity). After the civil disruption, a kleptocratic regime could undermine the Chinese economy, but a return to authoritarianism or a move to democracy would likely bring a new growth surge.

Alt causes to stability
a. Corruption.

John Lee (Visiting Fellow at the Centre for Independent Studies 11-13-2008  [http://www.cis.org.au/executive_highlights/EH2008/eh71808.html]

Vast areas in rural China suffer from widespread lawlessness where the ‘rule of local officials’ rather than the ‘rule of law’ prevails – something central authorities in Beijing are keen to address. The acquisition of land by corrupt local officials – especially the best placed plots – accompanied by inadequate compensation for the peasants who are dispossessed is a common practice. Even where adequate compensation is offered, local officials have long acquiring farm use leases from peasants only to change the status of the land into one used for commercial purposes. By effective fiat, the leases under the control of local officials immediately become more valuable. Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS) researchers believe that from a third to a half of the 87,000 instances of mass unrest in 2005 were triggered by anger over land seizures or the lack of adequate compensation. The average plot of farm land in China is also small – around 0.6 of a hectare compared to about 170 hectares in countries such as the US and Australia. Unable to achieve sufficient scale to make ends meet, many peasants have either abandoned their land in search for jobs elsewhere or else have informally passed it to their relatives to tend. In turn, these de facto lease transfers have been targeted by local officials who move to informally acquire the leases. Unsurprisingly, local officials are usually the most powerful ‘landlords’ in rural China. Without painstakingly revisiting past decisions by officials to appropriate land – something which simply will not happen - new reforms to transform leases into tradable assets will allow many local officials to formally entrench and realise their illegal gains.

b. Fuel prices. 

IPS, 2007, China: Surging Fuel Prices Spark Unrest, 11-14

The government’s main concern is that higher fuel prices could have a domino effect on other fuels and energy sources that could squeeze China’s poorer residents. Rising fuel prices and the resulting inflation sparked street protests in Indonesia two years ago, and was blamed for the August/September unrest in Burma. China, where economic disparity between the urban and rural areas has been growing, already faces a significant risk of social upheaval. Last year rights groups reported some 90,000 protests against local governments over land disputes and rampant pollution. The government team led by President Hu Jintao has made equalizing growth and helping poor peasants in inland provinces its top policy priority and is loath to see any social discontent arising from fuel price hikes. “The higher than targeted inflation in the first nine months of this year is the reason why domestic fuel prices were not (initially) allowed to keep pace with surging international crude oil prices,“ Liu Zhenqiu, price bureau chief with the National Development and Reform Commission told the Central Chinese Television on the weekend.

***EU Counterplan***

EU CP 1NC

TEXT: The European Union should cooperate with the Government of India over commercial satellite launches.
Next, Solvency--
India wants EU cooperation agreement

Aviation Week & Space Technology June 26, 2006 The Indian Space, Lexis
The Indian Space Research Organization is planning an independent satellite navigation system to complement GPS, Galileo and Glonass in Asia. ISRO Chairman Medhavan Nair says the government recently allocated money for the space segment of this indigenous satnav system, which would consist of three spacecraft in highly elliptical Earth orbit and another four in geostationary orbit. However, money for the ground segment still has to be approved. The constellation would provide limited regional coverage with frequency allocations in L-band and the lower end of the S-band spectrum. Like Galileo, in which India is negotiating to participate, usage would be entirely civil. Nair says India hopes to iron out a draft agreement with the European Commission on Galileo over the next few months so detailed worksharing can be determined. A cooperation agreement was reached in principle more than two years ago but has yet to be confirmed (AW&ST Dec. 22, 2003, p. 17). Several non-European nations, led by China, will collaborate on the Galileo program. India wants to be involved in both subsystems and software development, and also would like to provide at least backup launch services. However, ISRO officials acknowledge discussions on subsystems, in particular, have not been easy. Although the EC, which is cofinancing Galileo and will own its assets, has no rules requiring it to use launch providers from among its member states, Arianespace and its affiliate Starsem are expected to launch most if not all of the constellation. However, Arianespace recently concluded an agreement with ISRO allowing its PSLV light booster and its new GSLV medium launcher to serve as a backup for the company's Ariane and Soyuz launch vehicles. ISRO has agreed with Russia to help rebuild its Glonass satnav constellation by assisting in the design and launch of a next-generation Glonass-K (AW&ST Apr. 24, p. 59). In addition, ISRO is designing a GPS augmentation system, called Gagan, that could go into operation next year.

EU and India cooperation works – creates an enabling economic environment

PTI news agency, BBC Sumary of World Broadcasts November 8, 2004, Monday EU to encourage cooperation between European, Indian space agencies, Lexis 

The European Union on Monday 8 November expressed interest in India's unmanned lunar exploration mission Chandrayaan-I and said it would "encourage"cooperation between European Space Agency (ESA) and Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO). The EU and Indian leaders, who met here for their fifth summit, noted in a joint press statement that the two sides "have very mature space programmes and a long history of working together through their respective space agencies in the exploration and use of outer space". The leaders of the two sides, led by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and President of European Council and Dutch Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende, extended their support to cooperation between ESA and ISRO. They noted that considering India's well proven capabilities in space, satellite and navigation related activities, cooperation agreement on Galileo satellite navigation project will "provide an important positive impulse for Indian and European industrial cooperation in many hi-tech areas". "We express our willingness to continue our discussions with a view to conclude the agreement in near future," the statement said. Noting the successful conclusion of customs cooperation agreement, the summit also acknowledged the progress in negotiations on maritime agreement. The two partners agreed to intensify cooperation and take action to facilitate and expand bilateral trade and investment flows, given the importance of realising the potential of growing Indian and EU markets. "We commit to pursue issues key to increasing market access and creating an enabling economic environment," it said.

Next, the Net Benefit--
India EU Cooperation good – key to growth, competitiveness and the environment
Policy News, 2002 (“Europe and India sign up to co-operation”, February, Science Direct, OTT)

European Union (EU) Trade Commissioner Pascal Lamy and India’s Minister for Human Resource Development and Science and Technology Murli Manohar signed a landmark agreement for scientific and technological co-operation between the EU and India at the recent summit in Delhi. “Research and development is a powerful engine for sustainable and equitable growth and competitiveness,” says EU Research Commissioner Philippe Busquin. “It is also a major source of improvement of the quality of life and the environment.” India is already involved in a number of European research projects as part of the ‘Co-operation for development’ program, particularly in the area of sustainability (health, agriculture, and natural resource management), but the new agreement will take this co-operation one step further and enable collaboration in other fields that could be mutually beneficial. India’s expertise in IT architecture and components, satellites, building technology, materials and biomaterials science, make these areas particularly ripe for collaboration. Chemical engineering, chemical processes, and catalysis could also be suitable areas for co-operation. While the partners are keen to focus on areas likely to promote industrial competitiveness, both express a commitment to dealing with issues such as health, poverty eradication, food safety and security, environmental sustainability, and the knowledge/digital divide. India also hopes that the investment in science and technology may slow the outward migration of its highly trained scientists and engineers in biotechnology, IT, and electronics to the US.

That’s key to the EU Economy
EUROPOST, 4/9/11(European news agency), " New EU space policy for competitiveness Satellite navigation share is €800bn or 6-7% of the GDP of West European countries ", 4/9/11, http://www.europost.bg/article?id=1462, 6/25/11, JD.

How to use more ful­ly the oppor­tu­ni­ties Space pro­vides in improv­ing the safe­ty and qual­i­ty of every­day life of Euro­pe­an cit­i­zens is the foun­da­tion of the new Space pol­i­cy being pre­pared by the EC. An announced on Mon­day Com­mu­ni­ca­tion pre­sents the begin­ning of a new inte­grat­ed Space pol­i­cy, the legal foun­da­tion of which will com­ply with the require­ments pro­vi­sioned in the Trea­ty of Lis­bon. The ben­e­fits of wid­er imple­men­ta­tion of sat­el­lite tech­nol­o­gy are obvi­ous. Applied only to traf­fic, they will lead to a dras­tic reduc­tion of road deaths, low­er­ing the cost of fuel and wast­ing time in traf­fic jams, pre­cise con­trol of ship­ments and car­go, reduc­ing envi­ron­men­tal pol­lu­tion. They can con­trib­ute to a more ade­quate response to nat­u­ral dis­as­ters and human­i­tar­ian cri­ses, sav­ing thou­sands of lives. Space has a stra­te­gic impor­tance for the inde­pend­ence of Europe, job cre­a­tion and com­pet­i­tive­ness, said in pre­sent­ing the mes­sage in Stras­bourg Anto­nio Tajani, Vice Pres­i­dent in charge of indus­try and entre­pre­neur­ship. He stressed that Space relat­ed activ­i­ties cre­ate high­ly qual­i­fied jobs, inno­va­tions, new busi­ness oppor­tu­ni­ties and enhance the pros­per­i­ty and secu­ri­ty of cit­i­zens. This is why we need to rein­force Euro­pe­an Space pol­i­cy to best exploit its social and eco­nom­ic oppor­tu­ni­ties for indus­try and SMEs. In order to achieve our goals, Europe needs to keep an inde­pend­ent access to space, he stressed. The Euro­pe­an sat­el­lite nav­i­ga­tion pro­grams Gal­i­leo and EGNOS remain pri­or­i­ties for the EC Space pol­i­cy. The intro­duced about a month ago sat­el­lite serv­ice in avio-nav­i­ga­tion makes saf­er the land­ings of air­craft even in adverse weath­er con­di­tions. And the appli­ca­tions of both sys­tems are numer­ous. Anoth­er impor­tant pil­lar of the Space pol­i­cy is a con­tin­u­a­tion of the imple­men­ta­tion of the Euro­pe­an Pro­gramme for Earth Obser­va­tion (GMES), as the sys­tem itself will become oper­a­tion­al in 2014. It will car­ry out sur­veil­lance of land, oceans, atmos­phere, air qual­i­ty and will con­trol cli­mate change. The Com­mis­sion plans to cre­ate Euro­pe­an Space Sit­u­a­tion Aware­ness Sys­tem. Par­tic­i­pa­tion of Mem­ber States is cru­cial in the field of Space research and in defin­ing and imple­ment­ing the pol­i­cy space indus­try. Spe­cial focus is placed on syn­chro­niz­ing the efforts with the key EU part­ners - the US, Rus­sia and Chi­na. The eco­nom­ic impor­tance of the Euro­pe­an Space indus­try is huge and experts say rates will rise. Now this pro­duc­tion has a con­sol­i­dat­ed turn­o­ver amount­ing to €5.4bn and enga­ges 31,000 high­ly qual­i­fied spe­cial­ists. In Europe there func­tion 153 com­mu­ni­ca­tion sat­el­lites serv­iced by 11 large oper­a­tors of sat­el­lite serv­i­ces. They make a €6bn annu­al turn­o­ver. Accord­ing to the Com­mis­sion, the sat­el­lite nav­i­ga­tion share is €800bn or 6-7% of the GDP of West Euro­pe­an coun­tries
Destroys transatlantic ties and creates challengers to the US
Cutter et al, 2004 (W. Bowman, Project Co-Chair and Warburg, Pincus & Co.; Paula Stern, Project Co-Chair and the Stern Group; Frances Burwell, Project Director and Atlantic Council; Peter Rashish, Rapportuer and Kissinger McLarty Associates; “The Transatlantic Economy in 2020”, The Atlantic Council of the United States, Policy Paper, November, http://www.acus.org/files/publication_pdfs/82/0411-Transatlantic_Economy_2020_Partnership_Future.pdf, CQ)

Under these somewhat limited circumstances, Washington and Brussels will still find themselves cooperating occasionally on specific issues, including: trade, capital market regulation, health, and terrorist financing, and others. Corporations in the United States and Europe will continue to find it easiest to work together to pursue trade or regulatory policies of joint commercial interest. And when a U.S. organization is looking for a counterpart for an international initiative, it is still likely to look first to Europe and vice versa. But this will be an uneasy status quo. It is unlikely that the activism that characterized U.S.EU political relations in the second half of the 1990s will be repeated. The New Transatlantic Agenda, signed in 1995, was both the product of, and an incentive to, a stronger role for the EU on the world economic and political stage, in particular as a partner for the United States. The realization of the single market, the evolving European Security and Defense Identity, and the creation of the euro were part of this trend of growing EU self-assertion. If the European economy continues to lose ground, especially in relation to the United States, Europe is likely to become more inward looking as governments are forced to focus on their continuing economic troubles. As a consequence, the EU will not have the resources or inclination to play a larger international role, either politically or economically. It will undoubtedly be forced to deal with the countries and regions on its periphery, including Russia, and the Balkans will gradually move toward EU membership during this period. But its influence and activity will decrease in many strategic areas that no longer see Europe as an economic partner comparable to the United States. Nor will Europe have the ability or willingness to join the United States as a partner in dealing with some of the strategic challenges around the world. If the EU economy stagnates and if this leads to less harmony among its members, the United States may find itself seeking cooperation with particular EU members on an ad hoc basis rather than directing its energies at enlisting the EU itself as a partner. Assuming that some countries in the EU do proceed with at least moderate economic reform, there could be a shift in both U.S. trade and investment in their direction. In other cases, the decision might not be based so much on economics, but rather on the political willingness of some EU members to work with the United States and go beyond a “least common denominator” policy established by the EU. This tendency to disaggregate the EU might be reinforced if U.S. business or ethnic lobbies establish dialogues, “action commissions,” or bilateral institutions and relationships with European countries that maintain particularly warm economic or political relations with the United States This in turn could push Europe toward further disunity, perhaps contributing to more infighting within Europe over the appropriate economic model to pursue and to greater tensions about the place of transatlanticism in European foreign policy. Also, the United States might increasingly seek new partners elsewhere, outside of Europe. This will be especially tempting as new powers emerge, including China and India, and perhaps Russia. These are unlikely to be formalized partnerships of the type that the United States and Europe have enjoyed in the past through NATO and the NTA, but much more temporary and focused on addressing a specific issue or concern. But if Europe becomes less willing or able to take on an active role on issues outside its immediate neighborhood, the United States will turn elsewhere. Since the period to 2020 is likely to see the rise of some new global players — or at least strong regional powers with global ambitions — the United States will have some attractive alternatives. The new partners are unlikely to share fully the democratic values that have been at the core of transatlantic cooperation, but that will be less important for such ad hoc arrangements. Nevertheless, these new arrangements will have an important consequence: in time, the U.S. reflex of turning first to Europe when seeking cooperation will fade. The integration of these new international powers into the established global institutions and order is one of the biggest challenges facing the United States and Europe between now and 2020. The admission of China into the WTO is a significant step forward, but compliance with WTO norms will remain an issue for some time to come, and the admission of Russia will become ever more important. But beyond economics, these emerging powers will be increasingly influential — for good or ill — on a range of regional and global matters. If they are to be constructively involved, it may at times require the encouragement and/or pressure of established international leaders. Europe can play a key role in this, as it has recently with Iran and North Korea. But an inward-facing Europe is unlikely to be either interested or influential. Without a consistent European partner with the resources and inclination to be active on a global scale, the United States may come to see itself as the “sole superpower” not only militarily, but also economically and politically as well. This will be particularly likely if the EU’s share of the global economy declines, while that of the United States holds steady or even increases, as predicted in the analysis of the scenarios included in Annex B. With Europe (or anyone else) no longer able to claim the role of economic superpower, some within the U.S. political leadership may believe that the need for international cooperation is reduced. Just as military supremacy following the end of the Cold War led some to believe in a “unipolar moment” that justified U.S. unilateralism in the security and defense sphere, so economic supremacy may be seen as reason for pursuing U.S. economic interests in a less cooperative framework. The consequences, both for the transatlantic relationship and for the management of the global economy, could be severe.
Escalates to Nuclear War
Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute, 2004 (“The Obligation of Empire: United States’ Grand Strategy for a New Century”, Chapter 1, p. 22-23, CQ)

Which raises the issue whether primacy or security should be America's primary goal. Contrary to conventional wisdom, they are inconsistent—a drive to forcibly maintain primacy against all challengers, and especially to engage in preventive war against all potential challengers, almost certainly increases threats to U.S. security. For such a policy turns every competitor, every emerging power, and every state that does not want to be coerced by Washington into a potential adversary of the United States—which means a more threatening and insecure world, even for the globe's hyperpower. Perhaps implicit recognition of this fact comes from Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, who told a German audience that "the security environment that we are entering is the most dangerous the world has known." Indeed, he contended, "The lives of our children and grandchildren could well hang in the balance." Is the world today really more dangerous for the United States than in early 1942, when victory over the Axis was not yet certain, or 1962, when the United States and the Soviet Union risked nuclear war over Cuba, or 1980, when Washington seemed demoralized and the cold war seemed destined to run forever? That seems unlikely. Nevertheless, if Secretary Rumsfeld is correct, the world is more dangerous only because U.S. policy is making it so. By making the world's conflicts America's own, Washington is increasing the risk of war for the United States. After all, a Washington focused on defending itself would face no serious international threats, because no state or coalition of states could defeat the United States. Existing nuclear weapons states have no interest in war and are deterred by U.S. power. Terrorism is largely a response to U.S. government activism—support for undemocratic Arab regimes, troops in Saudi Arabia, past bombing of and sanctions against Iraq, unrivaled backing of Israel and now the occupation of Iraq- -rather than cultural influence or global trade. The United States must still kill and capture existing terrorists, but that requires better intelligence and more special forces, not numerous armored divisions and carrier groups. Moreover, actively seeking to maintain the ability to act at will and act against other nations will encourage them to balance against the United States. That has been evident from a warmer relationship between China and Russia and greater civility between China and India. It is certainly evident in French and German opposition to the U.S. war on Iraq, an issue that united China, France, Germany, and Russia, no mean achievement. Although even these nations, today, cannot limit U.S. military power, they can hobble and hinder the United States politically and perhaps economically. Moreover, Washington may find itself vulnerable when it really needs foreign cooperation: Russia is aiding the Iranian nuclear program, while China so far seems to be doing little to discourage North Korea's acquisition of atomic weapons. But why should either bail out America, especially since the prospect of proliferation to such nations embarrasses and constrains the United States? Indeed, perhaps the worst effect of a policy of primacy tied to preventive war is to encourage proliferation. It is almost certainly why Iran seems to have speeded up its program. It may be why North Korea is publicly and provocatively moving ahead. It is evidently why Hindu nationalists in India want an expansive nuclear arsenal with intercontinental delivery capabilities. It may be why the new, leftish president of Brazil has talked about reviving his nation's nuclear program. And it ensures that no nation with nukes is ever likely to give them up: for instance, the apartheid regime of South Africa dismantled its nuclear weapons, but today's government actually justifies high military spending as being necessary to deter U.S. intervention. In short, a policy of realism must take into account the unintended consequences of promiscuous intervention on behalf of primacy. Even nations that view the United States as a benign power and support many of its policies do not want to be subject to Washington's dictates. The very attempt to maintain primacy will increase efforts by other nations to end it.
CP Solvency

EU-Indian Cooperation good- countering global threats.

Kumar, 5 Anand, ( is an Indian mathematician and a columnist for various national and international mathematical journals and magazines ), " Sixth India-EU Summit: Implementing Strategic Partnership",  14. 09. 2005, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers16%5Cpaper1536.html. 6/24/11. JD

 In the last India-EU summit held at The Hague, both India and the European Union had agreed to upgrade their bilateral relationship by signing an agreement for 'Strategic Partnership.’ This relationship was further intensified and an attempt was made to implement the strategic partnership during the latest summit held on 7th September 2005. India and the European Union endorsed a Joint Action Plan aimed at intensifying political dialogue and strengthening cooperation in economic, strategic and cultural spheres. The Joint Action Plan envisages increasing political dialogue and cooperation to meet common threats and global challenges. It lays the framework for widening cooperation over a range of issues including terrorism, strengthening UN peacekeeping and establishing a security dialogue on global and regional issues as envisaged by the strategic partnership. 

EU and India cooperation works- "in touch", and common values.

Kumar, 5 Anand, ( is an Indian mathematician and a columnist for various national and international mathematical journals and magazines ), " Sixth India-EU Summit: Implementing Strategic Partnership",  14. 09. 2005, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers16%5Cpaper1536.html. 6/24/11. JD

From now onwards, India and the EU will remain in regular touch with each other on developments in their respective regions. In this context, both sides have called for early restoration of democracy in Nepal . Waldner also sought India ’s help in addressing the problem in Sri Lanka . Blair and Manmohan Singh asserted that they share a common commitment to democracy, pluralism, human rights and the rule of law and seek to pursue economic progress and prosperity for people in a peaceful, stable and secure global environment. At the summit, Blair backed India 's quest for a permanent U.N. council seat, saying the body's current make-up was outdated, but said the EU was split over its bid. Singh said he was hopeful India would get a place. Both sides also decided to hold dialogues on migration and consular issues in the context of the opportunities and challenges flowing from the large-scale movement of people between India and the EU. The India-EU partnership is seen by many as a coming together of the world’s largest democracy with an association of modern European democracies. In comparison, to China , India is seen as a key partner precisely because of its democratic polity and the growing stature of its economy. The new Joint Action Plan and political declaration would further deepen this relationship in political, economic and the cultural field. Moreover, the agreement to establish a security dialogue and jointly fight terror would give a significant thrust to their strategic partnership. The summit also confirmed that both sides share common values. 

India wants cooperation with Europe- Lunar mission 

ESA, 8 (european space agency), " India – Europe cooperation",  20 October 2008. http://www.esa.int/esaSC/SEMZ4A3IDMF_index_0.html. 6/24/11. JD
The first venture between India and Europe took place in the 1980s. In 1981, Europe’s Ariane 3 rocket launched into space India’s first geostationary satellite Apple. The cooperation continues today with India’s lunar mission Chandrayaan-1. India’s INSAT satellites were also designed for weather forecasting and Earth observation. Thirteen of them lifted-off with Europe’s Ariane launchers. Today India has developed its own launchers at its Sriharikota base in the Bay of Bengal and is about to enter a new stage with its first lunar mission Chandrayaan-1. The large antenna designed by the Indian Space Agency and specially installed outside Bangalore to monitor the Chandrayaan-1 mission forms part of India’s deep space network and is a good illustration of India’s desire to play a role in the conquest of space and to offer its services to other countries. India is also interested in other forms of cooperation that go beyond lunar discovery and astronomical missions. 

India and EU like cooperation- intel sharing, strategic elements, and lunar missions.

Moon Daily, 05 ( the discovery, exploration and application of luna; website devoted to moon news), " ESA Council Gives Go-Ahead To Cooperation With India's Lunar Mission",  Apr 13, 2005, http://www.moondaily.com/reports/ESA_Council_Gives_GoAhead_To_Cooperation_With_Indias_Lunar_Mission.html. 6/24/11. JD

 On 17 March the ESA Council, at its meeting in Paris, unanimously approved a cooperation agreement between ESA and the Indian Space Research Organisation for India's first moon mission - Chandrayaan-1. The Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO), founded in 1969, launched its first satellite in 1975. Since then it has developed a number of launch vehicles as well as satellites for Earth observation, remote sensing, telecommunications and weather forecasting. India has its own launch site at Sriharikota but has also used Europe's Spaceport in French Guiana to launch its satellites. Chandrayaan-1 marks its first venture into planetary space science. Under the agreement Europe will coordinate and support the provision of three instruments: CIXS-2, the Chandrayaan-1 Imaging X-Ray Spectrometer; SARA, a Sub-keV Atom Relecting Analyzer; and SIR-2, a Near-Infrared Spectrometer. It will also support the hardware for the High-Energy X-ray Spectrometer (HEX). Direct ESA in-kind contributions are also foreseen under this historical agreement. In return, all data resulting from the instruments will be made immediately available to ESA Member States through ESA. The instruments requested are identical to those on ESA's SMART-1. Launched in 2003, SMART-1, having demonstrated a new solar electric propulsion motor and tested other technologies on its way to the moon, has just started its science phase. It will make the first comprehensive inventory of key chemical elements in the lunar surface. ISRO plans to send a 1050 kg (523 kg initial orbit mass and 440 kg dry mass) remote sensing satellite to help unravel mysteries about the origin and evolution of the solar system in general and the Moon in particular. The satellite, which is expected to have an operational life of two years, will be launched by India's Polar Satellite Launch Vehicle in 2007/2008. ESA will give ISRO the benefit of its experience with SMART-1 and will further assist in operations facilitation as well as providing the science instruments. ESA's SMART-1 put Europe in the lead in the new race back to the Moon. As well as India and Japan, China and the USA also intend to launch lunar missions in the coming years. The cooperation with India will keep European scientists in the forefront. The ESA Director of Science, David Southwood, said: "One should also see the cooperation in a wider context. Space science is a natural area for space agencies to learn to work together in technical matters. Such cooperation remains a strategic element in the Director General's wider agenda for the Agency." 
EU and India will cooperate with space- EU sat program proves.

Kumar, 5 Anand, ( is an Indian mathematician and a columnist for various national and international mathematical journals and magazines ), " Sixth India-EU Summit: Implementing Strategic Partnership",  14. 09. 2005, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers16%5Cpaper1536.html. 6/24/11. JD

The EU and India began negotiations to cooperate on the program in January 2004. In several rounds of talks, both sides tried to increase their advantages in the deal. Finally, they have signed an agreement during the latest summit. This makes India the fourth non-EU country to join the program. Under the deal, India will participate in the development of the project, and in return, the EU will allow India to use its navigation system. The European Commission in a statement said, "Considering that India has well-proven capabilities in space, satellite, and navigation-related activities, the agreement will provide a positive impulse for India and European industrial cooperation in many high-tech areas." 

EU-Indian Cooperation good- countering global threats.

Kumar, 5 Anand, ( is an Indian mathematician and a columnist for various national and international mathematical journals and magazines ), " Sixth India-EU Summit: Implementing Strategic Partnership",  14. 09. 2005, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers16%5Cpaper1536.html. 6/24/11. JD

 In the last India-EU summit held at The Hague, both India and the European Union had agreed to upgrade their bilateral relationship by signing an agreement for 'Strategic Partnership.’ This relationship was further intensified and an attempt was made to implement the strategic partnership during the latest summit held on 7th September 2005. India and the European Union endorsed a Joint Action Plan aimed at intensifying political dialogue and strengthening cooperation in economic, strategic and cultural spheres. The Joint Action Plan envisages increasing political dialogue and cooperation to meet common threats and global challenges. It lays the framework for widening cooperation over a range of issues including terrorism, strengthening UN peacekeeping and establishing a security dialogue on global and regional issues as envisaged by the strategic partnership. 

 EU and India cooperation works- "in touch", and common values.

Kumar, 5 Anand, ( is an Indian mathematician and a columnist for various national and international mathematical journals and magazines ), " Sixth India-EU Summit: Implementing Strategic Partnership",  14. 09. 2005, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers16%5Cpaper1536.html. 6/24/11. JD

From now onwards, India and the EU will remain in regular touch with each other on developments in their respective regions. In this context, both sides have called for early restoration of democracy in Nepal . Waldner also sought India ’s help in addressing the problem in Sri Lanka . Blair and Manmohan Singh asserted that they share a common commitment to democracy, pluralism, human rights and the rule of law and seek to pursue economic progress and prosperity for people in a peaceful, stable and secure global environment. At the summit, Blair backed India 's quest for a permanent U.N. council seat, saying the body's current make-up was outdated, but said the EU was split over its bid. Singh said he was hopeful India would get a place. Both sides also decided to hold dialogues on migration and consular issues in the context of the opportunities and challenges flowing from the large-scale movement of people between India and the EU. The India-EU partnership is seen by many as a coming together of the world’s largest democracy with an association of modern European democracies. In comparison, to China , India is seen as a key partner precisely because of its democratic polity and the growing stature of its economy. The new Joint Action Plan and political declaration would further deepen this relationship in political, economic and the cultural field. Moreover, the agreement to establish a security dialogue and jointly fight terror would give a significant thrust to their strategic partnership. The summit also confirmed that both sides share common values. 

EU and India can cooperate on many issues- set mechanisms.

 THE INDIA-EU STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP JOINT ACTION PLAN, 05 " THE INDIA-EU STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP JOINT ACTION PLAN"  7 September 2005, http://eeas.europa.eu/india/docs/joint_action_plan_060905_en.pdf. 6/24/11. JD

India and the EU have effective mechanisms for dialogue at all levels. With the launching of the India-EU Strategic Partnership, it is necessary to further intensify our dialogue, both by actively strengthening existing mechanisms and making them more efficient as well as initiating dialogues in new areas being considered for cooperation. It would also be necessary to put follow up mechanisms in place in order to effectively implement the decisions taken, with a view to ensuring a more sustained and cohesive approach to issues affecting India and the EU over an increasingly wide range of sectors. Towards this end, India and the EU will: • Maintain the high level dialogue at Summit and Ministerial level on all issues of mutual interest. Make full use of opportunities for contacts between Indian Ministers and their EU counterparts on issues of mutual relevance; • Continue to exchange views on regional issues and the international situation at the official and ministerial level; • Review at the Senior Officials Meeting and EU-India Joint Commission the effective implementation of decisions taken at the political level. 

EU Key
EU and India will cooperate with space- EU sat program proves
Kumar, 5 Anand, ( is an Indian mathematician and a columnist for various national and international mathematical journals and magazines ), " Sixth India-EU Summit: Implementing Strategic Partnership",  14. 09. 2005, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers16%5Cpaper1536.html. 6/24/11. JD

The EU and India began negotiations to cooperate on the program in January 2004. In several rounds of talks, both sides tried to increase their advantages in the deal. Finally, they have signed an agreement during the latest summit. This makes India the fourth non-EU country to join the program. Under the deal, India will participate in the development of the project, and in return, the EU will allow India to use its navigation system. The European Commission in a statement said, "Considering that India has well-proven capabilities in space, satellite, and navigation-related activities, the agreement will provide a positive impulse for India and European industrial cooperation in many high-tech areas." 

Despite smaller investments – European space bare minimum meets up to the US

Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. the principal investigator for Space and US Security A Net Assessment, at The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, January 2009
Although European investment in space is comparatively small compared to that of the U.S., there is state-of the-art technology that rivals, and on a few occasions, even outclasses its respective U.S. competition. In the years ahead ESA’s ever-expanding commercial services will compete with the U.S. space program. In essence, the European space sector is divided organizationally into two segments, according to its primary civilian or military purpose. In sharp contrast to nationally focused military space programs, multilateral European space efforts are for peaceful purposes. Exclusively military projects tend to be largely national efforts, although again space technologies are inherently dual use.

European space is key to competitiveness, creates jobs and commercial opportunites

Flight International 6/14/2011 MakingSpaceHeadline to come; Europe's space policy aims to ensure the continent's independence, create highly skilled jobs, boost competitiveness and improve the safety and daily lives of its citizens (accessed 6/25/11), Lexis

Europe's presence in space has been increasingly visible in recent years. To cite a recent example, the 16 May launch of NASA's Space Shuttle Endeavour carried the biggest, most ambitious science payload ever delivered to the International Space Station, the European Space Agency-built alpha magnetic spectrometer - a 6.9t particle detector physicists hope will help unravel the secrets of so-called "dark matter". Endeavour's crew included Italian astronaut Roberto Vittori - who, on boarding the ISS was greeted by countryman Paolo Nespoli. Meanwhile, Nespoli and his ISS crewmates have been enjoying food, water, air and spare parts delivered by two ESA-built automated transfer vehicle robotic cargo vessels. While trips to the ISS make headlines, and it is to be hoped, strike blows for science and international co-operation, Europe's political leaders are clear-headed about why they support spaceflight, with one theme playing consistently: space is about benefits for Europe's citizens. The European Commission spelled this vision out with admirable clarity in an April 2011 paper detailing its priorities for a new, "reinforced" European space policy, which will emerge from the coming rounds of EU budget making. As commission vice-president for industry Antonio Tajani puts it, space is about improving the safety and daily lives of Europeans. He says: "Space is strategic for Europe's independence, job creation and competitiveness. Space activities create high-skilled jobs, innovation, new commercial opportunities and improve citizens' well-being and security." And, he adds: "In order to achieve our goals, Europe needs to keep an independent access to space." First priorities are realisation of the flagship Galileo navigation and global monitoring for environmental and security (GMES) satellite constellations. Galileo, a European counterpart to the US GPS system, is behind time and budget - 18 spacecraft are expected to be in orbit by 2014, six years after the system was to be fully operational, and Galileo will need 24 spacecraft to provide global coverage - but the Commission has underscored the need to get the constellation deployed "within a reasonable amount of time". One clear benefit of satellite navigation came on stream earlier this year, when Europe's EGNOS safety-of-life service went live. A network of 40 EU-owned EGNOS ground stations take signals from GPS - and, eventually, Galileo - and enhance their accuracy to less than 1m (3ft). As with the wide area augmentation system available in the USA, aircraft with EGNOS receivers can now make super-precision approaches in Europe. And, says Tajani, the free-to-use signals are a public service, so private companies are encouraged to develop receivers capable of exploiting them.

Euro space is better – cheaper and more satellite launches

J. Barry Patterson, Senior Manager, Space and Homeland Defense Systems at Lockheed Martin, APRIL 19, 1995 CHINA’S SPACE PROGRAM AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES

The European Space Agency (ESA), a consortium of France, Germany, and Italy, was created with the basic idea to be a viable, economically efficient launch business. The entire space launch complex was built to be a profit-making venture. Over the years ESA has successfully launched many satellites and now ranks first in terms of number of commercial launches each year. They have recently demonstrated the capability to launch a rocket about every twenty-one days. In 1994, they had a backlog of 37 satellites, representing a combined order value of about $2.9 billion. The workhorse of ESA is the Ariane 4 and various versions have flown, with the most current version being the 44L. This rocket is capable of placing 10,200 pounds into HEO and a typical launch costs $55-65 million. ESA is looking to the future and has the next version, the Ariane 5 in testing. This rocket is designed to place up to 39,600 pounds in LEO or 15,200 pounds into geosynchronous transfer orbit. Ariane 5 was originally designed to be cheaper than Ariane 4 and it will be, if calculated on a cost-per-pound to orbit. However, it is designed for a heavier class of satellites and operational costs have mounted. Ariane managers now believe a launch will cost around $130 million, still less than the cost of a comparable U.S. rocket, the Titan IV. The Ariane 5 continues to be tested and the first commercial launch is now scheduled for October 1996. 

India Key

India’s space program is powerful – two SLVs and more systems under development

Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. the principal investigator for Space and US Security A Net Assessment, at The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, January 2009
India has been active in space-related activities since its national space agency, the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO), was established in June 1972 and its first national satellite, known as Aryabhata, was launched into orbit onboard a Soviet Cosmos-3M rocket in April 1975. However, the Indian space program thus far has been relatively small in comparison with those of other space countries. Nevertheless, India appears to be preparing to become a major future player in space. This judgment is based on the fact that India now has two Space Launch Vehicles (SLVs) in use. Both were specifically designed for launching India’s two principal satellite systems . India also has two more systems under development for future applications. 

India’s space program is awesome – moon, mars and sun missions in the works

Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. the principal investigator for Space and US Security A Net Assessment, at The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, January 2009
India has recently added as yet another focus in its space program the ability to conduct space exploration missions to the Moon, Mars, asteroids, and the Sun as well as indigenous technology for manned spaceflight. The Moon is the first and seemingly most important mission goal thus far in India’s plans for space exploration. India’s first mission to the Moon, Chandrayaan-1, an unmanned probe, was launched in October 2008 to place a surface observation satellite in Moon orbit for studying the lunar surface and its chemical characteristics. A major goal is the production of a three-dimensional topographical map. At a total estimated cost of 3.8 billion rupees ($83 million), this launch makes India the sixth country to send an unmanned mission to the Moon. As part of a 2007 agreement with the Russian space agency Roskosmos, India will play a joint part in placing an unmanned rover onto the Moon’s surface by 2011. A manned mission to the Moon forms another goal that India hopes to achieve by 2020. The India Moon probe represents part of a broader space race with China that will probably accelerate in the years ahead. “China has gone earlier, but today we are trying to catch them, catch that gap, bridge the gap,” according to Bhaskar Narayan, a director at the Indian space agency. As part of its longer term plan and perhaps in cooperation with other space powers, India has declared its desire to place a “lunar base” on the Moon’s surface and then to establish “solar collectors” to generate electricity and eventually to mine the very rare and potentially extremely important helium-3 for use in future nuclear fusion power reactors on Earth.

India plans on investing in space 

Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. the principal investigator for Space and US Security A Net Assessment, at The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, January 2009
In sum, the foundations are being laid in India for a major space program. Until recently, India’s space ventures had been focused on domestic development, for example, weather forecasting and telecommunications. A change is now under way that gives heightened emphasis to the military uses of space. From 2007 to 2012, India has plans to spend 80-90 billion rupees ($2-2.5 billion) on satellites, India also has announced that it hopes to launch as many as 70 space missions that would be used to acquire a 10 percent share of the globalspace launch market. ISRO claims that the Indian space program is thoroughly sustainable and for every $1 invested into it, India actually gains a $2 return on its investment. India already has ownership rights over one third of all remote sensing imagery with a resolution of 5 meters, has governmental agreements with Israel and Russia to launch a number of their satellites with Indian SLVs and has a commercial space launch body, Antrix Corp., which has established itself as a provider of efficient and reliable launches and had an income of $500 million in 2006. If India succeeds in launching, deploying, and conducting all that it has planned in the years to come, it will emerge as a major space state.

India Wants Co-op

India wants cooperation with Europe- Lunar mission 

ESA, 8 (european space agency), " India – Europe cooperation",  20 October 2008. http://www.esa.int/esaSC/SEMZ4A3IDMF_index_0.html. 6/24/11. JD

The first venture between India and Europe took place in the 1980s. In 1981, Europe’s Ariane 3 rocket launched into space India’s first geostationary satellite Apple. The cooperation continues today with India’s lunar mission Chandrayaan-1. India’s INSAT satellites were also designed for weather forecasting and Earth observation. Thirteen of them lifted-off with Europe’s Ariane launchers. Today India has developed its own launchers at its Sriharikota base in the Bay of Bengal and is about to enter a new stage with its first lunar mission Chandrayaan-1. The large antenna designed by the Indian Space Agency and specially installed outside Bangalore to monitor the Chandrayaan-1 mission forms part of India’s deep space network and is a good illustration of India’s desire to play a role in the conquest of space and to offer its services to other countries. India is also interested in other forms of cooperation that go beyond lunar discovery and astronomical missions. 

Key to Competitiveness

EU-Indian space agreement good – boosts competitiveness and generates economic growth 

Flight International June 14, 2011 Europe's space policy aims to ensure the continent's independence, create highly skilled jobs, boost competitiveness and improve the safety and daily lives of its citizens, Lexis

Lastly, the Commission's list of priorities includes the agreement of a European space industry policy. This should boost industrial competitiveness in a sector that generates economic growth, high-quality jobs and opportunities for product and service innovation beyond the space sector. It should also "increase the excellence of European research". Of all the industries associated with space, and with the benefits of space activity to citizens on the ground, satellite telecommunications stands out, with the Commission calling it a "keyspace sector, generating the largest revenues in the space industry, in both Europe and the rest of the world". The Commission's policy outline sees communications satellites as having a clear role in the so-called Digital Agenda for Europe, which aims to bring basic broadband to all Europeans by 2013 and 30Mbit/s internet speeds by 2020. According to Eric Beranger, the chief executive of Astrium Services who has just been elected chairman of the European Satelllite Operators' Association, the policy outline is "an encouraging first step". Stressing the significance of satellites as the only means of providing instantaneous and universal access to communications services and generally driving growth in the Europeanspace economy, he nevertheless is concerned that an eventual European space policy is "technology neutral"; that is, there must be no subsidies - directly, or through taxes or regulation - to any technologies competing to provide services. Also, he says, there must be regulatory stability; a communications satellite has a 10- or 15-year lifespan, and the operator must begin such a project with confidence that a frequency allocation and other regulatory constraints will be stable for the lifetime of the spacecraft. What is important for policy makers to recognise, he says, is that satellite operators' business model is well proven and their industry is based on private investment, so the benefits that flow to European citizens have little impact on them as taxpayers. "This is a very successful model for Europe, and the space policy must allow this success to continue and flourish," he says. 

Competitiveness UQ

EU already increasing competitiveness- France

Selding, 3/23 Peter ( is the European correspondent for Space News ), " France To Invest $710 Million in Space Competitiveness",  23 March, 2011,http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110318-france-invest-space-competitiveness.html , 6/25/11, JD

PARIS — The French government on March 23 announced four launch vehicle and satellite projects that will receive a combined 500 million euros ($710 million) in state aid as part of a government bond issue designed to spur innovation. The four projects are a next-generation rocket to succeed today’s Ariane 5 and Europeanized Soyuz vehicles; an ocean-altimetry satellite mission to be conducted with the United States; an upgraded multimission microsatellite platform for satellites weighing around 200 kilograms at launch; and investment in new telecommunications satellite technologies to keep French industry competitive on the world marketplace. “Few nations have mastered as many areas of space technology as France,” French Research Minister Valerie Pecresse said in announcing the grants. “Investment in space is an investment in the future, in the many spinoffs of space activity and in tomorrow’s jobs.” The French General Investment Commission spent months sifting through project proposals and still has not completed its review of up to 250 million euros in investment in projects related to the digital economy. One of these proposals is to invest in research on a next-generation broadband satellite system, including a ground network. 

A2 Permutation

Perm Fails: Space zero-sum – if any country gains the US loses

Joan Johnson-Freese, member of the faculty of the Naval War College, and Andrew S. Erickson, Associate Professor in the Strategic Research Department at the U.S. Naval War College, January 25, 2006, The Emerging China-EU space partnership a geotechnological balancer, ScienceDirect

Washington's concerns over Galileo are several. First and foremost, there is simply the issue of losing control. Any increase in capabilities by another country is viewed as a relative decrease in capabilities by the USA, because space is considered to be a zero-sum arena—if Europe (or any country) gains, the USA must lose. Space assets are so important to the US military that space dominance, rather than mere space superiority, is deemed critical, and any increase in capabilities by others is seen as diminishing the US ability to dominate. There are more specific economic, technological and military concerns as well. Initially, American apprehension stemmed from European plans to overlap Galileo's commercial radio frequency signal with that of the US military's classified signal. Meetings on that topic, over a 4 yr period, provoked heated statements from both sides. The USA wanted to be able to jam Galileo signals without affecting its own GPS military signals. An agreement reached in November 2003 was regarded as a first step toward reaching a mutually amenable policy. Europe agreed to modify Galileo's signals. The USA agreed to give Europe technical assistance for developing Galileo, and to make sure that the third generation of GPS—to be deployed in 2012—will be compatible with Galileo. This will facilitate the interoperability of the two systems, which is a commercial goal of both sides. It could also, however, give Europe the ability to jam the American signals in the event of a crisis in which the two sides’ interests diverge. 

Status quo is an era of competition for cooperation – not dominance

Jonathan F. Galloway Department of Politics, 6 May 2004. Game theory and the law and policy of outer space, ScienceDirect
It is possible that we are at the end point of a zero-sum game in which there has been one winner for all time—the USA. To advocates of American Empire this is indeed the case.18 The outcome of the Cold War and the events since seem to point to a permanent American hegemony in terms of military power, economic wealth and cultural outreach. Because there is no other player, the “game” is over and the law is basically what the USA says it is or how it interprets existing treaties. In this vein, Everett C. Dolman updates the Halford Mackinder thesis as follows—“Who controls low-Earth orbit controls near-Earth space. Who controls near-Earth space dominates Terra. Who dominates Terra determines the destiny of humankind.”19 Advocates of a zero-sum conflict view the Outer Space Treaty not as ushering in an era of cooperation for the human species but as an intermission, a period of détente in a win–lose encounter. The players or actors in the game even engaged in “a perverse competition of who could out-cooperate whom.”20 Since the USA won the game, i.e. the Cold War, it is now set to dominate space. According to these commentators, the USA should renounce the Outer Space Treaty and claim sovereignty over parts of space.21 It should dominate economically and militarily rather than cooperate.22 In short, Robert Wright's vision of human progress is a dream and an illusion. Realpolitik—now Astropolitik—is the underlying reality of world politics as indicated by the US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, the plan to build new nuclear weapons, etc.[23] and [24] According to Dolman we actually need to emphasize conflict in order to realize the ultimate perfection of humankind as a multiplanetary species.25 The logic here must be the logic of MacKinder, Mahan and Social Darwinism. Some students of strategic power see it as only part of the game. The real game is a three dimensional chess game. Joseph S. Nye, Jr. sees world politics as a three-dimensional chess game. “The top board is unipolar”, while “The middle economic board is multipolar” and “the bottom board of transnational relations that cross borders outside the control of governments has a widely dispersed structure of power.”25 In this type of “chess game”, the USA cannot play bipolar chess. It can choose to dominate militarily; play in a competitive market economically; and recognize the power of non-state actors and forces transnationally. Since the latter two games take up most of international relations, a great power or superpower concentrates on the first at its own peril. Military power has less leverage among great powers than in previous epochs. Now states should concentrate on win–win scenarios and non-zero sumness rather than win–lose, zero-sum conflicts. If states do not do this they are in danger of winning Pyrrhic victories resulting in lose–lose outcomes.
Space monopoly is zero sum – as others develop space US monopoly decreases

Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. the principal investigator for Space and US Security A Net Assessment, at The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, January 2009
The commercialization of space, based on the development in the next decade of a vibrant private sector, will afford greater opportunities to larger numbers of actors. As noted, several other nations besides the United States, Russia, and China, are developing space programs that have a military dimension or at least military potential. Increasingly, space is viewed as an arena for commercial exploitation as well as a domain having military uses. Given the dual-use nature of technologies that will be available, the choices to exploit or not to take fullest advantages of such technologies for purely civilian or for their military advantages will be based on non-technological considerations. Those entities seeking purely economic gain will be able to do so. It will be equally possible to make use of space technologies for military purposes if such choices are made. For example, the situational awareness that has been a virtual U.S. monopoly will be diminished, and perhaps eliminated as others gain access to satellite imagery. Given the likelihood that several states will wish to reduce or circumvent the U.S. lead in space, it follows that such entities will have a strong incentive to exploit available technologies for this purpose. In this case their interest in weakening the United States would clearly be greater than their values against space weaponization. Stated differently, the goal of such states would be primarily to diminish the U.S. position in space. The ability to destroy or disable satellites from Earth, demonstrated by China in 2007, will eventually be available to others as a result of proliferating rocket and other technologies. Sooner or later, prospective enemies will exploit space systems to gain military advantage over the United States. Given present trends, several possibilities can be set forth in general terms:

EU prefers India over US

Times higher education, 2003 (European magazine), " European Space Policy Frequently Asked Questions",  25 June 2003, http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storyCode=177590&sectioncode=26. 6/25/11. JD

Space activities in the 21st century have become a truly global venture. No single country can develop major new space technologies on its own, and worldwide co-operation is now the norm rather than the exception. Within this context, Europe has been and wants to remain a strong partner in large international programmes. The Green Paper specifically raises the question of international co-operation and throughout consultations the Commission has tried to define a clear set of guidelines on how, when and with whom Europe should collaborate. Europe has strong ties to the US, but it is increasingly moving towards close collaboration with its eastern neighbours, including Russia, the Ukraine, Poland, and many other former Soviet bloc countries. Europe might also co-operate with other up-and-coming space players such as China, India and Japan. 

*****POLITICS*****
Plan Unpopular – UTSR

Cooperation costs political capital – UTSR Backlash
Brown, 09 Peter (is a Maine-based freelance writer who has specialized in satellite technology for more than two decades. He is a former senior multimedia editor for “Via Satellite” magazine; has written about the role of satellites in major disasters for “Disaster Medicine and Public Health Preparedness”, a journal of the American Medical Association, among other publications. His coverage of Asian-related satellite developments has appeared in “Asia Times Online” as well as “Japan Security Watch), "India and US build stronger ties in space", August 7,2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KH07Df02.html. 6/22/11.JD

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

Plan Popular – Bipart
Bipartisan support for cooperation

Burns, 10  William J. Burns, (Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC), " India's Rise and the Promise of U.S.-Indian Partnership by Mr. William J. Burns, Under Secretary for Political Affairs, at the Council on Foreign Relations, Washington, DC", June 1, 2010, http://www.idsa.in/resources/speech/US-IndianPartnership.1.6.10. 6/21/11; JD

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

Cooperation avoids scrutiny- resources and unwilling to break agreements

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

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

Robert O. Blake, Jr. Assistant Secretary, Bureau of South and Central Asian Affairs, (6/21/2011) U.S.-India Business Links and Prospects for the Future Press Release: US State Department http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00487/us-india-business-links-and-prospects-for-the-future.htm (date accessed 6/27/11) (OTT)
I have been privileged to help advance the US-India partnership since I first started working in India in 2003. I have seen first-hand how committed government leaders working hand-in-hand with the business community and buttressed by strong people-to-people ties can transform a bilateral relationship. Broad, bipartisan political support in both countries has driven our countries closer together over the last decade, and ensures that this relationship will continue to be a mainstay of American and Indian foreign policy, regardless of who is in power. Over the last decade, beginning with President Clinton’s landmark visit in 2000, to the civil nuclear deal negotiated by the Bush Administration, to the greatly expanded strategic partnership established by President Obama and Prime Minister Singh, we have fundamentally transformed the way the United States and India work together. President Obama’s trip last November will be remembered as a watershed, when the U.S. and India embarked for the first time on concrete initiatives to work together globally. Reflecting the comprehensive nature of our bilateral engagement, the President’s visit resulted in new milestones across virtually every field of human endeavor, from civil nuclear cooperation to regional consultations, from energy to food security.

US and India seeking to increase cooperation

The Economic Times, PTI Jun 25, 2011 'India, US increased cooperation at multilateral level' http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-06-25/news/29703015_1_international-financial-institutions-greater-role-india-us-economic (date accessed 6/27/11) (ott)
WASHINGTON: India and the US have increased their cooperation and coordination at multilateral level, including G-20, a top Obama administration official has said. "The United States is looking for deep sustained engagement with India, commensurate with its role and US role in the world stage and the values that the two countries share," Lael Brainard, US Under Secretary of Treasury for International Affairs, told a group of Indian reporters. "So we really are stepping up in our engagement in both bilaterally and multilaterally. The United States and India have increasingly been working together at various international platforms including G-20," she said during her interaction with Indian journalists ahead of the next week's second India-US Economic and Financial Partnership meeting.

Congress wants India cooperation

Senate pushes Pentagon on US-India defence ties Business Standard / New Delhi June 28th 2011 http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/senate-pushes-pentagonus-india-defence-ties/440718/ (date accessed 6/28/11)
The United States Congress has moved decisively to bridge a widening gulf between the defence establishments of India and America. In an unprecedented initiative, the powerful Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC), which oversees the US Department of Defense, has ordered the Pentagon to submit a report by November 1 with a detailed assessment of the current state of US-India security cooperation; and a five-year plan for enhancing that cooperation in the Indo-Pacific region and globally. The SASC has also ordered “a detailed assessment of the desirability and feasibility of the future sale of F-35 Joint Strike Fighters to India, and a potential US partnership with India to co-develop one or more military weapon systems, including but not limited to the anticipated program to replace the US Air Force T-38 trainer jet”.

High Tech Cooperation is popular – India Caucus 

Ratnam and Rupert, 6/21/2011 (Gopal and James, Bloomberg Writers, Lockheed May Pitch F-35 to Rejoin India’s $11 Billion Fighter Jet Contest”, Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-20/lockheed-may-pitch-f-35-to-rejoin-11-billion-india-jet-contest.html)
The Senate committee report accompanying the Pentagon’s 2012 budget “opens the window to fifth-generation fighter technology release to India, however the Indian services want to deal with it,” Dewar said. The Senate committee request for a Pentagon study on selling F-35s to India was part of a broader amendment on U.S.- India military ties offered by Senators John Cornyn, Republican of Texas, where the fighter is produced, and Joseph Lieberman, independent of Connecticut, home to United Technologies Corp. (UTX), which makes the plane’s engines. Cornyn’s spokeswoman, Jessica Sandlin, said the amendment was “overwhelmingly adopted” by the Senate defense panel. Cornyn is the co-founder and co-chairman of the Senate India Caucus. The provision is a so-called “Item of Special Interest” that takes effect immediately after the bill report is issued. It doesn’t need House approval and “takes effect regardless of what happens to the bill itself,” she said.
