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1. The European Union Can’t Solve Our Case: Spending constraints and political uncertainty undermine European space efforts
Wall Street Journal, 2011 (JUNE 23, 2011,  “Europe Ends Independent Pursuit of Manned Space Travel” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304569504576403810498723484.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
Both NASA and ESA, its European counterpart, face severe spending constraints and political uncertainty over their future. On both sides of the Atlantic, there are plans to build powerful new rockets with enhanced capabilities, including heavy-lift versions to explore deeper into space. But their problems also are similar. There are debates in Europe and the U.S. about safeguarding the existing industrial base tied to solid rocket motors. At the same time, experts in both cases are advocating new liquid-fueled rocket engines as less costly and easier to operate. 

2. Permute: Do both the plan and the counterplan: Allows for best collaborative approach between the US & EU:

Wall Street Journal, 2011 (JUNE 23, 2011,  “Europe Ends Independent Pursuit of Manned Space Travel” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304569504576403810498723484.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
The agency's chief also said that by failing in the past to set up robust international space-transportation partnerships, Europe and the U.S. "made a collective mistake." As a result, Mr. Dordain said, "we now face the not very comfortable situation" of being totally dependent, at least for the next few years, on Russian technology to reach the international space station. 
3.  ESA lacks the programs and mission success to solve

Coppinger, 2007 (Rob, Contributor to Fight International, Staff-writer at The Inquirier. “Feet on the Ground: Europe’s Space Policy”, Flight International, June 2007, http://www.flightglobal.com/news/articles/feet-on-the-ground-europes-space-policy-214525/

Fifty years after the launch of the first satellite, the Soviet Union's Sputnik, Europe has agreed its first space policy. But against US plans for a return to the Moon, the rise of China's manned programme and India's growing ambitions, Europe's space strategy looks rather down to Earth and not that of a world leader.China launched its first astronaut in October 2003, the USA is planning manned Moon missions by 2020 and India is studying the resources required to develop a human-rated launcher and capsule. All three are single nations with space policy goals partly inspired by national pride and a desire to maintain or attain superpower status. Europe's space programme, in contrast, has been formed through alliances totalling 31 countries, combining the overlapping memberships of the European Union, European Space Agency and EUMETSAT, the European Organisation for the Exploitation of Meteorological Satellites, and requiring a complex mix of demands and issues to be agreed.Working through these issues required four "Space Councils", joint high-level meetings of the EU's competitiveness council and ESA's ministerial council, beginning in November 2004. The fourth meeting on 22 May approved the policy proposed by the European Commission and ESA director-general.Unlike India, where China's success has spurred public calls for a national manned effort, and the USA, where NASA uses polls showing high levels of support for its exploration programme, Europe's technocratic policy development has not been informed by public opinion. The EC's Eurobarometer polling service has never asked European citizens about their attitudes towards space and neither has ESA.Instead individual EU governments have historically sold their space budgets on the basis of policies more relevant to their citizens' daily lives.
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4.    EU Counterplan Can’t Solve Case: The Counterplan can’t capture our advantages based off of U.S. action.
 

[Editor’s Note: Make this argument better by being specific to your affirmative when describing counterplan solvency deficits]

5.  Turn: EU space leadership trades-off with U.S. space leadsership and hurts U.S. hegemony

Black, 2002 (Ian, Middle East Editor at The Guardian, “European Satellite Plan Ruffles U.S. Feathers”, Guardian Foreign Pages, March 2002, http://www.lexisnexis.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/)

The EU yesterday approved one of its most ambitious projects, a pounds 2bn satellite navigation system intended to challenge American dominance and boost European technology and jobs. Ignoring objections from Washington, transport ministers meeting in Brussels overcame months of wrangling over financing for the controversial Galileo network, which will free the EU from its dependence on the US GPS - global positioning system.  Often criticised as the "dome in the sky" or "the common agricultural policy in space", the project aims to have the first of 30 satellites in space in 2006 and the whole system operating two years later.    It will beam signals around the world allowing people with receivers to know instantly where they are. Its uses include traffic management, aviation and maritime navigation and scientific research. Backed by aeronautical and electronic companies, it is also expected to create up to 100,000 new jobs, and like the Ariane space rocket and Airbus programmes, will help the EU to narrow the innovation gap with the US.  Ministers, including Britain's John Spellar, followed what was effectively an order from last week's Barcelona summit to approve the final details. Mr Spellar said he hoped that British companies would win a good share of contracts.  Galileo has involved regular spats between the EU and the US, where the Pentagon has complained that the system could interfere with the signals of the military-run GPS.  But Brussels has said bluntly that it opposes monopolies. Europeans also fear that GPS could be turned off during an international crisis.  Politically, yesterday's decision clearly signals Europe's determination to match the dominance of the US amid mounting worries about its post-September 11 hegemony.  "Europe wishes to be present on the international scene . . . in all aspects of cutting-edge technologies," the EU transport commissioner, Loyola de Palacio, said.  Britain was especially keen to play down any possible military use and insisted that any objections it had were practical, not ideological. But like other EU projects, Galileo clearly means different things to different countries.  "It will allow the European Union to liberate itself from dependence on the American GPS system," the French transport minister, Jean-Claude Gayssot, said. President, Jacques Chirac of France insisted last year that the EU could not accept "serfdom" in space by relying on GPS.  Objections over Galileo's financing had been raised by Britain, the Netherlands and Germany. But when the German chancellor, Gerhard Schroder, finally withdrew his opposition he cited the "political, strategic and economic importance" of Europe having its own satellite system.  Final discussions yesterday focused on the structure of the company that will manage the project for the next four years.  Big companies wanting to join the management board will have to pay euros 20m (pounds 12.3m) and small ones euros 1m (pounds 610,000). They will get a 75% discount if they sign up before the end of 2002.  US officials will now hold talks with their EU counterparts to ensure that Galileo is compatible with GPS. 

Extensions: No CP Solvency: Funding

Funding is a huge issue for the ESA- US solves better.

Creola 2001 (Swiss Space Office (SSO), “Some comments on the ESA/EU space strategy”, “Space Policy”, Volume 17, Issue 2, 31 May 2001, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964601000030)

The first issue is money. Even if one reads the three texts very carefully, there is not a single euro of European space money planned or committed in them. Now, a strategy document is never a financial plan. But there should at least be some indications that the governments supporting the strategy are willing to implement it by providing appropriate means. This is unfortunately not the case. The overall budget for European space co-operation has been stagnating for many years and there have even been erosions, as in the case of ESA's science budget. Unfortunately no change is in sight. There are still too many ESA member states who believe that ESA will indefinitely continue to deliver more for less. It is of course healthy to strive for more efficiency and there are numerous examples to show that in recent years, indeed, under financial pressure from member states, ESA has increased its efficiency in a remarkable way. Europe is still top in space science and launchers and is still among the leaders in Earth observation at a fraction of the costs devoted to these fields by our friendly competitors on the other side of the Atlantic. ESA delivers, taking account of the many boundary conditions imposed by its multilateral and intergovernmental structure, very good space value for comparatively little money. Some member states have pressed ESA to adopt a system of performance indicators and all the others agreed because this is so trendy and each delegate is proud to tell his or her Minister about it. But when Switzerland repeatedly asked for indicators allowing comparisons between ESA and other space agencies (in Europe or elsewhere), the answer was always that it was either too difficult to fix objective criteria or it was not possible fully to implement such a system because the data from other agencies had not been provided. There have even been rumours about actual studies having been done—and results having been very much to the advantage of ESA—but somehow they never made it to publication. Currently, overall European space spending is still less than one-fifth of the total space effort of the USA, despite the fact that Europe is the USA's equal in terms of economic strength. I do not advocate multiplying Europe's space budget by five. Where money flows too freely, waste increases, because one is tempted to kick off too many projects too hastily and to start cutting expensive metal before far cheaper, but serious definition phases have been completed. There is however a limit—difficult to set but surely real. My guess would be that doubling European space expenditure would be about right to maintain Europe's position in the present fields and to invest in a timely fashion in those space technologies we will have to master to face the competitive challenges of the new century, to safeguard autonomous access to space, to make our space tools indispensable to the management of Planet Earth and to play a role in the opening up of the Solar System comparable with our historic role in exploring the Earth and with our present economic strength. One argument against any growth in ESA's budget is increasingly annoying: the private sector will take over, because the basic technology is now mature and the big market is just around the corner. This illusion fuels some of the overblown expectations for widespread Public–Private Partnerships (PPPs), which, at the time of writing, are slowing down the Galileo programme. Of course, there should be PPPs but how can you expect to extract massive private investments from European firms so early as long as their US counterparts continue to benefit from so overwhelmingly more public space investment. It is not only in one year that the USA spends $27 billion of public money on space and Europe only $6 billion. No! Over just the past 10 years this support disparity has accumulated to a staggering $200 billion. And there is no end in sight. Or do some of us believe that the new US president will cut down on space expenditure? It is obvious that development of a national missile defence system will inject many additional billions into the US aerospace industry—on top of all the space money.  
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