Hegemony Advantage
Space weaponization and conflict is inevitable - winning the race for dominance is key to US hegemony

Kitfield 10-Senior Correspondent @ The National Journal, writer for Air Force Magazine, B.A. Journalism, University of Georgia, distinguished writer on defense, national security, and foreign policy, author of two books on national security, [James, Air Force Magazine, “Crowded Congested Space” August 2010, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2010/August%202010/0810space.aspx]

In the “commons” above Earth, US military forces must deal with junk and potential predators. Last year, an Iridium communications satellite unexpectedly went dead. US military space analysts soon discovered it had smashed into a defunct Russian Cosmos satellite, a collision that destroyed both spacecraft and created a large and dangerous debris field in space. That incident followed another worrisome event. In January 2007, China successfully tested an anti-satellite missile against one of its own defunct satellites. That attack, a direct hit, created 150,000 pieces of space clutter—not all of it even visible to US space operators. Both events reveal that the global commons of space—which the United States has long dominated and has increasingly used as leverage to achieve a decisive military edge—is increasingly crowded and contested. There have been years of warnings that US space dominance is in peril. It is now safe to assume that, in a future war, the military will not have unhindered access to the space-based capabilities that create numerous US combat advantages. Potential adversaries aren’t just aware of how heavily the US relies on space. They already have the means to compete and to challenge US operations there. Today, many commanders view space dominance as vital to warfare in the Information Age. "Certainly in the air world, in the ISR [intelligence-surveillance-reconnaissance] world, and most especially in the space world, [there is] competition out there, [and the] competition is getting better," said Lt. Gen. Larry D. James, commander of 14th Air Force at Vandenberg AFB, Calif. "Multiple nation-states now have space launch capability, have ISR capability, [and] have intelligence capability from space, so we’ve got to continue to raise our game to make sure we are still the best." As a recent report by the Center for a New American Security (CNAS) noted, it is increasingly clear that a military able to effectively use space has tremendous advantages through rapid globe-spanning communications, broad and sophisticated surveillance and intelligence-gathering capability, and accurate force positioning, operations timing, and precision targeting abilities. "Put in military terms, the space commons offers distinct and significant advantages in command, control, communications, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C3ISR), maneuverability, and firepower," noted report author Eric Sterner. "As the United States has been the world’s leading innovator in the use of space for military purposes, this development is largely a story of American innovation." Given the game-changing advantages that the United States reaps from its dominance of space, it was inevitable that other countries would also seek to exploit space for their own uses, both military and commercial. Today, nine countries, plus the European Space Agency member states, have the ability to independently place satellites into orbit, and virtually any country or nonstate actor can access satellite technology by buying time on commercial satellites. As the US military’s dependence on space systems has grown exponentially in recent years, however, so has a growing sense of unease among military commanders concerned about the vulnerability of those assets. In 2001, the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization released a report that predicted that future warfare in space was a "virtual certainty," and it proposed that the United States [should] begin to develop the means both to deter and defend against attacks on its space assets, and to mount offensive operations to deny the use of space to potential adversaries. To do otherwise, the commission warned, would invite a "space Pearl Harbor." US officials confirmed in 2006 that China had successfully "painted" a US satellite with a laser. China’s January 2007 test of the direct-ascent, anti-satellite SC-19 missile greatly heightened those concerns. And a recent Pentagon report on China’s military modernization revealed that China is developing other anti-satellite systems, to include ground-based lasers designed to blind sensitive satellite optics. China is also reportedly developing microsatellites crafted to act as "space mines," which could loiter in space until given the signal to destroy other satellites. At present, US officials say they are uncertain whether China has already launched such "parasite" satellites. "In today’s world, ... there are a lot of folks launching a lot of satellites, some of them very small," and we have a lot of work to do in terms of knowing "what their mission is, ... what the intent of the owner is," and whether they represent a threat, said James. That really gets into the intelligence world more than the tracking world, but, "frankly, we have a long way to go" in achieving that space situational awareness. According to the CNAS report, China has identified American dependence on space as an asymmetric vulnerability to exploit. "China is developing robust capabilities to operate in space and deny its adversaries the use of space during a time of crisis or conflict," the report concluded.

Conflict over space is inevitable - reliance on space for terrestrial warfare guarantees it - 2.5 thousand years of history prove

Smith, Colonel and PhD in IR, 11 (M.V., Colonel, PhD in Politics and IR @ University of Reading, Citing Colin Gray, “Chapter 17: Security and Spacepower, Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

It is a rule in strategy, one derived empirically from the evidence of two and a half millennia, that anything of great strategic importance to one belligerent, for that reason has to be worth attacking by others. And the greater the importance, the greater has to be the incentive to damage, disable, capture, or destroy it. In the bluntest of statements: space warfare is a certainty in the future because the use of space in war has become vital. . . . Regardless of public sentimental or environmentally shaped attitudes towards space as the pristine final frontier, space warfare is coming.20 The strategic value of space to states is not in question. Advanced spacefaring states are already reliant—and moving toward dependence—on space-derived services for activities across every sector of their societies. Spacepower is becoming critical to their styles of warfighting. Likewise, the injury that can be caused to such states by menacing their space systems can be considerable. Given these incentives, the beast of war will either break its chains all at once or stretch them slowly over time.21 

Our space assets are extraordinarily vulnerable and the threat of attack will only increase - this threatens conventional military power as well
Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. ix-1]

Space stability is a fundamental U.S. national security interest. Unfor​tunately, that stability may be eroding. Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. military forces have repeatedly demonstrated their dominance in conventional warfare, and future enemies will be well aware that the dramatic warfighting advantage that U.S. forces possess is largely the result of support from space. With a growing number of states acquiring the ability to degrade or destroy U.S. space capabilities, the probability that space systems will come under attack in a future crisis or conflict is ever increasing. Deterring adversaries from attacking some U.S. space systems may be difficult due to these systems' inher​ent vulnerability and the disproportionate degree to which the United States depends on the services they provide. Nevertheless, the United States can fashion a regime to raise the thresholds of deterrence failure in terms of destructive attacks on its space systems and thus achieve a measure of first-strike stability in space during crises and at some levels of limited war. (See pp. 7-16.) While the factors above suggest that stability in space is eroding, it would be overly simplistic to assume that the thresholds of deterrence failure are the same for all space systems or at all levels of confronta​tion. In any given crisis or conflict, an adversary would have to weigh a range of factors in contemplating attacks on U.S. space capabilities. The risks incurred or benefits expected in a space attack would vary greatly in the context of any specific scenario. Consequently, it is less a ques​tion of whether would-be aggressors can be deterred from attacking U.S. space systems than of what kinds of attacks against which capa​bilities could be deterred under what circumstances. (See pp. 16-21.) As Figure S.l illustrates, an adversary's assessment of the costs and benefits of attacking a U.S. space system would likely vary from one prospective target set to another at each level of conflict, and the threshold of deterrence failure would be different for nondestructive attacks (i.e., "reversible-effects" attacks) than for destructive attacks (those that cause damage). (See pp. 16-21.) Some of these thresholds are quite low today. An opponent in a confrontation with the United States that has not yet engaged in con​ventional terrestrial hostilities might consider reversible-effects attacks on U.S. space-based intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) and communication assets to be a promising means of degrad​ing the United States' ability to respond to the crisis, with relatively low risk of serious retribution compared to that of a destructive attack on one or more U.S. satellites. Fearing the onset of U.S. air strikes, the adversary might also begin jamming Global Positioning System (GPS) signals in areas around command-and-control nodes and other impor​tant facilities to degrade the accuracy of U.S. precision-guided weap​ons. Given the great extent to which the United States depends on space systems for its national security and economic prosperity, U.S. poli​cymakers and military leaders are becoming increasingly concerned that future adversaries might attack those systems. U.S. military forces operate in distant theaters and employ ever more sophisticated equip​ment and doctrines that rely on advanced surveillance, reconnaissance, communication, navigation, and timing data, most of which is pro​duced or relayed by satellites. The ground infrastructure that supports these assets has long been vulnerable to attack, and a growing number of states now possess or are developing means of attacking satellites and the communication links that connect them to users and control sta​tions. Due to the dramatic warfighting advantage that space support provides to U.S. forces, [and] security analysts are nearly unanimous in their judgment that future enemies will likely attempt to "level the playing field" by attacking U.S. space systems in efforts to degrade or eliminate that support. All of this suggests that first-strike stability in space may be eroding.

The only option is for the US to weaponize space - this is critical to preserving hegemony. Weaponization by other nations is inevitable - the US needs to get there first to prevent arms race

Dolman 10 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment,” September,  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1532576, EMM)

This is the context in which the world now exists. The relatively stable global hegemony of US dominance since 1945, punctuated by limited wars and shifting balances of opposition, has relied on technology-dominant global power projection. Today, that technology is wholly integrated and inextricable from space support, and no state relies more on space power for its economic and security well-being than the US. Any effort to deny space capabilities would be a direct challenge to its hegemonic power, and the United States must confront the usurper or abdicate its leadership position. To be sure, China’s increasing space emphasis and its cultural antipathy to military transparency suggests that a serious attempt at seizing control of space is in the works. A lingering fear is the sudden introduction of an unknown capability (call it Technology X) that would allow a hostile state to place multiple weapons into orbit quickly and cheaply. The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any other state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to America’s already-dependent military forces could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the United States dithers on its military responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-earth orbit before America is able to respond. And in such circumstances, the US certainly would respond. Conversely, if America were to weaponize space, it is not at all sure that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the necessary infrastructure is still too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a comparable counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the United States to entrench itself in space and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter US deployments directly. They might oppose American interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively it uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the United States deploy weapons first—at least for the next few years—is remote. This reasoning does not dispute the fact that US deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. Clearly this would be intimidating, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than another, particularly non-liberal authoritarian state doing so, as the necessity of a response in kind is compelling. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. Mirror-imaging does not apply here. An attempt by China to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This would be disconcerting to nations that accept, no matter how grudgingly, the current international order—including the venerable institutions of trade, finance, and law that operate within it—and intolerable to the United States. As leader of the current system, the United States could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside and accept a diminished world status. Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is dominant in space infrastructure, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race in space. The enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space and to readily engage and destroy terrestrial anti-satellite capacity would make the possibility of large-scale space war or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote.
Terrestrial military dominance is entirely dependent on space assets - weaponization is key to ensure their protection
Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

The United States has embarked on a revolutionary military transformation designed to extend its dominance in military engagements. Space capabilities are the lynchpin of this transformation, enabling a level of precision, stealth, command and control, intelligence gathering, speed, maneuverability, flexibility, and lethality heretofore unknown. This twenty-first century way of war promises to give the United States a capacity to use force to influence events around the world in a timely, effective, and sustainable manner. And this is a good thing, a true transformation from conflicts past. That the process of transformation was well underway became evident in 1991, when the world’s fourth largest military was defeated in just ten days of ground combat. Unfathomably complicated battle equipment, sleek new aircraft, and promising new missile interceptors publicly debuted. Arthur C. Clarke went so far as to dub Operation DESERT STORM (ODS) the world’s first space war, as none of the accomplishments of America’s new look military would have been possible without support from space. Twelve years later, in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), assertions as to the central role of space power could no longer be denied. America’s military had transitioned from space supported to a fully space enabled force, with astonishingly positive results. Indeed, most of the nation’s current space power functions were successfully exercised in OIF, including space lift, command and control, intelligence including rapid battle damage assessment, timing and navigation, and meteorological support. The tremendous growth in space reliance from OSD to OIF is evident in the raw numbers. Despite engaging with a 60 percent smaller force (fewer than 200,000 personnel v. over 500,000), satellite communications usage increased four-fold, from 200 to 800 Mbps (Megabits per second) capacity. Newly possible operational concepts such as reach back (intelligence analysts in the United States sending information directly to frontline units) and reach forward (rear-deployed commanders able to direct battlefield operations in real time) reconfigured the tactical concept of war. The value of Predator and Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), completely reliant on satellite communications and navigation for their operation, was confirmed. Special Forces units, paradoxically tethered to satellite support and yet practically unfettered in their silent movements because of them, ranged throughout Iraq in independent operations that were extremely disruptive. But the paramount effect of space-enabled warfare was in the area of combat efficiency. Space assets allowed all weather, day-night precision munitions to provide the bulk of America’s striking power. Strikes from standoff platforms, including Vietnam-Era B-52s, allowed maximum target devastation with extraordinarily low death and collateral devastation. In ODS, 90 percent of munitions used were unguided. Of the ten percent that were guided, none was GPS capable. By OIF, 70 percent were precision guided, more than half of those from GPS satellites. In ODS, fewer than five percent of aircraft were GPS-equipped. By OIF, all were. During ODS, GPS proved so valuable to the army that it procured and rushed into theater over 4,500 commercial receivers to augment the meager 800 military-band ones it could deploy from stockpiles, an average of one per company (about 200 personnel). By OIF, each army squad (6-10 soldiers) had at least one military GPS receiver. With such demonstrated utility and reliance, there is no question the US must guarantee space access if it is to be successful in future conflicts. Its military has stepped well over the threshold of a new way of war. It is simply not possible to go back to the violently spasmodic mode of combat typical of pre-space intervention. The United States is now highly discriminating in the projection of violence, parsimonious in the intended breadth of its destruction. For the positive process of transformation to continue, however, space weapons must enter the combat inventory of the United States. 

Space weapons are also key to overall US tech leadership - that’s key to heg

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

Space weapons are expensive; alternatives are cheaper and just as effective. This is the first argument against space weaponization, although it is an easy one to set aside. Of course space weapons are expensive—very expensive, though not necessarily more expensive than terrestrially based systems that may accomplish the same objectives, not to mention objectives that cannot be met otherwise—but so are all revolutionary technologies, particularly those that pioneer a new medium. Furthermore, the state that achieves cutting-edge military technology first has historically been the recipient of tremendous battlefield advantage, and so pursuit of cut-ting-edge technology continues— despite the enormous cost. Moreover, the cultural and economic infrastructure that allows for and promotes innovation in the highest technologies tends to remain at the forefront of international influence. All empires decline and eventually are subsumed, but it has not been their search for the newest technologies or desire to stay at the forefront of innovation that causes their declines. Rather, it has been the policies of those states, generally an overexpansion of imperial control or an economic decision to freeze technologies, that result in their stagnation and demise. Space and space technology represent both the resources and the innovation that can keep a liberal and responsible American hegemony in place for decades, if not centuries, to come; furthermore, unless America maintains this technological edge, it will likely lose its preeminence.

Space weapons are key to giving the US the tactical and diplomatic high ground necessary to sustaining leadership

Dolman 3 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Space Weapons: Are They Needed?,” From Chapter 2: Space Power and US Hegemony: Maintaining a Liberal World Order in the 21st Century, October, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf, EMM)

The goals here are to establish the most beneficial global conditions for an extended and robust era of peace and prosperity – for all states. Requisite for the purpose is a maximization of the period of hegemony of the United States. Control of space is critical to this need. Space has the unique capacity of being the “unflankable” high ground. So tactically advantageous is the high ground position that has both line of site over and defensive domination of the battlefield that commanders have always sought it. Space control is not only tactically advantageous on the battlefield, it is strategically so in diplomacy. The entity in control of space has real-time presence and persistence over the globe.39 So strong is the fortified position at the top of the Earth’s gravity well that should any nation seize it, it could effectively deny access to space to any other state that should attempt to put assets there. A simple argument could be made that the United States has an imperative to seize control of space on this point alone, to prevent a dangerous enemy from taking it, but such a case could be made for any state that desired domination over the world. My point is that not only is the United States the sole country with the capacity to seize space (currently), it is the only great power that has a history of benign intervention and overall disdain of empire that it is morally important it do so before any state bent on world domination and oppression can. 

Spacepower is critical to global stability and conflict resolution - provides transparency to reduce miscalculation, strengthens dissuasion power, and deters conflict

Smith 11 (M.V., Colonel, PhD in Politics and IR @ University of Reading, Citing Colin Gray, “Chapter 17: Security and Spacepower, Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

Spacepower provides different ways to manage security concerns. Because of its matchless ability to gain global access and achieve global presence while delivering nearly ubiquitous capabilities, spacepower is playing an increasing security role in war and peace around the globe on a perpetual basis. This chapter examines the opportunities spacepower provides to secure the peace and to fight wars. Spacepower and War Prevention Spacepower is ideally suited for war prevention—securing the peace—as a matter of daytoday statecraft. To put this in clearer terms, "the primary value of spacepower is not support to warfighters, rather it is that space capabilities are the primary means of war prevention."1 Spacepower can provide both indirect and direct methods to achieve war prevention. Indirect methods involve cooperative interstate behavior to reduce security concerns without the use or threat of force. Direct methods involve the use of force or threats of force. For now, spacepower lends itself more toward indirect methods such as providing global and cislunar transparency and expanding broad international partnerships. Direct methods are more hard-power–centric and include those capabilities that deliver assurance, dissuasive, and deterrent effects, matched with careful diplomacy, in a cost/benefit calculus. As space weapons proliferate, spacepower will offer effective direct methods of preventing war. Each indirect and direct method is discussed below. Indirect Methods Transparency. Space-based reconnaissance and surveillance platforms, because of their global nature, contribute directly to reducing security concerns by providing insight into observable human activities around the globe and in the cislunar region. Insight into human activity in space, manned or unmanned, is every bit as important as observations of terrestrial activities. When considered together, such insights can alleviate unfounded fears and prevent miscalculations, as well as deliver warnings and indications of activities of genuine concern. This was obvious right from the start of the space age during the Cold War when the first successful American reconnaissance satellite, called Corona XIV, returned more imagery of Soviet nuclear forces from deep inside the Soviet Union than did all of the prior U–2 missions combined.2 This new satellite-derived information caused a sharp downward revision in the estimate of Soviet intercontinental ballistic missile launchers from 140–200 to between 10 and 25.3 Later, only six of the sites were determined to be operational.4 This application of spacepower helped reduce the American security concern and allowed the Eisenhower and subsequent administrations to right-size their nuclear deterrent force against a much smaller threat than suggested by estimates formulated without satellite data. Space was no longer merely a science project, but a real instrument of policy. True spacepower had arrived. As the example above illustrates, spacepower provides transparency that reduces the fog during peacetime, increases the certainty of information, and allows contemplation of matters with a better approximation of the facts.5 While this is entirely beneficial to the actor who possesses such information, the value of transparency has its limits. Some states feel increased security concerns if satellite-derived information about their observable affairs is distributed widely. China voiced this complaint shortly after the release of Google Earth, but accommodations were made to degrade the quality of images of areas sensitive to the Chinese government.6 Such concerns must be addressed and dealt with directly, but accommodations can be made. Many states undoubtedly will change their conduct of military and other affairs to ways that are not observable by satellites. India, for example, avoided detection of its efforts to develop and test a nuclear device in 1998 by conducting activities when U.S. imagery satellites were not passing overhead and during times when sandstorms and intense heat could disrupt surveillance sensors.7 Such nefarious workarounds can be eliminated by fielding a large constellation of several dozen reconnaissance and surveillance satellites owned and operated by suprastate or trans-state actors using multispectral technology. The point is that every inch of the Earth could be imaged several times a day using various techniques that can counter various many concealment efforts. Global transparency efforts are large and expensive and by their very nature will require a high degree of international partnering. Partnering. Another opportunity that spacepower provides for managing security concerns is capitalizing on collaborative international security space arrangements to provide global transparency, space situational awareness, and space traffic management, to name just a few. Such partnerships need not be limited to security-related functions, but must cross into civil and commercial endeavors as well, such as space-based solar power, human missions to the Moon and Mars, space stations, space-based astronomy, and so forth. The goal is not only to accomplish something meaningful in space, but also to build mutual understanding and rapport among the participating states. The American and Soviet joint venture on the Apollo-Soyuz mission in the mid-1970s is one such example. Although the tangible scientific benefits of the exercise are debatable, it demonstrated to both parties and to the international community that cooperation on a very challenging task is possible, even between the two Cold War antagonists with their widely divergent strategic cultures. This civil spacepower effort became a point of departure for other confidence-building gestures between the two and certainly eased tensions in the homelands and among the rest of the world as well, thereby reducing security concerns. Partnering on spacefaring projects brings together more brilliant minds and resources to solve problems and to advance the art. It not only heightens the likelihood of success of those programs, but over time it also reduces the friction during peacetime between states, decreases the potential for cultural misunderstandings, increases the opportunities for alliance, integrates aspects of each state's economic and industrial base, and fosters working relationships between governments.8 Partnering is not always easy, as the members of the International Space Station or the mostly European states belonging to the Galileo Consortium will attest. In fact, it can be frustrating and even maddening. Disparate economic strengths, distribution of resources, and talent give each state a different value as a potential partner. States that are rich in some areas will be highly sought after as partners. Poorer states will not. However, from a partnership perspective, all are valuable as prospective partners as part of a collaborative international security arrangement. The opportunities that spacepower offers spacefaring and non-spacefaring states alike in the forms of global transparency and international partnering in order to prevent wars are entirely different from opportunities provided by operations in any other media. The strategic cultures of most states—especially weaker or developing ones that are not yet spacefaring—will find the indirect methods highly attractive and engender soft power to the leaders of such efforts.9 These approaches may be sufficient for most states' spacerelated security needs while reducing their security concerns inside the terrestrial confines. Direct Methods Many states will not feel comfortable having their security rest on such idealistic constructs as the indirect methods alone. Some states, especially those with more militaristic strategic cultures, will likely seek space weaponry (overtly or covertly) in the form of defensive systems to protect their space assets from attack and offensive systems to prevent foes from exploiting space to gain a military advantage. The focus here is on hard power and space weapons—weapons that create their effects in space against the space segment, regardless of where the weapons themselves are based. We will not be looking at spacepower's longstanding support to terrestrial forces that are continuously engaged in dissuasion and deterrence strategies. This is particularly the case with nuclear forces but is increasingly so with conventional forces as well. Many factors contribute to space-related security concerns faced by states and directly correlate to their likely drive for space weaponry. Each state will perform its own threatrisk calculus and respond accordingly. There are some elements of the threat-risk calculus that must be kept in mind. For example, more advanced spacefaring states have the most at risk in space and therefore have greater incentives to field defensive weaponry. Less advanced states may build offensive weapons as an asymmetric means of countering the power of a space-reliant potential adversary. The proliferation of space weapons will drive the need for greater space defenses. The lack of sufficient space situational awareness for threat and damage assessment and attribution increases the sense of risk by all. Finally, every state, whether it is directly spacefaring or not, is a user of space services, and therefore all states are space actors and must consider their space threat-risk calculus. Acquiring weapons is not a sufficient precursor to war, as the peaceful conclusion of the Cold War illustrates. In fact, the possession of hard power capabilities managed in a responsible and constrained manner enables the war preventive strategies of assurance, dissuasion, and deterrence, as were used to avert hostilities during the Cold War and beyond. There is an important point that must be made here. States can only practice assurance, dissuasion, and deterrence if they openly possess a credible force of space weapons.10 There is no war prevention benefit gained by keeping space weapons a secret, other than avoiding a space arms race. A potential adversary must clearly perceive a credible space weapons capability for these strategies to work. There are no agreed definitions for these terms, so care will be given to explain exactly what is meant. Assurances. The concept of assurances is borrowed directly from nuclear-related literature. It involves stronger and weaker states making guarantees (assurances) for the purpose of preventing proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and war. There are negative and positive security assurances. These concepts can be related to space weapons and warfare. Negative assurances would be guarantees by space weapons states not to use or threaten the use of such weapons against states that have formally renounced space weapons. Positive assurances would be the agreement between a space weapons state and a non–space weapons state that the latter would receive assistance if it is attacked or threatened by a state that uses space weapons against them. Presently, there are no known assurances between space weapons states and non–space weapons states in the international community beyond those in the Outer Space Treaty. This is a wide open area waiting for diplomatic engagement. Presumably, the threat posed by space weapons has not yet raised the level of security concerns among the international community to stimulate assurance-making among states. As we have seen in the nuclear community, some states will give public assurances not to proliferate, only to work to acquire weapons covertly. There is always the risk of being hoodwinked, which highlights the need for greater transparency and other soft power– related means of securing the aims of policy. In addition, no state has yet come forward and declared itself a "space weapons state," even though we see evidence of testing and actual employment of such weapons with increasing frequency. The utility of space weapons–related assurances are questionable until it is clear who has space weapons and who does not. Dissuasion. Dissuasion, like soft power, rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others so they behave in a certain desired manner.12 But unlike soft power, where others choose a course of action you would like them to pursue simply because they find it attractive, dissuasion is really about persuading them not to do something that you would not like them to do. Dissuasion is a negotiation of sorts, where one party "talks" the other out of doing something by demonstrating to them that the costs outweigh the benefits, because the competition is so far ahead that it becomes either impossible or simply impractical to catch up. Dissuasion is a method attempted by powerful, long-established nuclear states to persuade nonnuclear states from proliferating. They approach states before they proliferate and directly or tacitly attempt to dissuade them from proceeding with their program by convincing them that the cost of competing with the powerful established proliferator in the nuclear arena is just too great. The hope is for the state to decide on its own that joining in the nuclear competition is not in its interest. As applied to spacepower, a state that demonstrates a robust defensive and offensive capability may tacitly dissuade others from attempting to compete against that state in space.13 Conversely, if a state's overall power, especially military power, appears directly tied to its space-based assets—a center of gravity—but it has no visible means for defending them or denying other states from exploiting space for military gain, it almost baits potential adversaries into fielding space weaponry. The evidence shows mixed results with dissuasion with regard to nuclear proliferation. Since the mid-1990s, India, Pakistan, and North Korea have acquired nuclear devices, and Iran may be well on its way. Libya may be a success story. Its leadership seems to have made a cost-benefit analysis that resulted in the shutdown of its nuclear program. Other states may have been dissuaded, but the evidence is not clear. There is an important note to add regarding spacepower. A state that has overwhelming spacepower may successfully dissuade another actor from competing militarily in the space arena, but that actor might choose to pursue asymmetric and potentially more violent means of achieving its aims as a result. Deterrence. When soft power, assurances, and dissuasion fail, spacepower plays a central role in deterrent strategies that may prevent wars. Deterrence is the prevention of war based on coercion by threat of damage.14 It must be a credible threat of inflicting unacceptable damage on an opponent. This was the case during the Cold War standoff between the United States and Soviet Union. During the arms race of the Cold War, U.S. and Soviet space systems became thoroughly integrated into their states' nuclear attack warning, command and control, assessment, targeting, planning, and most every aspect of finding, targeting, and potentially destroying each other. The end of the Cold War and the commensurate reduction of security concerns that followed allowed the focus of space systems to evolve rapidly away from purely support to nuclear forces toward support to all warfighting activities, conventional, covert, and otherwise. It remains clear, however, that spacepower assets, as deeply integrated as they are in all aspects of military operations among advanced spacefaring states, will continue to be the interconnecting glue making terrestrial deterrence more effective.

Heg is key to global stability and to access every major impact 

Thayer, Professor of Strategic Studies, 6 - Associate Professor of Defense and Strategic Study @ Missouri State University, Former Research Fellow @ International Security Program @ Harvard Belfer Center of Science and International Affairs  (Bradley, “In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest, November/December)

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1  Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing.  Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly 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 coun​try, or any country, had so many allies.  U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence 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 cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the 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 effec​tiveness 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 coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. 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 ac​tions 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, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion 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 intrin​sically 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. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order ‑ free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑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 fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai 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 Washing​ton 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 rela​tionships 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 de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy 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 inter​ests. 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. lead​ership. 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 Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics 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 sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps 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 Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened 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. Wash​ington 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, Ku​wait, 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 glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, 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 ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes 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 globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican 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. 

Even if hegemonic decline is inevitable, the plan will set up a smooth transition and prevent great power war

Dolman 6 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” March 10th, Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=408, EMM)

Dolman: Well, I think that some assumptions that you made are extremely problematic. You know, the Soviet Union launched twenty ASATs into space and those were the worst of debris smashing into other satellites. Did that cause a debris problem? No, because it is a planned orbital mechanics issue that the kinetic force of that engagement goes into the atmosphere and debris is burned up on reentry. There are thus ways to use weapons in space that don’t really cause a debris problem, and there are ways to use them that ac-tually clean up space in orbit. But also I agree with you. No hegemon, no empire, no state or business lasts forever. Does that mean that we should accelerate our own decline? No. It is important to do things to extend it. The United States inevitably will lose its power relative to the rest of the world, so it needs to set up the conditions that are seen as beneficial around the world in such a way that whoever replaces the United States is going to be in the same sort of liberal mode that the United States had been, the same type of benevolent hegemon or follow-on power. What it cannot do is set up a situation where the next power is likely to be antithetical to those ideas. What I am talking about is extending the period of American hegemony into the foreseeable future, not creating a permanent empire in that sense, but continuing to have a situation where there is a power to create and enforce some sort of order.

We solve your heg turns - interventionism is inevitable however the plan would result in a more benign form that solves backlash to primacy

Dolman 10 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment,” September,  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1532576, EMM)

There is little reason to believe the United States will forego the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. Whether that capacity comes from space as well as the other military domains is undetermined. But, the operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable, and deadly. At the same time, the United States would forgo some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because the necessary budget tradeoffs would diminish its capacity to do so. A space-heavy American military would structurally limit potential American imperial ambitions while simultaneously extending its global leadership role. The need to limit collateral damage, the requirement for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and the tremendous cost of space weapons will ensure they are used for high-value, time-sensitive targets. An opposing state’s calculation of survival no longer would depend on interpreting whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor; whether it will invade and occupy its territory. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space-dominant American military will subside. The United States will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire. 

China Advantage

China’s weaponizing space and will gain supremacy over the US

Adams 10 (Jonathan, China Specialist at CSM, “China is on path to 'militarization of space',” October 28, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space, EMM)

China looks set to pull ahead in the Asian space race to the moon, putting a spacecraft into lunar orbit Oct. 6 in a preparatory mission for an unmanned moon landing in two or three years.  Chinese engineers will maneuver the craft into an extremely low orbit, 9.5 miles above the moon's surface, so it can take high-resolution photos of a possible landing site.  Basically, China is looking for a good "parking space" for a moon lander, in a less-known area of the moon known as the Bay of Rainbows.  The mission, called Chang'e 2 after a heroine from Chinese folklore who goes to the moon with a rabbit, highlights China's rapidly growing technological prowess, as well as its keen desire for prestige on the world stage. If successful, it will put China a nose ahead of its Asian rivals with similar lunar ambitions – India and Japan – and signal a challenge to the American post-cold-war domination in space.  The Asian space race  Compared with the American and Soviet mad dashes into space in the late 1950s and '60s, Asia is taking its time – running a marathon, not a sprint. "All of these countries witnessed the cold war, and what led to the destruction of the USSR," says Ajey Lele, an expert on Asian space programs at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in New Delhi, referring to the military and space spending that helped hasten the decline of the Soviet regime. "They understand the value of money and investment, and they are going as per the pace which they can go." But he acknowledged China's edge over India. "They started earlier, and they're ahead of us at this time," he says.  India put the Chandrayaan 1 spacecraft into lunar orbit in 2008, a mission with a NASA payload that helped confirm the presence of water on the moon. It plans a moon landing in a few years' time, and a manned mission as early as 2020 – roughly the same timetable as China.  Japan is also mulling a moonshot, and has branched out into other space exploration, such as the recent Hayabusa mission to an asteroid. Its last lunar orbiter shared the moon with China's first in 2007.  Both Japan's and India's recent missions have been plagued by glitches and technical problems, however, while China's have gone relatively smoothly.  Mr. Lele said the most significant aspect of the Chang'e 2 mission was the attempt at a 9.5-mile-high orbit, a difficult feat. India's own lunar orbiter descended to about 60 miles in 2008, he said, but was forced to return to a more stable, 125-mile-high orbit.  A low orbit will allow for better scouting of future landing sites, said Lele. "They [the Chinese] will require huge amounts of data on landing grounds," said Lele. "A moon landing hasn't been attempted since the cold war."  During the famed 1969 Apollo 11 manned mission to the moon, astronaut Neil Armstrong had to take control of the lander in the last moments of descent to avoid large moon boulders strewn around the landing site. China hopes to avoid any such last-minute surprises with better reconnaissance photos, which would allow them to see moon features such as rocks as small as one-meter across, according to Chinese media.  Is China's space exploration a military strategy?  Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2.  The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States.  The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan.  "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' "  More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon.  With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space." 

Newest evidence confirms this

AFP 11 (“China's hostile space capabilities worry US: official,” Feb 4, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Chinas_hostile_space_capabilities_worry_US_official_999.html, EMM)

China is developing "counterspace" weapons that could shoot down satellites or jam signals, a Pentagon official said Friday as the United States unveiled a 10-year strategy for security in space. "The investment China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern to us," deputy secretary of defense for space policy Gregory Schulte told reporters as the defense and intelligence communities released their 10-year National Security Space Strategy (NSSS). The NSSS marks a huge shift from past practice, outlining a 10-year path for the United States to take in space to ensure it becomes "more resilient" and can defend its assets in a dramatically more crowded, competitive and challenging environment, Schulte said. A key reason for developing the new strategy was "concern about the number of counterspace capabilities that are being developed," said Schulte. "China is at the forefront of the development of those capabilities," he said. China in 2007 shot down one of its own weather satellites using a medium-range ground missile, sparking international concern not only about how China "weaponizing" space, but also about the debris from the satellite that is still floating around in space. Beijing is also working on ways to jam satellite signals and is developing directed energy weapons, which emit energy towards a target without firing a projectile, Schulte said. US concerns over China's space activities have led Defense Secretary Robert Gates to seek to include space in the stability dialogue with the Chinese, Schulte said. 
Risk of a space pearl harbor is high - China will attack while we’re perceived as weak
Choong 9- Senior Writer @ The Strait Times, articles appear in The International Institute of Strategic Studies, [William, The Strait Times, “Reading too much into the stars?,” May 12, 2009, LexisNexis, DavidK]

LAST month, China lofted a navigational satellite into the heavens. The Compass satellite will be part of the Beidou Navigation System of up to 30 'birds' that China will put into orbit by 2015. The launch highlights the massive strides that China has made since the early 1990s, when it witnessed how United States-led forces leveraged on space- based C4ISR (command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance) capabilities during the first Gulf War. But it was only in recent years that China's space-based programme has really taken off. China's first manned space flight in 2003 carried just one astronaut; the second in 2005 bore two. Last year, it staged its first space walk. The most worrying aspect of China's space programme, however, is the anti-satellite (Asat) exercise it conducted in 2007, when it destroyed a defunct weather satellite with a missile. Analysts noted that China used the 'hit to kill' method - a technology that involves 'stopping a bullet with a bullet'. This meant that China's Asat capability had surpassed that of the former Soviet Union. Since then, there has been much talk - most of it American - of how China could raise the costs of American intervention in a conflict, say, over the Taiwan Strait. Earlier this year, for example, the Pentagon wrote in its annual report on the Chinese military that Beijing was developing capabilities to attack space assets of potential adversaries in a bid to 'blind and deafen the enemy'. According to Richard Fisher, the author of China's Military Modernization: Building For Regional And Global Reach, China has more than 1,500 ballistic and cruise missiles aimed at Taiwan. The newer missiles are more precise than the older ones, thanks to navigation satellite ('navsat') guidance. Dr Ashley Tellis, a China expert, goes further. China's pursuit of counter- space capabilities is part of a 'considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capability of the US'. China's space programme is an asymmetric strategy aimed at America's 'soft ribs' in space. In other words, China could carry out a 'space Pearl Harbour'. Many of these 'China threat' arguments can be supported empirically. Mao Zedong used asymmetrical warfare to overwhelm stronger opponents. And China's much-vaunted strategy of 'active defence', argue some, is actually an insidious strategy of using offence in the name of defence. Think of China's wars with India and the former Soviet Union in 1962 and 1969 respectively.

US-China space war is inevitable - official statements prove - don’t list to their authors’ idealist assumptions

Navrozov 9 (Lev, Writer @ the Center for the Survival of Western Democracies, Citing Chi Haotian, Former Minister of National Defense of China, and chinse Senior office Yao, “ Weaponizing space inevitable, says a reasonable-sounding Chinese communist lady,” Aug 27, http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2009/lev0684_08_21.asp, EMM)

In short, space war is possible, since the owners of China believe that this is the best war to annihilate the United States and thus become the owners of the world, as was predicted several years ago by Chi Haotian, who is now 80 years old, but who was the Minister of National Defense of China up to 2003. America has to defend itself against China’s space war, since the outer space spreads above every country, including the United States. The division of the outer space into areas will not prevent a country such as China from violating the borders of these areas.
A lot of legal and government paper has been used in the past decades to conclude outer space agreements.

In the democratic countries, it has often been assumed (even with respect to Hitler’s invasions) that wars originate from misunderstanding, and present or potential totalitarian aggressors can be persuaded to keep peace. Hence many savants in the democratic West wouldn’t hear what General Chi Haotian of China said about the need for China to be the first to annihilate the U.S.A. and for China to rule the world for the next century.

The Chinese newspaper The China Post, published in English and sold, for example, in Australia, carried an article entitled “Chinese Officer Predicts Weapons in Space” ( seeYahoo!). The senior officer named Yao, “who directs the Asia-Pacific Office at the Academy of Military Science in Beijing,” proves to be a woman. Of course! Let the English-speaking in Australia and elsewhere know about the scrupulous equality between men and women in the new China. Says Yao: “My wish is we really want to keep space as a peaceful place for human beings.” Of course! Let the English-speaking all over the world see what an advanced woman she is, thinking above all about “human beings.”

Shouldn’t she appeal to the like-minded people and complain to the government? Oh, no! “The government and the party” cannot be wrong, and to complain in this case would be treasonable.

Said Yao: “But personally, I am pessimistic about it [the consensus]. My prediction: Outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime.”

So it looks like a predicted fate. There has been no one in China to speak publicly for the weaponization of the outer space. But this is what will happen “in our lifetime.”

For the owners of China, the advantage of the space war is that it is new to all countries. The “advanced countries” had many years to develop tanks and aviation for WWI, then two decades to develop them between WWI and WWII, and six decades to continue to develop them between 1945 and today. As for the space war, China and the United States “began from the beginning.” The owners of China fight for their world domination as per Chi Haotian, and the U.S.A. is against it. But in the 21st century, China and the United States began even some space war excanges. The space war is on. Who will win it? What is clear is that U.S. President Obama has been siding with the U.S. enemy when he proclaimed that “the U.S.-China relations” will “shape the 21st century,” and the U.S. and China “are poised to make steady progress in some of the most important issues of our time 

Deterrence is impossible - the only way to protect US assets from space pearl harbor is to weaponization
Dolman 3 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Space Weapons: Are They Needed?,” From Chapter 2: Space Power and US Hegemony: Maintaining a Liberal World Order in the 21st Century, October, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf, EMM)

The United States’ reliance on military space support is greater than that for any other nation. Should it be denied access to space, the United States would be unable to conduct coordinated, large-scale offensive military operations abroad, and the security and economic well-being of the United States and its allies would be directly threatened.12 And the United States is vulnerable to a wide array of anti-space hostilities. These include anti-satellite attack, physical destruction of space support centers, electromagnetic attack (jamming) and information attack (hacking). So potentially vulnerable are its space systems that the authors of the Space Commission Report suggest a ‘Pearl Harbor’ in space scenario is possible in the near future.13 This vulnerability has prompted several analysts to decry any attempt at weaponizing space.14 Doing so would signal weakness to potential enemies, and would encourage them to build anti-space capabilities.15 Restraint, they assert, would signal that no need to build such capabilities exists. Such arguments are stunningly feeble. They suggest that the best protection is no protection; the more damage that can be done by the loss of an asset, the more imperative it is not to protect it. This head-in-the-sand derivative of Cold War MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) logic is misplaced in the Space Age. Indeed, an active attempt to physically defend space assets will be a signal to others of their value to the United States. It also ratchets up the difficulty for a state attempting to deny that capability. Today, a single nuclear detonation in low-Earth orbit could cause massive long-term damage to spacecraft (to name only one of the more ubiquitous possible threats), and dozens of countries have the missile capacity to place such a device into orbit. The Cold War assumption that the anti-weaponization advocates make is that putting a device into orbit that could shoot down an attempt to place a nuclear warhead there would force potential adversaries to take precisely that action before the defensive device became operational. This is similar to the anti-Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI or ‘Star Wars’) logic that said development of an anti-missile shield would force the Soviet Union to attack the United States (with nuclear weapons) before it could be deployed. Of course, to do so would have been suicide. The American MAD policy guaranteed it. The balance of terror created by mutually defenseless nuclear powers was thought to deter the possibility of nuclear war. Thus a launch against the United States would have been by definition an irrational act. And there’s the rub. One cannot deter an irrational act. One can only defend against it. Because of their value and importance, an attack on United States space assets will likely receive some retaliation whether there are weapons in space or not, and hence the deterrent – what there is – is already in place. But is it enough of a deterrent? We simply have no way of knowing for sure if deterrence works, or if it has ever worked. We can only know when it fails. If deterrence, no matter how credible or overawing it may seem, fails, then the deterrer must suffer the consequences or be prepared to defend against the transgression. This is precisely the point. It may be that no state would ever attempt to attack the United States’ spacebased capabilities – but if some state (or nonstate group) does attack, it is presently unobstructed.

Offensive deterrence is the only way to ensure safety of US assets
Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 3-4, DavidK]

Space stability issues differ from the Kent-Thaler conception of first-strike stability in that nuclear forces are not directly involved, so the risk of prompt catastrophic damage in the event of a deterrence fail​ure is not nearly as great. However, several other strong parallels exist between first-strike stability in space and in the nuclear realm. First, space support substantially enhances operational warfighting capabili​ties in the terrestrial domain that are threatening to potential enemies. At the same time, satellites are difficult to defend against adversaries with capabilities to attack them. As a result, space, like the nuclear realm, is an offense-dominant environment with substantial incentives for striking first should war appear probable. Second, deterrence fail​ures in space, though not as immediately catastrophic as nuclear deter​rence failures, could, nonetheless, be very costly given the resources invested in orbital infrastructure and the many security and economic functions that benefit from space support. And, like nuclear deterrence failures, the costs of warfare in space would likely be shared by third parties due to global economic interdependence and multinational ownership of many space systems—all the more so if kinetic attacks on satellites litter important orbits with debris. Finally, there is a parallel between nuclear and space deterrence in that significant thresholds are perceived in both realms, the crossing of which could lead to reprisals, follow-on attacks, and rapid escalation/1 While strategic thinkers largely agree that U.S. space systems present tempting targets for future adversaries, there is wide debate on what to do about this threat. Some argue that, due to the difficulty of defending orbital assets from capable attackers, the United States should simply attempt to discourage hostile actors from attacking sat​ellites by continuing to promote the international norm that space should be preserved as a sanctuary from war.5 At the other end of the spectrum are those who [others] argue that the United States should arm itself for offensive and defensive counterspace operations and, in the event of war, protect its space assets by forcefully dominating the medium in a fashion similar to the way it has in other domains.6 Positions that fall between these extremes include arguments for more passive and active defenses, dispersal of space capabilities, and developing alterna​tive means of support, thereby reducing U.S. dependence on space. Unfortunately, many of these arguments miss an important point: Given that the United States benefits so much from uninterrupted access to space support, a fundamental U.S. national security interest in space—perhaps the most important one—is stability. Granted, devel​oping the ability to defend U.S. space assets is an important objective, and should the United States find itself at war with an adversary whose warfighting capabilities are substantially enhanced by space systems, U.S. military leaders would likely want the ability to deny those adver​saries access to space support. 

The impact is US-Sino nuclear war

Forden, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, 8 (Geoffrey, PhD and Research Associate at MIT, “How China Loses the Coming Space War (Pt. 2),” 1/10, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-ch-1/, EMM)

The United States has five satellites in geostationary orbit that detect missile launches using the heat released from their exhaust plumes.  These satellites are primarily used to alert US nuclear forces to massive nuclear attacks on the homeland.  However, in recent years, they have played an increasing role in conventional conflicts, such as both Gulf Wars, by cueing tactical missile defenses like the Patriot missile defense systems that gained fame in their engagements with Saddam’s SCUD missiles.  Because of this new use, China might find it useful to attack them with ASATs.  Since there are only five of them, China could destroy the entire constellation but at the cost of diverting some of the few available deep-space ASATs from other targets.  Of course, China would not have to attack all five but could limit its attack to the three that simultaneously view the Taiwan Straits area.  If China did decide to destroy these early warning satellites, it would greatly reduce the area covered by US missile defenses in Taiwan against SCUD and longer range missiles.  This is because the area covered by a theater missile defense system is highly dependent on the warning time it has; the greater the warning time, the more effective the missile defense system’s radar is.  Thus a Patriot battery, which might ordinarily cover the capital of Taiwan, could be reduced to just defending the military base it was stationed at.  Some analysts believe that China would gain a tremendous propaganda coup by having a single missile make it through US defenses and thus might consider this use of its deep-space ASATs highly worthwhile even if it could not increase the probability of destroying military targets.  On the other hand, China would run a tremendous risk of the US believing it was under a more general nuclear attack if China did destroy these early warning satellites.  Throughout the history of the Cold War, the US has had a policy of only launching a “retaliatory” nuclear strike if an incoming attack is detected by both early warning satellites and radars.  Without the space leg of the early warning system, the odds of the US misinterpreting some missile launch that it detected with radar as a nuclear attack would be greatly increased even if the US did not view the satellite destruction as a sufficiently threatening attack all by themselves.  Such a misinterpretation is not without precedent.  In 1995, Russia’s early warning radars viewed a NASA sounding rocket launch off the coast of Norway and flagged it as a possible Trident missile launch.  Many analysts believe that Russia was able to not respond only because it had a constellation of functioning early warning satellites.  Any Chinese attacks on US early warning satellites would risk both intentional and mistaken escalation of the conflict into a nuclear war without a clear military goal. 

Extinction

Cheong, Senior Writer @ the Strait Times, 2k (Ching, Senior Writer at the Strait Times, “No one gains in a war over Taiwan,” June 25th, Lexis)

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 civilization.

Just perceived vulnerability to a Space Pearl Harbor will cause the US to preemptively strike China - causes escalation

Tellis, Senior Associate @ Carnegie, 7 (Ashley, Senior Associate @ Carnegie, Survival, Autumn, “China’s Military Space Strategy”, ingenta)

Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a ‘space Pearl Harbor’94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signalled that conventionally armed Trident submarine- launched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.96 

History proves that realists are right about the inevitability of a space race with China—both sides want the military and economic benefits.

Dolman 10 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment,” September,  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1532576, EMM)

The coming war with China will be fought for control of outer space. The stakes are high. The side that prevails will have a clear path to domination of the international system. Although its effects will be far-reaching, the conflict itself will not be visible to those looking up into the night sky. It will not be televised. Most will not even be aware that it is occurring. It may already have begun. And yet, this new kind of remotely-controlled proxy war will not be so different that it is unrecognizable. The principles of war and the logic of competition remain as they always have. Only the context has changed. When perceived through this mind-set, via the tenets of traditional realist and geopolitical theories that have survived millennia in their basic forms, the unavoidable conclusion is that the United States and the People’s Republic of China are on a collision course for war. Such determinist theory is quickly countered by those who find its implications abhorrent. Inevitability is a crass and unsubtle divination. Because a thing has always happened does not mean that it always will. Nor does the reverse hold—because a thing has never happened does not mean that it cannot be so. The realist paradigm of power politics does not have to hold sway. The cruelly consistent narrative of history need not be eternally retold. Nothing is inevitable, counter the idealists. The world can be made different, the world today is different. The power of possibility is tantalizing, but the brusque strength of probability, for a decision maker, usually holds sway. The past foreshadows the future—and it is the calculation of probability over time combined with risk that is more persuasive than platitudes. If an event is likely, its outcome perceptible, and its influence measurable, the prudent state must make preparations to mitigate its effects. If an event is unlikely, even if its impact is serious, actions necessary to mitigate it are often deferred to the future—though this form of political gambling tends to magnify the deleterious effects of the event when it eventually comes to pass. If the state’s sovereignty is at risk, however, no matter how unlikely the event, it must be dealt with directly. On the surface, it may seem as though geopolitical forces are currently in dynamic balance. The US is the overwhelming sea and air power, offensively oriented and favoring maneuver and precision strike for advantage in war. The PRC is potentially the greatest land power the world has ever known, defensively established and reliant on masses of infantry as its core strength. Neither has a globally significant advantage vis-à-vis the other. There is no plausible near-term scenario in which the US could invade and sustain an occupation of the Chinese mainland. Likewise, the US is currently impervious to any invasion and occupation by Chinese forces. Neither state’s sovereignty appears in doubt due to actions by the other. At the level of grand strategy neither mass or maneuver, offense or defense, has a transformational advantage. From this perspective, war, inevitable though it may be, is not imminent. Less venerable theories of conflict and cooperation are more favorable toward long-term peace. Economically, the US and PRC are tightly bound. Chinese markets are opening and the productivity of PRC manufacturing has allowed the US to move into a post-industrial economy. Trade is increasing substantially, and much of America’s foreign debt is held by China, to the point that it is not to either state’s fiscal advantage to engage in a conflict that will sever or (even just weaken) these ties. Culturally and historically, the Chinese and American people are inclined toward mutual admiration and respect. Despite the political differences between Chinese Communism and Western Liberal Democratic Capitalism, human connections and government rapprochement are valued by both sides. An appreciation of American technological innovation and Chinese work and spiritual ethics imbues the still-developing relationship. Both sides seem willing to work together and sustain a world system in which each nation-state has its place and its independence. In every sphere but one, it seems, the two great powers are building toward peace. In every sphere of competition, with one exception, there is room for negotiation and mutually beneficial outcomes. That one incompatible, uncompromising realm is outer space. A Twenty-First Century Great Wall in Space: No state relies on space power and space support more than the US. Since at least the mid-1980s, its armed forces have undergone a radical transformation. Space intelligence and observations, high bandwidth communications, and navigation support have created the most deadly combat force in history. America can engage targets anywhere in the world, in all weather, day or night, with extraordinary precision and lethality, and with a minimum of collateral damage. The progress of this transformation has been stymied with the continuing emphasis on ground forces occupation duties in Iraq and Afghanistan, but the American military is operating more effectively and efficiently today with the smallest percentage of its population actively engaged in military service since the post-WWII demobilization. Just over two years ago—and perhaps again earlier this year as part of a ballistic missile defense system test—China successfully engaged one of its own derelict satellites in space. This was an extraordinarily provocative action. The United States simply has no defense against such a capability, and China’s anti-satellite (ASAT) test was intended to remind the world of this weakness. Moreover, its use of an MRBM (which the PRC produces in mass) to propel the kill vehicle indicates a potential ASAT weapons capability sufficient to target the entire US low-earth orbit inventory. The US responded in kind, engaging and destroying one of its own de-orbiting satellites with a modified surface-to-air missile interceptor launched from an Aegis cruiser. While this response demonstrated an enhanced American capability to engage low-earth orbiting (LEO) satellites from a mobile platform, the message sent was straight-forward. There is no current defense against a satellite attack, and the only option available to US or PRC strategists is retaliation. If deterrence fails, LEO will become a global no-fly zone. Both sides will engage and destroy any and all satellites within range, cheaply and effectively. 

Nuclear Strikes Advantage

Space weaponization is critical to conflict stabilization in India/Pakistan, Iran, Taiwan, and Korea
Miller 2002 – writer for the free republic and national review online (John J., the free republic, “Our 'Next Manifest Destiny': America should move to control space -- now, and decisively.” http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/714383/posts) CMR 


That may sound like 21st-century imperialism, which, in essence, it would be. But is that so bad? Imagine that the United States currently maintained a battery of space-based lasers. India and Pakistan could inch toward nuclear war over Kashmir, only to be told that any attempt by either side to launch a missile would result in a boost-phase blast from outer space. Without taking sides, the United States would immediately defuse a tense situation and keep the skies above Bombay and Karachi free of mushroom clouds. Moreover, Israel would receive protection from Iran and Iraq, Taiwan from China, and Japan and South Korea from the mad dictator north of the DMZ. The United States would be covered as well, able not merely to deter aggression, but also to defend against it.

National security always has been an expensive proposition, and there is no getting around the enormous costs posed by a robust system of space-based weaponry. It would take a supreme act of national will to make it a reality. We've done it before: Winning the Cold War required laying out trillions of dollars, much of it on machines, missiles, and warheads that never saw live combat. Seizing control of space also would cost trillions, but it would lead to a world made immeasurably safer for America and what it values.

We’ll isolate several impacts
First is Korea

North Korea’s nuclear missiles are a threat - past provocations prove

Pomfret 11 (John, Washington Post Writer Citing Robert Gates, “ Defense secretary Gates says North Korean ballistic missiles pose 'direct threat' to U.S.,” Jan 11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/11/AR2011011103260.html, EMM) 

BEIJING --U.S. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates warned North Korea Tuesday that its nuclear and intercontinental ballistic missile programs are "becoming a direct threat to the United States." 

Gates, who is in China on the second leg of a four-country Asia tour, predicted that North Korea's reclusive government would succeed in developing an intercontinental ballistic missile within five years. 

But, in a first for a U.S. senior official, Gates also gave North Korea some concrete suggestions about what the United States wants it to do in order to restart stalled talks over its nuclear weapons program: declare a moratorium on both missile and nuclear tests.

His blunt comments came after a meeting with Chinese president Hu Jintao, an ally of North Korean leader Kim Jong Il. Earlier Tuesday, China's military staged a test of its new stealth aircraft--an aggressive move that could be interpreted as a snub of both the United States and of China's civilian leadership.

Stopping North Korea's nuclear program has long been a top goal for the United States, and one that has proved elusive.

North Korea has threatened to test intercontinental ballistic missiles, and has already conducted underground nuclear tests that prove it has manufactured at least rudimentary nuclear weapons.

"With the North Koreans' continuing development of nuclear weapons and their development of intercontinental ballistic missiles, North Korea is becoming a direct threat to the United States, and we have to take that into account," Gates said.

The defense secretary also said the United States is renewing its efforts to find a way to curtail North Korea's erratic and provocative behavior.

"We consider this a situation of real concern and we think there is some urgency to proceeding down the track of negotiations and engagement," he said.

Tensions have skyrocketed on the Korean peninsula since March, when North Korea sank a South Korean warship killing 46 sailors and then in November shelled a South Korean island, killing two civilians and two soldiers. 

North Korea nuclear use destroys the global environment and economy - risks extinction

Hayes & Hamel-Green, 10 – *Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, AND ** Executive Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development act Victoria University (1/5/10, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view:  That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.  

Second is Terrorism

Risk of terror is high now - budget cuts lowered our defenses

Roth 11 (Zachary, Writer @ Yahoo! News, “ Budget cuts could increase risk of nuke terror attack,” Feb 25, http://news.yahoo.com/s/yblog_thelookout/20110225/ts_yblog_thelookout/experts-warn-that-budget-cuts-could-increase-risk-of-nuke-terror-attack, EMM)

But less than a year later, proposed budget cuts could badly hamper America's ability to counter that threat. Nuclear-security experts are expressing alarm about the potential impact of steep cuts to the country's nuclear nonproliferation program--as well as intense frustration at what they see as the White House's failure so far to push back against the cuts. Critics say rolling back nonproliferation funding could undermine a cornerstone of Obama's foreign-policy agenda. The budget passed last week by the House of Representatives cut total funding (pdf) for nuclear security programs by more than $600 million. Before any cuts are enacted, of course, the Senate and the Obama administration will weigh in. But specialists in nuclear security are blunt about how the House cuts would weaken this critical initiative. "These cuts make it easier and more likely that a terrorist is going to acquire a nuclear weapon, and attack the United States," Jim Walsh, a nuclear proliferation expert at MIT's Security Studies Program, told The Lookout. The human and economic cost of such an attack, Walsh added, would be "off the charts." Experts say that if terrorists detonated a nuclear device in a high-density area like Times Square, the attack could ultimately kill hundreds of thousands of people and do tens of billions of dollars worth of damage. Perhaps Obama's central policy achievement as a senator came when he teamed up with Sen. Dick Lugar, an Indiana Republican, to pass a bill that secured $48 million in funding for nonproliferation efforts. And as president, Obama used an April 2009 speech in Prague to lay out his vision for a nuclear-free world, boldly declaring that he aimed to secure all loose nuclear material around the world in four years. Obama is far from alone in stressing the urgency of the issue. During a 2004 presidential debate, both candidates were asked what they viewed as the greatest threat to national security. "Nuclear terrorism," answered Sen. John Kerry. Said President Bush: "I agree with my opponent that the biggest threat facing the country is weapons of mass destruction in the hands of a terrorist network." But the House budget would cut $97 million from programs to remove highly enriched uranium--which terrorists could use to build a nuclear device--from unsecured sites around the world. That would make Obama's four-year goal all but impossible, according to Walsh. "If we make these cuts, there's no way we're going to meet that goal," he said. Alexandra Toma, a co-chair of the Fissile Materials Working Group, a coalition of nonproliferation organizations, said that one of those programs, run by the National Nuclear Security Administration, has secured enough nuclear material to make more than 120 weapons. "Cutting this program would mean we secure less material," Toma told The Lookout. And Kenneth Luongo, president of the Partnership for Global Security, noted that Ukraine and Belarus--two former Soviet republics that are hotspots for unsecured nukes--recently agreed to voluntarily give up their bomb-grade uranium. But amazingly, because of funding constraints imposed by Congress--some of which pre-date last week's House budget--the United States can't yet take them up on the offer. "So, nuclear material that countries are willing to give up is going to sit in those countries," Luongo told The Lookout, "because Congress is essentially playing politics with national security." Beyond the issue of securing loose nukes, the proposed cuts also would hamper America's ability to stop a weapon from getting into the country--and to mitigate the damage in the event that terrorists carry out a successful attack. A program that conducts international inspections of shipping containers--the most likely way that terrorists could smuggle a bomb into the country--would lose $61 million. A separate program that detects efforts to import nuclear material into the United States would be stripped of $31 million. And a program to fund weapons-of-mass-destruction training for first responders would be cut by 51 percent, meaning that 46,000 first responders wouldn't be trained. In short, experts say, the proposed cuts would jeopardize all three lines of defense--stopping nukes from getting into the wrong hands; detecting them before they get into the country; and limiting the cost of an attack.

Space weapons are key to prevent nuclear and bioterrorism because they allow precise and immediate retaliation 

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry, PhD and Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

Terrorism in the form of limited, low-technology attacks is the most likely direct threat against America and its allies today, and space support is enabling the most sophisticated response ever seen. All-source intelligence has foiled dozens of attacks by al Qaeda and its associates. But what of the most dangerous threats today? Weapons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear but also chemical and biological ones, could be delivered in a variety of means vulnerable to interception if knowledge of their location is achieved in time for counteroperations to be effective. In situations where there is no defense available, or the need for one has not been anticipated, then time is the most precious commodity. A limited strike capability from space would allow for the engagement of the highest threat and the most fleeting targets wherever they presented themselves on the globe, regardless of the intention of the perpetrator. The case of a ballistic missile carrying nuclear warheads is exemplary. Two decades ago, the most dangerous threat facing America (and the world) was a massive exchange of nuclear warheads that could destroy all life on the planet. Since a perfect defense was not achievable, negotiators agreed to no defense at all, on the assumption that reasonable leaders would restrain themselves from global catastrophe. Today, a massive exchange is less likely than at any period of the Cold War, in part because of significant reductions in the primary nations' nuclear arsenals. The most likely and most dangerous threat comes from a single or limited missile launch, and from sources that are unlikely to be either rational or predictable. The first is an accidental launch, a threat we avoided making protections against due to the potentially destabilizing effect on the precarious Cold War balance. That an accidental launch, by definition undeterrable, would today hit its target is almost incomprehensible. More likely than an accidental launch is the intentional launch of one or a few missiles, either by a nonstate actor (a terrorist or "rogue boat captain" as the scenario was described in the early 1980s) or a rogue state attempting to maximize damage as a prelude to broader conflict. This is especially likely in the underdeveloped theories pertaining to deterring third-party states. The United States can do nothing today to prevent India from launching a nuclear attack against Pakistan (or vice versa) except threaten retaliation. If Iran should launch a nuclear missile at Israel, or in a preemptory strike Israel should attempt the reverse, America and the world could only sit back and watch, hoping that a potentially world-destroying conflict did not spin out of control. 

Nuclear terror means extinction

Morgan 9 (Dennis, Professor @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (South Korea, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race,” Futures, November, Science Direct)
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 other words, 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 self determination, 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 that many, 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. 

Bioweapons cause extinction

Ochs 2 former president of the Aberdeen Proving Ground Superfund Citizens Coalition, member of the Depleted Uranium Task force of the Military Toxics Project, member of the Chemical Weapons Working Group [Richard Ochs, , June 9, 2002, “Biological Weapons Must Be Abolished Immediately,” http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html]

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a “nuclear winter,” resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE. Ironically, the Bush administration has just changed the U.S. nuclear doctrine to allow nuclear retaliation against threats upon allies by conventional weapons. The past doctrine allowed such use only as a last resort when our nation’s survival was at stake. Will the new policy also allow easier use of US bioweapons? How slippery is this slope?

Third is Indo/Pak War

Only space based weapons can destabilize India/Pakistan conflict - the risk is high
Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
Today, a massive exchange is less likely than at any period of the Cold War, in part because of significant reductions in the primary nations' nuclear arsenals. The most likely and most dangerous threat comes from a single or limited missile launch, and from sources that are unlikely to be either rational or predictable. The first is an accidental launch, a threat we avoided making protections against due to the potentially destabilizing effect on the precarious Cold War balance. That an accidental launch, by definition undeterrable, would today hit its target is almost incomprehensible. More likely than an accidental launch is the intentional launch of one or a few missiles, either by a nonstate actor (a terrorist or "rogue boat captain" as the scenario was described in the early 1980s) or a rogue state attempting to maximize damage as a prelude to broader conflict. This is especially likely in the underdeveloped theories pertaining to deterring third-party states. The United States can do nothing today to prevent India from launching a nuclear attack against Pakistan (or vice versa) except threaten retaliation. If Iran should launch a nuclear missile at Israel, or in a preemptory strike Israel should attempt the reverse, America and the world could only sit back and watch, hoping that a potentially world-destroying conflict did not spin out of control. When President Reagan announced his desire for a missile shield in 1983, critics pointed out that even if a 99-percent-reliable defense from space could be achieved, a 10,000warhead salvo by the Soviet Union still allowed for the detonation of 100 nuclear bombs in American cities—and both we and the Soviets had enough missiles to make such an attack plausible. But if a single missile were launched out of the blue from deep within the Asian landmass today, for whatever reason, a space-based missile defense system with 99-percent reliability would be a godsend. And if a U.S. space defense could intercept a single Scud missile launched by terrorists from a ship near America's coasts before it detonated a nuclear warhead 100 miles up—creating an electromagnetic pulse that shuts down America's powergrid, halts America's banking and commerce, and reduces the battlefield for America's military to third world status8—it might provide for the very survival of our way of life.

Indo-Pak war causes extinction
Robock and Toon 10 - Dr. Alan Robock is a professor of climatology in the Department of Environmental Sciences at Rutgers University and the associate director of its Center for Environmental Prediction. Prof. Robock has been a researcher in the area of climate change for more than 30 years. His current research focuses on soil moisture variations, the effects of volcanic eruptions on climate, effects of nuclear war on climate, and regional atmosphere/hydrology modeling. He has served as Editor of climate journals, including the Journal of Climate and Applied Meteorology and the Journal of Geophysical Research-Atmospheres. He has published more than 250 articles on his research, including more than 150 peer-reviewed papers and Owen Brian Toon is professor of Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences and a fellow at the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics (LASP) at the University of Colorado, received his Ph.D. from Cornell University – From the January 20 10 Scientific American Magazine –http://climate.envsci.rutgers.edu/pdf/RobockToonSciAmJan2010.pdf )

By deploying modern computers and modern cli​mate models, the two of us and our colleagues have shown that not only were the ideas of the 1980s correct but the effects would last for at least 10 years, much longer than previously thought. And by doing calculations that assess decades of time, only now possible with fast, current computers, and by including in our cal​culations the oceans and the entire atmosphere— also only now possible—we have found that the smoke from even a regional war would be heat​ed and lofted by the sun and remain suspended in the upper atmosphere for years, continuing to block sunlight and to cool the earth.
India and Pakistan, which together have more than 100 nuclear weapons, may be the most worrisome adversaries capable of a regional nu​clear conflict today. But other countries besides the U.S. and Russia (which have thousands) are well endowed: China, France and the U.K. have hundreds of nuclear warheads; Israel has more than 80, North Korea has about 10 and Iran may well be trying to make its own. In 2004 this situation prompted one of us (Toon) and later

Rich Turco of the University of California, Los Angeles, both veterans of the 1980s investiga​tions, to begin evaluating what the global envi​ronmental effects of a regional nuclear war would be and to take as our test case an engage​ment between India and Pakistan.

The latest estimates by David Albright of the Institute for Science and International Security and by Robert S. Norris of the Natural Resourc​es Defense Council are that India has 50 to 60 assembled weapons (with enough plutonium for 100) and that Pakistan has 60 weapons. Both countries continue to increase their arsenals. In​dian and Pakistani nuclear weapons tests indi​cate that the yield of the warheads would be sim​ilar to the 15-kiloton explosive yield (equivalent to 15,000 tons of TNT) of the bomb the U.S. used on Hiroshima.

Toon and Turco, along with Charles Bardeen, now at the National Center for Atmospheric Re​search, modeled what would happen if 50 Hiro​shima-size bombs were dropped across the high​est population-density targets in Pakistan and if 50 similar bombs were also dropped across In​dia. Some people maintain that nuclear weapons would be used in only a measured way. But in the wake of chaos, fear and broken communications that would occur once a nuclear war began, we doubt leaders would limit attacksin any rational manner. This likelihood is particularly true for Pakistan, which is small and could be quickly overrun in a conventional conflict. Peter R. La​ voy of the Naval Postgraduate School, for exam​ple, has analyzed the ways in which a conflict be​tween India and Pakistan might occur and ar​gues that Pakistan could face a decision to use all its nuclear arsenal quickly before India swamps its military bases with traditional forces.
Obviously, we hope the number of nuclear targets in any future war will be zero, but policy makers and voters should know what is possible. Toon and Turco found that more than 20 million people in the two countries could die from the blasts, fires and radioactivity—a horrible slaugh​ter. But the investigators were shocked to discov​er that a tremendous amount of smoke would be generated, given the megacities in the two coun​tries, assuming each fire would burn the same area that actually did burn in Hiroshima and as​suming an amount of burnable material per per​son based on various studies. They calculated that the 50 bombs exploded in Pakistan would produce three teragrams of smoke, and the 50 bombs hitting India would generate four (one teragram equals a million metric tons).

Satellite observations of actual forest fires have shown that smoke can be lofted up through the troposphere (the bottom layer of the atmosphere) and sometimes then into the lower stratosphere (the layer just above, extending to about 30 miles). Toon and Turco also did some “back of the en​velope” calculations of the possible climate im​pact of the smoke should it enter the stratosphere. The large magnitude of such effects made them realize they needed help from a climate modeler.

It turned out that one of us (Robock) was already working with Luke Oman, now at the NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, who was finishing his Ph.D. at Rutgers University on the climatic effects of volcanic eruptions, and with Georgiy L. Stenchikov, also at Rutgers and an author of the first Russian work on nuclear winter. They developed a climate model that could be used fairly easily for the nuclear blast calculations.

Robock and his colleagues, being conserva​tive, put five teragrams of smoke into their mod​eled upper troposphere over India and Pakistan on an imaginary May 15. The model calculated how winds would blow the smoke around the world and how the smoke particles would settle out from the atmosphere. The smoke covered all the continents within two weeks. The black, sooty smoke absorbed sunlight, warmed and rose into the stratosphere. Rain never falls there, so the air is never cleansed by precipitation; par​ticles very slowly settle out by falling, with air resisting them. Soot particles are small, with an average diameter of only 0.1 micron (μm), and so drift down very slowly. They also rise during the daytime as they are heated by the sun, re​peatedly delaying their elimination. The calcu​lations showed that the smoke would reach far higher into the upper stratosphere than the sul​fate particles that are produced by episodic vol​canic eruptions. Sulfate particles are transparent and absorb much less sunlight than soot and are also bigger, typically 0.5 μm. The volcanic par​ticles remain airborne for about two years, but smoke from nuclear fires would last a decade.

Killing Frosts in Summer

The climatic response to the smoke was surpris​ing. Sunlight was immediately reduced, cooling the planet to temperatures lower than any expe​rienced for the past 1,000 years. The global aver​age cooling, of about 1.25 degrees Celsius (2.3 degrees Fahrenheit), lasted for several years, and even after 10 years the temperature was still 0.5 degree C colder than normal. The models also showed a 10 percent reduction in precipitation worldwide. Precipitation, river flow and soil moisture all decreased because blocking sun​light reduces evaporation and weakens the hydrologic cycle. Drought was largely concen​trated in the lower latitudes, however, because global cooling would retard the Hadley air cir​culation pattern in the tropics, which produces a large fraction of global precipitation. In criti​cal areas such as the Asian monsoon regions, rainfall dropped by as much as 40 percent.

The cooling might not seem like much, but even a small dip can cause severe consequences. Cooling and diminished sunlight would, for ex​ample, shorten growing seasons in the midlati​tudes. More insight into the effects of cooling came from analyses of the aftermaths of massive volcanic eruptions. Every once in a while such eruptions produce temporary cooling for a year or two. The largest of the past 500 years, the 1815 Tambora eruption in Indonesia, blotted the sun and produced global cooling of about 0.5 de​gree C for a year; 1816 became known as “The Year without a Summer” or “Eighteen Hundred and Froze to Death.” In New England, although the average summer temperature was lowered only a few degrees, crop-killing frosts occurred in every month. After the first frost, farmers re​planted crops, only to see them killed by the next frost. The price of grain skyrocketed, the price of livestock plummeted as farmers sold the animals they could not feed, and a mass migration began from New England to the Midwest, as people fol​lowed reports of fertile land there. In Europe the weather was so cold and gloomy that the stock market collapsed, widespread famines occurred and 18-year-old Mary Shelley was inspired to write Frankenstein.
Certain strains of crops, such as winter wheat, can withstand lower temperatures, but a lack of sunlight inhibits their ability to grow. In our scenario, daylight would filter through the high smoky haze, but on the ground every day would seem to be fully overcast. Agronomists and farmers could not develop the necessaryseeds or adjust agricultural practices for the rad​ically different conditions unless they knew ahead of time what to expect.
In addition to the cooling, drying and dark​ness, extensive ozone depletion would result as the smoke heated the stratosphere; reactions that create and destroy ozone are temperature-depen​dent. Michael J. Mills of the University of Colo​rado at Boulder ran a completely separate climate model from Robock’s but found similar results for smoke lofting and stratospheric temperature changes. He concluded that although surface temperatures would cool by a small amount, the stratosphere would be heated by more than 50 degrees C, because the black smoke particles ab​sorb sunlight. This heating, in turn, would mod​ify winds in the stratosphere, which would carry ozone-destroying nitrogen oxides into its upper reaches. Together the high temperatures and ni​trogen oxides would reduce ozone to the same dangerous levels we now experience below the ozone hole above Antarctica every spring. Ultra​violet radiation on the ground would increase significantly because of the diminished ozone.
Less sunlight and precipitation, cold spells, shorter growing seasons and more ultraviolet ra​diation would all reduce or eliminate agricultur​al production. Notably, cooling and ozone loss would be most profound in middle and high lat​itudes in both hemispheres, whereas precipita​tion declines would be greatest in the tropics.

The specific damage inflicted by each of these environmental changes would depend on partic​ular crops, soils, agricultural practices and re​gional weather patterns, and no researchers have completed detailed analyses of such agricultural responses. Even in normal times, however, feed​ing the growing human population depends on transferring food across the globe to make up for regional farming deficiencies caused by drought and seasonal weather changes. The total amount of grain stored on the planet today would feed the earth’s population for only about two months [see “Could Food Shortages Bring Down Civiliza​tion?” by Lester R. Brown; Scientific Ameri​can, May]. Most cities and countries have stock​piled food supplies for just a very short period, and food shortages (as well as rising prices) have increased in recent years. A nuclear war could trigger declines in yield nearly everywhere at once, and a worldwide panic could bring the glob​al agricultural trading system to a halt, with se​vere shortages in many places. Around one billion people worldwide who now live on marginal food supplies would be directly threatened with star​vation by a nuclear war between India and Paki​stan or between other regional nuclear powers.
Independent Evidence Needed

Typically scientists test models and theories by doing experiments, but we obviously cannot experiment in this case. Thus, we look for ana​logues that can verify our models.

Burned cities. Unfortunately, firestorms cre​ated by intense releases of energy have pumped vast quantities of smoke into the upper atmo​sphere. San Francisco burned as a result of the 1906 earthquake, and whole cities were incin​erated during World War II, including Dresden, Hamburg, Tokyo, Hiroshima and Nagasaki. These events confirm that smoke from intense urban fires rises into the upper atmosphere.

The seasonal cycle. In actual winter the cli​mate is cooler because the days are shorter and sunlight is less intense; the simple change of sea​sons helps us quantify the effects of less solar ra​diation. Our climate models re-create the sea​sonal cycle well, confirming that they properly reflect changes in sunlight.

Eruptions. Explosive volcanic eruptions, such as those of Tambora in 1815, Krakatau in 1883 and Pinatubo in 1991 provide several lessons. The resulting sulfate aerosol clouds that formed in the stratosphere were transported around the world by winds. The surface temperature plum​meted after each eruption in proportion to the thickness of the particulate cloud. After the Pi​natubo eruption, the global average surface tem​perature dropped by about 0.25 degree C. Glob​al precipitation, river flow and soil moisture all decreased. Our models reproduce these effects.

Forest fires. Smoke from large forest fires sometimes is injected into the troposphere and lower stratosphere and is transported great dis​tances, producing cooling. Our models perform well against these effects, too.

Extinction of the dinosaurs. An asteroid smashed into Mexico’s Yucatán Peninsula 65 million years ago. The resulting dust cloud, mixed with smoke from fires, blocked the Sun, killing the dinosaurs. Massive volcanism in India at the same time may have exacerbated the ef​fects. The events teach us that large amounts of aerosols in the earth’s atmosphere can change cli​mate drastically enough to kill robust species.
Fourth is Israel/Iran
Space based missile defense is key to prevent Israel and Iran strikes

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
Today, a massive exchange is less likely than at any period of the Cold War, in part because of significant reductions in the primary nations' nuclear arsenals. The most likely and most dangerous threat comes from a single or limited missile launch, and from sources that are unlikely to be either rational or predictable. The first is an accidental launch, a threat we avoided making protections against due to the potentially destabilizing effect on the precarious Cold War balance. That an accidental launch, by definition undeterrable, would today hit its target is almost incomprehensible. More likely than an accidental launch is the intentional launch of one or a few missiles, either by a nonstate actor (a terrorist or "rogue boat captain" as the scenario was described in the early 1980s) or a rogue state attempting to maximize damage as a prelude to broader conflict. This is especially likely in the underdeveloped theories pertaining to deterring third-party states. The United States can do nothing today to prevent India from launching a nuclear attack against Pakistan (or vice versa) except threaten retaliation. If Iran should launch a nuclear missile at Israel, or in a preemptory strike Israel should attempt the reverse, America and the world could only sit back and watch, hoping that a potentially world-destroying conflict did not spin out of control. When President Reagan announced his desire for a missile shield in 1983, critics pointed out that even if a 99-percent-reliable defense from space could be achieved, a 10,000warhead salvo by the Soviet Union still allowed for the detonation of 100 nuclear bombs in American cities—and both we and the Soviets had enough missiles to make such an attack plausible. But if a single missile were launched out of the blue from deep within the Asian landmass today, for whatever reason, a space-based missile defense system with 99-percent reliability would be a godsend. And if a U.S. space defense could intercept a single Scud missile launched by terrorists from a ship near America's coasts before it detonated a nuclear warhead 100 miles up—creating an electromagnetic pulse that shuts down America's powergrid, halts America's banking and commerce, and reduces the battlefield for America's military to third world status8—it might provide for the very survival of our way of life.

Iran Israel war causes extinction

Hirsch 5 - Professor @ UC San Diego (Jorge, “Can a nuclear strike on Iran be averted,” November 21st, EMM)

The Bush administration has put together all the elements it needs to justify the impending military action against Iran. Unlike in the case of Iraq, it will happen without warning, and most of the justifications will be issued after the fact. We will wake up one day to learn that facilities in Iran have been bombed in a joint U.S.-Israeli attack. It may even take another couple of days for the revelation that some of the U.S. bombs were nuclear. Why a Nuclear Attack on Iran Is a Bad Idea Now that we have outlined what is very close to happening, let us discuss briefly why everything possible should be done to prevent it.  In a worst-case scenario, the attack will cause a violent reaction from Iran. Millions of "human wave" Iranian militias will storm into Iraq, and just as Saddam stopped them with chemical weapons, the U.S. will stop them with nuclear weapons, resulting potentially in hundreds of thousands of casualties. The Middle East will explode, and popular uprisings in Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and other countries with pro-Western governments could be overtaken by radical regimes. Pakistan already has nuclear weapons, and a nuclear conflict could even lead to Russia's and Israel's involvement using nuclear weapons.  In a best-case scenario, the U.S. will destroy all nuclear, chemical, and missile facilities in Iran with conventional and low-yield nuclear weapons in a lightning surprise attack, and Iran will be paralyzed and decide not to retaliate for fear of a vastly more devastating nuclear attack. In the short term, the U.S. will succeed, leaving no Iranian nuclear program, civilian or otherwise. Iran will no longer threaten Israel, a regime change will ensue, and a pro-Western government will emerge. However, even in the best-case scenario, the long-term consequences are dire. The nuclear threshold will have been crossed by a nuclear superpower against a non-nuclear country. Many more countries will rush to get their own nuclear weapons as a deterrent. With no taboo against the use of nuclear weapons, they will certainly be used again. Nuclear conflicts will occur within the next 10 to 20 years, and will escalate until much of the world is destroyed. Let us remember that the destructive power of existing nuclear arsenals is approximately one million times that of the Hiroshima bomb, enough to erase Earth's population many times over. 

Plan

The United States federal government should weaponize space beyond the Earth’s mesosphere.
Solvency

Plan solves - causes overall US low-earth orbit dominance and doesn’t prevent economic activity

Dolman 3 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Space Weapons: Are They Needed?,” From Chapter 2: Space Power and US Hegemony: Maintaining a Liberal World Order in the 21st Century, October, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf, EMM)

By using its current and near-term capacities, the United States should endeavor at once to seize military control of low-earth orbit. From that high ground vantage, near the top of the Earth’s gravity well, space-based laser or kinetic energy weapons could prevent any other state from deploying assets there, and could most effectively engage and destroy terrestrial enemy ASAT facilities. Other states should still be able to enter space relatively freely for the purpose of engaging in commerce, in keeping with the capitalist principles of the new regime. Just as in the sea dominance eras of the Athenians and British before them, the military space forces of the United States would have to create and maintain a safe operating environment (from pirates and other interlopers, perhaps from debris) to enhance trade and exploration. Only those spacecraft that provide advance notice of their mission and flight plan would be permitted in space, however. The military control of low Earth orbit would be for all practical purposes a police blockade of all current spaceports, monitoring and controlling all traffic both in and out. 

Total space control is possible - the US just has to act first - failure to do so makes a space arms race inevitable and will allow China and Russia to block us out of space

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
Note: First 2 sentences are myths which the author intends to challenge.

Space is too vast to be controlled. If one state weaponizes, then all other states will follow suit, and a crippling arms race in space will ensue. Space is indeed vast, but a quick analysis of the fundamentals of space terrain and geography shows that control of just LEO would be tantamount to a global gate or checkpoint for entrance into space, a position that could not be flanked and would require an incredible exertion of military power to dislodge. Thus, the real question quickly becomes not whether the United States should weaponize space first, but whether it can afford to be the second to weaponize space. Space has been dubbed the ultimate high ground (see figure 19–2). As with the high ground throughout history, whosoever sits ensconced upon it accrues incredible benefit on the terrestrial battlefield. This comes from the dual advantages of enhanced span of command acuity (visibility and control) and kinetic power. It is simply easier and more powerful to shoot down the hill than up it. The pace of technological development, particularly in microsatellites and networked operations, could allow a major spacefaring state to quickly establish enough independent kinetic kill vehicles in LEO (through multiple payload launches) to effectively deny entry or transit to any other state. Currently, the United States has the infrastructure and capacity to do so; China may in the very near future. Russia is also a potential candidate for a space coup. Should any one of these states put enough weapons in orbit, they could engage and shoot down attempts to place counterspace assets in orbit, effectively taking control of outer space. Indeed, the potential to be gained from ensuring spacepower projection while denying that capability in others is so great that some state, some day, will make the attempt. In order to ensure that no one tries, space weapons opponents argue that the best defense is a good example. So long as the United States does not make any effort to weaponize space, why would any competing state be tempted to do so? And even if another state does attempt it, the United States has the infrastructure to quickly follow suit and commence a campaign of retrieval in space. Not only does the logic escape us, but also it seems that by waiting, the United States is guaranteeing what space weapons opponents fear most: a space arms race. 

Space weapons are technologically viable—feasibility objections are based on current budgets and other factors that are easily changed.

Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

Space Weapons Are Possible: Arguments in the first category spill the most ink in opposition, but are relatively easy to dispose of, especially the more radical variants. History is littered with prophesies of technical and scientific inadequacy, such as Lord Kelvin’s famous retort, ‘Heavier-than air flying machines are impossible.’ Kelvin, a leading physicist and then president of the Royal Society, made this boast in 1895, and no less an inventor than Thomas Edison concurred. The possibility of spaceflight prompted even more gloomy pessimism. A New York Times editorial in 1921 (an opinion it has since retracted), excoriated Robert Goddard for his silly notions of rocket-propelled space exploration. ‘Goddard does not know the relation between action and reaction and the need to have something better than a vacuum against which to react. He seems to lack the basic knowledge ladled out daily in high schools.’ Compounding its error in judgment, in 1936, the Times stated flatly, “A rocket will never be able to leave the Earth’s atmosphere.” We have learned much, it would seem, or else bluntly negative scientific opinion on space weapons has been weeded out over time. Less encompassing arguments are now the rule. As the debate moved completely away from the impossibility of weapons and wars in space to more subtle and scientifically sustainable arguments that a particular space weapon is not feasible, mountains of mathematical formulae are piled high in an effort, one by one, simply to bury the concept. But these limitations on specific systems are less due to theoretical analysis than to assumptions about future funding and available technology. The real objection, too often hidden from view, is that a particular weapons system or capability cannot be developed and deployed within the planned budget, or within narrowly specified means. When one relaxes those assumptions, opposition on technical grounds falls away. The devil may very well be in the details, but if one’s stance opposing an entire class of weapons is premised upon analyses that show particular weapons will not work … what happens when a fresh concept or new technology cannot be disproved? If one bases policy decisions on discrediting the particulars of proposed operations, what happens when technology X, the unexpected (perhaps unforeseeable) scientific breakthrough that changes all notions of current capabilities, inevitably arrives? Have we thought out the details enough we can say categorically that no technology will allow for a viable space weapons capability? If so, then the argument is pat; no counter is possible. But, if there are technologies or conditions that could allow for the successful weaponization of space, then ought we not argue the policy details first, lest we be swept away by a course of action that merely chases the technology wherever it may go? 

Arms control or codes of conduct will fail - they only allow challengers to outpace us and put our satellites in jeopardy

Kueter, 07 - is president of the George C. Marshall Institute, a nonprofit think tank dediicated to science and technology in public policy (Jeff, New Atlantis, “China's Space Ambitions -- And Ours,” Spring, lexis)

Setting aside such semantic quibbling, the real challenge now facing the United States is how best to deter, deny, and dissuade the Chinese, and other emerging space powers, from hostile actions in space. One approach would involve diplomacy and international discussions. For some time, arms-control advocates have been pushing for agreements to ban weapons in space. More recently, in light of the changed circumstances brought on by China's tests, the focus has shifted to securing "codes of conduct" and devising "rules of the road" to regulate how nation-states behave in space. Sympathetically interpreting China's recent tests as an understandable reaction to U.S. policies, arms-control advocates have characterized American actions in space as dangerous and provocative, and have condemned the United States for refusing to enter into international negotiations. Only a treaty, they argue, can restrain the Americans' aggressive tendencies. As one arms-control advocate told the Washington Post, the Chinese were responding to U.S. space policies and sending a signal to the Pentagon: "We can play this game, too, and we can play it dirtier than you." Representative Edward Markey, a Democrat from Massachusetts, told the Post that the United States must initiate "an international agreement to ban the development, testing, and deployment of space weapons and anti-satellite systems." This attitude--blaming America for other countries' actions and demanding that the United States preemptively disarm itself--is reminiscent of the old Cold War debates over nuclear weapons.

Also strikingly familiar to students of the Cold War is Beijing's hypocritical hand-wringing over the specter of an arms race in, and the weaponization of, outer space. As Michael Pillsbury has pointed out, "While China has publicly assumed a leadership position in international activities to ban space weapons, there is an active group within China not only advocating the weaponization of space but also putting forth specific proposals for implementation of a Chinese space-based weapons program." Even while the PLA was successfully executing at least two anti-satellite tests, the Chinese diplomatic corps was raging against the supposed weaponization of space by the United States. At a U.N. conference on space in 2006, a Chinese Foreign Ministry official, Tang Guoqiang, complained about actions in space that could "cause serious consequences":

"The policy of a certain country [i.e., the United States] to test, deploy and use weapons and weapon systems in outer space [is] disconcerting. Outer space is the common heritage of mankind and [the] weaponization of outer space is bound to trigger off [an] arms race in outer space, thus rendering outer space a new arena for military confrontation."

Even after the January 2007 ASAT test, a Chinese Foreign Ministry official insisted that countries "opposed to the weaponization of space" should "join hands to realize this goal."

Existing treaties allow actions to protect and defend national interests in space. Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty forbids signatories (including the United States and China) from placing nuclear or other weapons of mass destruction in orbit or on the Moon, and prohibits the testing of weapons, conduct of maneuvers, or construction of fortifications on the Moon and other celestial bodies. Since October 1967, when the treaty went into force, nearly every U.S. president has interpreted its requirements in such a way as to explicitly allow the development, operation, and maintenance of the space-control capabilities needed to ensure freedom of action in space and to deny such freedom of action to adversaries. During successive administrations of both political parties, the National Security Council has interpreted the treaty as not barring the deployment of space-based missile defenses or other systems to perform space-control missions.

Work to draft new treaties continues apace. China and Russia have been spearheading international efforts to construct a framework to govern space. The Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) process at the U.N. Conference on Disarmament calls for formal negotiations to prohibit the placement of weapons in orbit or on celestial bodies. But whatever shreds of credibility this international process had were destroyed by the recent Chinese tests.

Another diplomatic tack contemplated by those opposed to "weaponizing space" is the adoption of multilateral codes of conduct. To a certain extent, such norms will develop organically on their own, as the growing interdependence between economic and security interests forces government and commercial satellite operators to cooperate, and as Washington increasingly coordinates its space activities with military and civil space authorities in allied and friendly nations. Over time, new norms for shared space situational awareness, debris mitigation, and orbital traffic management may emerge among responsible space-faring nations.

But such norms make no sense if the parties have not first built up trust. And if such norms are externally imposed, they will be nothing more than unverifiable arms control agreements in camouflage. Absent the ability to ascertain or enforce compliance, a code-of-conduct rule regime will be weak and, more likely than not, ineffectual. A rules system for space between potential adversaries that relies on voluntary compliance and lacks viable punitive measures will be a hollow one. (Nor, for that matter, would an international treaty "banning" anti-satellite testing be enforceable or verifiable; the ignominious record of enforcing and verifying treaties prohibiting activities on Earth should be proof enough of that.)

The chief failing of the diplomatic approach to dealing with the new reality of space weapons is that it is blind to the reason a potential adversary like China would seek access to space in the first place--namely, the desire to be able to inflict a crippling blow against U.S. military and economic might by decapitating its surveillance and communications abilities. Those pushing for a new treaty or a code of conduct have yet to explain why China would abandon capabilities that threaten the "soft underbelly" of American military power. The Chinese regime clearly aspires to develop such capabilities; there is little reason to believe it would negotiate them away. The United States should resist calls for such futile diplomatic efforts.

***Hegemony
US Losing Space Dominance Now

US space dominance is being contested—now is the key time for the aff 

Grant 08-PhD in International Relations @ The London School of Economics, B.A., Wellesley College, Director of the Billy Mitchel Institute for Airpower Studies, President of IRIS Independent Research, [Rebecca, Air Force Magazine, “Vulnerability in Space” June 2008, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2008/June%202008/0608space.aspx] 

The Air Force says goodbye to 50 years of tranquil, undisturbed operations “up there.” "Our space capabilities will be contested," declared Gen. C. Robert Kehler, head of Air Force Space Command. "We have seen evidence [of the danger] from a number of places around the world." USAF’s senior space officer may have been matter-of-fact in his delivery, but his message was as serious as a stroke. He had just summarized a mortal challenge to the US—[is] the growing threats to America’s traditional dominance of the military high ground. Once, such dangers were theoretical. No longer. Space isn’t a lonely place anymore. It is a crowded commons that attracts the attention of many national and commercial space actors. The list includes, but is not limited to, Russia, China, India, and a unified Europe, not to mention a host of medium-size nations. Operating in this busy domain depends on a suite of capabilities, from launch facilities to communications links and robust spacecraft. As the Air Force looks to the future, it is finding that the best assurance of continued space dominance is strong situational awareness in the vast reaches above the atmosphere. This means knowing who is doing what to whom or has put itself in a position to take action of some sort. And as space becomes more and more contested, the act of sorting and tracking the activity "up there" is key to delivering space and missile capabilities to America and its military commands. "We must increase our awareness of what is going on on orbit," Kehler said. Case in point: China’s Jan. 11, 2007 successful test of an anti-satellite weapon against one of its own spacecraft took this nation’s space-watchers by surprise. The Chinese launched a medium-range ballistic missile with a kinetic kill vehicle, which homed in on and destroyed a defunct Feng Yun 1C polar orbiting meteorological satellite. (China’s geographic location prevents it from launching satellites against low-inclination, equatorial orbits.) The solid-fuel, mobile ASAT missile came from or near the Xichang Space Center and hit the satellite at an altitude of more than 530 miles. On impact, the satellite disintegrated into more than 900 pieces of orbital debris. The Chinese did not announce the event at the time. Australian strategic affairs analyst Desmond Ball said the Chinese ASAT launch "involved a fairly primitive system" but one that threatened to spark a space race. Ball added: "It is the sort of capability available to any country with a store of ... medium-range/intercontinental ballistic missiles or satellite launch vehicles, and a long-range radar system." These nations, said Ball, include Japan, India, Pakistan, Iran, and even North Korea. China Is Getting Serious In the view of a White House spokesman, China’s test was "inconsistent with the spirit of cooperation that both countries aspire to in the civil space area." "This is bad news," said Peter Brookes of the Heritage Foundation, a US think tank. He warned, "China is on a trajectory to challenge Washington (and Moscow) for pre-eminence in space." There’s no question that China is serious about space. Chinese taikonauts traveled there in 2003 and 2005, and according to Brookes, Beijing plans to put a man on the Moon sometime after 2010. China will launch perhaps 100 satellites in the next five to eight years, Brookes wrote in "China’s Space-Attack Test," a Heritage Foundation background paper. How is the Air Force dealing with this new challenger? According to Kehler, the Chinese anti-satellite launch "was not a surprise ... [but] it added a sense of urgency."

Other countries are developing expanded space programs now now—the US needs to rapidly increase capabilities to maintain our military superiority.

Gopalaswamy and Wang 10 [Bharath-Senior Research Scholar @ Cornell University, defense fellow @ the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, PhD in Mechanical Engineering, Ting-Post doc fellow @ the Judith V Reppy Center for Space and Conflict Studies, Cornell University, Science Direct, “The Science and Politics of an Indian ASAT Capability”]

The revolution in military affairs has compelled actors such as China, Russia, and the USA to emphasize the use of space to support national security in their military doctrines, and thus space assets have become a critical component of their national security infrastructures. In particular, space support for defence operations on the ground has long been established. Worldwide spending for ground support is estimated at billions of dollars for programmes that provide military attack warning, communications, weather forecasting, reconnaissance and weapons guidance applications.1 Spending on these types of programmes by nations such as India, China, France, Germany, Israel, Italy and Spain is increasing; security being the main driver. In the absence of dedicated military satellites, these actors are resorting to using their civilian space satellites for applications such as communications, imagery, etc.2 With the increased emphasis on the military uses of space has come an interest in anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons. Speaking in early 2010, Indian Air Chief Marshal P.V. Naik argued for the development of an Indian anti-satellite missile system. “Our satellites are vulnerable to ASAT weapon systems because our neighborhood possesses one,” Naik said while delivering the Air Chief Marshal L.M. Katre memorial lecture. He underlined the need for India to develop ASAT technology and referred to it as “one of our challenges of future war capability.”3 In this paper we analyse the context in which India must decide on pursuing an ASAT capability and the implications of such a decision for Indian security. The growing military use of space has increased the probability that satellites will be targeted should a conflict break out. In January 2007 China became the third country (after the USA and Russia) to test an ASAT weapon. The large debris field created by the Chinese test underlined the potential for a conflict in space to damage the commercial space activities and long-term economic interests of both combatant and non-combatant countries. Although this debris issue has achieved a reasonable amount of publicity in India, Indian officials have been putting greater public emphasis on developing their own hit-to-kill capabilities and, particularly in the past few months, have been quite open in calling for India to develop its own ASAT weapons.4 Given India’s extensive commitments to space activities, its concerns regarding a demonstrated Chinese ASAT capability may be legitimate and justifiable. However, it is important to assess whether a response in kind is an appropriate one. Over the past 20 years, the use of outer space has both increased and changed dramatically. From the dawn of the Space Age to the end of the Cold War Russia and the USA were the world’s only major space powers. However, in recent years the accessibility of space has increased and continues to increase, with new states building satellites, developing launchers and starting space agencies. The 2010 Space Security Index reports that, as of 2009, almost 10 countries have independent orbital launch capabilities, and around 60 nations have assets in space.5 India’s interests in space are manifold and it can be classified as a country that relies heavily on space. In the field of telecommunications and broadcasting the liberalization policies adopted by the Indian government have expanded the role of the private sector in telecommunications and broadcasting, thus increasing the number of stakeholders in the field of space technology. Among India’s substantial investments in space are the 11 INSAT (Indian Satellite) satellites with 211 transponders for broadcasting and communications. These satellites are the mainstay for television broadcasting and provide connectivity to more than 1100 TV transmitters.6 They also provide rural area communications, business communication, and tele-education and telemedicine services. The INSAT satellites include very high resolution radiometers for producing cyclone warnings, gathering meteorological data, assisting emergency communication for weather forecasting, providing support during disasters and aiding search and rescue missions. The eight-satellite Indian Remote Sensing system (IRS) comprises some of the best satellites in the world for generating information on natural resources. Data from the IRS satellites are used for a variety of applications such as drought monitoring, flood-risk zone mapping, urban planning, forest survey, environmental impact analysis and coastal studies. Investments in space have a major economic impact for India and, considering India’s recent rise in economic and political might, it is quite logical to expect that its ambitions and investments in space will only continue to rise. The first Gulf war demonstrated that space is indispensable to the military. The space systems acquired by the USA during the 1970s and 1980s proved their worth in the Persian Gulf during the 1990 and 1991 Operation Desert Shield and Operation Desert Storm. Lieutenant General Donald L. Cromer, at the time Commander of Space Systems Division of the Air Force Systems Command, Los Angeles Air Force Base, pointed out that Desert Storm was the first space war – the first war in which space systems were used by operational commanders and integrated into their daily decision-making processes. This, in turn, influenced the attitude of military leaders towards space. Previously, said General Cromer, “…space people used to be pushed off to the side. We had to fight for everything. We had neither understanding nor strong support for all the things that space could do for the Air Force.” As a result of Desert Shield/Desert Storm, however, commanders acquired a new appreciation of the value of space systems. In the general’s words, “Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm will be a watershed for recognizing that space is as much a part of the Air Force and military infrastructure as the airplanes, tanks and the ships…. All future wars will be planned and executed with that in mind.”7 That said, the rapidly increasing dependency on space during war time requires a correspondingly rapid increase in capabilities.

Space challengers increasing inevitably, US military and commercial assets are at risk of ASAT attacks

Redifer, 11 - LtCol, USMC, paper submitted in fulfillment of a degree from the Air War College at Air University (Stephen, “TAKING THE INITIATIVE – PROTECTING US INTERESTS IN SPACE ,” 2/16, 
https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=downloadpaper&objectid=be97b3ea-7800-44ee-b6ff-76dcdb7c2960&rs=PublishedSearch
The execution of such tasks will undoubtedly be extraordinarily difficult given the global nature of space, the increasing commercialization of space, and the worldwide reliance on products provided by space-based platforms. The demand for ready access to such services is exceptionally diverse and touches all aspects of government as well as the commercial sector; in some cases, the consumer may not even be aware that a particular product comes from space, which may make even explaining the importance of space protection difficult.9 This demand and the corresponding need to protect space-based assets is reflected in the NSP, as the dangers to US space systems are manifold, and include threats to satellites themselves such as kinetic attack, cyber attack, and jamming, as well as attacks on ground infrastructure.10  For the purposes of this paper, the threat analysis will focus on man-made hazards (vice environmental) that may be posed by potential US competitors or adversaries.

Since the 2007 test of a kinetic kill anti-satellite system by the Chinese military, the threat in space posed by the People’s Republic of China has been of growing concern to the United States. China continues to build its national power through rapid economic growth and advances in science and technology, and recent developments in the People’s Liberation Army demonstrate a corresponding desire to extend Chinese influence beyond mainland China. Not surprisingly, Chinese military leaders have expressed both their interest in space and their understanding of the US dependence on space-based assets; in fact, “China is developing a multi-dimensional program to improve its capabilities to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries.”11

Additionally, the Russian Federation continues to express concern over US space and missile defense initiatives; political-strategic uncertainty in US-Russian relations will likely always be present, and it is often unclear how US actions will be perceived by Russia. In late summer of 2009, General Alexander Zelin, Commander of the Russian Air Force, stated that “Russia's armed forces it must be ready to deter potential aggressors at regional and global levels in peaceful times and to rebuff an armed aggression” and asserted that Russia was developing a new surface-to-air rocket for the purpose of air and space defense12. In 2003, the Russians provided Iraq with GPS jammers, which proved moderately successful against some precision strike weapons 13 and, regardless of success, demanded attention from military planners. Despite numerous changes and upheaval since the end of the Cold War, Russia cannot be ignored: “[s]ince 1999, the United States’ share of global GDP has declined, while that of Brazil, Russia, India, and China (BRIC) has increased. By 2014, the International Monetary Fund predicts that BRIC countries will represent more than 27 percent of global GDP, and the United States and the EU will represent less than 20 percent each.”14

Finally, non-state actors as well as “rogue” states have expressed an interest and a capability to interfere with or deny the use of space systems. Indonesia has jammed a Chinese communications satellite, Iran and Turkey have jammed satellite broadcasts within their countries, and Iran jammed Voice of America broadcasts in 2003.15 Perhaps more significantly, Iran launched a 600-pound satellite into orbit in February 2009, an accomplishment that took years of preparation and indicates that Iran has developed a multi-stage rocket. Given the current US advantage and commensurate dependence on space power, a rogue state or non-state actor would have little to lose but much to gain by attacking US space systems and space infrastructure; such a state or non-state actor would also not suffer as directly as the US should it take an action that polluted the space environment.

This complex and varied threat environment is compounded by the diversity of national and international agencies with a legitimate stake in space. A cursory glance at a depiction of the US National Security Space Community presented by Dr. Peter Hays of the National Security Space Office (Figure 1) 16 shows the diversity of agencies that both comprise and affect National Security Space (NSS)17; it can be seen that this community extends well beyond the NSS core members (DoD and the IC), and includes entities such as civil space agencies (e.g., NASA and NOAA) and the commercial sector. Each of these stakeholders has its own vested interests, roles, and equities in space, many of which may not align; however, the products and services that they produce are interwoven into all aspects of the US government and its citizenry. The NSS community is both a provider and a voracious user of space-based systems and the products these systems provide and, over the previous 20 years, this demand has increased dramatically, resulting in a dependence on force enhancement capabilities such as global positioning and satellite communications (SATCOM). Considering the use of precision guided munitions (which rely on GPS signals) it can be seen that 92% of the weapons employed during Desert Storm were unguided, while only 32% of the weapons employed during the air campaign portion of Operation Iraqi Freedom were unguided (Figure 2) 18. Additionally, growth and reliance in other areas, such as SATCOM and missile warning, are only expected to increase in the coming years, and the DoD is expected to continue to invest billions of dollars in major space programs well into the foreseeable future (Figure 3).

In the civil sector, the NSP also directs the NASA Administrator and the Secretaries of Commerce and the Interior to undertake a number of tasks in space, to include maintaining the International Space Station through 2020 and beyond, maintaining a program for operational land remote sensing observations, and (in consonance with the Secretary of Defense) ensuring uninterrupted, operational polar-orbiting environmental satellite observations.19 These efforts will play a significant role in research and development and will aid in assessing climate change, predicting weather, and providing timely information in support of disaster relief operations, all functions that are of vital interest to US, state, and local governments as well as the population writ large. In order to carry out this ambitious directive, NASA has seen a significant budget increase, including a top line increase of $6.0 billion over 5 years (FY 2011-15) compared to the FY 2010 budget, for a total of $100 billion over five years. Given this budget increase, NASA intends to pursue new approaches to space exploration, conduct research and development on heavy-lift and propulsion technologies, seek increased utilization of the International Space Station, and accelerate the next wave of climate change research and observations spacecraft 20 – these goals are clearly linked to the NSP and the significant monetary investment in NASA programs is a clear indicator of the national importance attached to these initiatives.

This growth has been matched by unprecedented investment in space systems and space products in the commercial sector, as a growing number of companies have developed both satellites and terrestrial systems that depend on space products. This growth has not been confined to the United States, as the international space market has swelled in recent years, with advances in space-based communications, weather monitoring, and ISR, as well as commercial space launch. Industry has clearly seen a demand and a market for satellite manufacturing and services as well as an increased desire for commercial launch capacity; in the satellite services sector alone, world revenue nearly doubled from 2004 to 2009, growing from $46.9 billion to $93.0 billion during this period (Figure 4)21.  Additionally, satellite services revenue grew 11%from 2008 to 2009, and satellite manufacturing revenue increased by nearly one-third between 2008 and 2009, as greater numbers of high-value spacecraft were completed and launched.22

The United States has moved from a simple reliance on space-based platforms to one of dependence; the capital investment in the NSS, civil, and commercial space sectors is clear evidence of the unique and valuable nature of products from space. Given the threat posed by near peer adversaries and smaller actors, the United States must give thought to methods for defending its equities in space.

12 nations are racing to militarize space now – including the development of anti-satellite weapons 

Myers, 8 (Steven, International Herald Tribune, “Is an arms race in space a given?; U.S. not backing down from quest to defend orbiting interests,” 3-11-08, Lexis)

Is war in space inevitable? The idea of such a war has been around since Sputnik, but for most of the Cold War it remained safely within the realm of science fiction and the carefully proscribed U.S.-Soviet arms race. But a dozen countries now can reach space with satellites - and, therefore, with weapons. China strutted its stuff in January 2007 by shooting down one of its own weather satellites 530 miles above the planet. 

''The first era of the space age was one of experimentation and discovery,'' a congressional commission reported just before Bush took office in 2001. ''We are now on the threshold of a new era of the space age, devoted to mastering operations in space.'' One of the authors of that report was Bush's first defense secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, and the policy it recommended became a tenet of U.S. policy: The United States should develop ''new military capabilities for operation to, from, in and through space.'' 

Technology, too, has become an enemy of peace in space. Twenty-five years ago, President Ronald Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative was considered so fantastical by its critics that it was known as ''Star Wars.'' But the programs Reagan began were the ancestors of the weaponry that brought down the American satellite. 

The Chinese strike, and now the Pentagon's, have given ammunition to both sides of the debate over war in orbit. 

Arms-control advocates say the bull's-eyes underscore the need to expand the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, which the United States and 90 other countries have ratified. It bans the use of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in orbit or on the moon. 

Space, in this view, should remain a place for exploration and research, not the destructive side of humanity. The grim potential of the latter was hinted at by the vast field of debris that China's test left, posing a threat to any passing satellite or spaceship. The Pentagon said its own shot, at a lower altitude, would not have the same effect - the debris would fall to earth and burn up. 

The risk posed by space junk was the main reason the United States and Soviet Union abandoned antisatellite tests in the 1980s. Michael Krepon, who has written on the militarization of space, said the Chinese test broke an unofficial moratorium that had lasted since then. And he expressed disappointment that the Pentagon's strike had damaged support for a ban, which the Chinese say they want in spite of their 2007 test. 

''The truth of the matter is it doesn't take too many satellite hits to create a big mess in low earth orbit,'' he said. 

The White House, on the other hand, opposes a treaty proscribing space weaponry; Bush's press secretary, Dana Perino, says it would be unenforceable, noting that even a benign object put in orbit could become a weapon if it rammed another satellite. 

A new American president could reverse that attitude, but he or she would have to go up against the generals and admirals, contractors, lawmakers and others who strongly support the goal of keeping U.S. superiority in space.

The reason they cite is that the United States depends more than any other country on space for its national security. 

And so, research continues on how to protect U.S. satellites and deny the wartime use of satellites to potential enemies - including work on lasers and whiz-bang stuff like cylinders of hardened material that could be hurled from space to targets on the ground. ''Rods from God,'' those are called. For now, such weapons remain untested and, by all accounts, impractical because the cost of putting a weapon in orbit is huge. ''It is much easier to hold a target at risk from the land or sea than from space,'' said Elliot Pulham, who heads the Space Foundation, a nonprofit group in Colorado Springs. 

Idealists are wrong—space weaponization is inevitable and we need to be able to protect our assets.

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) 

Sanctuary idealists generally do not use space specific logic to argue against space weapons, they just see it as another opportunity to ban weapons from entering another medium of warfare. The key point for sanctuary idealists is that there are no reported space weapons in space yet, so it is much easier to prevent their deployment in the first place than to argue for their removal after the fact. Idealists appropriately support avenues such as international agreements and treaties that ban weapons in space. In particular they believe that if the United States unilaterally rejects space weapons, it would offer political and moral encouragement for other states to do the same. It is important to note that even idealists recognize the vulnerability of US space systems, and are often supportive of passive defense measures to protect satellites (e.g. hardening, encryption, space tracking capabilities). 

The sanctuary idealists are simply weapons averse. They do not see the necessity of active defense measures to protect satellites from the current proliferation of counterspace weapons technology, arguing instead that such measures would promote the eventual offensive use of such weapons. Some go so far as to say, the negation mission of space control is in fact “a program focused on destroying satellites.”4 Steven Lambakis points out that this is like saying the United States has a program concentrating on destroying aircraft, ships, or tanks, or for that matter, people, because it has weapons deployed for the purpose of protecting them.5 The reality is that the United States has long understood the value of military capabilities in defending the United States and its interests. It follows that the United States must see beyond a simple aversion to weapons. There is no reason to believe that other countries will not put weapons in space and it is clear that its space assets are already at risk. “Context is everything. In the heat of battle, when vital interests are at stake, should it prove necessary to negate enemy capabilities by disabling their satellites, the American people and friends and allies abroad will not judge what has happened apart the from the circumstances.”
Weaponization Inevitable

The “space sanctuary” idea is an irrational cold war relic - space is already being weaponized and the US must respond

Dolman, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies, and Cooper, Former Deputy of the DOD’s Strategic and Space Systems, 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Frontier, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

In this chapter, we make the case that opposition to increasing the militarization and weaponization of space is a misapplied legacy of the Cold War and that dramatic policy shifts are necessary to free the scientific, academic, and military communities to develop and deploy an optimum array of space capabilities, including weapons in space, eventually under the control of a U.S. Space Force. Creating the Myth of Space Sanctuary During World War II—before the advent of the atomic bomb or intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)—the Chief of the U.S. Army Air Corps, General "Hap" Arnold, had a prescient view of the future: Someday, not too distant; there can come streaking out of somewhere (we won't be able to hear it, it will come so fast) some kind of gadget with an explosive so powerful that one projectile will be able to wipe out completely this city of Washington. . . . I think we will meet the attack alright [sic] and, of course, in the air. But I'll tell you one thing, there won't be a goddam pilot in the sky! That attack will be met by machines guided not by human brains, but by devices conjured up by human brains. Within about 15 years of Arnold's comments, Soviet ICBMs armed with nuclear warheads did indeed have the ability to threaten Washington, but over 40 years later, America's ability to reliably defend itself from ICBMs remains minimal—due not to technology limitations but to long-standing policy and political constraints. To understand the passion of the current opposition to space weapons, one must look into the fundamental issue of the Cold War: nuclear weapons deployed at a scale to threaten the existence of all life on the planet. The specter of potential nuclear devastation was so horrendous that a neo-ideal of a world without war became a political imperative. Longstanding realist preference for peace through strength was stymied by the invulnerability of ballistic missiles traveling at suborbital velocities. Thus, America accepted a policy of assured and mutual destruction to deter its opponents in a horrible (if effective) balance of terror. This meant it became politically infeasible even to contemplate shooting down missiles aimed at America or its allies— especially from machines in space that might prove so efficient as to force an opponent to strike while it could, before such a system became operational. With the coupling of space capabilities, including the extremely important roles of force monitoring and treaty verification, to nuclear policy, the unique characteristics of nuclear weapons and warfare became interconnected with military space. This is perhaps understandable, if fundamentally in error, but not only did space weapons become anathema for missile defense, but also weapons in space for the protection of interests there became a forbidden topic. Ironically, elements of the elite scientific community in the 1950s and 1960s created the conditions that frustrated the second half of Arnold's vision, which called upon America's edge in technology to provide for the Nation's defense—because they believed reaching that objective was not achievable and that seeking to achieve it was not desirable. Perhaps because they were motivated by guilt for their complicity in bringing the nuclear bomb to fruition, these individuals preferred to rely solely on diplomacy and arms control and argued against exploiting technology, which they believed would only provoke an arms race. They advocated this point of view at the highest political levels—and they were very successful in meeting their objectives. Whether by design or chance, the civilian leadership 40 to 50 years ago also imposed bureaucratic institutional constraints that limited the ability of the Services to exploit cutting-edge technologies to take advantage of space for traditional military purposes. When combined with arms control constraints and the current lack of vision among the military Services, this same dysfunctional space bureaucracy is simply not responsive to the growing threat from proliferating space technology among our adversaries as well as our friends. 
Multiple rising powers possess all the elements of an ASAT program

Mackey, 9 - Lt. Col of the USAF (Fall, James, “Recent US and Chinese Antisatellite Activities,” Air & Space Power Journal, proquest)

Any nation with the space-lift capability to place the necessary payload into LEO could theoretically field a rudimentary ASAT program based upon high explosive warheads or small nuclear warheads. The dual use of civilian and military rockets being developed and placed into operation by several countries (e.g., Israel, Iran, North Korea, and India) opens the door to rapid growth in the number of potential players in the weaponization of space.

Primary among the Asian countries is China, a proven player in the ASAT arena. China's growing manned space program- witness its recent success with the Shenzhou spacecraft- reflects its confidence and technological capabilities.40 The pursuit of Chinese unmanned lunar missions, constellations of communications satellites, and plans for a navigational satellite constellation offer further evidence of a developing command and control capability. This series of successes and technological advances fires a sense of national pride and a desire to assert a Chinese presence in space. As China's dependence on satellites grows, so will its vulnerability, forcing senior leaders to pursue a more robust ASAT capability or abandon such efforts entirely. The latter seems unlikely since China considers space one of its five warfare domains.
Space weaponization now - the US must quickly take control before China, Russia, or other enemies - this is key to avoid an arms race

Spring 5 (Baker, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies @ Heritage, “ Slipping the Surly Bonds of the Real World: The Unworkable Effort to Prevent the Weaponization of Space,” May 10, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Slipping-the-Surly-Bonds-of-the-Real-World-The-Unworkable-Effort-to-Prevent-the-Weaponization-of-Space, EMM)

If the U.S. is going to make wise decisions about its military policy toward space and space-based assets and activities, first and foremost that policy must be grounded firmly in reality. Flawed assess­ments about where the world is today regarding military capabilities in space is all but certain to lead to flawed policies. The starting point is to recognize the following five facts about military space capabilities today. Fact #1: Space is already weaponized. As catalogued earlier, the U.S. and other states possess a wide array of capabilities to use space to defend themselves and mount offensive operations. No careful parsing of definitions can reverse this reality. Further, there are good reasons for the U.S. to have weapons in space. Supporting nuclear deterrence, defending valuable-but highly vulnerable-assets in space, countering missile attack, and projecting military power are just a few examples. Fact #2: The U.S. does not face an either/or choice between reassuring other states of its intentions in space and space dominance. A principled policy of using U.S. space dominance to ensure freedom of space for peaceful purposes is the better approach. This approach is the one U.S. policymakers have established through the exercise of naval power on the high seas. The U.S. dominance of the high seas is in fact a source of reassurance to many nations, particularly those using the seas to engage in international commerce. Fact #3: The morality of weapons in space is derived from the ends for which they are used and how they are used, not their existence. There is nothing immoral about weapons in space. By the same token, U.S. policymakers need to be careful in terms of determining how and for what ends such weapons will be used. My sugges­tion to those concerned about the ramifications of military operations in, around, and through space is to focus on employment policies and not on their current effort to forbid the weapons and their accompanying capabilities. Fact #4: Dissuasion is an option for confronting a space arms race. Both the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review of the Bush Administration and the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review describe the concept of dissuasion. Dissuasion is a means for avoiding an arms race by convincing would-be enemies of the U.S. that they have little hope of competing effectively in such races in important areas. The concept is based on the well-founded assumption that these would-be enemies will engage in an arms race if they conclude they can win it. Given the existing advantages the U.S. has in military space technologies and capabilities, as well as the inherent importance to the military of main­taining access to space and protecting valuable space assets, dissuasion is a concept readily adapt­able to military space. If the U.S. military squanders its lead in military space capabilities, it will invite the arms race that arms control advocates say they wish to avoid. Fact #5: The spiral development approach to the acquisition of space weapons and other sys­tems can provide future Presidents with viable options for confronting enemy attacks in, through, and around space. Even many of those opposed to the weaponiza­tion of space acknowledge that it is possible that the U.S. and its friends and allies could be subject to space-based attack. They also acknowledge that the U.S., to use Michael Krepon's terminolo­gy, "couldn't allow that to happen." Preventing that from happening means giving future Presi­dents the military tools necessary to respond effectively. The Department of Defense is using the spiral development acquisition process in the drive to obtain these tools. This concept, which seeks to field systems with limited capabilities initially and improve them with upgrades over time, has been used to field missile defense systems in particular. The tool is readily adaptable to space systems but will necessitate a different approach than in the past. Where the U.S. has pursued large, expensive, and vulnerable space platforms, which possess extended life-cycle times, in the past, it will need to look at smaller, cheaper, and more survivable plat­forms in the future. Conclusion Space is a place. It is part of the geographic con­stant with which militaries have had to contend from the dawn of civilization. As with any piece of geography, space possesses unique characteristics that can provide distinct advantages to the military that is able to exploit them. Through its persistence and creativity, the United States now finds itself in a favorable position relative to other states regarding the use of space for military purposes. Its lead, however, should not be taken for granted. If the United States rests on its laurels and squanders this advantage, it will certainly regret it. Indeed, much of the rest of the world would likely regret it as well. The likelihood is that today's emerging space powers-China, Iran, and North Korea, to name several-are not likely to be the benign force that the United States is today and will be in the future. 

Space militarization is inevitable—ASATs are key for US dominance 

Krepon and Black 09-*co-founder and senior research associate @ The Stimson Center, director of the South Asia and Space Security programs @ The Stimson Center, M.A. from the School of Advanced International Studies @ Johns Hopkins University, B.A. from Franklin and Marshal College, **Research Associate @ The Stimson Center, BA and MPP (Master of Public Policy) @ University of Maryland [Michael, Samuel, Space Security Project, “Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons?,” May 2009, Stimson]

Satellites save lives, strengthen our economy, and support national security. Without the assured use of satellites, police, fire fighters and first responders would be hampered, financial transactions would be disrupted, and US troops in harm’s way would be less able to defend themselves. Satellites are vulnerable as well as invaluable because nations that depend heavily on satellites also have the means to damage them. No nation benefits more from space or has more to lose if space becomes a shooting gallery than the United States. What, then, is the most appropriate strategy to ensure that essential satellites will be available for use when needed? Because of America’s great dependency on satellites, some have advocated the testing of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons and their use during crises or warfare. In this view, the United States needs to dominate space to deter the use of space weapons by potential foes and to win wars decisively on the ground. Advocates of space dominance believe in two underlying assumptions: that warfare in the heavens is inevitable and that the United States can succeed in dominating space with ASAT weapons. 

A plethora of countries including China, India, Russia, North Korea, and Iran are developing comprehensive ASAT systems now—weaponization is inevitable

Kramnik 10-RIA Novotsi (think tank) military commentator, military commentator for the Russian News Service [Ilya, Space War, “Possible Space Wars in the Near Future,” January 18, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Possible_Space_Wars_In_The_Near_Future_999.html]
The U.S. media suspects China and India of developing anti-satellite weapons. An article to this effect has been published the New Scientist magazine. Until recently, only the Soviet Union, its legal successor Russia and the United States were capable of developing anti-satellite weapons. U.S. analysts now think that China and India are acquiring similar capabilities. To what extent are such fears justified? It is hard to overestimate the role played by military satellite systems. Since the 1970s, an increasingly greater number of troop-control, telecommunications, target-acquisition, navigation and other processes depend on spacecraft which are therefore becoming more important. At this point, it is impossible to imagine the armed forces of most industrial states, including Russia, without combat-ready satellite[s] clusters comprising spacecraft of various types. The space echelon's role is directly proportional to the development level of any given nation and its armed forces. However, satellite clusters are hardly invulnerable. Ever since the U.S.S.R. and the United States launched their first military satellites, efforts have been made to develop anti-satellite systems. Such efforts were intensified after the creation of initial missile defense systems comprising the highly important space echelon. Orbital satellite interceptors, surface-to-space and air-to-space missiles were eventually developed. Research aiming to develop orbital and ground-based anti-satellite laser guns making it possible to either destroy spacecraft or knock out their electronics and optical devices deserves special mention. However, few results have been achieved in this area. China, which claims the right to be a global power, prioritizes the development of anti-satellite weapons. A 2007 Chinese anti-satellite missile test was conducted at 10.26 p.m. Greenwich Mean Time (GMT) on January 11, 2007 or at 6.26 a.m. Beijing time on January 12. A Chinese weather satellite - the FY-1C polar orbit satellite of the Fengyun series, flying at an altitude of 865 kilometers (537 mi) - was destroyed by a kinetic kill vehicle traveling at a speed of 8 km/second in the opposite direction. Although the exact name of the missile is not known, sources mentioned a KT-1/SC-19 system described as being based on a modified DF-21 medium-range ballistic missile or its commercial derivative, the KT-2, with a kinetic kill vehicle mounted. The 11-meter DF-21 missile weighs 15 metric tons. The above referenced kinetic kill vehicle destroyed the satellite with a direct hit. China thus became the second nation in history to conduct practical anti-satellite system tests. On September 13, 1985, the United States destroyed U.S. satellite P78-1 using an ASM-135 ASAT anti-satellite missile launched from an F-15 Eagle air superiority fighter. A malfunctioning U.S. spy satellite USA-193 was destroyed by a RIM-161 Standard Missile 3 on February 21, 2008. The Chinese anti-satellite weapons test highlighted Beijing's ability to fight a space war if necessary, and caused a nervous response primarily on the part of Japan and the United States. It is common knowledge that China continues to develop anti-satellite weapons and to create new versions of missile interceptors. Although there is hardly any convincing evidence regarding possible Indian efforts to develop similar weapons, the country's Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO) [India] has voiced its intention to create a satellite interceptor. If this statement is true, New Delhi plans to copy the Soviet example. As is known, Moscow had developed various types of orbital anti-satellite weapons, including the 80-ton Skif-DM battle station that was to have been launched by the super-heavy Energia space rocket. It is unclear how fast India will be able to develop an anti-satellite weapon and to orbit it. This project will probably take many years to implement. At the same time, India could develop a missile interceptor based on medium-range ballistic missiles to knock down satellites the way China did. More countries will acquire anti-satellite capabilities in the future. Technically speaking, all countries wielding their own ballistic missiles, including Iran and North Korea, have the potential. It is still hard to predict the influence of such programs on the subsequent development of military space systems.

Space is weaponized now. 

Milowicki and Johnson-Freese 08- * Director of Aviation Programs @ the US Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies @ the US Naval War College B.S. in Aerospace Engineering @ the US Naval Academy, **Professor of National Security Affairs @ the US Naval War College, teaches a course on Space & Security @ Harvard, Adjunct Professor @ The Watson Institute, Brown University, former Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law @ the University of Central Florida, Ph.D. [Gene, Joan, Astropolitics, “Strategic Choices: Examining the United States Military Response to the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test” January, Volume 6, Issue 1, informaworld]
In the immediate aftermath of the People's Republic of China (PRC) January 2007 direct-ascent kinetic kill of its own weather satellite, United States (U.S.) technical experts and foreign policy analysts worked diligently to determine the long-term technical and political impacts of the event, decipher China's intentions, and devise various approaches to maximize U.S. national security interests in space. A multitude of works has been produced in that regard. Some of the more hard-line views take the position that the Chinese test was merely a predictable culmination of a well laid out blueprint for space domination.1 Others take a broader perspective, stating, “Discussions about space security are cluttered with commentators and advocates fretting too much about the potential implications of 'militarizing' and 'weaponizing' space. But it is too late: space is already militarized and weaponized.”2 The implication there seems to be that restraint on part of the U.S. is unnecessary. It is also suggested that “the key messages are that the United States could not expect to dominate space alone and that intervention on behalf of Taiwan would be increasingly risky and costly.”3
EU Weaponization Now

The European Union is looking to take the lead in space—they are developing space based security now

Oberst 09-former chairman of the EU Satellite Action Plan Regulatory Group, partner @ the International Law Firm, Hogan & Lovells, J.D., Univeristy of Virginia Law School, B.A., University of Kentucky, columnist @ Via Satellite Magazine, has worked with the satellite industry over 25 years [Gerry, Via Satellite Magazine, “Europe’s Space Ambitions,”  December 2009, http://www.hoganlovells.com/files/Publication/cdbac54b-630c-409a-ac0a-0a7e94e8f8e8/Presentation/PublicationAttachment/9f752cc3-512a-4d3d-acac-c2f1f4367c8b/December2009_ViaSatelliteGOberst.pdf]

The European Commission sponsored a two-day conference in October in Brussels to discuss “The Ambitions of Europe in Space.” European big guns Jose Barroso, newly reappointed president of the European Commission; Rainer Wieland, vice president of the European Parliament; and Philippe Maystadt, president of the European Investment Bank, headlined the event. The focus of the event was strongly political, as speakers emphasized the need to create a space policy that is understood in Europe at the highest political level and this policy needs to be linked to the political identity of Europe. In what was said to be his first public speech on space issues, Barroso emphasized the many contributions that space assets and infrastructure contribute to Europe’s economy and security. But he asked, “Does the EU (European Union) have the ambition to lead in space, or do we leave the leading role to others? A lot depends on where we go from here.” Barroso noted the priorities that he saw for Europe to take that leading role. “First, we must guarantee the success of our flagship projects Galileo and GMES. Second, we must develop a strong, space-based capacity to deal with climate change. Third, [and] we need more security in space and from space.” On that last point, Barroso referred [referring] to the need to protect space assets. He argued that the EU “should develop an independent capacity to monitor satellites and debris orbiting the Earth and the space environment and tackle possible hazards.” As a bottom line, Barroso repeated what he earlier had presented to the European Parliament for his re-election: “Space is one of the areas where I want to see progress at EU level in the future.” An additional theme was climate change. Almost every panel during the two-day event mentioned the contribution of space assets to environmental policies. There also was substantial reference to human space exploration. Barroso said, “Space exploration is essential to expand human knowledge and to stimulate innovation.” He seemed to endorse exploration of Mars and “possibly the return of humans to the moon.” More than coincidentally, the European Commission and European Space Agency (ESA) were scheduled to hold a conference on human space exploration just a few days later in Prague — an event that Barroso also highlighted. There was no mention of satellite communications in the opening sessions, a gap noted by a satellite operator representative in the audience during the questionandanswer period. Panelists then scrambled to mention the contribution of satellite communications as the only area fully commercialized in the sector and contributing to regional development. A thematic panel on the second day also focused on telecommunications, with representatives of satellite operators stressing the contributions that their infrastructure make, including to satellite navigation and monitoring services. During that session, a speaker noted that there are no space applications without some enabling telecommunications support, a point immediately seized upon by the operators. An impetus to hold this event is the imminent ratification of the EU Lisbon Treaty, which formally creates a role for the EU in space policy. The Commission has been active in formulating such policy and supporting space initiatives but without complete formal authority to do so. Instead, up to now, this authority has rested unilaterally with the EU member states, their national space agencies and ESA. Now with the Lisbon Treaty on the verge of being ratified, the Commission and the European Parliament are very interested in stressing a European-level role in space policy. A reflection of that eagerness was the event lineup. The Commission shoehorned 11 speakers from its offices, with four speaking twice and one fellow sharing his views in three separate panels. Five separate members of the Parliament participated in the event, with three from ESA. Precisely one speaker from the European Council was on the program and one speaker from a member state. No national space agencies were on the agenda. It was very much a European show. During the closing session, a Commission representative noted that “space is not a luxury product” — it is necessary for growth and prosperity. He, and other speakers, echoed the theme that space is about politics and not just research and development. Bottom line: Europe has ambitions in space.
India Weaponization Now

India is rapidly developing ASATs for both offensive and defensive capabilities—our evidence cites Indian military and government officials 

Samson 10-Senior Analyst @ the Center for Defense Information, Essayist @ The Space Review, M.A. in International Relations @ the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, B.A. in Political Science w/a specialization in International Relations @ UCLA [Victoria, “India’s missile defense/anti-satellite nexus,” May 10, 2010, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1621/1] DavidK
While China’s 2007 anti-satellite (ASAT) test and its missile defense intercept test earlier this year have attracted much attention and concern, another emerging space power has also been expressing its interest in developing those capabilities yet attracting very little notice: India. Given enthusiastic statements by Indian officials about what they see as the need for ASATs and the country’s continued missile defense efforts, this could be worrisome. Though most of the rhetoric can be chalked up to regional rivalry, and much of the grandstanding downplays the level of technical capacity that still needs to be developed, India’s plans for missile defense and their relationship to space security bear further monitoring. India has been working on a missile defense system that is primarily indigenously built for several decades, but it wasn’t until relatively recently that successes were repeated during testing. India held missile defense intercept attempts in November 2006 (a test where the intercept occurred outside the Earth’s atmosphere, or was exoatmospheric), December 2007 (a test where Indian officials claimed that the intercept occurred inside the Earth’s atmosphere, or was endoatmospheric, despite video footage implying that the interceptor missed the target), March 2009 (an exoatmospheric test), and March 2010.1 During the last test, the modified Prithvi target missile did not follow its scheduled flight path and thus the interceptor missile, called the Advanced Air Defense (AAD) missile, was not launched.2Indian officials have indicated that they want to deploy a working missile defense system by 2012. Defense Research and Development Organization Director General V.K. Saraswat stated last October that the “[o]nly part that remains to be developed is the interceptor missile;”3the US Missile Defense Agency’s experience in developing interceptors might demonstrate to him how much work India might have ahead of itself. Per Saraswat, there are two phases to India’s intended ballistic missile program: the first phase is planned to intercept target missiles with ranges of up to 2,000 kilometers via “exo-atmospheric, endo-atmospheric and high-altitude interceptions,” while in the second phase, India will strive to be able to intercept target missiles with ranges of 5,000 kilometers, which potentially could give India the ability to intercept intercontinental ballistic missiles.4 Saraswat also proudly noted after China held its first missile defense intercept test attempt in January 2010, “This is one area where we are senior to China.”5 Dr K. Kasturirangan, former head of the India Space Research Organization (ISRO), said in September 2009, “China’s ASAT capabilities displayed a few years ago was to show to the world that they too can do it. That China can do what it wants to do and demonstrate that it can do even more… to supersede the best of the world, that is the US.”6 He also stated, “Obviously we start worrying. We cannot overlook this aspect.”7 Kasturirangan, sounding very similar to some parts of the US national space community, asserted that “India has spent a huge sum to develop its capabilities and place assets in space. Hence, it becomes necessary to protect them from adversaries. There is a need to look at means of securing these.”8 In January 2010, Saraswat tipped India’s hand further when he told reporters, “India is putting together building blocks of technology that could be used to neutralize enemy satellites,” and that “We are working to ensure space security and protect our satellites. At the same time we are also working on how to deny the enemy access to its space assets.”9 This last part is very similar to statements made by some US officials charged with protecting US space assets. Saraswat did acknowledge, “Basically, these are deterrence technologies and quite certainly many of these technologies will not be used.”10 If that last part is true, it does raise the question of how much of a deterrent these technologies may actually provide, since the Indian government claims not to intend to use them. Air Chief Marshal P.V. Naik gave in February 2010 perhaps the real reason why India has expressed any interest in an ASAT program in his explanation, [said] “Our satellites are vulnerable to ASAT weapon systems because our neighborhood possesses one.”11 Clarifying his statements from the previous month, Saraswat announced in February 2010, “In Agni-III, we have the building blocks and the capability to hit a satellite but we don't have to hit a satellite… If you hit a satellite, the repercussions are that we will have debris and they will be detrimental to objects in space and it will remain in there for many years.”12 This was a welcome acknowledgement by an Indian military official of some of the negative consequences of actively testing an ASAT program. Instead, Saraswat said that India “will validate the anti-satellite capability on the ground through simulation,” emphasizing that “there is no program to do a direct hit to the satellite.”13 Conflating India’s successes thus far with its ballistic missile arsenal development and its plans for a ballistic missile defense system, he went on to say, “With the kill vehicle available and with the propulsion system of Agni III, that can carry the missile up to 1,000 kilometers altitude, we can reach the orbit in which the satellite is and it is well within our capability.”14 Part of why India may be interested in developing an ASAT capability is that it wishes to use it as a way to enhance its missile defense program and, to a lesser extent, its domestic science and technology skills. This is latter is seen even in the United States, which has a much longer history of space activities, where some of the strongest proponents for continuing with space exploration (for example) couch their arguments in the need to maintain and expand an intellectual industrial base for space technology know-how. An ASAT capability requires, if one is using kinetic kill vehicles and not relying on the destruction from an electromagnetic pulse or a nuclear-tipped warhead, very solid and reliable hit-to-kill capabilities. India has explicitly expressed its interest in developing more or less indigenously its own missile defense system and has been working assiduously on such a program for some time; thus, an ASAT program, as it were, would also be a technology demonstration program for a missile defense system. This highlights the similarities between missile defense and ASATs. Interestingly enough, India seemed a few years ago like it was more interested in purchasing parts of the Arrow Weapon System, a missile defense system co-developed by the United States and Israel. It apparently has since decided that it would rather build its own and gain the skill set such a system would require.

India is developing ASATs.

Krishnan 11-staff writer for Aerospace Daily and Defense Report, [Anatha, “Indian Official Says Anti-Satellite Weapon Within Reach” 3-8-11, LexisNexis]

BENGALURU, India — Following the latest successful test of an air defense interceptor, India’s defense research chief says the technology for anti-satellite missiles is within the country’s grasp. The March 6 intercept test featured an advanced air defense interceptor incorporating new technologies including an RF seeker, fiber-optic gyroscopes and directional warheads. The missile executed a textbook prescribed intercept of a modified Prithvi missile at an altitude of 16 km (10 mi.) above the Bay of Bengal. «It was a great mission for all of us,» says V.K. Saraswat, head of the Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO). «I would rate it as one of the best launches. We are now fully ready with [next-generation] technologies which can even be used for anti-satellite missions.» However, he adds, «we are completely committed toward non-weaponizing space, and we are for absolutely peaceful uses of outer space.» India plans a two-layered ballistic missile defense shield integrating the air defense systems of its army and air force. Phase 1 is expected to be ready by 2012, while Phase 2 should be in place by the end of 2015. The Prithvi missile was launched from the Integrated Test Range at Chandipur in Orissa, mimicking the flight of a ballistic missile. Within seconds, radars tracked it and fed trajectory information to the mission control center, which launched the Mach 4.5 interceptor from Wheeler Island in Orissa. «We have analyzed the reports and are really satisfied with the damage it inflicted on the ?enemy’ missile,» Saraswat says. «The ground-based radars/sensors onboard the targeted missile confirmed a very good kill.» The next test will intercept a 2,000-km-range missile, Saraswat says. Including this most recent launch, DRDO has conducted six trials of the interceptor missile, with five hits and one miss. The missile was first tested in November 2006. 
Space militarization inevitable—countries like India are rapidly transitioning from civilian-oriented space programs to military ones—expert consensus

Rajagopolan 11-Senior Fellow @ the Observer Research Foundation, PhD @ the Center for Western and European Studies, Jewaharal Nehru University, New Delhi, analyst @ The Journal of Strategic Studies [Rajeswari, Observer Research Foundation, “India’s Military Efforts and Regional Security Considerations,” March 28, 2011, http://www.observerindia.com/cms/sites/orfonline/modules/report/ReportDetail.html?cmaid=22070&mmacmaid=22071] DavidK
India's space programme since inception has been peaceful and development-oriented. There are certain regional dynamics that are beginning to push for increasing weaponisation of the outer space, manifesting itself in an interest in pursuing anti-satellite weapons. This was the theme of the panel discussion, titled "India's Military Space Efforts and Regional Security Considerations," organised by the Secure World Foundation in Washington DC on March 8, 2011. The meeting, held at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington, was a follow-up to the three-day conference organised by Observer Research Foundation, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, Secure World Foundation and the Jawaharlal Nehru University in New Delhi from January 19 to 21, 2011, aimed at look at the Indian space programme in a holistic manner, from the civilian to military aspects of the changing Indian space policy. The panelists - Victoria Samson of Secure World Foundation, Dr. Bharath Gopalaswamy of Stockholm International Peace Research Institute and Dr. Rajeswari Pillai Rajagopalan of Observer Research Foundation - looked at various aspects of the Indian space programme, its changing orientations, the possible reasons for this change, how it could affect the Asian security dynamic, and the debate how the United States and other space-faring nations could work with India in the future. Lt. Col. Peter Garretson of the US Air Force chaired the meeting which was well attended by senior representatives from the Pentagon, State Department, US Air Force as well as academia and other think tank members. While Ms. Samson opened up with her takeaways from the SWF-SIPRI-ORF conference, Dr. Gopalswamy spoke about a recent study he worked with a Chinese colleague, examining the debris consequences of an India-China space conflict and Dr. Rajagopalan looked at India's drivers for its anti-satellite weapon efforts. Dr. Gopalaswamy's presentation looked at as to what will happen if both India and China decide to attack and destroy each other's LEO satellites. This is a futuristic exercise whereas Dr. Rajagopalan tried to identify the changes in India's ASAT policy and the drivers of these changes. She argued that while India's policy itself does not appear to have changed yet, India continues to oppose militarisation of space and - at least officially - has not yet launched an ASAT programnme, there have definitely been fluctuations in Indian policy. Though some of these were in evidence long before the Chinese test, the test could very well have increased Indian uncertainties about its traditional policies. India's space programme has been managed by the Indian Space Research Organisation and has very strong civil and developmental orientations resulting in significant improvement of the day-to-day lives of its citizens. However, given the increasingly securitised environment in Asia, there is a tendency to move away from a purely civilian space programme to one with a military undertone. The discussions that followed the presentations raised several questions ranging from the Chinese ASAT test and its impact on Asian security to more important issues like US-India cooperation on space, and more specifically what can India and the US do together to tackle the Chinese behaviour in space.
More evidence - India’s developing ASATs - evidence from before 2009 should be thrown out

Samson 10 (Victoria, Senior Analyst @ the Center for Defense Information, Essayist @ The Space Review, M.A. in International Relations @ the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, B.A. in Political Science w/a specialization in International Relations @ UCLA, “ India’s missile defense/anti-satellite nexus,” May 10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1621/1, EMM)
The United States took particular notice that the test represented the demonstration of a potential threat against its robust outer space systems, which it has become increasingly reliant upon. What didn’t garner immediate attention was India’s concern that China’s ASAT test represented a similar threat to its growing investment in outer space systems. It wasn’t until 2009 that India started making public gestures that it was interested in finding a way to secure it space assets. If there were any doubts about India’s intentions they were cleared when Saraswat publically acknowledged that India was developing and bringing together the basic technologies to create a system that could be used against satellites belonging to an adversary. Saraswat made a similar statement after the March 6 test6. The decision to adapt India’s existing ABM technologies to the ASAT role was doubtless encouraged by the ancillary capability demonstrated by the United States when it adapted its ABM system to deorbit USA 193 in 2008. 

Weaponization inevitable—India is developing ASATs now

BBC 10 [BBC Monitoring Southeast Asia, “Official says India has ‘anti-satellite’ capability,” February 11, 2010, LexisNexis] DavidK

Text of report by Indian news agency PTI New Delhi, 10 February: India Wednesday [10 February] said it had the Agni-3 missile which would be the platform for developing anti-satellite capabilities but hitting a real satellite was not required to validate the technology. "In Agni-III, we have the building blocks and the capability to hit a satellite but we don't have to hit a satellite... If you hit a satellite, the repercussions are that we will have debris and they will be detrimental to objects in space and it will remain in there for many years," Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO) Chief V. K. Saraswat said while addressing a press conference on the Agni-III missile. He said for testing the A-SAT capability a virtual electronic satellites can be launched and can be taken down. "We will validate the anti-satellite capability on the ground through simulation and there is no programme to do a direct hit to the satellite," Saraswat said. He said the Agni-III gives the A-SAT capabilities that requires a kill vehicle in the orbit to be guided towards missile and which was developed in the Anti-Ballistic Missile programme. It also gives the ability to propel to the interception orbit. "With the kill vehicle available and with the propulsion system of Agni 3, that can carry the missile upto 1,000 km altitude, we can reach the orbit in which the satellite is and it is well within our capability," the DRDO chief said.

The 2007 ASAT test was a wakeup call—India won’t stop developing ASATs until they can fully match China’s capabilities—our evidence cites Indian military officials and defense analysts

Brown 09-senior multimedia editor @ Via Satellite Magazine, prolific satellite journalist who has written about satellite for more than 20 years, writer @ the Asia Times and @ the Japan Security Watch [Peter, “China can’t stop India’s Missile System,” January 16, 2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/KA16Ad01.html] DavidK

When China conducted its controversial anti-satellite (ASAT) test in early 2007, India lit up immediately. Dr Sharad Joshi at the Monterey Institute Center for Non-proliferation Studies wrote at length about India's reaction to this ASAT test in his March 2007 special report for the journal WMD Insights. He mentioned Jasjit Singh's role in shaping the debate. A well-known Indian military expert, Singh called attention to the failure of India's military to become engaged in India's space program. "He expressed concern that China's anti-satellite expertise and its increasing focus on anti-missile defense capabilities could significantly degrade India's strategic nuclear deterrent," wrote Joshi. "He also highlighted the potential threat posed by China's growing cooperation with Pakistan in developing multi-mission satellites, which will increase Pakistan's surveillance capabilities, even as China's anti-satellite weapon capability makes India's emerging space-based surveillance system more vulnerable. "The analyst also stressed that while China's military related space capabilities are being expanded as a response to US dominance in space, Beijing's growing prowess in this environment could easily be used against India in a future confrontation." Mindful of China's space might or not, not everyone in India is so willing to endorse a combining of India's military and civilian space teams. 

India has the tech for ASATs now

Samson 10 (Victoria, Senior Analyst @ the Center for Defense Information, Essayist @ The Space Review, M.A. in International Relations @ the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, B.A. in Political Science w/a specialization in International Relations @ UCLA, “ India’s missile defense/anti-satellite nexus,” May 10, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1621/1, EMM)
While China’s 2007 anti-satellite (ASAT) test and its missile defense intercept test earlier this year have attracted much attention and concern, another emerging space power has also been expressing its interest in developing those capabilities yet attracting very little notice: India. Given enthusiastic statements by Indian officials about what they see as the need for ASATs and the country’s continued missile defense efforts, this could be worrisome. Though most of the rhetoric can be chalked up to regional rivalry, and much of the grandstanding downplays the level of technical capacity that still needs to be developed, India’s plans for missile defense and their relationship to space security bear further monitoring. India has been working on a missile defense system that is primarily indigenously built for several decades, but it wasn’t until relatively recently that successes were repeated during testing. India held missile defense intercept attempts in November 2006 (a test where the intercept occurred outside the Earth’s atmosphere, or was exoatmospheric), December 2007 (a test where Indian officials claimed that the intercept occurred inside the Earth’s atmosphere, or was endoatmospheric, despite video footage implying that the interceptor missed the target), March 2009 (an exoatmospheric test), and March 2010.1 During the last test, the modified Prithvi target missile did not follow its scheduled flight path and thus the interceptor missile, called the Advanced Air Defense (AAD) missile, was not launched.2 Indian officials have indicated that they want to deploy a working missile defense system by 2012. Defense Research and Development Organization Director General V.K. Saraswat stated last October that the “[o]nly part that remains to be developed is the interceptor missile;”3 the US Missile Defense Agency’s experience in developing interceptors might demonstrate to him how much work India might have ahead of itself. Per Saraswat, there are two phases to India’s intended ballistic missile program: the first phase is planned to intercept target missiles with ranges of up to 2,000 kilometers via “exo-atmospheric, endo-atmospheric and high-altitude interceptions,” while in the second phase, India will strive to be able to intercept target missiles with ranges of 5,000 kilometers, which potentially could give India the ability to intercept intercontinental ballistic missiles.4 Saraswat also proudly noted after China held its first missile defense intercept test attempt in January 2010, “This is one area where we are senior to China.”5 Dr K. Kasturirangan, former head of the India Space Research Organization (ISRO), said in September 2009, “China’s ASAT capabilities displayed a few years ago was to show to the world that they too can do it. That China can do what it wants to do and demonstrate that it can do even more… to supersede the best of the world, that is the US.”6 He also stated, “Obviously we start worrying. We cannot overlook this aspect.”7 Kasturirangan, sounding very similar to some parts of the US national space community, asserted that “India has spent a huge sum to develop its capabilities and place assets in space. Hence, it becomes necessary to protect them from adversaries. There is a need to look at means of securing these.”8 In January 2010, Saraswat tipped India’s hand further when he told reporters, “India is putting together building blocks of technology that could be used to neutralize enemy satellites,” and that “We are working to ensure space security and protect our satellites. At the same time we are also working on how to deny the enemy access to its space assets.”9 This last part is very similar to statements made by some US officials charged with protecting US space assets. Saraswat did acknowledge, “Basically, these are deterrence technologies and quite certainly many of these technologies will not be used.”10 If that last part is true, it does raise the question of how much of a deterrent these technologies may actually provide, since the Indian government claims not to intend to use them.

India is pursuing ASAT technology now—it’s a core part of their military defense strategy 

Selding 10-Space News Staff writer & satellite expert [Peter, Space.com, “India developing anti-satellite spacecraft,” January 11, 2010, http://www.space.com/7764-india-developing-anti-satellite-spacecraft.html] DavidK
PARIS - India has begun development of lasers and an exo-atmospheric kill vehicle that could be combined to produce a weapon to destroy enemy satellites in orbit, the director-general of India’s defense research organization said Jan. 3. “The kill vehicle, wShich is needed for intercepting the satellite, needs to be developed, and that work is going on as part of the ballistic missile defense program,” said V.K. Saraswat, director-general of the Defence Research and Development Organisation, which is part of India’s Ministry of Defence. In a televised press briefing during the 97th Indian Science Congress in Thiruvananthapuram, Saraswat said the program includes the development of lasers, which will be able to give you a concrete picture of the satellite, and use that picture to guide your kill vehicle towards that. That work has yet to be done. India is not the first country to announce plans for anti-satellite spacecraft. In 2007, China intentionally destroyed an old weather satellite during an anti-satellite demonstration that created a swarm of orbital debris above Earth. The United States also successfully destroyed a crippled spy satellite in 2008 with an SM-3 missile launched from a Navy ship. That satellite kill was ordered to destroy the falling satellite to avoid toxic debris from raining down on parts of the U.S., military officials said.

Russia Weaponization Now

Russia is building ASATs now—our evidence cites Russian government members

Rushkin 09-staff writer @ Kraznaya Zvedza, the official Russian Defense Ministry Newspaper [Viktor, Kraznaya Zvedza, “For Space without Weapons,” March 19, 2009, LexisNexis]

Development in Russia of one or another variant of anti-satellite weaponry is completely justified from the point of view of providing for the interests of national security, considers State Duma deputy, ex-Secretary of the RF [Russian Federation] Security Council and RAN [Russian Academy of Science] Academician Andrey Kokoshin. "Russia undoubtedly has every justification for working on such kinds of assets and, if necessary, demonstrating its capability to secure its national security interests in space in such a manner," he said in a visit with a "Krasnaya Zvezda" correspondent. The deputy drew attention to the fact that in recent years the United States has actively advanced the idea of deploying various kinds of strike weapons in space. "The study and implementation of such kinds of scientific research and experimental design projects have been especially accelerated after the USA unilaterally withdrew from the 1972 Soviet-American ABM Treaty," he noted. This treaty treated the limiting of missile defence systems, and it simultaneously served as an extremely important obstacle for the development of anti-satellite weaponry. "The fact of the matter is that anti-missile weapons based, say, in space or even based on the ground, sea or in the air, may also be used as anti-satellite weapons," indicated Academician Kokoshin. Moreover, it is much easier to hit a satellite moving along a well-known orbit in a pre-determined direction, than to hit a ballistic missile warhead or to hit a missile in its boost phase." In his words, the ABM Treaty imposed extremely serious limitations on missile defence space systems. Limiting the number of fixed missile defence regions also was an important obstacle to the development of anti-satellite systems by the treaty parties. Andrey Kokoshin recalled that Russia and China had developed a draft convention on preventing future militarization of space and deploying strike assets in space. Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation Sergey Lavrov recently spoke about this specifically with the US Secretary of State. "This is a very important project," explained the deputy, "since in principle many states are able to create anti-satellite weapons. Today at least a half-dozen countries, and possibly even more, have these technological capabilities. But developments in this direction are extremely undesirable for global strategic stability. It is also dangerous for the United States itself, despite its great efforts to develop various space assets. The USA depends to a very great extent on various space assets both for military purposes, as well as in the civilian economy sector." The deputy noted that today the range of possibilities for developing anti-satellite weapons is very wide, even wider that it was in the 1980's when this issue was being very actively considered and both sides were in the main displaying restraint. "Although at that time there was a lot of movement in the direction of deploying weapons in space and the development of anti-satellite weapons of the "ground-to-space" and the "air-to-space" types, such developments nevertheless did not occur," said Kokoshin. In his opinion, today it is also possible to reach agreement on the prevention of an arms race in space. But as long as such agreements have not been achieved, Russia, undoubtedly, has every justification to conduct developments of anti-satellite weapons.

Russia is developing a full range of space defenses - it’ll be complete by 2015

RIA Novosti 10 (“Russia to have full gamut of air, outer space defenses by 2015,” 2/4, http://en.rian.ru/mlitary_news/20100402/158414990.html, EMM)

Russia's space defense system will have a comprehensive network of air and outer space defense facilities, a leading missile manufacturer said on Friday. "By 2015, we will have Morfei short-range air-defense complexes, Vityaz, Favorit and S-500 medium-range systems, and something else," said Igor Ashurbeili, general director of the Almaz-Antei concern's design bureau. "In this way, Russia will have the complete array of military-space defense capabilities," he said. He said the 2015 deadline was linked to the fact that by that time S-300 PS antiaircraft complexes, the first in the S-300 series, would have been taken out of service. He also said Antei was currently developing six new types of air-defense/missile defense systems, of which he only named the Vityaz medium-range antiaircraft missile complex. 

Russia is developing new space weapons - they already perceive the US as weaponizing space

Mail Online 9 (The Mail Foreign Service, “ Cold War in outer space: Russia to begin making its own 'Star Wars' missiles to counter American 'threat',” Aug 11, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1205840/Russia-begin-making-Star-Wars-missiles-counter-American-threat.html, EMM) 

Russia is to develop a 'Star Wars' missiles system to counter the 'threat' from America, its air force commander said yesterday. 

General Alexander Zelin said the United States will be able to hit any target in Russia from space by 2030, as he announced that Moscow will develop a new air defence system to avert the threat.

'The development of air and space offensive weapons by foreign states demonstrates that by 2030 radical changes will take place in the exploration of air and space as an integral sphere of armed struggle,' he said.

Asian Weaponization Now

Space militarization and competition is inevitable—countries in Asia see it as a metric for power and status

Sheehan 10-Professor of International Relations @ Swansea University, former director of the Scottish Centre for International Security, Senior Analyst @ the Royal United Services Institute, author of 12 book on International Security in the context of space [Michael, Royal United Services Institute, “Rising Powers: Competition and Co-operation in the New Asian ‘Space Race’,” December 2010, http://www.rusi.org/go.php?structureID=articles_journal&ref=A4CFE21F0DDEA7] DavidK
Asia’s rising powers are developing indigenous space programmes at a startling pace. Though some hedging behaviour is apparent, most are designed to bolster technological autonomy and augment national prestige. Nevertheless, China and India are both pursuing anti-satellite capabilities. Not yet a full-blown race, both competition and cooperation is possible between Asia’s giants. The idea that there is a new Asian space race involving a number of leading states in the region has become a staple of news stories. The Christian Science Monitor asserts that the Asian space powers are ‘jockeying for position beyond the earth’s atmosphere’.1 Newsweek magazine declares confidently that ‘the real space race is in Asia’, that China is not so much seeking to emulate the US and Russia, but rather to distance itself in prestige terms from its Asian neighbours, particularly India. In both cases the assumption is that the programmes are driven by technonationalism. As one Chinese space expert explained to the People’s Daily, the Chinese space programme ‘suggests comprehensive national strength ... increasing China’s international prestige and the cohesive power of the Chinese nation’.2 The reality behind the ‘Asian space race’ is more complicated than media stories suggest. Most of these states have had space programmes since the early 1960s and their recent acceleration is the result of growing economic success allowing greater expenditures in some cases, seemingly the natural next step for developing technology. Thus, for example, the coincidence of the announced lunar programmes of some Asian nations is as much to do with the fact that the Moon is Earth’s nearest neighbour and a logical ‘first stop’ as it is a result of a ‘race’ mentality. At the same time, there are specific states that do have a tendency to measure their effort, at least in part, against the successes of a perceived rival or adversary. This appears to be the case with Japan in relation to both China and North Korea, and is also true to some extent of India in relation to China. At the same time, all these states are measuring themselves against the more advanced programmes of the developed states, seeing space technology as one of the measurable indicators of major power status. Thus, M P Krishnaswamy Kasturirangan argues that India’s space programme will ultimately establish India’s ‘credentials in the international community’.3 While these countries may not necessarily be racing against each other, except to a limited and secondary extent, their growing capabilities, and the overall industrial and military strength that their space programmes reflect, are nevertheless extremely important, with significant longer-term implications. This can be seen by looking not only at the larger programmes that attract the headlines, but also some of the more modest programmes that do not. While the idea of an Asian space race may not be the best prism through which to view the Chinese programme, China’s efforts certainly deserve attention. China entered global consciousness as a major space player with the launch of its first astronaut on the Shenzou 5 spacecraft in 2003. However, the Chinese space programme dates to the late 1950s. China launched a satellite on its own rocket in 1970, becoming only the third country in the world to do so. As early as 1971, China selected its first group of astronauts for a planned manned orbital mission. Funding cuts to the programme caused this objective to be postponed, but it was revived in 1992 when Chinese astronauts began training in Russia.4 The Chinese manned programme is therefore moving at its own pace, one set by internal Chinese national interest perceptions rather than the actions of other states. China is only responsible for about 1.6 per cent of world space launches.5 Nevertheless, its programme is a vigorous one, and its manned programme is highly ambitious. China plans to orbit a small space lab between 2014 and 2016 and to use it to gain experience in space station operations and spacecraft manoeuvring and docking. It plans to launch a 30-ton space station in 2022, which should remain in orbit for a decade and be capable of accommodating three crew members. A new heavy-lift launcher is being developed to support the space station operation. The unmanned science programme has also been impressive. China has launched two lunar orbiters and plans to conduct a lunar sample return mission.
ASATS are Threat to US Satellites

ASATs are the biggest threat to US satellites 

Lynn 11-deputy secretary of defense, senior fellow @ the National Defense University, Masters in Public Affairs @ Princeton University, J.D. @ Cornell Law School, B.A. @ Dartmouth College [William, Aviation Week & Space Technology, “Raising Pedigree,” April 11, 2011, interviewed by Amy Butler, LexisNexis]

Twenty or 30 years ago, we were primarily worried about anti-satellite weapons as the major threat. Now, we still have to worry about ASAT [anti-satellite] weapons], but we also have to worry about cyberattacks [and] jamming. And we have to worry that these weapons might have proliferated beyond the Soviet Union. So part of the strategy, and the programs that follow from it, is to address exactly those kinds of threats and to ensure that we can continue to operate and leverage our space capabilities to make sure, for example, GPS jamming doesn't disable the great benefits we get militarily from space. Last year at the National Space Symposium, you said our space assets are more vulnerable than ever. Do you feel that there needs to be some sort of cohesive effort to focus on this problem?

Space Weapons K2 Heg

Securing US space assets is the greatest internal to US hegemony
Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 2-3]

However, once the threshold of destruc​tive attacks against satellites is crossed, the United States and its allies may suffer high costs even if they ultimately "win" the space engage​ment and dominate that domain. Such costs would not be limited to the orbital infrastructure, because economic functions and terrestrial military operations would also likely suffer from degradations in space support. In fact, because the United States enjoys greater economic, scientific, and national security benefits from its space systems than any other state, it has the most to lose in conflicts in the space domain. Grasping the significance of this situation, the recently released final report from the bipartisan congressional commission appointed to review the strategic posture of the United States recommended that the nation "[d]evelop and pursue options for advancing U.S. interests in stability in outer space and in increasing warning and decision-time."7 As Bruce MacDonald recently testified before the Strategic Forces Sub​committee of the House Armed Forces Committee, “Our overall goal should be to shape the space domain to the advantage of the United States, and to do so in ways that are stabilizing and enhance U.S. security. The U.S. has an overrid​ing interest in maintaining the safety, survival, and function of its space assets so that the profound military, civilian, and com​mercial benefits they enable can continue to be available to the United States and its allies.”8
Space weaponization makes US military dominance un-challengeable and causes world peace

Dolman 3 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Space Weapons: Are They Needed?,” From Chapter 2: Space Power and US Hegemony: Maintaining a Liberal World Order in the 21st Century, October, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf, EMM)

And so it would. Complete domination of space would give the United States such an advantage on the terrestrial battlefield that no state could openly challenge it. Traditional war would be effectively over. An idealist vision would be secured by realist means. Strategic dominance of space would further force the United States to maintain the industrial and technical capacity to keep it at the forefront of hegemony for the foreseeable future. Nontraditional war, especially terrorism, would not be over, but it could very well be mitigated.42 The current dominant use of space for military matters is in the areas of observation and monitoring. These are the tools of effective police organizations, and have already been adapted in counter-terrorism plans. The details would be worked out in time, but the strategy clearly has benefits for the United States and the world.

Weaponization is the lynchpin of hegemony – solves multiple nuclear hotspots including Indo-pak, China-Taiwan and Korea 

Miller 2002 – writer for the free republic and national review online (John J., the free republic, “Our 'Next Manifest Destiny': America should move to control space -- now, and decisively.” http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/714383/posts) CMR 


These are all examples of "force enhancement," to use Pentagon parlance. By generating and channeling information, space-based assets help earthbound soldiers, sailors, and pilots improve their performance. Yet the United States will also need tools of "force application" -- weapons that act against adversaries directly in and from space, for both offensive and defensive purposes. What our country requires, in short, is the weaponization of outer space.

This already would have occurred in at least limited form, but for the mulish opposition of arms-control liberals. Reagan's SDI routinely struggled for funding in the 1980s and early 1990s, and then went on life support during the Clinton administration. The budget for ground-based ABMs was slashed by nearly 80 percent in Clinton's first year -- defense contractors even had their system-development bids returned to them unopened. The Brilliant Pebbles program, an outgrowth of SDI that would have placed a swarm of maneuverable interceptors in orbit, was eliminated completely. "These actions effectively destroyed the nation's space-based missile-defense options for the following decade," says Henry Cooper, who ran the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization at the Pentagon during the first Bush administration.

The budgets of other programs, such as the ASAT technology tested by Pearson in 1985, were essentially trimmed to death. In 1990, Democrats in Congress forbade ASAT laser testing (the Republican majority let the ban lapse in 1995). The Army worked on ground-based ASAT missiles through the 1990s, and by 1997 its tests were starting to show real promise. The next year, however, Clinton had a test of his own to run -- the line-item veto, since ruled unconstitutional by the Supreme Court -- and he used it against the Army program. "We could have had something online," says Steven Lambakis of the National Institute for Public Policy. "Now we'd be forced to cobble together an emergency response if we really needed to knock out a satellite."

The United States soon will have at least a residual ASAT capability -- any national missile-defense system that can shoot down ICBMs also can obliterate satellites. What we don't have, however, is a growing architecture of space-based weapons along the lines of what Reagan began to describe in his visionary SDI speech in 1983. This May, Senate Democrats passed big cuts to ground-based missile defense, which is humdrum compared with space-based lasers and the like -- and the White House has not yet beaten back even this challenge.

The wrangling over weapons and budgets stems from a fundamental confusion over what space is and how we should use it. From the standpoint of physics, space begins about 60 miles above sea level, which is roughly the minimum height a satellite must attain to achieve orbit. In this sense, space is just another medium, much like land, water, and air, with its own special rules of operation. For military purposes, however, space is more: It's the ultimate high ground, a flank from above whose importance, for those able to gain access to it, may represent the critical difference in future conflicts.

For arms-control fanatics, however, space is a kind of sanctuary, and putting weapons in it poses an unconscionable threat. U.N. secretary general Kofi Annan has called for ensuring "that outer space remains weapons-free." Theresa Hitchens of the Center for Defense Information warns of threats to "global stability" and "the potential for starting a damaging and destabilizing space race." With space, there's always the sense that weapons violate some pristine nature. This is clearly one of the sentiments behind the Kucinich bill. Yet it is exactly wrong -- there should be weapons way up there because then there will be fewer of them right down here.

Space power is now in its infancy, just as air power was when the First World War erupted in 1914. Back then, military planes initially were used to observe enemy positions. There was an informal camaraderie among pilots; Germans and French would even wave when they flew by each other. Yet it wasn't long before the reality of war took hold and they began shooting. The skies were not to be a safe haven.

The lesson for space is that some country inevitably will move to seize control of it, no matter how much money the United States sinks into feel-good projects like the International Space Station. Americans have been caught napping before, as when the Soviet Union shocked the world with Sputnik in 1957. In truth, the United States could have beaten the Soviets to space but for a deliberate slow-down strategy that was meant to foster sunny relations with the world's other superpower.

The United States is the world's frontrunner in space, with about 110 military satellites in operation, compared with about 40 for Russia and 20 for the rest of the world. Yet a leadership role in space is not the same as dominance, and the United States today lacks the ability to defend its assets against rudimentary ASAT technology or to deny other countries their own weapons in space. No country appears to be particularly close to putting weapons in orbit, though the Chinese are expected to launch their first astronaut in the next year or two and they're working hard to upgrade their military space capabilities. "It would be a mistake to underestimate the rapidity with which other states are beginning to use space-based systems to enhance their security," says the just-released annual report of the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute. At a U.N. disarmament conference two years ago, Chinese officials called for a treaty to keep weapons out of space -- a possible sign that what they really want is some time to play catch-up.

The private sector also requires a secure space environment. When the Galaxy IV satellite failed in 1998, paging services shut down, affecting an estimated 44 million customers. Banks and credit-card companies also were affected, along with a few television and radio stations. Saddam Hussein may lack the rocket power to lob a nuclear warhead halfway around the world, but he could mount one on top of a Scud and fire it straight upward. A nuclear explosion in low orbit could disable scores of satellites and wreak havoc on modern economies everywhere -- an example of space-age terrorism.

Plenty of people inside the government already recognize how much the United States relies on space. There's a U.S. Space Command headquartered in Colorado Springs, and each branch of the military is to some extent involved in space power. In 1999, secretary of defense William Cohen called space power "as important to the nation as land, sea, and air power." His successor, Donald Rumsfeld, chaired a commission on space and national security right before joining the Bush administration. The panel's report, issued last year, warned of a "Space Pearl Harbor" if the country doesn't develop "new military capabilities."

While Cohen's rhetoric was fine, his boss, Bill Clinton, didn't seem to agree with it. Rumsfeld is friendly to the notion of space power, but President Bush so far hasn't talked much about it. When Bush gave his missile-defense speech at the National Defense University a year ago, he spoke of land-, sea-, and air-based defenses -- but made no mention of space. "A lot of us noticed that," says one Air Force officer.

The Rumsfeld commission also emphasized defense: how to protect American satellites from foreign enemies. It had almost nothing to say about offense: how to use space for projecting American power around the globe. The commission was a creature of consensus, so this does not necessarily represent Rumsfeld's own thinking. And defense certainly is important. Military satellites are tempting targets because they're so crucial to the United States in so many ways. They are protected by their remoteness, but not much else. Their frail bodies and predictable flight paths are a skeet shoot compared with hitting speedy ICBMs, an ability that the United States is just starting to master. They're also vulnerable to jamming and hacking. Hardening their exteriors, providing them with some maneuverability, and having launch-on-demand replacements available are all key ingredients to national security. Yet defense doesn't win wars. In the future, the mere act of protecting these assets won't be enough to preserve American military superiority in space.

In addition to an assortment of high-tech hardware, the United States could use an Alfred Thayer Mahan for the 21st century. In 1890, Mahan was a captain in the Navy when the first edition of his book, The Influence of Sea Power on World History, was published. Today it ranks among the classic texts of military theory. Mahan argued that nations achieve greatness only if they dominate the seas and their various geographic "pressure points," holding up the example of the British Royal Navy. One of Mahan's early readers was a young man named Theodore Roosevelt, who began to apply these ideas while working in the Department of the Navy during the 1890s, and later as president. Mahanian principles shook the country loose from its traditional strategy of coastal defense and underwrote a period of national dynamism, which included the annexation of Hawaii, victory in the Spanish-American War, and the construction of the Panama Canal.

No writer has clearly become the Mahan of space, though one candidate is Everett C. Dolman, a professor at the Air Force's School of Advanced Airpower Studies, in Alabama. Dolman's new book Astropolitik offers a grand strategy that would have the United States "endeavor at once to seize military control of low-Earth orbit" and impose "a police blockade of all current spaceports, monitoring and controlling all traffic both in and out." Dolman identifies low-Earth orbit as a chokepoint in the sense of Mahan -- anybody who wants access to space must pass through it. "The United States should grab this vital territory now, when there's no real competition for it," Dolman tells me. "Once we're there, we can make sure the entry cost for anybody else wanting to achieve space control is too high. Whoever takes space will dominate Earth."

Dolman would benefit from a political benefactor. Mahan enjoyed the patronage of Roosevelt, who took a scholar's ideas and turned them into policies. Space has a number of advocates within the military bureaucracy, mostly among its younger members. It does not have a political champion, with the possible exception of Sen. Bob Smith, a New Hampshire Republican who has made the subject a personal passion. Smith calls space America's "next Manifest Destiny" and believes the Department of Defense should establish an independent Space Force to serve alongside the Army, Navy, and Air Force. Smith, however, may not stay in the Senate much longer, facing stiff political challenges at home.

With the right mix of intellectual firepower and political muscle, the United States could achieve what Dolman calls "hegemonic control" of space. The goal would be to make the heavens safe for capitalism and science while also protecting the national security of the United States. "Only those spacecraft that provide advance notice of their mission and flight plan would be permitted in space," writes Dolman. Anything else would be shot down.

That may sound like 21st-century imperialism, which, in essence, it would be. But is that so bad? Imagine that the United States currently maintained a battery of space-based lasers. India and Pakistan could inch toward nuclear war over Kashmir, only to be told that any attempt by either side to launch a missile would result in a boost-phase blast from outer space. Without taking sides, the United States would immediately defuse a tense situation and keep the skies above Bombay and Karachi free of mushroom clouds. Moreover, Israel would receive protection from Iran and Iraq, Taiwan from China, and Japan and South Korea from the mad dictator north of the DMZ. The United States would be covered as well, able not merely to deter aggression, but also to defend against it.

National security always has been an expensive proposition, and there is no getting around the enormous costs posed by a robust system of space-based weaponry. It would take a supreme act of national will to make it a reality. We've done it before: Winning the Cold War required laying out trillions of dollars, much of it on machines, missiles, and warheads that never saw live combat. Seizing control of space also would cost trillions, but it would lead to a world made immeasurably safer for America and what it values.
Space power critical to US diplomacy and our economy.  
Fredriksson 2003 – Lt Col Fredriksson is a graduate of Squadron Officers’ School, Air Command and Staff College, and the Defense Systems Management College, Advanced Program Management Course. He holds the B.S. and M.S. degrees in mechanical engineering from Lehigh University and an M.S. in management from Troy State University. Following graduation from the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Lt Col Fredriksson will serve as Chief of Plans for 14th Air Force at Vandenberg AFB, CA. Masters thesis for graduation at school of advanced air and space studies (Brian E., “GLOBALNESS: TOWARD A SPACE POWER THEORY.” A THESIS PRESENTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES FOR COMPLETION OF GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS. June) 

Space factors prominently into all of the instruments of national power—diplomatic, economic, and military. Space expert Stephen Whiting describes how the US can use space power to exert diplomatic leverage.  His model uses David Baldwin’s taxonomy of coercion (prestige, technology partnerships, access to services, legal precedent, objective information, presence, threat of punishment) across a spectrum of crises from Military Operations Other than War through Crisis Response to War. Whiting avers that space significantly contributes to all the levels of coercion except the ability to threaten punishment and is applicable across the entire spectrum of conflict. Perhaps the most obvious example of space influencing diplomacy was Secretary of State Colin Powell’s use of satellite imagery to demonstrate to the UN Security Council Iraq’s failure to comply with UN resolutions prohibiting weapons of mass destruction.

In addition to diplomatic leverage, the economic impact of space is significant, though disagreement exists on whether it is an economic center of gravity. In 1999, commercial space transportation and space-enabled industries generated over $61.3 billion in economic activity in the US alone, including $16.4 billion in direct employee earnings and 497,000 jobs. Optimistic projections of future growth peg cumulative American investments in space will reach $500 billion by 2010 and as much as 10%-15% of the gross domestic product by 2020.However, today, the direct economic impact of space is but a fraction of the world economic activity. Despite the recent decline in the commercial satellite and launch industry, space remains a center of gravity because of indirect effects. For example, the precise timing provided by Global Positioning Satellites (GPS) cesium clocks is used by a number of communications and financial services. The timing signal synchronizes the electronic switching and transmission of voice, data and video links. Television, radio and Internet traffic also require accurate time transfer, as well as automated teller machines, banking systems, and wireless communications. A case in point: An errant command to a GPS satellite on 17 March 1997, resulting in one satellite broadcasting a incorrect timing signal for six seconds, caused 110 of 800 cellular phone sites in the eastern United states to fail, crashing the entire system for a number of hours.

Even if it is not an economic center of gravity, the increasing military investment in space testifies to its growing military significance. The Pentagon’s 2004 budget requested $8.5 billion for unclassified space programs, an increase of about $600 million over 2003. While increasing, the military space budget represents only about 2.2% of the Department of Defense budget request of $379.9B. Expenditures for classified intelligence satellites, estimated at $6-7 billion per year, increase the total slightly.

Weaponization solves heg and rise of adversaries – allows US to maintain the high ground and freedom of operation 

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) CMR 

Adversaries recognize they cannot battle the United States force-on-force, so they are seeking to ways to attack asymmetrically. This plays right into “China’s indigenous military traditions, which emphasize ‘stealth, deception, and indirect approaches to warfare—and the opportunities offered by emerging technologies—which permit effective asymmetric strategies focuses on attacking an adversaries weaknesses rather China and other countries have come to the realization that: 

The advanced military might of the United States depends inordinately on a complex, exposed network of command, control, communications, and computer-based systems that provide intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance; and these systems operate synergistically in and through the medium of space. These space-based capabilities enable American forces to detect and identify different kinds of targets, exchange vast and diverse military relevant information and data streams, and contribute to the success of combat operations by providing everything from meteorological assessment to navigation and guidance to different platforms and weapon systems to early warning and situational 34 awareness.

The bottom line is that America’s adversaries have figured out that its space-based capabilities are its Achilles heel. US policy makers must provide for the military means to defend these space assets against a variety of threats. No longer can the United States take the high ground for granted, in the next war it is very clear that its space advantage will be challenged. In the words of Senator Joseph Lieberman, “space…has become an inseparable and vital part of our personal and daily lives. The implications for security are critical. Our dependence on space, will change warfare itself just as the rise of sea borne trade centuries ago expanded warfare from the land to the seas….We are rapidly creating new ‘sea lanes’—space and cyberspace lanes—that can be attacked and that must in turn be defended.” Threats to US space systems abound, and the United States needs to be prepared to detect and defeat those threats. In 2001, Donald Rumsfeld’s Space Commission concluded that “the U.S. Government should vigorously pursue the capabilities called for in the National Space Policy to ensure that the President will have the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats to and, if necessary, defend against attacks on U.S. interests”36 The commission also reported “that the U.S. is not…well prepared to handle the range of potential threats to its space systems.”37 This conclusion was based on the threat report prepared for the commission by Tom Wilson, which listed the following threats against space-based systems: Non-directed nuclear ASATs, interceptor ASAT weapons (direct ascent ASATs, short-duration orbital ASATs, long-duration orbital interceptors (farsats, nearsats, space mines, fragmentation or pellet rings, space-to-space missiles, microsatellites)), stand off weapons (laser ASATs, radio frequency ASAT, high power laser and microwave weapons, particle-beam ASATs), and electronic attack on communication, data, and command links.38 From this lengthy list of threats, some already fielded, some in various phases of research and development, it is evident that the United States cannot assume freedom of operation in space without adequate defensive capabilities and weapons. 

US space assets are the linchpin of its national power but are highly vulnerable to ASAT attacks

Redifer, 11 - LtCol, USMC, paper submitted in fulfillment of a degree from the Air War College at Air University (Stephen, “TAKING THE INITIATIVE – PROTECTING US INTERESTS IN SPACE ,” 2/16, 
https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=downloadpaper&objectid=be97b3ea-7800-44ee-b6ff-76dcdb7c2960&rs=PublishedSearch
The US dependence on space has continued to grow in military, intelligence, and commercial circles, and the market for space services has grown commensurate with this demand; the world community, to include both our allies and potential adversaries, has noted this dependence. Due to US interest in the services provided by satellites, various initiatives to protect space systems have been given significant attention over the past decade, but have lacked a consistent vision and have not always fared well when competing for limited budget resources. This paper will briefly discuss the threat posed to US space systems, review stakeholder equities, explore the schools of thought regarding defense of space assets, pose possible solutions, and culminate in a recommendation for a way ahead to protect US space equities.

The 2001 Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization stated that the United States is an attractive candidate for a “Space Pearl Harbor,” and cited several vulnerabilities, to include satellite malfunctions, ground station equipment failures, hackers, and the threat posed by Chinese anti-satellite efforts.1 Nine years later in 2010, the National Space Policy of the United States of America (NSP) reiterated several principles seen in the 2006 NSP, including one which states that the United States “will employ a variety of measures to help assure the use of space for all responsible parties, and … deter others from interference and attack.”2 While certainly an important goal, this is a complex and multi-faceted task with several hurdles impeding its realization, including assignment of a party responsible for space protection and surveillance, establishment of a US strategy for space control3, development of a comprehensive operational space picture that provides sufficient granularity to deter or respond to an attack. This challenge is exacerbated by the fact that any protection/surveillance schema will require the inclusion of a wide variety of agencies with disparate goals, missions, and cultures. This issue is further compounded by the fact that any discussion regarding government/military responsibilities in space and space control strategy often centers on the pros and cons of the weaponization of space or the US ability to “control” space and, as such, tends to focus on offensive action. This invariably results in a politically charged debate in which numerous camps advocate a variety of courses of action, ranging from those who desire a national policy of space dominance to those who would seek a sanctuary where space is not used for any military purpose5. Solutions encompass a variety of options, from the fielding of systems that would give the United States the ability to take pre-emptive action in space to developing treaties that would limit the legal right of the signatories to take any action that would harm space assets or the space environment. Although related, there is less discussion above the service level regarding the protection of space systems and the development of space situational awareness (SSA)6, 4. For as these may be seen as US Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM) or US Air Force (USAF) “problems.” However, given the international reliance on space products for commerce, navigation, weapons employment, and so forth, this issue transcends the means and scope of one service or one combatant commander – in fact, it is of national concern. Within the Department of Defense, there exists a need and a responsibility to create a culture of understanding regarding the value of space systems and the importance of protecting them that transcends the responsibility of just the USAF or USSTRATCOM; all users must understand the situation in space in order to plan for the loss or degradation of space capabilities or to perhaps nominate the enemy’s anti-satellite systems as high value targets. Additionally, in the same manner that a battlespace owner must consider force protection for air, sea, and land forces, there is also a possibility that space assets will need to be actively protected by a theater combatant commander(s). The commercial and civil space sectors must also understand that their space systems are at risk, which may have a detrimental effect on US national power. Finally, any potential solutions to protect US space systems will include a large number of stakeholders that crosscut the US government, commercial entities, and end users who rely on satellites for business as well as recreational use.
Weaponization ensures US hegemony but decreases military adventurism—solving backlash against hegemony. 

Dolman 10 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment,” September,  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1532576, EMM)

It is an even more difficult dilemma for those who oppose weapons in general, and space weapons in particular. Ramifications for the most critical current function of the Army, Navy, and Marines—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory—are profound. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the ability to do all three would wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light of the continuing commitments to the occupation and stabilization of Afghanistan and Iraq, space weapons proponents must advocate reduction of these capabilities in favor of a system that will have no direct potential to do so. 

Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is further eroded. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. But they offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less intimidating to the international environment than any combination of conventional weapons employed in their stead. What would be more threatening to a state in opposition to American hegemony: a dozen lasers in space with pinpoint accuracy, or (for about the same price) a dozen low-tech infantry divisions massed on its border? A state employing offensive deterrence through space weapons can punish a transgressor state, but it is in a poor position to challenge that state’s sovereignty. A transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives that its national survival is not at risk. Over time, the world of sovereign states may recognize that the United States could not and would not use space weapons to threaten another country’s internal self-determination. The United States would still maintain the capacity to challenge any attempts to directly intervene in the politics of others, and it would have severely restricted its own capacity to do so. Judicious and non-arbitrary use of a weaponized space eventually could be seen as a net positive, an effective global police force that punishes criminal acts but does not threaten to engage in an imperial manner. 

Space Weapons K2 Deterrence

Space control increases deterrence and makes diplomatic solutions to crises more likely than escalation

Lambakis, 2 – senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy  (Steven, “Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs,” Occasional Paper No. 10, ed: Moltz, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/opapers/op10/op10.pdf)

There are sound political and strategic justifications for looking to space.  First, a weapon that exploits Earth’s orbit may increase the number of foreign policy and military options available to our leaders and commanders.  More options mean that a leader may not be forced to take a more destructive or weaker course of action, that he has choices on how his country should act in a dynamic, complex, and often dangerous world.  Effective military options, in other words, can work to improve deterrence and stability and help leaders deal more intelligently, even more diplomatically, with surprises. 

Second, enhanced military power in the hands of states that uphold the rule of international law can work to improve peace and stability in the world.  Treaties dealing with the space environment are written to establish stability and order on the space frontier.  And this is good.  Washington has never considered space to be a domain of anarchy.  Indeed, it is in the U.S. interest to develop proper laws and exercise force in a restrained and responsible manner to prevent space from devolving into a lawless, disorderly realm.   

Space weaponization by the U.S. increases overall stability – wars don’t start because of arms races, they start because of the character of government – and a strong U.S. can deter conflict

Lambakis, 01 – senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy (Steven, Policy Review, March/April, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3479337.html)

The case against deploying weapons in space rests on a number of assumptions, often unstated. A careful look at the validity of these assumptions reveals serious problems — in many cases undermining the conclusions the critics draw.

One such assumption is that military developments over the past 50 years have created a security environment in which certain tactical events or localized crises run an unacceptably high risk of triggering a general, possibly even nuclear, war. We are therefore more secure when we do nothing to upset the global military balance, especially in space — where we station key stabilizing assets.

Yet we have little experience in reality to ground this freely wielded and rather academic assumption. By definition, anything that causes instability in armed relationships is to be avoided. But would "shots" in space, any more than shots on the ground, be that cause?

When we look at what incites war, history instructs us that what matter most are the character and motivation of the states involved, along with the general balance of power (i.e., are we in the world of 1914, 1945, or 2001?). Fluctuations in national arsenals, be they based on earth or in space, do not determine, but rather more accurately are a reflection of, the course of politics among nations. In other words, it matters not so much that there are nuclear weapons, but rather whether Saddam Hussein or Tony Blair controls them and in what security context. The same may be said for space weapons.

The sway of major powers historically has regulated world stability. It follows that influential countries that support the rule of law and the right of all states to use orbits for nonaggressive purposes would help ensure stability in the age of satellites. The world is not more stable, in other words, if countries like the United States, a standard-bearer for such ideas, "do nothing." Washington’s deterrence and engagement strategies would assume new dimensions with the added influence of space weapons, the presence of which could help bolster peacemaking diplomacy and prevent aggression on earth or in space.

Space militarization is vital to deterrence and ensuring U.S. hegemony

Lambakis, 01 – senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy (Steven, Policy Review, March/April, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3479337.html)

A second reason for exploring new military uses of space is that they could provide our leadership and commanders life-saving options. Consider this. In fourth century bc Athens, the modern thinkers of the day proposed designing cities without traditional defenses — which included a street layout designed to confuse an invading enemy and a fortified wall around the city. Those who objected to such "old-fashioned" concepts proposed laying the streets out in tidy rows to improve the city’s appearance. Removal of the costly and aesthetically offensive walls would avoid a hostile appearance that might unnecessarily provoke Athens’ neighbors.

Critics of this "new thinking" believed that, while a visually pleasing and open city would be attractive, one should not adopt this approach at the expense of safety. The suggestion to remove the walls irked the more defense-minded, especially in light of the fact that the armies of the time were introducing new missiles and machines for improving sieges. The advocates for the city’s strategic defenses — the walls — argued that the city’s leaders would retain the option of treating the city as an open city, whereas the option of defense would not be available to leaders who chose to ignore the city’s military requirements. Particular weapons, in other words, do not commit a country to a particular policy course; rather, they offer offensive and defensive options in a world that often punishes inflexible policies and is unforgiving of those who blunder through decisions that can make the difference between war and peace.

Finally, strength at home and assertiveness abroad have ensured stability for the United States and much of the world during the past century. Capricious misfortune and aggression, after all, are the bane of the republic — and of international security. Military strength can help the United States and its allies direct chance more favorably and, in the worst of times, deter and turn aside aggression.

Vast practical consequences will fall out of policy choices concerning the nature of American space power, especially as they affect the composition of U.S. forces, military organization, and security strategy. The new administration and Congress must help the American people overcome a habit of viewing space weapons in isolation from America’s purpose. Should military requirements warrant and cost permit, space weapons could be invited to join the rest of the arsenal to secure American interests and contribute to global strategic stability.

The United States and its allies should resist enchantment with slogans that divert attention from new security possibilities, especially ballistic missile defense, which ought to be viewed in the broader context of space power. Far from jeopardizing stability and peaceful uses of space, American military power exercised on the edge of earth would contribute to world peace and freedom.

Space Weapons K2 Conventional Power
Conventional deterrence depends upon space deterrence.  

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 20-21]

The longer a conventional war between the United States and an enemy capable of attacking space assets, the greater the pressure would be for escalation in both the terrestrial environment and space. Should the conflict expand in scope and expected duration in ways similar to major wars in the 20th century, the benefits of attacking satellite ground stations and other elements of the U.S. space-support ground infrastructure would grow and the prospective costs of doing so would shrink. Alternatively, even if the war were to remain confined in dura​tion and geographic scope but escalate to the point at which the enemy felt threatened by prospects of regime change—and especially if that were the United States' stated objective—then it would not be rea​sonable to expect that the United States could deter the enemy from resorting to any level of destructive attack in space, including the use of nuclear weapons, if it appeared that such actions might reduce the enemy's chances of defeat. While one might question why an adversary would expend a valuable and probably limited resource on what might seem to be a senseless act of destruction, exploding one or more nuclear weapons in space while keeping others in reserve to hold regional ter​restrial targets at risk could, in some circumstances, be a rational and plausible tactic.19 As serious as such an act would be, it would, without directly taking human life, effectively signal that severe levels of escala​tion in the terrestrial domains were imminent if the United States did not desist in pressing the offensive. Such an act would doubtless make the perpetrator a pariah in the international community, but many world leaders would consider that outcome preferable to losing their regimes and, potentially, their lives. Although this assessment focuses specifically on deterrence and first- strike stability in space, it is important to appreciate the inter-dependencies between these factors and general deterrence and stability writ large. Given the extent to which space support enhances U.S. conven​tional military capabilities, an adversary weighing the risks and poten​tial benefits of war with the United States might be encouraged toward aggression by the belief that attacking space systems would degrade U.S. warfighting capabilities enough to enable the attainment of objec​tives at acceptable costs. As a result, weaknesses in space deterrence can undermine general deterrence. Conversely, if a prospective adver​sary concludes that the probable cost-benefit outcome of attacking U.S. space systems is unacceptable, it is forced to weigh the risks and bene​fits of aggressive designs in the terrestrial domain against the prospects of facing fully capable, space-enhanced U.S. military forces. In sum, effective space deterrence fortifies general deterrence and stability.

Space weaponization key to power projection.

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) 

In order to rapidly project capability anywhere on the Earth and to create effects on demand anywhere, anytime, the US military needs to leverage force application from space. The Transformation Flight Plan, acknowledges as much: “current limitations in both technology and organizational structure prevent the military from achieving full potential of parallel warfare and [effects-based operations]. Overcoming these limitations through…space-based systems is a key goal of the ongoing revolution in military affairs.”70 

Space-based weapons can provide a number of distinct advantages to include rapid response, overcoming access and distance limitations, and creating difficulties for adversary defense. The National Defense Strategy says that America’s ability to operate in and from the global commons, to include space, enables it to project power anywhere in the world and is critical to the direct defense of the United States and its partners.71 The key is that space weapons could attack targets that are inaccessible to other weapons, and can provide access to targets without concern for violating denied airspace. Throughout its current national strategy documents, the need for the United States to project force rapidly in denied access environments is emphasized, and there is no more comprehensive means than with space-based weapons.
Space power key to overall hard power – backs up land forces 

Fredriksson 2003 – Lt Col Fredriksson is a graduate of Squadron Officers’ School, Air Command and Staff College, and the Defense Systems Management College, Advanced Program Management Course. He holds the B.S. and M.S. degrees in mechanical engineering from Lehigh University and an M.S. in management from Troy State University. Following graduation from the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Lt Col Fredriksson will serve as Chief of Plans for 14th Air Force at Vandenberg AFB, CA. Masters thesis for graduation at school of advanced air and space studies (Brian E., “GLOBALNESS: TOWARD A SPACE POWER THEORY.” A THESIS PRESENTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES FOR COMPLETION OF GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS. June) 

For the American way of war, space dominance may be a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for success. The US relies on space power to maximize battlespace awareness, communication, precision navigation and strike, and battle damage assessment, among others. Without these space-enhanced capabilities, the US would have to rely on more brute force strategies, based on greater force size and more dispersed, less precise force application. Its military would still be extremely powerful, its airpower ensures that, but without space support it would be much less dominant. While the trend of increasing reliance on space support and enhancement continues, should American airpower’s dominance prove ephemeral, space power is not yet poised to replace it. A great deal of maturation is needed.

Space power’s the lynchpin of hard power – it enables quick response capabilities 
Fredriksson 2003 – Lt Col Fredriksson is a graduate of Squadron Officers’ School, Air Command and Staff College, and the Defense Systems Management College, Advanced Program Management Course. He holds the B.S. and M.S. degrees in mechanical engineering from Lehigh University and an M.S. in management from Troy State University. Following graduation from the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Lt Col Fredriksson will serve as Chief of Plans for 14thAir Force at Vandenberg AFB, CA. Masters thesis for graduation at school of advanced air and space studies (Brian E., “GLOBALNESS: TOWARD A SPACE POWER THEORY.” A THESIS PRESENTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIES FOR COMPLETION OF GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS. June) 

Despite current constraints, space power is more than just an externality, for it provides many inherent advantages. Perhaps space power’s foremost advantage is global presence and perspective. For operating space forces, presence and perspective are derived from the nature of the medium. According to David Lupton, the nature of the medium includes the fact that space surrounds the other environs. As a result, “space vehicles operate with high-altitude vantage that provides a line-of-sight view of large portions of the Earth, allowing a single orbiting satellite to ‘see’ enormous areas of the Earth.” Once in orbit, space vehicles can sustain altitude without expending fuel providing sustainable persistence over the entire Earth. 

The second primary advantage of constellations of satellites is persistent global presence. Constellations orbit without violating national sovereignty, having freedom of overflight under current international regimes. Three satellites in geosynchronous orbit can observe the majority of the Earth’s surface, except for regions around the poles. Twenty-four navigation satellites in medium Earth orbit (approximately 12,500 mi) provide surface users visibility of 3 or more satellites most of the time. Gregory Billman deems this a “virtual” presence, since the vehicles are out of sight and their presence largely unperceivable. Virtual presence becomes more substantial with weapons that could strike from space.Still, the presence is inherently different than ground forces that occupy territory, more akin to air forces, but also more permanent in nature. The presence extends beyond the confines of Earth to the stars, an infinite operating area according to Lupton and infinite military depth in the words of Colin Gray.
Thirdly, space forces have the potential for near-instantaneous response. Operating with laser connectivity in full Earth coverage constellations, satellites provide the eyes, ears, and eventually fists for global control. They can be completely unobtrusive or definitively assertive depending on political objectives and constraints. Billman refers to this characteristic as strategic agility—the ability to respond rapidly, over global distances with appropriate capabilities to carry out operations in support of US international interests.

While the actual destructive power of space is still to be determined, theoretically it will equal other forms of military power employing similar technologies. Military space planes could deliver conventional ordinance (or nuclear ordinance for that matter) intercontinental distances, deploying many of them in reentry capsules for delivery to terrestrial targets. A robust fleet of military space planes could easily supplant the ever-shrinking fleet of intercontinental bombers. Space based lasers have the greatest affectivity within the vacuum of space, with lesser capability for high flying air vehicles and ground targets due to atmospheric interference. Still, technology may prove this distinction irrelevant. 

Space Weapons Solve Space Arms Race

Plan doesn’t cause a space arms race – the deterrent value of space weapons prevent military interventions. 

Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is misplaced. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. They offer no advantage if the target set considered is not global. But they also offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of weapons employed in their stead. A state employing offensive deterrence through space-weapons can punish a transgressor state, but is in a poor position to challenge its sovereignty. The transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons inhibits their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states will recognize that the US does not threaten self-determination internally, though it challenges any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and has severely restricted its own capacity to do so. 

US defenselessness invites an arms race because our adversaries know that it will give them an asymmetrical advantage. 

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) 

Bottom line, the nationalist sanctuary school believes that the United States should take advantage of the militarization of space, but that it should refrain from putting weapons in space for its own good. The nationalists argue that weaponization will cause adversaries to follow suit, which in the end will be bad for the United States, since it has much more to lose in the space domain. In the eyes of the sanctuary nationalists, any short term gains achieved by weaponizing space will be outweighed as other nations rapidly build counterspace capabilities to negate both these weapons and other US space systems. 

The sanctuary nationalist school should rethink its logic. If the US refrains from putting weapons in space, there is no guarantee its actions will prevent adversaries from developing space weapons and counterspace capabilities—it may even persuade them to accelerate these programs. Sanctuary proponents assert “unless provoked by extensive US space weaponization, America’s adversaries will not be inclined to pursue space weapons.”16 In reality, it seems the opposite is true. “Washington’s very reliance on satellites for security…would appear to be a more plausible motivation behind any hostile state’s desire to acquire satellite countermeasures.”17 As pointed out, the United States has the most to lose, and adversaries will surely want to make this loss a reality during increased hostilities. The United States has already invested a great amount of resources to have the asymmetric advantage that space assets provide, and the longer it leaves these assets unprotected the more incentive there may be to disrupt them. 

Of course, other countries might develop and deploy space weapons out of their own interest. “It defies reason, in other words, to assume that a state will sit by willfully and pay no attention to improvements in its own military tactics or strategic advantage and military developments in neighboring lands, and only watch [and respond to] the moves made by a far-off power, the United States. Conversely, why should the United States sit by as foreign imagery satellites proliferate and its military opponents acquire capabilities to locate and target American men and women on the battlefield?”18 Multiple states are clearly planning for and using the space medium to enhance their own combat capabilities and weaken opposing forces. There is no reason to presume they will even slow—much less abandon—these efforts because the United States does not appear to be protecting its own capabilities. Now is the time for the United States to develop terrestrial-to-space, and space-to-space capabilities that can temporarily disrupt or deny these capabilities during short-duration missions or that can permanently damage or destroy these capabilities in a protracted war.
A space arms race is inevitable - only US weaponization now can prevent escalation.

Dolman 6 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” March 10th, Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=408, EMM)

Nonetheless, we have a different system today and, as Karl has pointed out, it may be that if the United States were to unilaterally militarize space – and I am not advocating that necessarily, but it is an option – that it could in fact prevent an arms race. The tril-lions of dollars that would have to be spent to dislodge the United States from space, if it were to quickly seize control of the low-earth orbit, might be seen as not worthwhile to another state. However, if we wait fifteen or twenty years until a state is able to challenge the United States in space, then we will have a space race. By putting weapons in space to enhance its military capabilities the United States today is saying to the world that in this period of American hegemony, it is not going to wait for problems to develop over-seas until they bubble over into its area of interest, and then massively and forcefully fix that problem. No. The American way of war today, based on precision and on space capabilities, is to engage early using less force, using more precise force and more deadly force in a specific area, but with far less collateral damage. That is the new American way of war and we really cannot get out of it. 

US weaponization would prevent a space race because other nations would realize that it was hopeless to try to catch up.

Dolman 3 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Space Weapons: Are They Needed?,” From Chapter 2: Space Power and US Hegemony: Maintaining a Liberal World Order in the 21st Century, October, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf, EMM)

The moral argument has many levels, and stems from both the high ground and modified sanctuary theses (accepted here) that the weaponization of space is inevitable. The operational level contradiction is quite simply that it is unconscionable to assign the military services the task of controlling space, and then deny the best means to do it. To the military, it is the equivalent of sending a soldier into combat without a rifle. At the strategic level it thwarts the gloomier predictions of the awful result of space weaponization by preempting the process. Most theorists who lament the coming inevitability of space militarization do so on some variation of the notion that once one state puts weapons into space, other states will rush to do the same, creating a space-weapons race that has no productive purpose and only a violent end. Other assumptions are generally along the line that conflict and bloody war must eventually reach the cosmos, and delaying or holding off that eventuality is the best we can hope for. By seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is unchallenged in space, both those assumptions are revealed as faulty. The ability to shoot down from space any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space, or to readily engage and destroy terrestrial ASAT capacity, makes the possibility of large scale space war and or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a power that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position – in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future – the likelihood of either scenario seems remote. To be sure, if the United States were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, nonarbitrary, and efficient, other states would quickly realize no need to develop space military forces. It would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems much in the same fashion that the Global Positioning System (GPS) succeeded in forestalling the fielding of rival navigation systems. In time, United States control of low-Earth orbit could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. 

Space Weapons Solve Space War

US defenselessness is precisely what will invite space warfare. 

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) 

Beyond active and passive electronic counter-measures, many states are developing means that could be employed to directly attack satellites. In fact, any country that can reach space can in theory destroy a satellite, even with as crude a method of ramming one satellite with another. By the end of 2006, 47 state governments and other organizations (both government specific and non-governmental organizations or NGOs) had placed satellites in orbit, either on their own or with help from others. More worrisome, at least 18 states have ballistic missiles powerful enough to cross space briefly.53 If detonated in Low Earth Orbit, as described above or simply to create dangerous debris fields in increasingly crowded orbital paths, these missiles pose potentially disastrous obstacles to satellite operations. Furthermore, according to a National Security Council arms control specialist, “between twenty and thirty nations have ground-based lasers capable of putting directed energy into space.”54 
America’s enemies know that it relies on space assets and that these assets have been the catalyst to success in recent wars from Desert Storm forward. Since America is generally fighting far from home, its powerful forward presence is sustained by essential space capabilities while foes can fall back on landlines, line-of-site communications, and close proximity intelligence. Therefore, current and potential foes see the tremendous value that America places on its space forces, and can draw the conclusion that bringing war to the space medium will asymmetrically benefit them, since there is much to gain and not much for them to lose. 

To emphasize, strategist Colin Gray points out “it is a rule in strategy, one derived empirically from the evidence of two and a half millennia, that anything of great strategic importance to one belligerent, for that reason has to be worth attacking by others. And the greater the importance, the greater has to be the incentive to damage, disable, capture, or destroy it.”55 Gray believes that space warfare is a certainty in the future because the use of space in war has become vital. If Gray is right, the United States must decide whether it can afford to be second to place space weapons in orbit, the global high ground, in order to protect its assets there and ensure control of the space medium.

Weaponization of space not destabilizing and will shore up our alliances.

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) 

***space internationalism = a belief that weaponization is destabilizing 

While it seems that space internationalists have several strong arguments against putting weapons in space, when removed from the Cold War context they do not appear to hold as much weight. The main theme of the internationalist argument is that space weapons will contribute to international instability and cause arms racing in response. Similarly, in the 1930s “there was much political discourse about limiting airpower’s capabilities for its perceived inherent political and military instability. Fortunately, there existed professional military airmen whose vision outreached those of the naysayers.”11 Today, there is a vision for space weapons that far outweighs arguments about their offensive and destabilizing nature.

Weapons in space should not be compared to the destabilizing nature of nuclear weapons. They, like all other conventional weapons, follow a logic that is the reverse of nuclear MAD theory. A precise, discriminate, non-lethal satellite attack “could prove to be the most rational and militarily effective course of action for our leaders to take in some situations.”12 In addition, the argument that they might draw a preemptive attack from adversary counterspace weapons is nothing new. America’s current asymmetric advantage in space has already created the possibility of a preemptive attack from adversaries, and this is precisely why the United States needs to bolster its space defensive capabilities. 

Furthermore, space is a global commons. The fear that the United States might use weapons in space for offensive purposes from these commons has parallels to the weapons it harbors in the oceanic commons. America routinely uses its Navy as a powerful forward presence, and in many cases, it provides its allies a sense of security. Just because the US Navy is parked off the coast of a potential adversary does not mean that it has ill intent to act offensively. It does mean that the capacity to bring incredible military force to bear in short order, if provoked or if hostilities were to erupt, is in place. In the same way, weapons in space could give a similar sense of security to allies and non-aligned third party states, and provide a powerful global presence ready to defend America’s national interests. 

The argument that space-based ballistic missile defense would be destabilizing in the current global context is also flawed, and needs to be addressed. So long as the United States partners with its allies to build a multi-layered missile defense capability, and shares appropriate technologies, this architecture could be used to maintain peace and provide for national and international security. In line with President Bush’s statements accompanying withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, such a system would be designed to defeat terrorist and rogue missile attacks, not to counter a massive nuclear ICBM attack like that envisioned in the cold war. 

Moreover, the thought that China or other potential adversaries would not attack missile warning satellites due to the destabilizing effect to the nuclear architecture makes sense. However, any research at all on the space missile warning architecture would reveal that space attacks on other aspects could still result in effective tactical effects. For example, processed missile warning data does not come directly from the missile warning satellite, it comes from a ground station and is distributed to theater over UHF SATCOM. An adversary who negates UHF SATCOM capabilities could successfully prevent Patriot batteries and other theater assets from receiving theater ballistic missile warning data without affecting the raw missile warning data flowing directly to the United States—thereby negating theater warning without affecting strategic warning. 

Finally, the assertion that weapons in space might encourage nuclear proliferation depends greatly on what kinds of weapons are put in space. Of course if space-based missile defense weapons are among the first to be fielded, then they will be in a position to deter nations from developing a nuclear ballistic missile capability. In the end, nations that have these kinds of fears would need to realize that the United States already has rapidly retargetable nuclear weapons, which could pose a much greater threat than any precision strike space-based weapon does. If it intended to use weapons to intimidate or dominate the globe, this trend would have already played out. To alleviate fears, the United States needs to promote the concept of space-based global defense against terrorist threats and rogue states. Doing so with international partnership and buy-in will be reassuring rather than destabilizing.

Offensive Strategies K2 Space Dominance

Offensive deterrence is the only way to ensure safety of US assets.

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 3-4]

Space stability issues differ from the Kent-Thaler conception of first-strike stability in that nuclear forces are not directly involved, so the risk of prompt catastrophic damage in the event of a deterrence fail​ure is not nearly as great. However, several other strong parallels exist between first-strike stability in space and in the nuclear realm. First, space support substantially enhances operational warfighting capabili​ties in the terrestrial domain that are threatening to potential enemies. At the same time, satellites are difficult to defend against adversaries with capabilities to attack them. As a result, space, like the nuclear realm, is an offense-dominant environment with substantial incentives for striking first should war appear probable. Second, deterrence fail​ures in space, though not as immediately catastrophic as nuclear deter​rence failures, could, nonetheless, be very costly given the resources invested in orbital infrastructure and the many security and economic functions that benefit from space support. And, like nuclear deterrence failures, the costs of warfare in space would likely be shared by third parties due to global economic interdependence and multinational ownership of many space systems—all the more so if kinetic attacks on satellites litter important orbits with debris. Finally, there is a parallel between nuclear and space deterrence in that significant thresholds are perceived in both realms, the crossing of which could lead to reprisals, follow-on attacks, and rapid escalation/1 While strategic thinkers largely agree that U.S. space systems present tempting targets for future adversaries, there is wide debate on what to do about this threat. Some argue that, due to the difficulty of defending orbital assets from capable attackers, the United States should simply attempt to discourage hostile actors from attacking sat​ellites by continuing to promote the international norm that space should be preserved as a sanctuary from war.5 At the other end of the spectrum are those who [others] argue that the United States should arm itself for offensive and defensive counterspace operations and, in the event of war, protect its space assets by forcefully dominating the medium in a fashion similar to the way it has in other domains.6 Positions that fall between these extremes include arguments for more passive and active defenses, dispersal of space capabilities, and developing alterna​tive means of support, thereby reducing U.S. dependence on space. Unfortunately, many of these arguments miss an important point: Given that the United States benefits so much from uninterrupted access to space support, a fundamental U.S. national security interest in space—perhaps the most important one—is stability. Granted, devel​oping the ability to defend U.S. space assets is an important objective, and should the United States find itself at war with an adversary whose warfighting capabilities are substantially enhanced by space systems, U.S. military leaders would likely want the ability to deny those adver​saries access to space support. 

The only way to credibly deter attacks in space is through the threat of equivalent reciprocity—conventional and even nuclear deterrents fail in the context of space security

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 27-29]

That said, the United States has greater strategic depth in space than any of its potential adversaries. The fact that it has more powerful conventional forces with warfighting capabilities enhanced by support from an orbital infrastructure that is much more developed than that of any other nation presents a formidable obstacle to any prospective chal​lenger. However, it is important to remember that whether deterrence maintains or fails is more than a simple binary function. As explained in Chapter Two, an adversary in confrontation with the United States might well begin with nondestructive attacks—those that do not jus​tify a costly punitive response—to degrade U.S. abilities to deploy and intervene in the region. But as the crisis intensifies, cascading events could escalate to the point that a conflict appears imminent and the opponent considers conducting destructive attacks on selected high- value, low-density orbital assets. Were the opponent to conclude that such attacks would increase its chances of military success, threatening to attack its satellites in return might have little deterrent effect. Consequently, some analysts have suggested that the United States should threaten to punish space aggressors with conventional military attacks in the terrestrial environment. Indeed, the United States has substantial capability, mainly through the use of conven​tional airpower, to punish other international actors and has done so on numerous occasions in the past. Yet, powerful as U.S. capabilities are, it may be difficult to make conventional threats potent enough to deter aggression against space systems when opponents face the pros​pect of war with the United States. Conventional forces, no matter how powerful, generally cannot inflict great costs on an adversary in a short period. Given sufficien t time, conventional forces can impose terrible costs—indeed, they can eventually inflict costs comparable to those of limited nuclear attacks—but, contrary to the case of nuclear deter​rence, would-be aggressors may anticipate that, if conventional pun​ishment is unleashed, they will have some amount to time to test their ability to defeat it or at least weather the storm. With that in mind, an adversary considering an attack on U.S. space systems in the face of a threat of conventional punishment would weigh the prospective ben​efits of such an attack against the ability to defend against the expected punishment, how long the punishment could be endured, and whether the punishment would end before its accumulated costs exceeded the expected benefits from the attack. Unfortunately, aggressive leaders tend to be risk-acceptant opti​mists. Experience suggests that deterring aggression in the terrestrial environment without nuclear threats generally requires persuading the adversary that the prohibited action would entail a substantial risk of defeat or, at least, a high risk of bogging down in a costly war of attri​tion.8 Attempts to deter aggression in space by threats of conventional punishment in the terrestrial environment would lead the would-be aggressor to similar considerations, but the outcome of the decision would be skewed by an expectation that attacks, if successful, would likely reduce the United States' ability to impose retributive costs. Moreover, if locked in a confrontation with the United States, were the aggressor to conclude that war was inevitable, it would also realize that it would eventually have to pay a higher cost if it did not attack U. S. space systems. Damage limitation, therefore, becomes an important part of the adversary's calculation, potentially tipping the scales toward a deci​sion to launch a preemptive first strike in space.9
Passive defenses fail—ASATs are the best way to deter attacks on satellites 

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 31-32]

Efforts to deter would-be aggressors by persuading them that the United States can deny them the benefits of attacking its space capa​bilities also face serious challenges. While the United States should always emphasize the resilience of its space systems in order to dis​courage potential adversaries from attacking them, several factors may make this difficult. First, it is necessary to assume that potential adversaries are well aware that the transformational capabilities that give U.S. military forces their qualitative advantage are significantly enhanced by space support. They are likely to believe that attacking U.S. space systems offers a high payoff, because even limited success in attacks on some high-value, low-density assets might provide substan​tial warfighting benefits. Second, future enemies will also understand how difficult it is to defend space assets. Satellites possess inherent vul​nerabilities, and all claims to the contrary are unlikely to be believed until proven. That presents a problem. There are passive defenses that the United States can employ to make satellites somewhat more resil​ient, but unlike visible forces and fortifications in the terrestrial envi​ronment, passive defenses on satellites are not observable in ways that deter attack. Electromagnetic pulse (EMP) shielding, radio frequency (RF) filters, and shuttered optics are not visible to the naked eye or even observable in the data collected by space surveillance systems. In fact, some defenses may need to be concealed in order to remain viable, thus eliminating the deterrent value of their existence. Consequently, the challenge will be to find ways to reduce the prospective benefits of attacking US. space systems that are demonstrable to potential ene​mies without undermining their effectiveness. Several approaches are possible, but all of them suffer certain limitations. One option is to explore the extent to which the United States can develop more active ways to defend satellites via such capabilities as enhanced maneuverability or onboard active defenses. Enhancing satellite maneuverability for defensive purposes would require improv​ing propulsion systems on satellites so that they could evade vehicles that attempt to intercept and destroy them. However, the extent to which enhanced maneuverability is possible is constrained by the "tyr​anny of orbital mechanics." It takes a great deal of energy to make any substantial change in the direction of movement of an object following Kepler's laws of motion at orbital speeds (approximately 17,000 mi/h, or 7,600 m/s, in LEO). Today's satellites, once separated from the rocket boosters used to place them on station, can do little more than effect marginal changes in velocity (delta-V), because their maneuvering thrusters are designed only for orbit maintenance and attitude con​trol.12 Improvements to this capability for most satellites will probably be limited to increases to the rate of delta-V, versus substantial changes in altitude or orbital plane. Doing anything more would require adding a more powerful propulsion system to the orbital platform or keeping a rocket booster attached to it during the operational mission. Both of those approaches present technical challenges and would add mass and, therefore, cost to the satellite. Satellite owners would have to weigh these costs against the limited benefits that capabilities for defensive maneuver might offer. It would be difficult for even a maneuverable satellite to evade a direct-ascent ASAT system, given short warning, and co-orbital ASAT systems can be made smaller, less massive, and therefore more maneuverable with less fuel expenditure than most of the satellites they would be designed to target.13 Alternatively, one can envisage fitting out satellites with onboard active defenses, such as short-range kinetic or directed-energy weap​ons designed to disable or destroy other space vehicles that come into close proximity, or even developing escort satellites with such capabili​ties. 
The US must implement an offense based capabilities in order to have a credible deterrent against enemy first-strikes 

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 5-6]

With that foundation laid, this monograph examines the fun​damentals of deterrence theory and determines how those principles play out in the space strategic environment. Deterring attacks on space systems will require the United States to fashion credible threats of punishment against potential opponents, develop a demonstrable abil​ity to deny them the benefits of attack, or some combination of both approaches. But, as this monograph explains, fashioning deterrent threats that are sufficiently potent and credible will be difficult given the fact that U.S. warfighting capabilities, much more so than those of any potential adversary, depend on space support. Nevertheless, this monograph argues that the United States can raise the thresholds of deterrence failure in terms of destructive attacks on its space systems and thus restore a measure of first-strike stability in space in crises and at some levels of limited war. However, such a regime cannot be based solely on what most people envision when they think of deterrence: threats of retribution alone. Rather, effective deter​rence in space will require a coordinated national strategy designed to operate on both sides of a potential adversary's cost-benefit deci​sion calculus simultaneously. Such a strategy would raise the potential costs of attacking U.S. space systems by threatening a range of puni​tive responses in multiple domains while at the same time reducing the benefits of enemy attacks by improving defenses, dispersing and con​cealing space capabilities, reducing U.S. dependence on space by devel​oping alternative capabilities, and demonstrating the ability to rapidly replenish whatever losses are sustained. This monograph provides an initial template for such a strategy and a menu of options for strengthening deterrence by making U.S. space capabilities more robust. 
AT: Softpower Turn
Soft power low – American human rights record and inevitable decline of the economy 

Mahbubani 6/23 -- a former Singapore diplomat and now dean of the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy at the National University of Singapore (Kishore, transcript of a discussion involving Mahbubani, Nye, and Moyo, published in NYT opinion, NYT, “The Seesaw of Power.” Discussion moderated by Serge Schmemann. http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/24/opinion/global/24iht-june24-ihtmag-nye-36.html?_r=2&pagewanted=1) 
Mahbubani : Let me put across a very different point of view from what Joe said about the United States. Again, I always emphasize that America has done more good than harm to the world. But at the same time it’s important to recognize that American soft power is the fastest deflating bubble that we have seen in the world today. It was part of the artificial moment of history of Western domination of the world, but that soft power is dissipating rapidly.

If you look in terms of what America has stood for on human rights, you’ve gone from the Soviet Union producing the Gulag of the day to America producing the Guantánamo of the day. You’ve seen America remain silent on the horrible things happening in Gaza. When Vice President Gore tells everyone, “Be careful of CO2 emissions,” he can educate the world, but cannot educate his own population.

When the dust settles, and when China is the No. 1 economy and India is the No. 2 economy, they’re not going to just sit back and passively accept every rule that America has written for the world. The rest of the world, paradoxically, is more ready than Americans for a globalization that Americans themselves are creating.

Plan causes allied bandwaggoning 

Kekauoha 2003 – Major Stanford K. Kekauoha graduated from Brigham Young University—Hawaii, Laie, Hawaii, with Bachelors of Science degrees in Business Management and Computer Information Systems in 1988. In July 2003, Major Kekauoha was assigned as Commander, Air Operations Strategy Flight, 502nd Air Operations Squadron, Pacific Air Forces, Hickam AFB, Hawaii. Cards taken from his masters thesis. Kekauoha was advised by Everett Dolman and (Stanford, “SPACE WEAPONS AND SPACEPOWER.” Thesis Presented to the Faculty of The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of Graduate Requirements Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. PDF, google scholar) 
Perhaps this interesting phenomenon is best explained by a countervailing notion Walt only casually addresses when he states, “if power can be threatening, however, it can also be prized. States with great power have the capacity either to punish enemies or reward friends.”11 The notion of rewards, or the opportunity to gain profit, argues political scientist Randall Schweller, is the real driver behind bandwagoning behavior and not threatening actions—in his words, “they are motivated by the prospect of making gains.”12 As Schweller aptly points out, balancing behavior is a very costly proposition that states would rather not participate in, whereas bandwagoning typically is void of costs and more likely to produce profit.13 Using this same line of reasoning, it is clear that balancing against spacepower can be a rather costly endeavor—one in which very few, if any, nations can endure. However, on the other side of the balance sheet, the case for bandwagoning is compelling just from the perspective of cost savings for research and development. Furthermore, in response to fielding space weapons, a bandwagoner can expect to receive the benefits of space weapons security for allying with the United States. In a sense, fielding space weapons, while increasing the aggregate power of the United States, could reasonably create bandwagoning when allies see the benefits it can also bring to their security.
Empirics prove no counterbalancing against when the US deploys new weapons.  
Kekauoha 2003 – Major Stanford K. Kekauoha graduated from Brigham Young University—Hawaii, Laie, Hawaii, with Bachelors of Science degrees in Business Management and Computer Information Systems in 1988. In July 2003, Major Kekauoha was assigned as Commander, Air Operations Strategy Flight, 502nd Air Operations Squadron, Pacific Air Forces, Hickam AFB, Hawaii. Cards taken from his masters thesis. Kekauoha was advised by Everett Dolman and (Stanford, “SPACE WEAPONS AND SPACEPOWER.” Thesis Presented to the Faculty of The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of Graduate Requirements Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. PDF, google scholar) 
According to alliance precepts, innately hostile space weapons should pose a greater threat and thus induce widespread balancing behavior in the international system. However, recent experience seems to refute that notion. The United States has introduced many offensive military capabilities over the last half century, such as aerial refueling aircraft that give fighter and bomber aircraft range well beyond domestic borders, and the quieter and more efficient nuclear power plants that allow submarines to not only extend deployment periods, but to patrol near enemy coasts virtually undetected. The introduction of stealth aircraft technology certainly helps drive home this point. While fighter aircraft in general could be classified as either offensive or defensive armaments, depending on their mission, stealth aircraft by their nature cannot be anything but offensive weapons. Stealth aircraft are designed to penetrate enemy airspace and engage key targets, relying primarily on its stealthy radar evading qualities for protection. Although stealth aircraft are obviously offensive weapons, the international community has yet to demonstrate a widespread balancing response against this weapon. Given the experience of history with other offensive capabilities, one could reasonably see how space weapons could follow the same path. While possessing numerous offensive capabilities, the United States has shown its ability to exercise restraint in the employment of these offensive weapons. Certainly, one could reasonably see how inherently offensive capability of space weapons could have the same effect. 

Thus far, each of the previous three determinants discussed should have created balancing behavior against the United States, yet as illustrated, that has simply not been the case. Rather, bandwagoning (or at least fence-sitting) seems to be the prevailing behavior in response to United States’ actions. It appears as though the final element of offensive intentions is the dominant trait that characterizes why the international community has leaned toward bandwagoning. As the title implies, offensive intentions refers to the aggressiveness of the state to include the mere perception of aggression. In terms of allying, “the more aggressive or expansionist a state appears, the more likely it is to trigger an opposing coalition.”21 One need not go that far back in history to see this phenomenon. The obvious aggressive intentions of World War II Nazi Germany to achieve worldwide domination drove widespread balancing that eventually included a reluctant United States. In a similar vein, Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and their subsequent declaration of Kuwaiti annexation polarized global allying against the expansionist state eventually leading to Operation Desert Storm to forcefully remove and repulse the illegal occupation.22
No impact to soft power – believers exaggerate benefits – hard power is comparatively more important 
Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
Soft power is potentially a dangerous idea not because it is unsound, which it is not, but rather for the faulty inference that careless or unwary observers draw from it. Such inferences are a challenge to theorists because they are unable to control the ways in which their ideas will be interpreted and applied in practice by those unwary observers. Concepts can be tricky. They seem to make sense of what otherwise is intellectually undergoverned space, and thus potentially come to control pliable minds. Given that men behave as their minds suggest and command, it is easy to understand why Clausewitz identified the enemy’s will as the target for influence.37 Beliefs about soft power in turn have potentially negative implications for attitudes toward the hard power of military force and economic muscle.

Thus, soft power does not lend itself to careful regulation, adjustment, and calibration. What does this mean? To begin with a vital contrast: whereas military force and economic pressure (negative or positive) can be applied by choice as to quantity and quality, soft power cannot. (Of course, the enemy/rival too has a vote on the outcome, regardless of the texture of the power applied.) But hard power allows us to decide how we will play in shaping and modulating the relevant narrative, even though the course of history must be an interactive one once the engagement is joined. In principle, we can turn the tap on or off at our discretion. The reality is apt to be somewhat different because, as noted above, the enemy, contingency, and friction will intervene. But still a noteworthy measure of initiative derives from the threat and use of military force and economic power. But soft power is very different indeed as an instrument of policy. In fact, I am tempted to challenge the proposition that soft power can even be regarded as one (or more) among the grand strategic instruments of policy. 

The seeming validity and attractiveness of soft power lead to easy exaggeration of its potency. Soft power is admitted by all to defy metric analysis, but this is not a fatal weakness. Indeed, the instruments of hard power that do lend themselves readily to metric assessment can also be unjustifiably seductive. But the metrics of tactical calculation need not be strategically revealing. It is important to win battles, but victory in war is a considerably different matter than the simple accumulation of tactical successes. Thus, the burden of proof remains on soft power: (1) What is this concept of soft power? (2) Where does it come from and who or what controls it? and (3) Prudently assessed and anticipated, what is the quantity and quality of its potential influence? Let us now consider answers to these questions.

7. Soft power lends itself too easily to mischaracterization as the (generally unavailable) alternative to military and economic power.

The first of the three questions posed above all but invites a misleading answer. Nye plausibly offers the co-option of people rather than their coercion as the defining principle of soft power.38 The source of possible misunderstanding is the fact that merely by conjuring an alternative species of power, an obvious but unjustified sense of equivalence between the binary elements is produced. Moreover, such an elementary shortlist implies a fitness for comparison, an impression that the two options are like-for-like in their consequences, though not in their methods. By conceptually corralling a country’s potentially attractive co-optive assets under the umbrella of soft power, one is near certain to devalue the significance of an enabling context. Power of all kinds depends upon context for its value, but especially so for the soft variety. For power to be influential, those who are to be influenced have a decisive vote. But the effects of contemporary warfare do not allow recipients the luxury of a vote. They are coerced. On the other hand, the willingness to be coopted by American soft power varies hugely among recipients. In fact, there are many contexts wherein the total of American soft power would add up in the negative, not the positive. When soft power capabilities are strong in their values and cultural trappings, there is always the danger that they will incite resentment, hostility, and a potent “blowback.” In those cases, American soft power would indeed be strong, but in a counterproductive direction. These conclusions imply no criticism of American soft power per se. The problem would lie in the belief that soft power is a reliable instrument of policy that could complement or in some instances replace military force.

8. Soft power is perilously reliant on the calculations and feelings of frequently undermotivated foreigners.

The second question above asked about the provenance and ownership of soft power. Nye correctly notes that “soft power does not belong to the government in the same degree that hard power does.” He proceeds sensibly to contrast the armed forces along with plainly national economic assets with the “soft power resources [that] are separate from American government and only partly responsive to its purposes.” 39 Nye cites as a prominent example of this disjunction in responsiveness the fact that “[i]n the Vietnam era . . . American government policy and popular culture worked at cross-purposes.”40 Although soft power can be employed purposefully as an instrument of national policy, such power is notably unpredictable in its potential influence, producing net benefit or harm. Bluntly stated, America is what it is, and there are many in the world who do not like what it is. The U.S. Government will have the ability to project American values in the hope, if not quite confident expectation, that “the American way” will be found attractive in alien parts of the world. Our hopes would seem to be achievement of the following: (1) love and respect of American ideals and artifacts (civilization); (2) love and respect of America; and (3) willingness to cooperate with American policy today and tomorrow. Admittedly, this agenda is reductionist, but the cause and desired effects are accurate enough. Culture is as culture does and speaks and produces. The soft power of values culturally expressed that others might find attractive is always at risk to negation by the evidence of national deeds that appear to contradict our cultural persona.

The government cannot control soft power—it is the perception of the entire society that matters. 
Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
Moreover, no contemporary U.S. government owns all of America’s soft power—a considerable understatement. Nor do contemporary Americans and their institutions own all of their country’s soft power. America today is the product of America’s many yesterdays, and the worldwide target audiences for American soft power respond to the whole of the America that they have perceived, including facts, legends, and myths.41 Obviously, what they understand about America may well be substantially untrue, certainly it will be incomplete. At a minimum, foreigners must react to an American soft power that is filtered by their local cultural interpretation. America is a futureoriented country, ever remaking itself and believing that, with the grace of God, history moves forward progressively toward an ever-better tomorrow. This optimistic American futurism both contrasts with foreigners’ cultural pessimism—their golden ages may lie in the past, not the future—which prevails in much of the world and is liable to mislead Americans as to the reception our soft power story will have.42 Many people indeed, probably most people, in the world beyond the United States have a fairly settled view of America, American purposes, and Americans. This locally held view derives from their whole experience of exposure to things American as well as from the features of their own “cultural thoughtways” and history that shape their interpretation of American-authored words and deeds, past and present.43

Hard power key to soft power – no impact to soft power alone 
Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
Full-blown, the argument holds, first, that America (for example) gains useful political clout if and when foreigners who matter highly to U.S. national security share important American understandings, values, and preferences. The thesis proceeds in its second step to package this thus far commonsense proposition under the banner of “soft power”; it is now dangerously objectified, as if giving something a name causes it to exist. Next, the third and most problematic step in the argument is the logical leap that holds that American soft power, as existing reality—what it is, and its effects— can be approached and treated usefully as an instrument of national policy. This is an attractive proposition: it is unfortunate that its promise is thoroughly unreliable. The problem lies in the extensive middle region that lies between a near harmony of values and perceived interests and, at the opposite end of the spectrum, a close to complete antagonism between those values and interests. Historical evidence as well as reason suggest that the effective domain of soft power is modest. The scope and opportunity for co-option by soft power are even less. People and polities have not usually been moved far by argument, enticement, and attractiveness. There will be some attraction to, and imitation of, a great power’s ideas and practical example, but this fact has little consequence for the utility of military force. Indeed, one suspects that on many occasions what might be claimed as a triumph for soft power is in reality no such thing. Societies and their political leaders may be genuinely attracted to some features of American ideology and practice, but the clinching reason for their agreement to sign on to an American position or initiative will be that the United States looks convincing as a guardian state and coalition leader.

Soft power cannot replace hard power 
Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
It is not difficult to identify reasons why military force seems to be less useful as a source of security than it once was. But it is less evident that soft power can fill the space thus vacated by the military and economic tools of grand strategy. Soft power should become more potent, courtesy of the electronic revolution that enables a networked global community. The ideological, political, and strategic consequences of such globalization, however, are not quite as benign as one might have predicted. It transpires that Francis Fukuyama was wrong; the age of ideologically fueled hostility has not passed after all.47 Also, it is not obvious that the future belongs to a distinctively Western civilization.48 It is well not to forget that the Internet is content-blind, and it advertises, promotes, and helps enable bloody antagonism in addition to the harmony of worldview that many optimists have anticipated. It does not follow from all this that the hard power of military force retains, let alone increases, its utility as an instrument of policy. But assuredly it does follow that the historical motives behind defense preparation are not greatly diminished. Thus, there is some noteworthy disharmony between the need for hard power and its availability, beset as it increasingly is by liberal global attitudes that heavily favor restraint.

Soft power doesn’t solve wars – increases resentment for the “uncivilized” 
Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
An inherent and unavoidable problem with a country’s soft power is that it is near certain to be misassessed by the politicians who attempt to govern soft power’s societal owners and carriers. Few thoroughly encultured Americans are likely to undervalue “the American way” in many of its aspects as a potent source of friendly self-co-option abroad. Often, this self-flattering appreciation will be well justified in reality. But as an already existing instrument of American policy, the soft power of ideas and practical example is fraught with the perils of self-delusion. If one adheres to an ideology that is a heady mixture of Christian ethics (“one nation, under God . . .”), democratic principles, and free market orthodoxy, and if one is an American, which is to say if one is a citizen of a somewhat hegemonic world power that undeniably has enjoyed a notably successful historical passage to date, then it is natural to confuse the national ideology with a universal creed. Such confusion is only partial, but nonetheless it is sufficiently damaging as to be a danger to national strategy. 

Since it is fallacious to assume that American values truly are universal, the domain of high relevance and scope for American soft power to be influential is distinctly limited. If one places major policy weight on the putative value for policy of American soft power, one needs to be acutely alert to the dangers of an under-recognized ethnocentrism born of cultural ignorance. This ignorance breeds an arrogant disdain for evidence of foreigners’ lack of interest in being coopted to join American civilization. The result of such arrogance predictably is political and even military strategic counterreaction. It is a case of good intentions gone bad when they are pursued with indifference toward the local cultural context.

Some people have difficulty grasping the unpalatable fact that much of the world is not receptive to any American soft power that attempts to woo it to the side of American interests. Not all rivalries are resolvable by ideas, formulas, or “deals” that seem fair and equitable to us. There are conflicts wherein the struggle is the message, to misquote Marshal MacLuhan, with value in the eyes of local belligerents. Not all local conflicts around the world are amenable to the calming effect of American soft power. True militarists of left and right, secular and religious, find intrinsic value in struggle and warfare, as A. J. Coates has explained all too clearly.

The self-fulfilment and self-satisfaction that war generates derive in part from the religious or ideological significance attributed to it and from the resultant sense of participating in some grand design. It may be, however, that the experience of war comes to be prized for its own sake and not just for the great ends that it serves or promotes. For many, the excitement unique to war makes pacific pursuits seem insipid by comparison. This understanding and experience of moral, psychological, and emotional self-fulfillment increase our tolerance for war and threaten its moral regulation. It transforms war from an instrumental into an expressive activity.49

It is foolish to believe that every conflict contains the seeds of its own resolution, merely awaiting suitable watering through co-option by soft power. To be fair, similarly unreasonable faith in the disciplinary value of (American) military force is also to be deplored.

Hard power outweighs soft power – soft power is uncontrollable vis a vis military strategy

Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
Returning to the role of strategy, if America is strategically incompetent, it will not matter much which, if any, policy instruments are available for execution. One must add the codicil that, for good or ill, it is easier to employ military force on behalf of policy than it is to attempt to tailor one’s soft power to fit the exact need of the political moment. If military force is apt to be a blunt instrument that lends itself to producing unintended consequences, such indeterminacy of effects pales when compared to the problematic impact of the soft power lurking in American civilization. There is a monumental arrogance accompanied by a breathtaking optimism about the proposition that soft power should be an instrument of national policy. Of course, one cannot simply dismiss soft power because the historical evidence of its partial efficacy is undeniable. Soft power is not an illusion, but it is ever likely to be uncontrollable and hence to defy strategic employment. Effects-based planning for grand strategy must be so problematic with reference to soft power, with its uncertain reception, as to require a large policyhealth warning.

***China

China Weaponizing Now

Space race between US and China now—Chinese generals are pushing for weaponization 

Chan 11-staff writer and military reporter @ the South China Morning Post [Minnie, South China Morning Post, “WikiLeaks reveals secret ‘star wars’ with US.” February 5, 2011, LexisNexis] DavidK
China's anti-satellite missile test in January 2007 provoked secret "star wars" with the United States, with Washington even warning that it could take military action against Beijing, according to US diplomatic cables obtained by WikiLeaks. Documents released by WikiLeaks on Wednesday said the war began on January 11, 2007 when Beijing shocked the White House by shooting down a mainland weather satellite 850 kilometres above the earth. The US claimed it resulted in more than 2,500 pieces of debris orbiting the earth, and Washington feared China had the power to cause chaos by destroying US military and civilian satellites. But Beijing refused to "adequately explain" its test for nearly 12 months, despite US efforts to raise questions and concerns through diplomatic and military channels, the documents said. In a cable from the Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice to US embassies in Europe, Japan and Russia in 2008, the US told China "any purposeful interference with the US space system will be interpreted by the US as an infringement of its rights a he US had asked its allies, including Britain, Australia, Canada, Japan and South Korea to increase diplomatic pressure over the test. A month later, the US launched a test strike to destroy a malfunctioning American satellite. The Foreign Ministry in Beijing was alerted before the test, said another document. It said the US test was aimed at preventing potential harm caused by the satellite's re-entry to the earth, and had no military motivation. But the document said the White House had warned Beijing that "China should not use the US satellite-interception event as an excuse to conduct further anti-satellite tests", which displeased the Foreign Ministry. Citing a Chinese general, the document said the US test had proved that the "US missile and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict". "The US reserves the right, consistent with the UN Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military," the Americans warned Beijing. It said t defence system is also an offensive system". Another Department of State cable issued last year said China launched a second missile test in January, targeting a missile at 250 kilometres above the earth. The US believes that to be another test of space weapons, British newspaper the Daily Telegraph reported. The Obama administration protested to Beijing, citing relevant Bush administration policies were still valid. A month later, a US "laser plane" shot down a missile, the newspaper reported.

China is an increasing threat—the US must further weaponize or risk losing future conflicts

Gertz 11-member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies, geopolitics editor and defense and national security reporter for The Washington Times, author of 6 books [Bill, The Washington Times, “Inside the Ring” May 26, LexisNexis] DavidK

Jet delay adds to China threat The threat from Chinese advanced weapons, including new stealth fighters and ballistic missiles, dominated concerns expressed by senior military officers at a Senate hearing this week on the military impact of delays and problems with the new fifth-generation F-35 jet. Two senior officers in charge of U.S. air power voiced increasing worries that U.S. forces will not be prepared for a future conflict with China, during a hearing of the Senate Armed Services airland subcommittee on Tuesday. Air Force Lt. Gen. Herbert J. Carlisle, deputy chief of staff for operations, said China's rollout earlier this year of a new J-20 stealth fighter, which has made two or three test flights, is very troubling, along with another joint Russian-Indian stealth jet. Both aircraft could be sold to Iran and affect a future U.S. intervention there against Tehran's nuclear program. "Those are discouraging in that they rolled out in a time that we thought there was maybe a little bit more time, although we weren't sure of that," Gen. Carlisle said. The three-star general's comments echoed earlier comments by Navy Vice Adm. David J. Dorsett, a senior intelligence official, who said of the J-20 in January that "we have been pretty consistent in underestimating the delivery of Chinese technology and weapons systems." U.S. military fighters will remain a pace ahead technologically of both the Chinese and Russian stealth jets. But if there are further F-35 delays, "then that pacing is in jeopardy," Gen. Carlisle said. In unusually candid comments on China's growing military power, Gen. Carlisle said: "You need only look across the Pacific and see what [China] is doing, not just their air force capability, but their surface-to-air [missile] capability, their ballistic missile capability, their anti-ship ballistic missiles," and new missiles that can reach U.S. bases in Guam and Japan. "All of those things are incredibly disturbing to us for the future," Gen. Carlisle said. "And again, ... we not only have to be able to defeat those, we have to hold those targets at risk, and that's where these fifth-generation aircraft come in." Asked during the hearing what "keeps you up at night," Rear Adm. David L. Philman, Navy director of warfare integration, said: "Well, the China scenario is first and foremost, I believe, because they seem to be more advanced and they have the capability out there right now, and their ships at sea and their other anti-access capabilities." The Pentagon refers to China's advanced weapons, including ballistic missiles that hit ships at sea, new submarines, anti-satellite weapons and cyberwarfare capabilities, as "anti-access and area denial" arms. Adm. Philman said the J-20 rollout is a concern, but with 1,000 test hours on the F-35, the jet is a "far leap ahead from the Chinese fighter that's flown three times." "But they will catch up. They understand. They're a smart and learning enemy, and if we don't keep our edge, then we will be behind, or at least lose our advantage," Adm. Philman said.

China’s ASAT attack was not an isolated event—they are including space assets in every aspect of their military modernization. 

Mackey, 9 - Lt. Col of the USAF (Fall, James, “Recent US and Chinese Antisatellite Activities,” Air & Space Power Journal, proquest)

China's military has undergone tremendous change over the last 15-20 years, accelerating the pace over the last 10 years in a quest to revolutionize its military forces by reducing personnel numbers and focusing on a massive modernization program that emphasizes quality over quantity. Current military theory in China is partially based on capitalizing on its own resources to mitigate the advantages of potential high-technology opponents. This thinking is evident in China's self-described "Assassin's Mace" programs, a war-fighting strategy of the People's Liberation Army designed to give a technologically inferior military advantages over technologically superior adversaries and thus change the direction of a war.7 Although China has not published an official document on space warfare, it is incorporating space-based support systems into all aspects of its military operations. This tactic includes denying adversaries the use of their space-based systems through kinetic-kill capabilities, jamming, and blinding. China continues to build up its organic space-based systems, seeking to develop into a modern military power capable of force projection and high-intensity military operations.8 China pursues research into other nonkinetic weapons for use in satellite targeting, including high-powered lasers, microwaves, particle beams, and electromagneticpulse devices, all intended to render enemy satellites inoperable without the debris field associated with kinetic-killing weapons.9 Investment in such weapons technology fits China's asymmetric approach and desire to provide a credible threat. In Joint Space War Campaigns, Col Yuan ZeIu loudly echoes this approach, declaring that the "goal of a space shock and awe strike is to deter the enemy, not to provoke the enemy into combat."10 On 11 January 2007, China became the third known country with a proven ASAT capability when it conducted an unannounced launch of a Deng Fong-21 / Kai Tuo Zhe-1 (DF-21 /KT-I) against its own defunct Feng Yun-lC meteorology satellite.11 This event confirmed intelligence estimates of Chinese ASAT developments. Given the secretive nature of the Chinese government, most of the details remain hidden from the public, with most of what is known based upon observation and established Chinese capabilities. (This article draws upon publicly available sources for its references to technical data and capabilities.) The Chinese launched the Feng Yun-1C ("Feng Yun" is Chinese for "wind and cloud"), a polar-orbiting meteorological satellite, on 10 May 1999 from the Taiyuan Launch Complex, located in Shanxi prov- ince. Since 1985 that complex has served as a launch point for polar-orbiting satel- lites, primarily of the Earth monitoring, science, and meteorological type.12 Feng Yun-lC was in sun-synchronous orbit ranging between 845 and 865 kilometers above Earth, with an inclination of ap- proximately 99 degrees.13 Comparable American satellites include the defense meteorological satellites and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's polar-orbiting satellites. A kinetic-kill vehicle launched by a modified DF-21 intermediate-range ballistic missile known as the KT-I spacelaunch vehicle, in essence a modified DF-21, destroyed Feng Yun-lC.14 The exact technical characteristics and specific capabilities of the missile are not publicly known and are probably unique. Expert review of available information and testimony from civilian monitors and modelers indicate that the missile carried a kinetic-kill vehicle of approximately 600 kilograms. A simplistic evaluation of the kinetic energy provides some insight into the level of effectiveness of the kill. Given the mass of the Feng Yun-lC at 880 kilograms, an estimated kin etic-kill- vehicle mass of 600 kilograms and closure speed of 32,400 kilometers per hour yield a maximum kinetic energy of approximately 40.9 gigajoules. To put this into perspective, one ton of standard TNT explosives yields approximately 4.184 gigajoules of kinetic energy. Thus, the combined kinetic energy of the satellite and interceptor amounts to approximately nine times the explosive yield of one ton of TNT The world will continue to feel the consequences of this action for decades. Specifically, the intercept produced a massive debris field estimated at 20,000 to 40,000 fragments, each of them one centimeter or greater in size.15 This single event resulted in a 20 percent increase in the number of trackable objects in low Earth orbit (LEO). Because the intercep- tion was coplanar, much of the debris field resides in close proximity to the original altitude of the Feng Yun-lC at the time of the interception; however, some fragments maybe as high as 3,500 kilometers in orbit.16 These fragments pose a significant threat to satellites from many nations. A review of the database maintained by the Union of Concerned Scientists indicates well over 50 satellites in LEO near the altitude of the debris field from Feng Yun-lC. A further review reveals 16 satellites with an apogee/perigee within 825 to 900 kilometers and an inclination angle of 98 to 99 degrees (table 1). The threat from the debris is not limited to any single satellite. With velocities in the range of eight kilometers per second, debris colliding with any of these 16 satellites could have a dramatic cascading effect, leading to uncontrollable and/ or inoperable satellites threatening other satellites in nearby orbits and dramatically increasing the amount of hazardous debris in LEO, as recently occurred with the collision between Iridium and Russian military satellites. Additionally, the Union of Concerned Scientists' satellite database lists a number of satellites that pass through the debris field's altitude during their Molnyia (highly elliptical) orbits. Given the nature of such orbits and the associated increase in speed while at perigee, these satellites would hit the debris at a higher speed, with catastrophic results. Under the Convention on International Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects, China may be accountable if such an incident were to occur.17 China's ability to strike a relatively small satellite with a kinetic-kill vehicle at a significant altitude clearly demonstrates technological prowess. What could motivate such a dramatic action? Kenneth S. Blazejewski proposes several possible interpretations of Chinese space-weapons activity. First, it signals a strong concern regarding the United States' continuing development of a ballistic missile defense shield and that country's possible weaponization of space. He points to the leveraging effect that such a system could impose on Chinese missiles in the event of an attack on Taiwan. Blazejewski further states that such an obvious ASAT test, in Chinese eyes, could lead to a negotiation to deweaponize space. Alternatively, as James Oberg stipulates, destruction of the Feng Yun might encourage the US Congress to sign a treaty banning the use of ASAT weapons, which would clearly follow Chinese strategy of employing an asymmetric approach to negate a US advantage.18 Second, according to Blazejewski, China may perceive that the United States seeks to deny it the use of space and is therefore pursuing ASAT capabilities to meet that challenge. Third, he suggests that China simply seeks to establish parity with US and Russian ASAT capabilities.19 
Space militarization inevitable—if the US doesn’t take the lead then China or a new super power will

de Borchgrave 07-editor at large of The Washington Times and United Press International [Arnaud, The Washington Times, “China’s dire prediction,” February 4, LexisNexis] DavidK

Modern battlespace's eyes and ears are in orbit and vulnerable. The space equivalents of bullets and shells kinetic energy weapons to destroy or damage a target in space is the next phase of modern warfare. The 2001 Congress-mandated Commission to Assess U.S. National Security Space Management said the U.S. "is an attractive candidate for a space Pearl Harbor or a surprise attack on U.S. space assets aimed at crippling U.S. war-fighting and other capabilities." Chinese strategists view U.S. dependence on space as an asymmetric vulnerability while Chinese scientists are known to be working on ASAT (anti-satellite weapons, such as kinetic kill vehicles). On Jan. 11, China decided it was time to demonstrate the fragility of the U.S. military dependence on communications satellites. Without warning, China fired a missile aimed at one of its own aging communications satellites. With pinpoint accuracy, the missile pulverized the Feng Yun 1-C 500 miles above Earth, scattering thousands of tiny fragments that could easily puncture the metal skin of other satellites in orbit. The former Soviet Union did it first in 1971, followed by the U.S. in 1985, before Congress banned further tests lest they imperiled one of the several hundred satellites, many from other nations. Space as a sanctuary free from armed conflict will most probably end over the next 20 years. Speaking in flawless English at the World Economic Forum in Davos last month, one-star Gen. Yao Yunzhu, who directs China's Asia-Pacific Office at the Academy of Military Science in Beijing, predicted: "Outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime." She is 52. If there's going to be "a space superpower," she said, "it will have company" China. And Beijing said China was now ready to talk turkey about an international treaty to curb the weaponization of space. But the U.S. wasn't. In fact, the administration suspended plans agreed to at a summit meeting last April to develop plans for the joint exploration of the moon. Following disengagement from Iraq, U.S. defense priorities are likely to remain focused on combating terrorism while Europe's defense agenda becomes increasingly unsupportive of U.S. policies. China is eyeing an emerging geopolitical vacuum with interest. And it has no intention to play the game of nations by U.S. rules.

China is challenging US space superiority now—they view space as a battlefield—weaponization is inevitable 

Milowicki and Johnson-Freese 08- * Director of Aviation Programs @ the US Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies @ the US Naval War College B.S. in Aerospace Engineering @ the US Naval Academy, **Professor of National Security Affairs @ the US Naval War College, teaches a course on Space & Security @ Harvard, Adjunct Professor @ The Watson Institute, Brown University, former Director of the Center for Space Policy & Law @ the University of Central Florida, Ph.D. [Gene, Joan, Astropolitics, “Strategic Choices: Examining the United States Military Response to the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test” January, Volume 6, Issue 1, informaworld] DavidK
In one successful ASAT test, the Chinese essentially put the U.S. military—particularly the U.S. Air Force—on notice that “controlling” space might be a lot harder than generally presumed and purported in U.S. policy and military doctrine, especially if totally reliant on technology to do so. The military reaction has been predictably both alarmist and cautious, and in line with stated defense policies and doctrines. A brief review of those policies and doctrines is therefore in order. There are four military space missions defined in the U.S.: (1) space support (e.g., launch and satellite maintenance); (2) force enhancement capabilities to increase the advantages of the warfighter, such as precision guided munitions and Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (C4ISR); (3) space control (e.g., the ability to use space when needed and deny the use of space to the adversary); and (4) force application (e.g., offensive counterspace such as space weapons).19 The latter two are viewed as essential to maintain U.S. space superiority, requisite to protect space assets essential to both force enhancement and a robust economy and population. Other countries, however, question whether the U.S. actually is satisfied with space superiority, being first among many, or actually seeks space dominance, whereby other countries could be shut out of the space arena, which they too view as critical to the same national interests as the U.S. Space Superiority is defined in U.S. Air Force Doctrine Document 2-2.1, Counterspace Operations of 2 August 2004 as, “the degree of dominance in space of one force over another that permits the conduct of operations by the former and its related land, sea, air, space, and special operations forces at a given time and place without prohibitive interference by the opposing force.”20 While the Counterspace Operations doctrine document says the U.S. seeks “space superiority,” an advantage over other countries by some potentially minimum amount, the language makes it not unreasonable to conclude that “space dominance,” the unchallengeable ability to control the space environment, is the ultimate U.S. goal. The lineage of this position comes from documents such as Vision for 2020, published in 1997 by U.S. Space Command, which stated, “The emerging synergy of space superiority with land, sea, and air superiority, will lead to Full Spectrum Dominance.” The themes of that document were later echoed in the 2000 Report of the Commission to Assess U.S. National Security Space Management Organization. Known as the Space Commission and chaired by Donald Rumsfeld just prior to his assuming the position as U.S. defense secretary, that congressionally chartered commission warned in its final report submitted to Congress on 11 January 2001 that: “If the United States is to avoid a 'Space Pearl Harbor,' it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems.” The commission laid the foundation for an eventual move toward the creation of a U.S. Space Corps that would defend space-based “military capability” though it stopped short of recommending creation of a space corps in the short term.21 In 2003, the Air Force released a Transformation Flight Plan,22 including plans for orbiting weapons that would send giant metal rods crashing to Earth, officially called Hypervelocity Rod Bundles, though dubbed “Rods from God.” While the technology is still largely conceptual, the document makes it clear that development and potentially deployment has advocates. That document, however, only talked about hardware. The 2004 Counterspace Operations doctrine document adds another component part to the trend of developing space as the fourth battlespace: the component that states when and how such hardware would be used.23 In April 2007, Air Force Chief of Staff General T. Michael Mosely called the Chinese ASAT test [was] a “strategically dislocating event” because China had demonstrated the capability to kill satellites in LEO. He later added, “this is no different than when the Russians put Sputnik up.”24 He implied that to extend the capability to medium earth orbit (MEO) or geosynchronous earth orbit (GEO) is nothing more than an energy and physics problem.25 Technical analysis seems to support that “the weapons system was used against a satellite that was much harder to hit than more strategically important satellites such as communications and early warning satellites in geostationary orbits.”26 There is no surprise in General Mosely's reaction to the Chinese ASAT test. One interpretation of the event is that the U.S. had just had its space superiority—let alone dominance—challenged, and was very worried about it. An organization charged with both offensive and defensive counterspace operations as defined in Air Force doctrine could hardly be expected to react in any other way. Through deliberate design or by accident, China challenged U.S. space superiority, and certainly its ability to be dominant, and put into motion a process of political and military assessment to gauge the threat and respond accordingly with detailed contingency planning, changes to strategy and doctrine, and development and acquisition of new offensive and defensive capabilities. In that sense, it truly was a “strategically dislocating event” for the service that operates and is charged with the protection and assurance of U.S. space-based assets. Further, Air Force Secretary Michael Wynne, speaking in Washington on 19 September 2007, said, “we were not surprised, we were shocked.”27 He interpreted the event as [is] an egregious act, intended to send a message to the U.S. military that China now considers space a battlefield. Given that the Air Force had watched the two previous Chinese fly-by tests, their surprise is surprising. Perhaps, the degree of Chinese technical competence was the “shock” to which Wynne was referring. On 31 May 2007, the Department of Defense released its Annual Report to Congress entitled, “Military Power of the People's Republic of China 2007.” This report, widely read and akin to the old Cold War era “Soviet Military Power” annual assessment is mandated by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 (Public Law 106-65). In this document, the Chinese ASAT test is mentioned prominently in several places. Regarding China's Space and Counterspace capabilities, the document states, “China's space activities and capabilities, including anti-satellite programs, have significant implications for anti-access/area denial in Taiwan Strait contingencies and beyond. China further views the development of space and counter-space capabilities as bolstering national prestige and, like nuclear weapons, demonstrating the attributes of a world power.”30Taken in this context, it should come as little surprise to us that China would pursue these capabilities. Space power may be seen as the logical progression of military capabilities following acquisition of nuclear weapons, intercontinental ballistic missiles, and long-range strike capabilities using submarines and air power. The Soviet Union had these capabilities, and exercised them, much as the U.S. did during the Cold War. It is not surprising that China, as a rising power, would do the same. The military understands that if you develop a capability, sooner or later you have to test it or it is of novalue to you.

China ASAT Use Inevitable

Internal Chinese documents show a commitment to weaponization—they will seek to exploit US weaknesses. 

MacDonald, 5/11 – US Institute of Peace (11, Bruee W., Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission on The Implications of China’s Military and Civil Space Programs, pdf)

This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency.  In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for  strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced,  military space capabilities as well.  We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with  fear.  We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge,  and other developments that are of a classified nature.  The Peoples’ Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national  security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have  provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities.   Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other.  However,  China’s growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most  notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.-China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out.  The  PLA and U.S. armed forces both would be derelict in their duties if they did not have contingency plans  for such a conflict.  As the current inferior military power, the PLA has every incentive to develop options  for offensive operations against weak points in U.S. military posture, just as our military establishment  should develop options against weak points in Chinese defenses.  PLA officers have noted the great U.S. dependence upon space assets and capabilities and the way they  multiply U.S. force effectiveness.  Just recently, they saw how U.S. special forces, and the military and  civilian leadership that commanded them, heavily depended upon satellite photographs, space-derived  weather and electronic intelligence, GPS, other space-enabled information, and satellite communications Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and  services that our space assets provide?  This information allows our military decision-making, our  weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across  the spectrum of potential conflict.  These “space-enabled information services” lie at the heart of U.S.  military superiority.  The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in  wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other ASAT  weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets.   China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are  interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia.   This strategic space situation is troubling.  Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over  time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and  space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space  capabilities.  These PLA efforts are funded by a vigorous, quickly growing economy and supported by a  government with full appreciation for the roles that space-enabled information and information warfare  play in modern conflict.  U.S. and Chinese strategic interests in East Asia are not foreordained to lead to  conflict; each has much to lose if this happens, and each appreciates the other’s military capabilities.    China’s demonstration of an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability through the downing of an old Chinese  satellite in 2007, demonstrated at least basic hit-to-kill (HTK) technology capability.  They further  demonstrated their HTK prowess in January 2010 when they performed a successful ballistic missile  intercept test.  This shows growing mastery of HTK technology, as hitting a longer range ballistic missile  or warhead is a more challenging HTK task than hitting an orbiting satellite.  This successful missile  defense test has important strategic implications for U.S. security interests that have to date been largely  ignored.  One Chinese source me that Chinese scientists had been actively pursuing HTK technology  development ever since the United States first demonstrated HTK technology in the homing overlay  experiment (HOE) in 1984.  This source said that Chinese scientists saw at that time the strategic  significance of HTK technology and the importance of China mastering it – which they now appear to  have done.  Besides the kinetic ASAT the PLA tested in 2007, China reportedly has other offensive space  programs under development, including lasers, microwave- and cyber-weapons.  We also face the twin  realities that defending space assets is more difficult than attacking them; and while advancing technology  will help both defense and offense, the offense is likely to benefit more.    Senior Chinese military and political leadership also appears to appreciate the national security  significance of space.  18 months ago, the PLA Air Force chief of staff, Gen. Xu Qiliang, spoke of the  inevitability of space conflict, followed one week later by Hu Jintao’s statement about the PLA-AF  “requirement of [developing] both offensive and defensive space capabilities.”  Writings in authoritative  Chinese military journals also show a clear awareness of the growing military role that space assets play  in advanced conventional military capabilities.  A recent article in China reporting on the launch of the  latest Chinese Beidou (GPS-type) satellite cited one Chinese military expert as noting that 90% of advanced weapons currently depend upon GPS for their operation.  China’s 2008 Defense white paper  also notes the major role of “informationized warfare” in future conflicts and devotes an entire section to  “promoting the informationization of China’s national defense and armed forces in the paper.  China  seeks to have a significant capability in this area by 2020 and to be able to prevail in such warfare by  2050, according to their white paper.  China's most recent defense white paper, released two months ago,  acknowledges once again that space plays a prominent role in its security thinking.  The paper notes,  among other national defense taskings, to maintain China’s “security interests in space, electromagnetic  space and cyber space.” 

We are not just speculating about China’s intentions; Chinese military documents prove that they are developing space weapons to counter the United States. 

Stone 2007 -- space and missile officer; space policy analyst for the Space Review (Christopher, The Space Review, August 13, “Chinese intentions and American preparedness.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/930/1) CMR

While some people find the intentions of the Chinese ASAT test an “enigma”, I find it hard to understand what is so difficult for them to understand. Finding these answers are easier than some think. Any person who takes the time to read the open source materials alone can get a firm grasp of what Chinese military leaders and government officials are advocating through their ASAT and space weapons programs. Concerns about this ASAT program are not new. The Department of Defense has been publicly stating since 1998 that the Chinese were developing this capability. These assertions were unfortunately doubted by many, as is historically the case regarding threats to the security of the United States. These weapons endanger not only intelligence and military satellites that are critical to providing tracking and targeting for rapid reaction of our armed forces during a conflict, but civilian networks as well. This, as we will see later, is precisely the reason they have been developing and testing these weapons, to counter the United States military and as Chinese Colonel Yuan Zelu stated, “bring the opponent to its knees.” According to some, the intentions and reasons for conducting this test are elusive. These “experts” are in a state of denial. If anyone wanted to know what the Japanese were planning to do in the 1930s, all they had to do was read their plans and training documents. These plans were then being executed across the Asia-Pacific region. Many in America viewed claims about the increasing threat of the Japanese military as preposterous because they were committed to a peaceful rise. The Chinese are claiming a peaceful rise as well, coupled with a large increase in their armed forces and weapons. All that is needed now, as then, is to take a hard look at the policy and doctrine of the Peoples’ Liberation Army (PLA) with respect to our nation’s space capabilities and armed forces and what they plan to do, which is counter our space superiority. Admiral Timothy Keating, commander of US Pacific Command has stated, “An anti-satellite weapon is not necessarily a clear indication of a desire for peaceful utilization of space… it’s a confusing signal shall we say for a country who desires, in China’s words, a peaceful rise.” In a recently published paper from SAIC’s Strategic Assessment Center, Chinese military documents advocate the covert deployment and use of ground- and space-based ASAT weaponry. The Chinese state that they view our space systems as the “lynchpin” of American power with respect to C4ISR (Command and Control, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance) and, to address it one step further, key to the precision targeting of our weapons. Chris Lay, one of the paper’s authors, stated, “The capability to negate US space based C4ISR is very important to China if they are to deter, dissuade and /or defeat US power projection into their region. The ASAT capability probably fits with their concept of ‘assassin’s mace’. My view is that they will deploy.” The “Assassin’s Mace” concept is a form of space warfare devised by Colonel Jia Junming in his book Integrated Space Campaigns and is studied at the various Chinese war colleges. It is a term used for a two-phased approach where space combat support in space is first, followed by the covert deployment of space weapons and a “limited space deterrence”. Some examples of the goals of the Chinese in this approach, with respect to the American space systems, can be best summed up by Colonel Li Daguang’s book Space Warfare: “Destroy or temporarily incapacitate all enemy satellites above our territory, [deploy] land based and space based ASAT weapons, counter US missile defense systems, maintain our good international image [by covert deployment], space strike weapons concealed and launched only in time of crisis.” Colonel Daguang’s position in his book is “one of space control using space weaponry, equipment and systems to achieve this control, and use space based assets to coordinate all other subsequent military operations.” Many of these recommendations and plans have been predicted by space officers and analysts for many years, yet have been dismissed by groups who are opposed to space-based weapons or defenses. I can agree with them that in an ideal world, space should be a sanctuary from war, however it just isn’t the reality of the situation. Throughout history, all areas that have been explored or utilized by mankind (land, sea, air) have eventually seen conflict. Due to the dependency of the Western world—especially the United States—on space-based assets, an enemy can “crush” us by taking out our space-based networks. There are many questions that people are asking with regards to the reason the Chinese tested this ASAT and what to do in response. First, do we need more military-to-military dialogue with the Chinese? While this is a good thing, note that Chinese ASAT and some other space weapons experts of the PLA are off-limits to the United States with our current military exchange program. They have never been a part of the program and due to the sensitive nature of the Chinese space program militarily, I cannot see why they would allow those experts to be added if requested. Would you want to tell your enemy what your intentions were with respect to achieving victory over them in a future conflict? I think not. That would give the enemy a chance to build countermeasures and negate the military advantage gained by such a program. Second, was the Chinese responding to the Bush Administration’s new National Space Policy? No. According to a recent article in Defense News, the Chinese had conducted two or more tests of this weapon prior to the issuance of the new policy. Our policy is aimed at defense and exploration, not conquest. Third, should we take this as a hint to kowtow to the Chinese ability to threaten our space capabilities? No. President Bush is correct: capitulating to such arms agreements, such as Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) or a space code of conduct, in a position of weakness, wouldn’t change the situation. After all, the weapon test launched by the Chinese was ground-based, not space-based, and would get around current and many proposed space treaties. Furthermore, Chinese plans indicate a push to eventually deploy weapons in space. As Chris Lay stated, “I suspect that they have plans (including development and test plans) for more sophisticated and advanced ASAT capability that could include high-orbit and/or GEO capable systems.” Even though space warfare hasn’t truly happened yet, is it really wise to dismiss the open source documents from the Chinese military colleges and doctrine centers just because we haven’t seen mass attacks on our GPS constellations or other spacecraft? The experts who have put together sound analysis of the situation don’t think so and neither does this author. The advocates of engaging in arms control agreements due to the test are pursuing a course of appeasement that, in the age of light-speed information and short-notice weapons, is unwise. Many people who have commented on the test consider the weapons to be a “primitive system”. However, as Desmond Ball from the Australian National University stated, “it is the sort of capability available to any country with a store of MRBM/IRBM (Medium Range Ballistic Missiles/Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles) or satellite launch vehicles, and a long range radar system, such as Japan, India, Pakistan, Iran and even North Korea. American satellites are lucrative targets in the Chinese strategy of asymmetric warfare.” Regardless of the primitive nature of the technology used, the fact that this kind of technology can be produced by the Chinese and exported to nations such as North Korea, Iran, or even well-funded global terrorist groups, makes it clear that this is a threat that cannot be wished away by hopes alone. I feel that we must prepare at least a sound counterspace system, ground based at first, then space based to counter this threat. The system could become layered as the missile defense program will become. There are many ideas out there—political, diplomatic, and military—to address this situation. However, one thing is certain: the era of just writing about counterspace and space control doctrine is over. The time to act is now, before we lose crucial space situational awareness and the functionality of our space system, military or civilian, in a surprise attack by a future space aggressor.

Over 30 national security leaders in China are pushing for weaponization and attacks on US assets - they’re not pacifist

Pillsbury 7 (Michael, PhD, Defense Policy Advisor on China, “ AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAMS, POLICIES AND DOCTRINES,” Jan 19, http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2007/FINAL_REPORT_1-19-2007_REVISED_BY_MPP.pdf, EMM)
The first two parts of this study present the results of a survey of Chinese writings that discovered 30 proposals that China should acquire several types of anti satellite weapons. Many foreign observers have mistakenly claimed that China is a pacifistic nation and has no interest such weapons. The Director of the US National Reconnaissance Office Donald Kerr confirmed a Chinese laser had illuminated a US satellite in 2006. These skeptical observers dismissed that laser incident, but then appeared to be stunned by the reported Chinese destruction of a satellite January 11, 2007. China declined to confirm the event, but many foreign governments immediately protested,1 including Japan, South Korea, Australia, Canada and Britain, while Russia’s defense minister suggested the report may not be fully accurate. A Chinese foreign ministry spokesman, while declining to confirm the incident, said other countries should not be alarmed. A US NSC spokesman said China fired a missile to destroy an orbiting weather satellite, making it the third country after the United States and the former Soviet Union to shoot down anything in space. If confirmed, the test would mean China could now theoretically shoot down spy satellites operated by other nations. Parts 3 and 4 of this study recommend policy measures the US and other nations may consider. The ten measures are: 1. Possible US Countermeasures – Awareness, Assessing Damage, Forensics, Counter Strikes Of the thirty Chinese proposals, one set would be particularly challenging to US military vulnerabilities in a crisis. In each of their books, Chinese Colonels Li, Jia and Yuan all advocated covert deployment of a sophisticated antisatellite weapon system to be used against United States in a surprise manner without warning. Even a small scale antisatellite attack in a crisis against 50 US satellites [assuming a mix of targeted military reconnaissance, navigation satellites, and communication satellites] could have a catastrophic effect not only on US military forces, but of the US civilian economy. It is not clear from US open sources how rapidly--if at all--United States could launch “spare” satellites to replace a few dozen that had been incapacitated in orbit by a Chinese attack. US sources refer to many [very expensive] countermeasures such as maneuvering satellites in orbit to escape destruction, using constellations of small satellites, rapid replacement with spares, and even prompt counter strikes on the Chinese launchers.2 A second set of Chinese concepts proposed in these open source writings would also be particularly challenging. Many of the concepts recommended include both jamming and attacking ground stations, rather than the permanent destruct ruction of US satellites. In both cases, the Chinese authors imply the United States may lack the “forensic” ability to know which nation had neutralized US space systems through covert attack, jamming or destruction of ground stations by missile or Special Forces raids. The US Defense Department currently has put before Congress various proposals for enhancing situational awareness of space attack, but the ultimate approval of multiple-year funding is unknown. 

Chinese military authors are advocating ASATs as an asymmetric weapon to counter the U.S.—their use is inevitable 

Putman 09-Major, United States Air Force, Master of Military Studies, Marine Corps University [Christopher, “Countering the Chinese threat to low earth orbit satellites: building a defensive space strategy,” 2009, dtic.mil]

China demonstrated their ability to employ an anti-satellite weapon when it destroyed one of its own weather satellites in 2007. While it does not publish a public national military strategy, several Chinese military authors advocate the use of anti-satellite technologies as an asymmetric weapon to counter the superior conventional capabilities of the United States. Towards this aim, China has developed both kinetic and non-kinetic weapons along with associated supporting infrastructure to target United States low Earth orbit satellites. The United States currently has little capability to defend against an attack on its satellites. As an initial step, the Department of Defense established the Operationally Responsive Space program to address emerging threats. The United States should use current, primarily commercial, technologies to increase its Space Situational Awareness, develop flexible and rapid launch platforms, field small satellites, decrease its dependence on space systems, defend against high-altitude nuclear explosions, and execute institutional changes. Done with transparency, these changes should deter China from employing its. anti-satellite weapons. If deterrence fails, these same changes will also enable the United States to rapidly reconstitute its space systems. As a long-term effort to counter the Chinese threat, the United States must work with China to make it an active stakeholder in space activities; collateral damage from anti-satellite weapons would then threaten China and deter them from using anti-satellite weapons. These recommendations will also help protect United States satellites from other adversaries, accidents, and natural phenomena. Conclusion: The United States can use currently available technologies to quickly build deterrence to China's anti-satellite threat to low Earth orbit satellites. These recommendations will also enable the United States to operate its satellites through an attack and rapidly reconstitute its constellations.

Chinese statements prove they’re determined to militarize space

Mulvenon 7 (James, Director of Defense Group Inc’s Center of Intelligence, Vice President of Defense Group Inc’s Intelligence Division and Director of DGI’s Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis, “Rogue Warriors? A Puzzled Look at the Chinese ASAT Test,” China Leadership Monitor No 20, April 15th, http://www.defence.org.cn/aspnet/vip-usa/uploadFiles/2007-04/20070415093803____kZR0e4.pdf, EMM)

To its credit, the PLA gave the world warning of what was to come, but communicated the message through a sin of omission, not a forthright public statement of  policy change. China’s latest defense white paper, released in December 2006, did not repeat Beijing’s standard mantras opposing the weaponization of space, as had previous volumes. In its 2004 defense white paper, China stated, “Outer space is the common property of mankind. China hopes that the international community would take action as soon as possible to conclude an international legal instrument on preventing the weaponization of an arms race in outer space through negotiations, to ensure the peaceful use of outer space.” In its 2002 defense white paper, China was even more strident in its call for a ban on space weapons, stating: “the international community should negotiate and conclude the necessary legal instrument as soon as possible to prohibit the deployment of weapons in outer space and the use or the threat of use of force against objects in outer space.” The 2000 and 1998 white papers also included similar language.9 A possible reflection of the PLA’s new attitude about space weaponization was provided at a World Economy Forum dinner on 25 January by the Academy of Military Sciences’ Senior Colonel Yao Yunzhu, a polished English-speaker and well-known “barbarian handler” who often attends foreign security conferences as an official PLA representative. Yao told her dinner companions: “My wish is we really want to keep space as a peaceful place for human beings. . . . But personally, I’m pessimistic about it. . . . My prediction: Outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime.”10 Given the high-profile nature of the forum, the extreme sensitivity of the subject (especially so soon after the Foreign Ministry’s admission), and the speaker’s long and trusted track record of communicating official messages to foreign audiences, these frank comments take on more significance. 

China Military Strengthening (Generic)

China military build-up now, including blue water navy and airpower

FlorCruz 11 (http://news.maars.net/blog/2011/06/18/chinas-military-modernization-a-cause-for-concern/. Jaime FlorCruz has lived and worked in China since 1971. He studied Chinese history at Peking University (1977-81) and served as TIME Magazine’s Beijing correspondent and bureau chief. June 18th 2011. “China’s military modernization a cause for concern?”)

Beijing (CNN) — “Aircraft carriers are tools of imperialism, and they’re like sitting ducks waiting to be shot,” a senior Beijing official told a group of overseas visitors. “China will never build an aircraft carrier.” That was in 1971, when China was poor and isolated, ruled by Chairman Mao and his military doctrines. Now China is reorienting its military concepts in keeping with modern times. It is getting ready to launch an aircraft carrier. Why an aircraft carrier? “It helps China with its maritime territorial disputes in the South China Sea and the East China Sea,” said Chris Yung, senior research fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies (INSS) at National Defense University in the United States. “Second and perhaps more importantly, it is a symbol of Chinese rise as a major power.” When will China become a global superpower? Many Chinese apparently want a carrier. A survey conducted in May by the official Global Times showed 81.3% of respondents support China’s efforts to build its own aircraft carrier as a way to shore up the country’s overall military power. More than 75% said China needs it to defend the country against invasion, while around 50% said it will serve as a “counter-balance” to the U.S. and curb its dominance in the region. The Chinese military is now refurbishing a 67,000-ton carrier, which China bought from Ukraine in 1998. It “is being built but has not been completed,” said Chen Bingde, chief of general staff of China’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA), in an interview with the Hong Kong Commercial Daily last week. It is expected to join the Chinese naval fleet later this year. “China’s strategy is to win a high-tech regional war in modern times and to be able to deal with multiple threats in a complex international environment,” Song Zhongping, a military affairs commentator told CNN. “China aims to stop the enemy before entering its border.” As the world’s second-biggest economy, China sees the need to extend its power and defend its expanded economic interests. The PLA is now developing a blue-water navy and air power to back it up. Early this year, China unveiled the J-20, a new stealth fighter prototype which can elude radar detection. Photos and videos of the new stealth bomber were published on the Internet. Some military observers say it could rival America’s F-22 fighter. These are the latest in a series of moves to transform the once big but poorly equipped and highly-politicized revolutionary army into a modern, professional fighting force. The PLA has come a long way. For several years during the Cultural Revolution (1966-76), China did not even have a system of military ranks, once denounced by Maoists as feudal and capitalist. In the late 1980s, the egalitarian army retired the baggy olive-green pants and jackets and took on tailored uniforms, complete with stars, flaps and epaulets. In phases since 1985, China has demobilized over two million soldiers. The goal: to turn the PLA into a leaner, meaner fighting force. These changes are intended to boost morale in the 2.3-million-strong PLA, which remains the world’s largest standing army. “By developing advanced weapons, China is making up for the years of neglect when China merely focused on economic development,” Song said. In China’s “four modernization” programs, launched in the 1970s, defense modernization ranked last, behind industry, agriculture and science and technology. By all accounts, the Gulf War in 1990-91 gave China’s top brass a shocking reality check. They watched in awe on live television as U.S. forces used cruise missiles, smart bombs and stealth bombers to inflict swift and devastating blows on enemy forces. China soon went on shopping sprees to upgrade its air force and navy arsenals, and acquire increasingly sophisticated systems. The Chinese government says this year it will increase its defense spending by 12.7% to 601.1 billion yuan ($91.5 billion). Many analysts say the real figure spent on defense is much higher. Aside from paying the salaries and expenses of its troops, much of the budget goes into new tanks, planes, naval vessels, submarines and missiles. The brass is also pouring money into the development of different fighting strategies, including cyber warfare. China’s leaders say the increase is justified. “China’s defense spending is relatively low by world standards,” said retired foreign minister Li Zhaoxing, adding that its defense budget was much smaller than that of the United States, which was set at $725 billion in 2011. Nevertheless, the lack of transparency on the pace, scope and direction of China’s military buildup continues to be of concern to China’s neighbors and the United States, the status quo superpower.

Even if relations are high, China is massively building up their military.

Reed 11 (“Gates Wary of China’s Military Buildup.” January 28th 2011. http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/01/28/gates-wary-of-chinas-military-
buildup/#ixzz1QPCIkwQY DoDBuzz.com.  John Reed is the Washington, DC-based editor of Military.com's Defense Tech blog and the associate editor of DoDBuzz.)

Defense Secretary Robert Gates today warned that the United States must be vigilant in light of a rapidly advancing Chinese military despite efforts to improve relations between the two countries. “Even as the United States pursues a more constructive relationship with China, we and our allies cannot ignore the Chinese military’s recent advances in missiles, space and cyber warfare,” said Gates during a U.S. Strategic Command change of command ceremony at Offutt Air Force Base, in Nebraska. This isn’t the first time Gates has suggested that the U.S. needs to monitor China’s military modernization very closely. The Defense Secretary and other top U.S military officials have repeatedly said they do not know the true purpose of a Chinese military buildup that appears aimed at checking U.S. power in the pacific. To some, Gates’ budget plans unveiled earlier this month seemed aimed at countering many of the threats being developed by China. Click here to find out more! Gates also hinted that the Air Force’s nuclear enterprise is getting back to its “place of honor” even while warning of an increasingly challenging strategic environment in terms of space, cyberspace and nuclear security issues. “Chili has led the way in reforming the management of reforming the nuclear enterprise, overseeing [the standup] of Air Force Global Strike Command, providing more training for our nuclear airmen and restoring the nuclear mission to its proper place of honor,” said Gates. He was praising outgoing STRACOM chief Gen. Kevin Chilton who was replaced today by former Air Force Space Command Boss Gen. Robert Kehler. Kehler said during the ceremony that under his watch the command must maintain the ability to provide “a safe, secure effective and ready nuclear deterrent force,” support to combat ops around the globe, “uninterrupted capabilities from space and improve awareness of objects and activities in space” and enhance the nation’s cyber security and ensure joint support for cyber activities.”

Space Pearl Harbor Kills Economy

The current space race risks a space Pearl Harbor against U.S. space assets – this will collapse the global economy and hegemony

Choong, 8 - doctorate in strategic studies at the Australian National University (William, The Straits Times, 3/24, “A Pearl Harbor in space?”, lexis)

In January last year, China staged its first-ever anti-satellite (Asat) test and downed a defunct weather satellite. The test was seen as a shot across the bow directed at Washington. Experts noted the high level of technical sophistication in the test. The target was a satellite zipping above the Earth at 27,000kmh, about the same speed as that of an intercontinental ballistic missile re-entering the atmosphere. China used the 'hit to kill' method - a technology that involves 'stopping a bullet with a bullet'. This meant that China's Asat capability had surpassed that of the former Soviet Union. Last month, the US killed one of its own satellites with a ballistic missile defence (BMD) interceptor, ostensibly to get rid of a toxic chemical on-board. The kill was significant, given that the US had not staged an Asat exercise since the 1980s. In addition, the use of the BMD interceptor meant that the US was leveraging on existing technologies to stamp its dominance in space, analysts said. For its part, Russia said the US kill was a prelude to the creation of a 'new strategic weapon'. Some experts concur. There is now a new arms race in space. Unlike the Cold War Soviet-American standoff, it is becoming a duel between China and the US. China hand Ashley Tellis wrote in Survival, an academic journal of security affairs, that Beijing was targeting weaknesses in America's space infrastructure to overcome its inferiority in conventional military terms. China's pursuit of counter-space capabilities, he said, is part of a 'considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capability of the United States, grounded in Beijing's military weakness at a time when China considers war with the United States to be possible'. Dr Tellis said that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait could compel China to attack US space systems - a 'space Pearl Harbor'. By far the most intriguing component of China's space arsenal - for wuxia fans at least - involves the so-called 'assassin's mace' (shashoujian). This, the Pentagon said, is an innovative mixture of old and new technologies that would be used against 'technologically superior adversaries'. China's space strategy draws heavily from Mao Zedong's philosophy of asymmetrical warfare. According to Chinese scholar Wang Hucheng, American dependence on space constitutes its 'strategic weaknesses'. 'For countries that can never win a conventional war against the United States, attacking the US space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice,' he wrote in Liaowang, a Chinese Communist Party publication. Mr Wang is right on the money. Way back in 1957, US Air Force General Thomas White said that those who control the air control the land and sea beneath it, but those who 'control space will...control the Earth's surface'. Traditionally, militaries have sought to dispel what Prussian military thinker Karl von Clausewitz has termed the 'fog of war' - a euphemism for saying that 'shit happens' in warfare. Today, computerised militaries fight in a huge cloud of electrons. Space-based assets are fundamental to such 'network-centric' warfare. Currently, the US has around 1,800 satellites, of which nearly half are for military purposes. The biggest targets for an enemy would be communications platforms and a constellation of Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites hovering thousands of kilometres above the Earth, wrote Dr Tellis. GPS assets provide location data and enable accurate weapons guidance and targeting. If they are hit, many things in the US military would go wrong. An Abrams main battle tank, for example, would be lost on the streets of Baghdad. And this might not be all. If US space assets are hit, the New York Times predicts the global economy would collapse, along with air travel and communications. American officers believe that the US military's space assets constitute its Achilles' heel. 'Our adversaries understand our dependence upon space-based capabilities,' General Kevin Chilton, commander of the US Strategic Command, wrote in Congressional testimony last month. 
Economic collapse causes nuclear war 

Harris and Burrows 9 - PhD in European History @ Cambridge and Counselor of the US National Intelligence Council AND Member of the National Intelligence Council’s Long Range Analysis Unit (Mathew J. and Jennifer, “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Burrows.pdf, EMM)

Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world. 

US-Sino Space War Escalates

US-China space war would result in the use of nuclear weapons

O’Hanlon 08 (“Balancing U.S. Security Interests in Space” Michael E. O'Hanlon, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch21.html. Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institute. )

Scenario: Possible War Against China Over Taiwan 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. Land bases can to an extent be protected, hardened, and made more numerous and redundant, but ships are a different matter. How fast, and whether, China can exploit these trends remains unclear. But the trends are real nonetheless. As a recent example, China reportedly has tested an antiship cruise missile with a 155mile range—more than twice that originally expected by U.S. intelligence. And its space assets are surely growing in scope. Even if it does not have an extensive imaging satellite network in a decade or so, it may be able to orbit one or two reconnaissance satellites that could occasionally detect large ships near Taiwan. That might be good enough. If China could find major U.S. naval assets with satellites, it would only need to sneak a single airplane, ship, or submarine into the region east of Taiwan to have a good chance of sinking a ship. Knowing the U.S. reluctance to risk casualties in combat, China might convince itself that its plausible ability to kill many hundreds or even thousands of U.S. military personnel in a single attack would deter the United States from entering the war in the first place. Such a perception by China might well be wrong (just as Argentina was wrong to think in 1982, in a somewhat analogous situation, that it could deter Britain from deciding to take back the Falkland Islands); but it could still be quite dangerous, given the resulting risks of deterrence failure and war. China is certainly taking steps to improve its capabilities in space operations. According to a Pentagon assessment, "Exploitation of space and acquisition of related technologies remain high priorities in Beijing. China is placing major emphasis on improving space-based reconnaissance and surveillance. . . . China is cooperating with a number of countries, including Russia, Ukraine, Brazil, Great Britain, France, Germany, and Italy, in order to advance its objectives in space." China will also surely focus on trying to neutralize U.S. space assets in any future such conflict; no prudent military planner could do anything else, and the early 2007 ASAT test would seem to confirm this logic. According to the Pentagon, in language written before that 2007 test: Publicly, China opposes the militarization of space, and seeks to prevent or slow the development of anti-satellite (ASAT) systems and space-based ballistic missile defenses. Privately, however, China's leaders probably view ASATs—and offensive counterspace systems, in general—as well as space-based missile defenses as inevitabilities. . . . Given China's current level of interest in laser technology, Beijing probably could develop a weapon that could destroy satellites in the future.12 Exactly how many U.S. satellites, and of what type, China might be able to damage or destroy is hard to predict. But it seems likely that low-altitude satellites as well as higher altitude commercial communications satellites would be vulnerable. Low-altitude imaging satellites are vulnerable to direct attack by nuclear-armed missiles, at a minimum, by high-energy lasers on the ground, and quite possibly by rapidly orbited or predeployed microsatellites as well. They are sufficiently hardened that they would have to be attacked one by one to ensure their rapid elimination. And they are sufficiently capable of transmitting signals through or around jamming that China probably could not stop their effective operation in that way. But they are few enough in number, and sufficiently valuable, that China might well find the means to go after each one. For higher altitude military satellite constellations, including the global positioning system (GPS), military communications, and electronic intelligence systems, China's task would be much harder. Such constellations often have greater numbers of satellites than do low-altitude imagery systems. They are probably out of range of most plausible laser weapons, as well as ballistic missiles carrying nuclear weapons. They might, however, be reached by microsatellites deployed as hunter-killer weapons, particularly if those microsatellites had been predeployed (a few might be orbited quickly just before a war, but launch constraints could limit their number, since microsatellites headed to different orbits would probably require different boosters). They might also be reachable by an ASAT similar to what China tested in 2007, once placed on a larger rocket.13 Finally, high-altitude commercial communications satellites are quite likely to be vulnerable. Their transmissions to Earth might well be interrupted for a critical period of hours or days by jamming or a nuclear burst in the atmosphere. For example, disruption of ultra-high-frequency radio signals due to a nuclear burst can last for many hours over a ground area of hundreds or even thousands of kilometers per dimension. Unhardened satellites might be damaged by a large nuclear weapon at distances of 20,000 to 30,000 kilometers.They might even be vulnerable to laser blinding. So it appears that China will remain quite far behind the United States in military capability, relatively rudimentary in its space capabilities and lacking in sophisticated electronic warfare techniques and similar means of disrupting command and communications. But it could hamper some satellite operations, and it could have an "asymmetric capability" to find, target, and attack U.S. Navy ships (not to mention commercial ships trying to survive the postulated blockade of Taiwan). Some might argue that the above analysis overstates the potential role of satellites. For example, even if China would have a hard time getting aircraft close enough to track U.S. ships, given American air supremacy, it might have other means. For example, it may be able to use a sea-based acoustic network. Such a system most likely would be deployed on the seabed, as with the U.S. sound surveillance system (SOSUS) array. On that logic, China may have so many options and capabilities that it need not depend on any one type, such as space assets. Or China may not be able to make good use of any improvements it can achieve in its satellite capabilities. To use a reconnaissance-strike complex to attack a U.S. carrier, one needs not only periodic localization of the carrier, but also real-time tracking and dissemination of that information to a missile that is capable of reaching the carrier and defeating its defenses. The reconnaissance-strike complex must also be resilient in the face of enemy action. The PRC is not close to having such a capability either in its constituent parts or as part of an integrated real-time network. But the case for concern in general, and for special concern about Chinese satellite capabilities in particular, is still rather strong. If China does improve its satellite capabilities for imaging and communications, the United States could be quite hard-pressed to defeat them without ASAT capabilities. Destroying ground stations could require deep inland strikes— and may not work if China builds mobile stations. The sheer size of the PRC also makes it difficult to jam downlinks; the United States cannot flood all of China continuously with high-energy radio waves. (Although the United States may be able to jam links to antiship cruise missiles already in flight, if it can detect them, it would be imprudent to count on this defense alone.) Jamming uplinks may be difficult as well if China anticipates the possibility and develops good encryption technology or a satellite mode of operations in which incoming signals are ignored for certain periods of time. Jamming any PRC radar-imaging satellites may work better, since such satellites must transmit and receive signals continuously to function. But that method would work only if China relied on radar, as opposed to optical, systems. In regard to the argument that China could use SOSUS arrays or other such capabilities to target U.S. carriers, making satellites superfluous, it should be noted that the United States has potential means for countering any such efforts. To deploy a fixed sonar array in the vast waters east of Taiwan where U.S. ships would operate in wartime, China would need to pre-deploy sensors in a region many hundreds of kilometers on a lateral dimension at least. This could be technically quite difficult in such deep waters. Although the United States has laid sonar sensors in waters more than 10,000 feet deep, the procedure is usually carried out remotely from a ship or by a special submarine, and hence becomes more difficult as depth increases. In addition, the United States would have a very good chance of recognizing what China was doing. Even though peacetime protocols would prohibit preemptive attacks, the United States could be expected to know where many of China's underwater assets had been deployed, allowing attacks of one kind or another in wartime. The United States is devoting considerable assets to intelligence operations in the region already, for example, with its attack submarine force. It would similarly have a good chance of detecting and destroying Chinese airborne platforms, including even small unmanned aircraft systems, used for reconnaissance purposes. On balance, growing Chinese satellite capabilities for targeting and communications could be an important ingredient in what Beijing might take (or mistake) for a war-winning capability in the future. China would not need to think it had matched the U.S. Armed Forces in most military categories, only that it had an asymmetric ability to pose greater risks to the United States than Washington might consider acceptable in the event of a future Taiwan Strait crisis. China might also have the means to attack U.S. space assets, particularly lower-flying reconnaissance satellites, by 2010 (if it does not already). It is not entirely out of the question that China might use nuclear weapons to do so systematically, knowing that such a strike might greatly weaken U.S. military capabilities without killing many, if any, Americans. China attaches enough political importance to holding onto Taiwan that it might well prove quite willing to run some risk of escalation in order to do so—especially if its leaders thought they had deduced a clever way to escalate without inviting massive retaliation. Whether it could disrupt or destroy most satellites is unclear. Whether it could reach large numbers of GPS and communications assets in medium Earth orbit and geosynchronous orbit is doubtful. But for these and other reasons, it is also doubtful that the United States could operate its space assets with impunity, or count on completely dominating military space operations, in such a scenario.

US-Sino War --> Extinction

US-China war causes nuclear war
Hunkovic, 2009 – American Military University [Lee J, 2009, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/Hunkovic.pdf] avidK
A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. 

Even a limited nuclear US-Sino war would cause extinction—timeframe is 24 hours 
Takai 09, Mitsuo—Retired Colonel and Former Researcher in the military science faculty of the Staff College for Japan’s Ground Self Defense Force (“U.S.-China nuclear strikes would spell doomsday”, October 7, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/07/us-china_nuclear_strikes_would_spell_doomsday/7213/What would happen if China launched its 20 Dongfeng-5 intercontinental ballistic missiles, each with a 5-megaton warhead, at 20 major U.S. cities) DavidK
What would happen if China launched its 20 Dongfeng-5 intercontinental ballistic missiles, each with a 5-megaton warhead, at 20 major U.S. cities? Prevailing opinion in Washington D.C. until not so long ago was that the raids would cause over 40 million casualties, annihilating much of the United States. In order to avoid such a doomsday scenario, consensus was that the United States would have to eliminate this potential threat at its source with preemptive strikes on China. But cool heads at institutions such as the Federation of American Scientists and the National Resource Defense Council examined the facts and produced their own analyses in 2006, which differed from the hard-line views of their contemporaries. The FAS and NRDC developed several scenarios involving nuclear strikes over ICBM sites deep in the Luoning Mountains in China’s western province of Henan, and analyzed their implications. One of the scenarios involved direct strikes on 60 locations – including 20 main missile silos and decoy silos – hitting each with one W76-class, 100-kiloton multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle carried on a submarine-launched ballistic missile. In order to destroy the hardened silos, the strikes would aim for maximum impact by causing ground bursts near the silos' entrances. Using air bursts similar to the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki would not be as effective, as the blasts and the heat would dissipate extensively. In this scenario, the 6 megatons of ground burst caused by the 60 attacks would create enormous mushroom clouds over 12 kilometers high, composed of radioactive dirt and debris. Within 24 hours following the explosions, deadly fallout would spread from the mushroom clouds, driven by westerly winds toward Nanjing and Shanghai. They would contaminate the cities' residents, water, foodstuff and crops, causing irreversible damage. The impact of a 6-megaton nuclear explosion would be 360 times more powerful than the Hiroshima bomb, killing not less than 4 million people. Such massive casualties among non-combatants would far exceed the military purpose of destroying the enemy's military power. This would cause political harm and damage the United States’ ability to achieve its war aims, as it would lose international support. On the other hand, China could retaliate against U.S. troops in East Asia, employing intermediate-range ballistic missiles including its DF-3, DF-4 and DF-21 missiles, based in Liaoning and Shandong provinces, which would still be intact. If the United States wanted to destroy China's entire nuclear retaliatory capability, U.S. forces would have to employ almost all their nuclear weapons, causing catastrophic environmental hazards that could lead to the annihilation of mankind.

AT: China White Paper

The Chinese military white papers are full of lies—they are designed to make them appear peaceful by massively understating military buildup. 

Maginnis 11 (Col. Bob Maginnis is an internationally known security and foreign affairs analyst often seen on CNN and Fox News, almost daily heard on a number of radio networks and quoted in the print press. After retiring from the US Army in 1993, Bob joined the Family Research Council rising to the position of VP for policy. Since 2002, he has worked with the US Army on multinational activities. “China masking huge military build-up.” http://resource.prophecytoday.com/2011/04/china-masking-huge-military-buildup.html. April 7th, 2011)

Red Alert: China is sending misleading messages about its massive military buildup.   Last week China’s Communist regime published the every-second-year edition of its defense white paper, “China’s National Defense in 2010,” which claims to promote transparency in its defense planning and deepen international trust, and asserts that its security policy is defensive in nature. But the paper’s messages are not supported by the facts.   Consider five of the many misleading messages embedded in the 30-page defense white paper.   First, “China attaches great importance to military transparency,” the paper claims. The Pentagon takes issue with that view in a report, stating, “The limited transparency in China’s military and security affairs enhances uncertainty and increases the potential for misunderstanding and miscalculation.”   China fails the transparency test by understating its defense spending. The Pentagon’s 2010 report on China’s military estimates Beijing’s total military-related spending for 2009 was more than $150 billion, but the white paper claims it spent about half that amount, $75.56 billion (495.11 billion RMB). The difference, according to the Pentagon, is due to the fact that China’s defense budget “does not include major categories of expenditure,” but the report fails to identify those categories.   China’s defense spending increased annually for more than two decades, but the white paper states, “The growth rate of defense expenditure has decreased.” That statement is refuted by China’s official 2011 defense budget, which is $92 billion, up 12.7% from 2010, which grew from 7.5% during the previous year.   The Pentagon report also states China isn’t transparent regarding its growing force-projection capabilities. For example, the so-called transparent white paper does not mention Beijing’s plan to deploy an aircraft carrier known to be under construction. A question about the carrier was posed at the press conference announcing the white paper, but was never answered.   Second, “The Chinese government has advocated from the outset the peaceful use of outer space, and opposes any weaponization of outer space,” according to the white paper.   China’s anti-space weaponization view hasn’t stopped it from developing its own space weapon, however. The white paper makes no mention of China’s 2007 successful direct-ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons test, which destroyed its own satellite in space. “The test raised questions about China’s capability and intention to attack U.S. satellites,” according to a Congressional Research Service (CRS) report.   The Pentagon’s report states, "China continues to develop and refine this [ASAT] system, which is one component of a multidimensional program to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries during times of crisis or conflict.” The report also indicates China is developing kinetic and directed-energy weapons for ASAT missions.   Gen. Xu Qiliang, commander of China’s air force, appears to confirm the Pentagon’s analysis. He said in 2009 that military competition extending to space is “inevitable” and emphasized the transformation of China’s air force into one that “integrates air and space” with both “offensive [read ASAT] and defensive” capabilities, according to the Pentagon’s report.   Third, “China firmly opposes the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction [WMD] and their means of delivery.” The paper also states “nonproliferation issues should be resolved through political and diplomatic means” and then cites as examples the nuclear crises with North Korea and Iran.   Even though China is a signatory to various nonproliferation treaties, it is arguably the world’s biggest WMD supplier. A March 2011 CRS report states, “China has been a ‘key supplier’ of technology … providing nuclear and missile-related technology to Pakistan and missile-related technology to Iran.”   CRS documents China’s proliferation activities beginning in 1982. It transferred sensitive material and tools for making atomic bombs to Pakistan such as uranium hexafluoride gas, ring magnets, and “high-tech diagnostic equipment." Pakistan then sold that technology to Iran, North Korea, and Libya, according to then- CIA Director George Tenet.   Fourth, “China pursues a national defense policy which is defensive in nature.” The white paper also claims, “China unswervingly takes the road of peaceful development.” But China’s weapons-building spree confirms it seeks a significant offensive capacity, and its military action identifies it as a regional hegemon, not a peaceful neighbor.   Three weapons platforms strongly suggest China seeks a robust offensive capacity. In January, while Secretary of Defense Robert Gates visited Beijing, the Chinese military tested a J-20 fifth-generation stealth fighter. That sophisticated platform is primarily for undetected, long-range offensive operations and shares state-of-the-art technology with the F-22 Raptor, America’s best fighter.   In December, Adm. Robert Willard, the commander of U.S. Pacific Command, told the Asahi Shimbun, a Japanese newspaper, China is developing an anti-ship ballistic missile (ASBM) known as an “aircraft carrier killer.” The 1,500-mile range DF-21 ASBM is an offensive platform that uses a space-based maritime surveillance and targeting system that permits it to strike moving warships at sea.   China also plans to build a fleet of aircraft carriers this decade, according to the Pentagon report. It already has the ex-Varyag—a former soviet Kuznetsovclass aircraft carrier in the Dalian shipyard—and a program to train pilots operating fixed-wing aircraft from a carrier.   China is using its sophisticated blue-water navy, which numbers 260 vessels, including 75 major warships and more than 60 submarines, to expand its sphere of influence through intimidation, especially in the South China Sea, which some Chinese officials label a “core interest.” Last year, the New York Times reported Chinese officials told Deputy Secretary of State James Steinberg that China would not tolerate “foreign interference” in the South China Sea, and its actions back up that view.   China’s navy aggressively seizes fishing boats near contested South China Sea islands hundreds of miles from the mainland and harasses Japanese aircraft and ships in the East China Sea near Japanese islands. That aggression is not limited to regional players, however.   Starting in 2000, China became provocative toward American naval forces. In 2001, a Chinese fighter collided with a U.S. Navy aircraft, forcing the American crew to land at China’s Hainan Island.   Harassment on the sea is more common. From 2001 to 2009, Chinese warships and aircraft harassed and threatened the USNSBowditch, USNS Sumner, USNS Impeccable, and the USNS Victorious. In 2006, a Chinese Song-class submarine surfaced dangerously near the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk. In each case, China violated international law.    Finally, “China maintains that the global missile defense program will be detrimental to international strategic balance and stability [and] no state should deploy overseas missile defense systems [ballistic missile defense] …” This hypocritical comment is targeted at the U.S., which has both land- and sea-based systems. America’s sea-based Aegis ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems often sail near North Korea’s coast, protecting our allies from China’s rogue partner.   Apparently China wants to limit America’s BMD capability until it can acquire one of its own. Currently China has a limited capability against tactical ballistic missiles with ranges up to 300 miles. But the Pentagon report states China is “proceeding with the research and development of a missile defense ‘umbrella’ consisting of kinetic energy intercept at exo-atmospheric altitudes, as well as intercepts of ballistic missiles and other aerospace vehicles within the upper atmosphere.”   China’s 2010 white paper is chock-full of misleading messages that deny transparency, promote distrust, and demonstrate the regime’s hegemonic ambitions. Unless China changes its actions, America has no choice but to conclude Beijing’s intent is to become the world’s dominant military power. 

AT: Threat Con China

The aff evidence is not based on threat construction—we have empirically verified intelligence about Chinese space weaponization.

Mackey 09-Colonal, USAF, analyst @ the Air & Space Power Journal [James, Air & Space Power Journal, “Recent US and China Antisatellite Activities,” Fall 2009 edition, ProQuest] DavidK

Recent antisatellite (ASAT) activities by the United States and China have revived questions regarding space warfare, the follow-on effects of potential satellite destruction on a massive scale, national accountability, and technological challenges to mitigate offensive threats. Many of these same questions, which emerged during the initial space race and Cold War, have taken on new emphasis in light of growing multinational dependence upon satellites and the freedom to access space. This article briefly reviews the history of US and Soviet ASAT capabilities and testing during the Cold War, examines the recent Chinese shoot-down of its failed Feng Yun-lC satellite and the US shootdown of the failed USA-1 93 satellite, and compares and contrasts these two ASAT missions, highlighting the follow-on threats to other nations' satellites. It also presents mitigating strategies that may lessen the threat of future offensive countersatellite operations, including enhanced situational awareness, improved survivability/reduced vulnerability, and increased sustainability; it then offers a brief look at countries capable of offensive countersatellite operations. Military Antisatellite Programs during the Cold War A military presence has accompanied human activity in space from its inception. Nevertheless, despite the intense rivalry between the United States and Soviet Union during the Cold War, space remained a weapons-free region and continues to do so. The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, often called the Outer Space Treaty, put into effect 10 October 1967, codified this concept by calling on the 91 signatories "to refrain from placing in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction or from installing such weapons on celestial bodies."1 One possible intent of the treaty was to dissuade an arms race in space. During the Cold War, as satellites grew in importance, each side sought the means of depriving the other the use of satellites if doing so became prudent. The United States conducted research into six major ASAT programs, the most significant of which included a satellite interceptor, later renamed satellite inspector; an aircraft-launched twostage interceptor missile; a Navy seabased interceptor missile; and an Army ground-based interceptor missile.2 Many of the early systems relied on nuclear warheads or those with very high explosive yield due to the inherent inability to precisely target satellites moving at high relative speeds. Other means for attacking enemy satellites included kinetic kills; destruction of ground-based radar and command, control, and communications facilities; and jamming of communications links. As the threat of Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles began to grow, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara approved the testing of an antiballistic missile system based on the Nike-Zeus rocket (known as Program 505) as an ASAT system limited to a maximum altitude of 200 miles.3 Following promising results, the Air Force solicited a more robust capability (known as Program 437) based upon the Thor intermediaterange ballistic missile, armed with a onemegaton nuclear warhead and providing a range of 700 miles with a kill radius of five miles in orbit. Testing of Program 437 began in February 1964 and terminated on 1 April 1975.4 Launching from combat aircraft would offer a more flexible ASAT capability. Attempts to employ aircraftborne ASAT missiles began in the late 1950s, highlighted by the launch of a Bold Orion missile from a B-47 bomber. Pres. Gerald R. Ford's directive of 1975 allowed exploration of air-launched ASAT missiles, resulting in creation of an ASAT program that year which employed a modified standard antiradiation homing missile fired from an F-15 fighter. This system represented a significant improvement over earlier ones insofar as it employed a kinetic-kill mini vehicle to directly impact the targeted satellite versus an area weapon such as nuclear or high-explosive warheads. On 13 September 1985, a "fullup" test resulted in the destruction of the P78-1 Solwind satellite, but in 1988 Congress canceled the program.5 Further US ASAT tests focused on denial of use rather than absolute destruction of enemy satellites, as in a 1997 test in which a laser temporarily blinded an Air Force MSTI-3 satellite at 300 miles altitude.6 The Chinese Antisatellite Program China's military has undergone tremendous change over the last 15-20 years, accelerating the pace over the last 10 years in a quest to revolutionize its military forces by reducing personnel numbers and [by] focusing on a massive modernization program that emphasizes quality over quantity. Current military theory in China is partially based on capitalizing on its own resources to mitigate the advantages of potential high-technology opponents. This thinking is evident in China's self-described "Assassin's Mace" programs, a war-fighting strategy of the People's Liberation Army designed to give a technologically inferior military advantages over technologically superior adversaries and thus change the direction of a war.7 Although China has not published an official document on space warfare, it is incorporating space-based support systems into all aspects of its military operations. This tactic includes denying adversaries the use of their space-based systems through kinetic-kill capabilities, jamming, and blinding. China continues to build up its organic space-based systems, seeking to develop into a modern military power capable of force projection and high-intensity military operations.8 China pursues research into other nonkinetic weapons for use in satellite targeting, including high-powered lasers, microwaves, particle beams, and electromagneticpulse devices, all intended to render enemy satellites inoperable without the debris field associated with kinetic-killing weapons.9 Investment in such weapons technology fits China's asymmetric approach and desire to provide a credible threat. In Joint Space War Campaigns, Col Yuan ZeIu loudly echoes this approach, declaring that the "goal of a space shock and awe strike is to deter the enemy, not to provoke the enemy into combat."10 On 11 January 2007, China became the third known country with a proven ASAT capability when it conducted an unannounced launch of a Deng Fong-21 / Kai Tuo Zhe-1 (DF-21 /KT-I) against its own defunct Feng Yun-lC meteorology satellite.11 This event confirmed intelligence estimates of Chinese ASAT developments. Given the secretive nature of the Chinese government, most of the details remain hidden from the public, with most of what is known based upon observation and established Chinese capabilities. (This article draws upon publicly available sources for its references to technical data and capabilities.)

***Nuclear Strikes Advantage

Space Weapons K2 Missile Defense

Space based lasers are vital to global US missile defense - prevents nuclear war in India/Pakistan, North Korea, and a strike on the US 

Aubin and Streland 2k (Stephen, PhD and Director of Strategy Execution @ Raytheon and Director of Policy and Communications @ Air Force Association, Arnold, USAF Major, “ The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment:

Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase,” Team SBL-IFX, October, http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf, EMM)

Why Missile Defense Is Needed: Ballistic missiles have represented one of the greatest vulnerabilities for all the nations of the world ever since the Nazis first launched the V-2 rocket near the end of World War II. One of the tragic reminders of the real and increasing threat to U.S. forces deployed abroad was the death of 28 U.S. soldiers caused by a Scud missile that struck a barracks in Dhahran during the Gulf War. More than five decades after the V-2 first appeared and nearly a decade after the Gulf War, U.S. forward-deployed troops, allies, and even the U.S. mainland remain vulnerable to missile attack and the potential delivery of weapons of mass destruction. In his February 2000 testimony on the Worldwide Threat, CIA Director George Tenet said that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction had “become even more stark and worrisome” than just a year before. “Transfers of enabling technologies to countries of proliferation concern have not abated,” he said. “Many states in the next ten years will find it easier to obtain weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them.”1 Tenet added that “the missile threat to the United States from states other than Russia and China is steadily emerging. The threat to US interests and forces overseas is here and now.” Tenet pointed out that, over the next 15 years, U.S. cities will face ICBM threats from a wider variety of nations, including North Korea, Iran, and possibly Iraq. He also expressed concern about the security of nuclear weapons and materials in Russia.2 In its unclassified version of its 1999 National Intelligence Estimate, the intelligence community reiterated that “the proliferation of medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) – driven primarily by North Korean No Dong sales – has created an immediate, serious, and growing threat to US forces, interests and allies, and has significantly altered the strategic balances in the Middle East and Asia.”3 In South Asia, Pakistan and India are locked in a nuclear rivalry, and the intelligence community has assessed that both countries’ short-range and medium-range ballistic missiles may have nuclear roles.4 Foreign assistance has played a key role in the increasing proliferation of missile technology, with Russia, China, and North Korea as the principal suppliers. And, Tenet warns, the recipients of missile-related technology, such as Syria and Iraq, “may emerge in the next few years as suppliers. Where SBL Fits In: The United States is currently pursuing a limited National Missile Defense program that will employ “hit-to-kill” interceptors to shoot down a small number of missiles that could be launched by a rogue regime or by accident. Hit-to-kill, or kinetic kill, occurs when a defensive interceptor missile collides with and destroys an incoming warhead by force of impact as it travels through space or the atmosphere. In addition to the National Missile Defense program, there is a family of theater missile defense systems under development to protect forward-based troops, allies, other countries, and areas of vital interest. They include the Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), Navy Theater Wide, Navy Area, the Airborne Laser (ABL), Patriot Advanced Capability-3, and the multi-national Medium Extended Area Defense systems. All of these except Navy Area and the Airborne Laser use hit-to-kill technology to destroy ballistic missiles. Navy Area uses a proximity-explosion, in which an interceptor flies close to an incoming theater missile and then explodes, destroying the missile. And ABL, which consists of a laser mounted on a modified 747 aircraft, uses directed energy to achieve destruction of aggressor missiles during the boost phase, soon after they launch. The Space-Based Laser is the only ballistic-missile, boost-phase intercept system being pursued by the Department of Defense to provide global defense coverage to counter ICBM attacks against the United States or its allies. Like ABL, it will rely on directed energy to destroy missiles shortly after launch. An operational SBL would be the first line of defense against ICBMs launched by an aggressor, and it would complement the capability of the land-based interceptors currently being developed under the National Missile Defense program. An SBL system could provide a robust additional layer to the currently planned missile defense architecture in response to the expected growth of ICBM threats now projected by the intelligence community. If the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX) is successful, it will provide the technological path for the development of a prototype SBL and, eventually, an operational system sometime around 2020. An operational SBL could also provide strategically significant ancillary capabilities in the area of space control, surveillance and reconnaissance, strike and interdiction, and defensive and offensive counter air missions. 
Space-based NMD lasers are critical to deterring nuclear Iran and North Korea - diplomacy is ineffective

Whittington 10 (Mark, Yahoo! Contributor and Author of “The Last Moonwalker” “Children of Apollo” and “Nocturne” and Frequently contributes to the Washington Post, “ West Virginia's John Raese Proposes Space Based Laser Defense System,” Oct 24, http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/5929538/west_virginias_john_raese_proposes.html?cat=15, EMM)

Recently West Virginia US Senate candidate John Raese proposed building a space based missile defense system using lasers to deter missile attacks from enemy countries such as Iran or North Korea. The proposal was made at an event sponsored by the League of American Voters along with the Tea Party group Blue Ridge Patriots. While the proposal has become an issue in the West Virginia Senate race, it has not been extensively reported in the mainstream media. Space based missile defense is not a new proposal. Various ideas to use beam weapons were researched as part of President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative in the 1980s. Concerns about cost, technical problems, and ultimately the fall of the Soviet Union prevented the full development and deployment of such weapons. The ABM Treaty, signed by President Nixon in the 1970s, was seen by many as forbidding the deployment of such weapons. However President George W. Bush withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2001. In the post Cold War World, a revival of the idea of space based missile defense is not a frivolous one. North Korea has already developed its own nuclear arsenal and is busily attempted to develop a launch system to deliver it against an enemy, likely South Korea or Japan. Iran has both a nuclear weapons and a missile program. Obama administration diplomatic efforts to dissuade Iran from building a nuclear arsenal have so far proven ineffective. Absent a military strike, which the Obama administration seems ill prepared to launch, many analysts suggest that Iran becoming a nuclear power would become inevitable. 

North Korea is a Threat
North Korea has already threatened to use ballistic missiles at the slightest provocation

AP 9 (Associated Press, “ North Korea would use nuclear weapons in a 'merciless offensive',” June 9, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/north-korea-would-use-nuclear-weapons-in-a-merciless-offensive-1700590.html, EMM)

North Korea today said it would use nuclear weapons in a "merciless offensive" if provoked — its latest bellicose rhetoric apparently aimed at deterring any international punishment for its recent atomic test blast. The tensions emanating from Pyongyang are beginning to hit nascent business ties with the South: a Seoul-based fur manufacturer became the first South Korean company to announce Monday it was pulling out of an industrial complex in the North's border town of Kaesong. The complex, which opened in 2004, is a key symbol of rapprochement between the two Koreas but the goodwill is evaporating quickly in the wake of North Korea's nuclear test on May 25 and subsequent missile tests. Pyongyang raised tensions a notch by reviving its rhetoric in a commentary in the state-run Minju Joson newspaper today. "Our nuclear deterrent will be a strong defensive means...as well as a merciless offensive means to deal a just retaliatory strike to those who touch the country's dignity and sovereignty even a bit," said the commentary, carried by the official Korean Central News Agency. It appeared to be the first time that North Korea referred to its nuclear arsenal as "offensive" in nature. Pyongyang has long claimed that its nuclear weapons program is a deterrent and only for self-defense against what it calls US attempts to invade it. The tough talk came as South Korea and the US lead an effort at the UN Security Council to have the North punished for its nuclear test with tough sanctions. Seoul's Yonhap news agency reported today that South Korea had doubled the number of naval ships around the disputed sea border with the North amid concern the communist neighbor could provoke an armed clash there — the scene of skirmishes in 1999 and 2002. The Joint Chiefs of Staff declined to confirm the report, but said the North has not shown any unusual military moves. Relations between the two Koreas have significantly worsened since a pro-US, conservative government took office in Seoul last year, advocating a tougher policy on the North. Since then, reconciliation talks have been cut off and all key joint projects except the factory park in Kaesong have been suspended.

AT: Missile Defense Lasers Fail

Missile defense lasers are effective, and even if they’re not yet innovation will solve

Aubin and Streland 2k (Stephen, PhD and Director of Strategy Execution @ Raytheon and Director of Policy and Communications @ Air Force Association, Arnold, USAF Major, “ The Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment:

Global Missile Defense in the Boost Phase,” Team SBL-IFX, October, http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/SBLWP.pdf, EMM)

In June 2000, the Tactical High Energy Laser, or THEL, successfully shot down a Katyusha rocket at the White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico. On several occasions in August and September, THEL managed another feat by engaging and destroying two-missile salvos of Katyusha rockets. To date, THEL has negated a total of 13 Katyusha rockets. Although THEL is being designed for tactical use by the U.S. Army and the Israeli Army, its success demonstrates how far directed energy research and development have progressed in recent years. The SBL-IFX program builds on more than twenty years of research and investment by the nation in the development of directed energy weapon systems, technologies and related facilities. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency initiated the SBL program in 1977. It was later transferred to the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) in 1984. In May 1997, a Memorandum of Agreement was signed transferring execution of the SBL-IFX from the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, SDIO’s successor, to the Air Force. Over the years, the members of Team SBL-IFX have played central roles in several directed energy programs that have advanced the nation’s understanding of a space-based laser missile defense option, including Zenith Star, Mid-InfraRed Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL), Alpha, the Airborne Laser (ABL), the Tactical High Energy Laser (THEL), the High Energy Laser Systems Test Facility (HELSTF), and the Alpha-LAMP Integration (ALI) program. This heritage of success provides the foundation for a successful Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment ​ a critical step toward providing the nation and its allies with a global, boost-phase defense against the evolving threat of ballistic missiles. 

AT: No Iranian Nukes

Iran will have a nuke in 2 months

Benhorin 6/6 (Yitzhak, Citing RAND Corporation, “ RAND Corporation says Iran Can Have Nuke In 2 Months,” 2011, http://www.prisonplanet.com/rand-corporation-says-iran-can-have-nuke-in-2-months.html, EMM)
The Iranian regime is closer than ever before to creating a nuclear bomb, according to RAND Corporation researcher Gregory S. Jones. At its current rate of uranium enrichment, Tehran could have enough for its first bomb within eight weeks, Jones said in a report published this week. He added that despite reports of setbacks in its nuclear program, the Iranian regime is steadily progressing towards a bomb. Unfortunately, Jones says, there is nothing the US can do to stop Tehran, short of military occupation. The researcher based his report on recent findings by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), published two weeks ago. Making the bomb will take around two months, he says, because constructing a nuclear warhead is a complicated step in the process. 

***Solvency

Space Weponization Tech Possible

ASAT technology and launch services are entirely feasible—several companies are able to provide necessary services for the government. 

Hoey 06-Research Associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, writer for the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, [Mathew, Space Review, “Military Space Systems: The Road Ahead” February 26, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/563/1]
In recent years military space contracts have been an “oligopoly” of the “Big 6” in the US defense industry: Boeing, Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Raytheon, General Dynamics (Spectrum Astro), and Orbital Sciences, which is slowly becoming a leading provider of space systems alongside the other five. These companies are listed by economic dominance over the past 12 months. Satellites developed by these companies typically range in size from 500 to 10,000 kilograms and in price from $25 million to $1 billion. Big companies, big satellites, and big price tags. This industry norm is now being challenged, however, and challenged effectively. The catalyst for change is affordability, which is leading to a realignment of the space systems industry. This affordability has not yet been realized in a profoundly beneficial sense, but dramatic advances towards affordability are coming. The space systems oligopoly of the present is slipping into the past and new players are appearing on the scene. Small space systems companies like Space Development Corporation (SpaceDev), Surrey Satellite Technology Limited (SSTL), Microcosm, Space Exploration Corp (SpaceX), AeroAstro, and MicroSat Systems are getting recognized and, in turn, are receiving space systems contracts and attention by the military and researchers alike. These companies are working in two main areas. The first is affordable launch services. Increased competition in the launch service industry was a driving factor behind the decision by Lockheed and Boeing to form a joint venture, United Launch Alliance, to reduce the cost of their launch services. Additional technologies are space asset protection systems, asset maintenance systems, and anti-satellite (ASAT) systems using small satellites. I will highlight the relationships among those applications. Government development of military space systems is being accelerated specifically regarding programs in the early stages of development, thanks in part to partnerships that blur the line between military research and commercial applications. This blurring is a result of dual-use systems—many military space systems have legitimate commercial applications. As various government agencies become more reliant on space, they are increasingly collaborating on space systems with each other, with support from industry- and university-based research teams. Collaborators on a single project might include military research laboratories, NASA, defense contractors, and university researchers. Increases in funding for military space systems and the overall growth of the industry are being partially fueled by a military strategy called Operationally Responsive Space (ORS), directed by the Office for Force Transformation. ORS objectives are: for development, reduce the timeline from years to months; for deployment, reduce the timeline from months to hours; and for operations, reduce the timeline to continually or seconds. New systems will help make ORS a reality and revolutionize the space industry in two ways: by reducing the cost of space access and by streamlining the time and effort required to place assets in space. The first technology tier involves increasingly affordable launch vehicles and next-generation expendable launch vehicles. Companies such as Lockheed, Boeing, and SpaceX are making great strides in this arena, particularly SpaceX with the Falcon launch vehicle. Microcosm’s Sprite Mini-Lift vehicle, in development, is designed to be launched on eight hours’ notice and by the 10th launch will be able to place over 300 kilograms into LEO for $1.8 million—a dramatic reduction in launch time and cost. Although this system has not been tested one must ask that, if this technology is developed, what are the implications of such technological leaps? The combination of affordable, short-notice launch capability with small satellite technology has the potential to revolutionize the space industry, especially military space systems. For example, ESPA is a structure developed by the Air Force Research Labs (AFRL) and the Space Test Program (STP) as a means to deploy small satellites. The ESPA stage is currently available only with the Atlas 5 or Delta 4 EELV, but similar deployment platforms could, in time, be developed and adapted to use with more affordable next-generation vehicles like Space X’s Falcon and the Microcosm’s Sprite. This would further reduce the cost of military space programs and commercial space launches. As examples of how fast the small satellite industry is moving, consider SSTL, SpaceDev, and AeroAstro. Each of these small satellite developers uses different terminology to describe its satellite classes and has different weight standards. For example, the largest smallsat offered is called a mini-, micro- or small satellite, and the minimum weights for these range from 40 kg to 150 kg. As weights decline, the different companies use the terms micro- and nano- to refer to different weight ranges. Such variations are likely to continue for some time, and then gradually become more uniform across the space systems industry as this field continues to evolve. AeroAstro, a space systems company based in Ashburn, Virginia, was founded in 1988. With just 50–60 employees, AeroAstro is conducting research and development for various government agencies including the intelligence community and the military. One AeroAstro project is the Escort program, about which the company boasts that direct engagement and ASAT capabilities are system objectives. The eventual applications are as follows: Monitor space around a large satellite to detect attacks; Stealthily inspect and monitor a large satellite; Stealthily attack to permanently or temporarily disable a large satellite; and Actively defend a large satellite against attacks by microsatellites. The Air Force is a major funder of this program. Applications such as monitoring the international space station and the space shuttle are also foreseen, underscoring the dual-use potential of such systems…. It is time for discussion nationally and internationally by concerned citizens, public policy analysts, and academics. With technological capabilities being researched, developed, close to deployment—and in some cases already deployed—is there an operable, deployed ASAT system on the horizon, without internationally-agreed, clearly-defined rules and limitations? The answer is certainly yes.

No tech barriers—we have been able to build ASATs since the late 50s and had a successful test in 1985

Mackey 09-Colonal, USAF, analyst @ the Air & Space Power Journal [James, Air & Space Power Journal, “Recent US and China Antisatellite Activities,” Fall 2009 edition, ProQuest]

Military Antisatellite Programs during the Cold War A military presence has accompanied human activity in space from its inception. Nevertheless, despite the intense rivalry between the United States and Soviet Union during the Cold War, space remained a weapons-free region and continues to do so. The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, often called the Outer Space Treaty, put into effect 10 October 1967, codified this concept by calling on the 91 signatories "to refrain from placing in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction or from installing such weapons on celestial bodies."1 One possible intent of the treaty was to dissuade an arms race in space. During the Cold War, as satellites grew in importance, each side sought the means of depriving the other the use of satellites if doing so became prudent. The United States conducted research into six major ASAT programs, the most significant of which included a satellite interceptor, later renamed satellite inspector; an aircraft-launched twostage interceptor missile; a Navy seabased interceptor missile; and an Army ground-based interceptor missile.2 Many of the early systems relied on nuclear warheads or those with very high explosive yield due to the inherent inability to precisely target satellites moving at high relative speeds. Other means for attacking enemy satellites included kinetic kills; destruction of ground-based radar and command, control, and communications facilities; and jamming of communications links. As the threat of Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles began to grow, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara approved the testing of an antiballistic missile system based on the Nike-Zeus rocket (known as Program 505) as an ASAT system limited to a maximum altitude of 200 miles.3 Following promising results, the Air Force solicited a more robust capability (known as Program 437) based upon the Thor intermediate range ballistic missile, armed with a one megaton nuclear warhead and providing a range of 700 miles with a kill radius of five miles in orbit. Testing of Program 437 began in February 1964 and terminated on 1 April 1975.4 Launching from combat aircraft would offer a more flexible ASAT capability. Attempts to employ aircraft borne ASAT missiles began in the late 1950s, highlighted by the launch of a Bold Orion missile from a B-47 bomber. Pres. Gerald R. Ford's directive of 1975 allowed exploration of air-launched ASAT missiles, resulting in creation of an ASAT program that year which employed a modified standard anti-radiation homing missile fired from an F-15 fighter. This system represented a significant improvement over earlier ones insofar as it employed a kinetic-kill mini vehicle to directly impact the targeted satellite versus an area weapon such as nuclear or high-explosive warheads. On 13 September 1985, a "fullup" test resulted in the destruction of the P78-1 Solwind satellite, but in 1988 Congress canceled the program.5 Further US ASAT tests focused on denial of use rather than absolute destruction of enemy satellites, as in a 1997 test in which a laser temporarily blinded an Air Force MSTI-3 satellite at 300 miles altitude.6

Reliable ASAT technology is relatively simple—no scientific barriers to the plan 

Shiga 07-staff writer @ New Scientist, [David, New Scientist, “Anti-satellite weapon used simple technology” January 2007, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn11000-antisatellite-weapon-used-simple-technology.html]
Relatively simple technology suffices to take out a satellite the way the Chinese government apparently did last week, space weapons analysts say. Essentially any country that can put a satellite in orbit could launch a weapon to destroy one. The US government says China launched a ballistic missile on 11 January that destroyed one of its own spacecraft, a defunct weather satellite called Fengyun-1C, in an apparent test of anti-satellite technology (see China dismisses 'space arms race' fears). This makes China one of just three nations in history to have successfully tested an anti-satellite weapon, along with the US and the former Soviet Union. But the technology required is not very sophisticated, potentially putting it in reach of other countries as well. "It's pretty low tech - it's essentially like throwing a rock at someone," says space security analyst Laura Grego of the Union of Concerned Scientists in Cambridge, Massachusetts, US. This method is called a 'kinetic energy weapon' because the energy released by the high-speed collision itself destroys the satellite, rather than any explosives. The launch vehicle was probably just an ordinary medium-range ballistic missile, she says. Getting the weapon to hit the 1.5-metre-wide satellite, however, would be more of a challenge than simply getting it into space. Information about satellite positions from ground-based tracking alone is not precise enough to allow a missile to hit a satellite, so the missile would have needed a built-in homing device to zero in on the satellite, Grego says. This could be done with a video camera that records the satellite's position, while thrusters adjust the missile's course to guide it into a collision, she says. Taking out a satellite this way is not very difficult. "If you can put a satellite into orbit, you can hit a satellite," she says. With an impact speed of several kilometers per second, an impactor [ASAT] of 10 kilograms or even less would be enough to destroy a satellite, she says. "It's one of the simplest ways and one of the most effective," she told New Scientist. 

No US ASATs now – but they are technically feasible 

Hitchens 2007 -- director of the World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information (Theresa, Disarmament Times, “An ASAT Arms Race: The Slippery Slope to Space Weaponization?.” http://disarm.igc.org/index.php?view=article&catid=60%3Adt2007summer&id=51%3Adt2007summerHitchens&option=com_content&Itemid=2\) CMR 

The United States is the only nation to have a formally stated policy of reserving the right to “deny” adversaries the use of space capabilities. The US National Space Policy released by the Bush administration in October 2006 states: “the United States will: preserve its rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space; dissuade or deter others from either impeding those rights or developing capabilities intended to do so; take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities; respond to interference; and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to US national interests.”

The United States has flirted with ASAT development since the early days of the Cold War. As the most sophisticated military space power, an array of ASAT capabilities would be within US reach. However, currently, the United States has no declared ASAT programs.
Indeed, the Pentagon has only one declared “counterspace” system deployed, a mobile, high-power radio frequency jammer. The Air Force’s Fiscal Year 2008 (FY 08) budget request contains $2.4 million for “Offensive Counterspace” research and development, however, the budget documents state that “consistent with Department of Defense policy,” this research focuses on “temporary, reversible and localized means.”

That said, there is ongoing US research on a number of technologies that could enable the development of ASAT weaponry. A study by the Center for Defense Information of the Pentagon’s FY 08 budget request uncovered about a $1 billion in unclassified efforts that could lead to various ASAT weapons. The array of potential dual-use technologies being explored by various US agencies is somewhat dazzling; yet the actual monetary investment at the moment, at least in the unclassified budget, is quite small.

Weaponization Now Key

Weaponsization now ensures US hegemony and our dominance prevents an otherwise inevitable space race. 

David 05-staff writer @ space.com, editor-in-chief of the National Space Society’s Ad Astra and Space World Magazines, [Leonard, Space.com, “Weapons in Space: Dawn of a New Era” June 17, http://www.space.com/325-weapons-space-dawn-era.html]

For more than a decade, the military utilization of space has become all the more important in warfighting. Since the Gulf War of 1991, using space assets has enabled air, land, and sea forces and operations to be far more effective. Space power has changed the face of warfare. So much so, particularly for the United States, skirmishes of the 21st century cannot be fought and won without space capabilities. That reliance has led to a key action item for U.S. space warriors: How best to maintain and grow the nation's space superiority and deny adversaries the ability to use space assets. That fact has prompted arguments as to the "weaponization" of space - from satellites killing satellites, exploding space mines, even using technology to make an enemy's spacecraft go deaf, dumb, or blind. "The time to weaponize and administer space for the good of global commerce is now, when the United States could do so without fear of an arms race there." This is the view of Everett Dolman, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies in the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. No peer competitors are capable of challenging the United States, Dolman explained, as was the case in the Cold War, and so no "race" is possible. The longer the United States waits, however, the more opportunities for a peer competitor to show up on the scene. Dolman argues that, in ten or twenty years, America might be confronting an active space power that could weaponize space. And they might do so in a manner that prevents the United States from competing in the space arena. "The short answer is, if you want an arms race in space, do nothing now," Dolman said. For those that think space weaponization is impossible, Dolman said such belief falls into the same camp that "man will never fly". The fact that space weaponization is technically feasible is indisputable, he said, and nowhere challenged by a credible authority. "Space weaponization can work," Dolman said. "It will be very expensive. But the rewards for the state that weaponizes first--and establishes itself at the top of the Earth's gravity well, garnering all the many advantages that the high ground has always provided in war--will find the benefits worth the costs." What if America weaponizes space? One would think such an action would kick-start a procession of other nations to follow suit. Dolman said he takes issues with that notion. "This argument comes from the mirror-image analogy that if another state were to weaponize space, well then, the U.S. would have to react. Of course it would! But this is an entirely different situation," Dolman responded. "The U.S. is the world's most powerful state. The international system looks to it for order. If the U.S. were to weaponize space, it would be perceived as an attempt to maintain or extend its position, in effect, the status quo," Dolman suggested. It is likely that most states--recognizing the vast expense and effort needed to hone their space skills to where America is today--would opt not to bother competing, he said.

ASATS Solve Space Dominance

ASATs solve—checks back Chinese aggression, protects space assets, and maintains technological primacy 
Buxbaum 08-analyst for ISN Security Watch, JD from Temple University, B.A. in political science & economics @ Columbia University, written over 2,000 articles on security, foreign policy, and space [Peter, Defense Technology International, “Arms Race in Space” February 1, LexisNexis]

The prospect of war in space drives strategic thinking at the Pentagon about ways to defend U.S. satellites. The galvanizing incident came on Jan. 11, 2007, when China destroyed one of its weather satellites with a ground-based ballistic missile. U.S. Air Force Secretary Michael Wynne, speaking at a conference last fall, termed the shoot-down an «egregious act,» and claimed that the Chinese were sending a message to the U.S. military that China views space as a battlefield. «What was shocking about it was the denial,» Wynne says. The Chinese government has never clearly acknowledged the shoot-down. Wynne’s comments show how seriously the military is taking the threat posed by China’s nascent anti-satellite weapons program. A report assessing the Chinese military, which was released by the Pentagon last summer, states that the test demonstrates China’s pursuit of countermeasures to U.S. military prowess and to the use of space by other countries. «The test puts at risk the assets of all space-faring nations,» states the report. China’s anti-satellite program aims «to deny others access to outer space,» the report says. That would be detrimental to the U.S. military’s reliance on space-based assets to guide weapons, conduct communications and monitor enemies. Space has been militarized for years, of course, but it has not been weaponized. Satellites provide intelligence, targeting and communications, but no country has stationed weapons in space. It seems apparent that the U.S. must come up with a way to counter China’s emerging anti-satellite capabilities. «Right now, the satellites have gone up in a peaceful mode, so they are not well defended,» Wynne notes. «We should have some defense mechanism.» Some experts believe the U.S. should field space-based weapons to defend its assets. Others favor protecting satellites with ground-based systems, arguing that the U.S. must avert an arms race in space. Still others advocate airborne platforms for the functions now performed by satellites. The issue is compounded by the fact that USAF is committed to investing $20 billion annually to replace its aging satellite constellation. «I’m reluctant to replace a $1.5-billion satellite if it can be destroyed by a $100-million anti-satellite missile. I can’t afford that exchange ratio,» Wynne remarks. Steven Kosiak, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, an independent policy research group in Washington, plays down the role of space-based ballistic missile defenses. He says they are likely to be costly, technologically risky and relatively easy to defeat. Space-based weapons could, in theory, destroy or disable enemy satellites and protect U.S. satellites, by intercepting anti-satellite weapons. Space-based weapons have also been thought of to defend against ballistic missiles and to attack terrestrial targets.

ASATs are uniquely key to protecting space assets and winning potential conflicts 

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 40-41]

Until any ASAT agreement is reached, however, the United States should continue research on terrestrially based capabilities for degrad​ing or destroying enemy space systems.7 As a sovereign state, the United States has the responsibility to see to its own security, and U.S. leaders would be remiss if they did not strive to maintain the nation's techno​logical advantage in such capabilities while others are free to develop them. But once again, the organizing rationale for such efforts should be deterrence and defense, not space dominance, per se. A deterrence- oriented national space policy would declare that the United States will severely punish any attacks on its space systems and those of friendly states in ways, times, and places of its choosing, thereby laying a foun​dation for other statements and actions designed to enhance the cred​ibility of threats of punishment in both the terrestrial domain and space. That said, in the event of war in the terrestrial domain, the posses​sion of such capabilities would inevitably raise the question of whether the United States should employ them to advance U.S. military objec​tives. For instance, if the adversary is using a reconnaissance satel​lite to target U.S. ground forces or an ocean surveillance satellite to locate and target a U.S. carrier task force, should the United States [could] use space weapons to neutralize that threat? 
DOLMAN PRODICT

Dolman has a strong theoretical background and Astropolitik is sweet

Sheldon 2002 – University of Reading, UK (John P., “Book Review.” Book review of Astropolitik. Comparative Strategy, 21:3, 235-23)  

Scholarly and sophisticated work has graced space power studies this past year, and Astropolitik: Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age, by Dr. Everett C. Dolman of the School of Advanced Airpower Studies, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, brilliantly continues this trend. The realm of space power studies is small, a fact that is in inverse proportion to the enormity of the potential implications of the exploitation of the space environment. Yet despite the relatively few numbers of people engaged in the serious study of space power and astropolitics, it is a field that is rapidly maturing in terms of rigor and method, as well as in the attention it commands in wider academia, politics, military, and industry. Everett Dolman’s Astropolitik is representative of this maturity, is in itself groundbreaking , and will definitely command attention.
Astropolitik is a daring and forward-looking book, and has little patience for some of the sacred cows that have dominated the space agenda for the past four decades. It is this willingness to challenge the orthodox thinking of the international space community that makes Astropolitik akin to a strong gust of wind blowing through a musty room. This is tempered by an engaging style that displays a deep theoretical understanding of geopolitics and international relations. 

Even critics agree Dolman didn’t use flawed scholarship 

Weeden 2008 -- technical consultant with the Secure World Foundation (Brian, “Space Weaponization: Aye or Nay.” Arms Control Today, November 2008 http://www.armscontrol.org/print/3410) 
Everett Dolman’s essay “Astropolitics and Astropolitik: Strategy and Space Deployment” lays out one of the best arguments I have seen for the weaponization of space by the U.S. military. Whatever your ideological predilection is, this essay is perhaps the most well written and convincingly structured of any in the collection. Dolman eloquently traces the evolution of modern military strategy from its roots with Clausewitz to modern warfare and then applies these lessons and logic to space. He argues that the direct consequence of these precepts is that the U.S. military must weaponize space by placing weapons for offensive deterrence in orbit.

Dolman applies geopolitical theory to space well 

Sheldon 2002 – University of Reading, UK (John P., “Book Review.” Book review of Astropolitik. Comparative Strategy, 21:3, 235-23)  

The author ably demonstrates how classical geopolitical theory (Mahan, Mackinder, Spykman, and Gray) can be applied to outer space, and does so in a stimulating and sophisticated manner. The attendant examination of how the space environment may affect the political behaviour of potential space colonists as well as terrestrial states is fascinating, and whilst many readers may feel such scenarios to be far-fetched, the underlying point about the dangers of geodeterminism, or in this case astrodeterminism, is well made. The third chapter, “Modelling the Astropolitical Environment,” will be of particular interest to policymakers and the military. The discussion of orbitology, the space environment and terrain, and their relationship to geographical considerations on Earth provides an excellent geostrategic/astrostrategic analysis.

Dolman is scholarly and rooted in solid IR theory. 

Sheldon 2002 – University of Reading, UK (John P., “Book Review.” Book review of Astropolitik. Comparative Strategy, 21:3, 235-23) note** the author = dolman  

In the following chapters the author mounts his assault upon some of the commonly held beliefs of the international space community. On international space cooperation, the author does not hold back when he states that: The rhetoric of harmony and cooperation that attends most popular accounts of humanity’s entry into outer space simply belies the historical record. Despite an ongoing effort to make the cosmos an international commons : : : expansion into near–Earth space came not as the accommodating effort of many nations joined as one, but rather as an integral component of an overall strategy applied by wary superstates attempting to ensure their political survival. The technique these combatants chose was classically Mackinderian. They established an international regime that ensured none of them could obtain an unanticipated advantage in space domination–for if any one nation did, the face of international politics might be changed forever. (p. 87) From here, the author carries out a demolition job of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty (OST), boldly stating that the period prior to this treaty was actually good for space exploration and development. The problem with the OST, the author claims, is that rather than solve “an entirely speculative collective action problem” in the exploitation of outer space, it actually precipitated “a collective inaction problem as states failed to invest in the development of space because an important incentive for its development had been eliminated.” (p. 138) This is powerful and persuasive stuff, and even readers who may Ž nd such strident criticisms uncomfortable reading will, if honest, Ž nd much food for thought in these pages.

Another likely cause for controversy is the unabashed call for the United States, as a benign, democratic superpower, to “endeavor at once to seize military control of low–earth orbit,” and that, “the United States should seize control of outer space and become the shepherd (or perhaps watchdog) for all who would venture there, for if any one state must do so, it is the most likely to establish a benign hegemony” (p. 157). This is provocative writing, especially at a time when there are those who believe that the United States is already in the grip of a “unilateralist urge.” 2 Current criticisms of American foreign policy are eminently debatable, and often do not empathize with the current security problems Washington must deal with. Within the wider context of American grand strategy, however, the author has a point, though his belief that America is inherently benign will not be shared by many around the world. If such a proposal were ever to gain wider currency it would probably have to be couched within a convincing moral imperative.

Many of the points of controversy are persuasive, and certainly thought provoking, yet Astropolitik should not be regarded solely as a polemic. As a work of scholarship and intellectual inquiry it breaks new ground within the field by offering a realist astropolitical framework for the study of the exploitation and exploration of outer space. Many will disagree with its philosophical assumptions and conclusions, but it does throw down a gauntlet for future debate to scholars and policymakers. Critical analysis of the current space regime has been conspicuous by its absence, and the debate that Astropolitik is likely to generate is much needed. Astropolitik has set a benchmark in the study of space power and international relations.

Looking at the space literature of the past forty years, from the sublime to the unspeakable, this reviewer has no hesitation in declaring Astropolitik to be one of the most daring and exciting books written on the subject. Dr. Dolman is the Young Turk who ruthlessly exposes the flaws of some of the deepest held beliefs of the wider space community, and he does so with verve and scholarly erudition. Astropolitik: Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age is thoroughly recommended, and will be causing a stir for some time to come.

Dolman is an expert in space politics – has had extensive education and Astropolitik is awesome   
Hays 2002 – Associate Director of Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies (Peter, “Review Essay.” Air and Space Power Journal, Volume XVI, No. 3, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj02/fal02/Fall02.pdf, p. 103)
Everett Dolman, currently a professor at the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell AFB, Alabama, has actively studied space issues since 1982 as a space-systems and foreign-area ana­ lyst for the US government. His book Astropolitik stands in stark contrast to Lambakis’s study. Instead of becoming mired in the pulling and haul­ ing of US domestic politics for military space, Dol­ man’s intellectual tour de force jumps straight to world politics at the highest level. He explains how the physical attributes of outer space and the char­ acteristics of space systems shape the application of space power and then uses this astropolitical analy­ sis to develop a compelling vision for America to promote free-market capitalism in space and use space to help provide global security as a public good. His book is intellectually grounded in the best traditions of geopolitics, has something genu­ inely new to say, and makes vital contributions to the dialogue about the interrelationships between space and national security. Truly a seminal work, it is easily the most important book on space and security since the publication of Walter A. McDougall’s Pulitzer prize–winning The Heavens and the Earth: A Political History of the Space Age in 1985.

***Add-Ons/Potential Adv.
EMP Addon

Space weapons are key to prevent EMP terrorism which threatens extinction

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
But if a single missile were launched out of the blue from deep within the Asian landmass today, for whatever reason, a space-based missile defense system with 99-percent reliability would be a godsend. And if a U.S. space defense could intercept a single Scud missile launched by terrorists from a ship near America's coasts before it detonated a nuclear warhead 100 miles up—creating an electromagnetic pulse that shuts down America's powergrid, halts America's banking and commerce, and reduces the battlefield for America's military to third world status8—it might provide for the very survival of our way of life.

Terrorism a Threat to Sats

Terrorism is an empirical threat to satellites and other space based assets—we need better security 

Oberst 09-former chairman of the EU Satellite Action Plan Regulatory Group, partner @ the International Law Firm, Hogan & Lovells, J.D., Univeristy of Virginia Law School, B.A., University of Kentucky, columnist @ Via Satellite Magazine, has worked with the satellite industry over 25 years [Gerry, Via Satellite Magazine, “Protecting Satellites from Space Terrorism,” March 1, 2009, http://www.satellitetoday.com/via/globalreg/Protecting-Satellites-From-Space-Terrorism_29927.html]

Is the security threat to satellites from possible terrorist acts being taken sufficiently seriously? The European Space Policy Institute (ESPI) thinks not and issued an article in January, titled "The Need to Counter Space Terrorism – A European Perspective", arguing for studies to introduce effective counter measures to protect satellites. The article on the need to counter "space terrorism" seeks to offer a European perspective. While writing that Europe does not depend to the same extent as the United States on military applications of space, the author says the European Union (EU) faces increasing vulnerabilities due to space programs such the Galileo position location system and the Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) program Europe is championing. Moreover, as commercial satellites increasingly are used for military communications, the risk of attacks on military targets flows over to the commercial side in general. "Satellites or space-based assets provide quite a potential target," says the ESPI. In its view, terrorists are "both motivated and capable of conducting a terrorist attack in space." The article focuses more on terroristic acts impeding military use of space resources but notes that terrorists will search out targets that can achieve mass casualties or have a lasting psychological effect. The ESPI catalogs the options that terrorists might consider, including "disruption, denial, degradation and deception" of space systems. It does not explain exactly how any of these acts might contribute to mass casualties. The only discussion of how casualties might arise is hypothesized as the blinding of military intelligence satellite facilities rather than commercial facilities. The article notes examples of commercial disruptions as evidence of possible risks. Thus, it lists three examples of jamming and piracy events that occurred in the commercial satellite sector: the 2006 jamming of the Thuraya mobile satellites from Libyan locations; the two-year episode when the Tamil Tigers hijacked an Intelsat transponder to transmit their separatist message across the Indian subcontinent; and shorter episodes when the Falun Gong disrupted satellite broadcast signals in 2004, including taking over AsiaSat signals for four hours. The article claims these are "only some recent examples," even though there are very few other such episodes publicly reported. Nevertheless, the risk remains, and with increasing reliance on satellite-based location and positioning services, the disruption to society could be immense if those services were jammed.

Space Wep Solves Terrorism

Space weaponization is critical to eliminate multiple nuclear terrorist threats - deterrence fails - the plan won’t cause international backlash

Feulner 8 (Edwin, PhD and President of the Heritage Foundation, “ Eliminating the Rogue Missile Threat,” March 24, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2008/03/Eliminating-the-Rogue-Missile-Threat, EMM)

The Sept. 11 attacks proved that even vast oceans can no longer protect the American homeland from a determined enemy. Terrorists are eager to kill civilians any way they can, and we must think creatively to counter them. Stepped-up airport security procedures, combined with passengers and crew on high alert, make any future attempts to hijack airplanes unlikely. But that's not the only way terrorists could attack from above. More than two dozen countries now have ballistic missile technology, including international pariahs Iran and North Korea. Some of those missiles could be topped by the most dangerous technology mankind has developed: nuclear weapons. In 1972 there were only five "nuclear nations." Today there are 10, including North Korea and Pakistan -- the birthplace of A.Q. Khan. Khan stole nuclear know-how from the Dutch and built Pakistan's bombs. He has admitted reselling nuclear technology to Iran, Libya and North Korea. There's no telling how many other nations or groups (al Qaeda has deep pockets, if nothing else) might have obtained Khan's information, either from him or from one of his clients. The frightening truth is that rogue nations and terrorist groups won't be deterred by the "Mutually Assured Destruction" policy that kept the Soviet Union at bay for decades. North Korea's Kim Jung-il, for example, has allowed his people to starve while he developed nuclear weapons. He's irrational, so there's no diplomatic way to deter him from launching a weapon. To protect itself, the U.S. needs to be able to shoot down incoming missiles. We do have a handful of interceptors on the ground in Alaska and California and missiles on some Navy vessels. Further, Poland may agree to host more batteries that can protect the U.S. and Europe. They should be in place by 2013 and would provide our allies some protection against long-range Iranian missiles. These ground-based interceptors are a start. They've passed several tests proving it's possible to "hit a bullet with a bullet." But we need to set our sights higher. Since ballistic missiles fly through space, that's the best place to put our defensive weapons. The Pentagon should be working to develop and deploy space-based interceptors. This wouldn't represent the "weaponization of space" that some fear, because space has already been weaponized (ballistic missiles pass through it en route to their targets). Besides, it would be far better to destroy offensive missiles while they're safely above the atmosphere. This approach would be decidedly defensive. Missile defense is never offensive, and thus represents no threat to traditional nuclear powers such as Russia and China. Indeed, although the Russians officially oppose the interceptors slated for Poland, they seem to understand we're determined to deploy it and appear resigned. "Since the U.S. is going to carry this out," Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov told reporters after a recent summit, "those proposals that we are expecting to receive on paper today seemed to us, as I said, important and useful for the minimization of our concerns.”

Iran’s Satellites are a Threat

Iran’s satellites could fire rockets at Israel and Southeastern Europe

Space War Staff 09 [Space War, “Europe could be within Iranian missile range: officer” February 3, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Europe_could_be_within_Iranian_missile_range_officer_999.html]
Iran's announcement that it has launched its first satellite would, if true, confirm that the Islamic republic has missiles capable of striking Israel and southeast Europe, a NATO officer said Tuesday. However the officer said, on condition of anonymity, that it could take up to a week to verify whether Tehran's claim that it had sent an Omid (Hope) satellite into space carried by the home-built Safir-2 space rocket was true. "It will take several days for all our countries to examine the information," the high-ranking officer said. "First we will verify whether it is really a satellite and at what altitude it is travelling at," he said. He noted the apparent "light weight of the satellite -- from 25 to 40 kilogrammes (55-88 pounds) -- and the quite low altitude, from 250 to 500 kilometres (155-310 miles), at which it would be flying." "If this is confirmed, it would mean that their rockets are capable of firing 2,000-3,000 kilometres, and would therefore have the range to hit part of Europe and Israel," he said. "It would be confirmation of their potential."

Satellites K2 Economy

Satellites critical to the global economy – internet communications, secure encryption networks 

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) CMR 

The positioning and navigation capabilities of GPS are not the only critical infrastructure enablers provided by this well known space system, “…its value as a global time standard rather than as a navigation aid is more important. It is virtually the only global source for accurate timing.”24 Multiplexed global communication systems rely on GPS to ensure the timing of send and receive signals. Precise GPS timing signals are essential in the process that allows for advanced military and commercial encryption techniques for secure communications. Without these signals, encrypted communications would be cumbersome and slow, and high-speed commercial electronic secure Internet communications would be lost—catastrophically so: “The increased dependence on accurate timing also means a greater economic vulnerability to outages— accidental or deliberate. For example, the Leonid meteor storm that occurs every 33 years last peaked in 1999. It had the potential to knock out much of the global positioning constellation, which would have caused a massive disruption to life on Earth.”25 As vital as secure encrypted communications are for military users, they also allow for trillions of dollars of financial transactions to occur daily around the globe. Loss of GPS connectivity could trigger a financial collapse of world monetary markets, allowing for the kind of economic crisis that too often precedes military conflict.
***DAs

Perception Non-Unique

China perceives the US as weaponizing space now

The China Post 10 [The China Post, “Weapons of the Future the Sky should be the Limit” December 7, http://www.chinapost.com.tw/editorial/world-issues/2010/12/07/282551/Weapons-of.htm]
Dec. 3, 2010 may go down in history as one of the most undervalued milestones in modern history, much like May 26, 1908, when British businessman William D'Arcy found oil in Persia (now Iran). On Dec. 3, the U.S. Air Force's unmanned spacecraft X-37B landed at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California after orbiting the Earth for more than 220 days. The military is secretive on the X-37B, named Orbital Test Vehicle 1,that was first designed by National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) in the late 1990s as a cheaper and safer alternative to the manned space shuttle and later taken over by the military. The cost and other details of the mission were classified. The seven-month maiden flight was a test for the technologies necessary for long duration reusable space vehicles with autonomous re-entry and landing capabilities, according to the website Space.com. Although the Vandenberg Air Force Base's website described the X-37B program as one that performs risk reduction, experimentation and concept of operations development for reusable space vehicle technologies, the spacecraft's capability to carry a payload, to orbit the earth unmanned and to perform autonomous reentry makes it a [has the] potential [to be a] space weapon. In this light, the X-37B might well herald the age of space weaponization and the space arms race that will surely follow. The idea of the military use of space is not new but it was mostly a farfetched idea and is mostly modeled for defensive or area-denial purposes. The Strategic Defense Initiative (also known as the Star Wars program) created by U.S. President Ronald Reagan mostly remains in the realm of theory. Media reports showed China tested its space-denial capability with the launch of its anti-satellite system, which destroyed a Chinese Feng Yun 1C polar orbit satellite in 2007. Such a system is intended to provide area denial by knocking down military or intelligence satellites but not for first strikes. With the X-37B coming into orbit, the world might witness the first spacecraft with potential first-strike capability.

AT: Debris DA

Space weaponization won’t cause debris—empirically, tests left little long lasting debris and most explosions would be in the launch phase, not LEO

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
Note: First sentence is a myth about space weaponization that the author intends to refute

Weaponization of space will create conditions that will make space travel risky if not impossible. Having extended the illogic of opposing space weapons to the limit, opponents then take on the mechanics of war and the evils of the military. As for the first argument, orbital debris is the challenge, which the recent Chinese antisatellite (ASAT) test confirms. The destruction of its own dying satellite in 2007 created thousands of bits of debris that are now floating at orbital velocity, an expanding cloud that poses a lasting navigational hazard to legitimate space flight. True, the Chinese test was criminal, especially since it could have engaged with almost no debris remnants if it had altered its engagement path. In over a dozen antisatellite tests that the Soviet Union held in the 1970s and 1980s, only the first left appreciable debris. After that, the massive co-orbital ASAT engaged in a kinetic direction toward the Earth, down the gravity well, causing all of the detritus of the ASAT and target to burn up in the atmosphere. Indeed, in a scenario where the United States is controlling space, most engagements would occur in launch phase, before the weapons even reach orbit. Any debris that is not burned up or destroyed will fall onto the launching state. Because tested weapons systems have maximized destruction to validate capabilities does not mean that future engagements must create long-lasting debris fields. Satellites are very fragile, and a bump or a push in the wrong direction is all that is necessary to send them spinning off into a useless or uncontrollable orbit—if you get to space first. Space war does not have to be dirty war, and in fact spacefaring nations will go out of their way to ensure that it is not (an argument that nonspacefaring powers may wish to fight dirty, and the only reliable defense against them would be in space, occurs below). 

Space weapons won’t cause debris - the US will employ debris limiting technology - and there’s no impact anyway

Dinerman 7 (Taylor, Well-Known and Respected Space Writer @ The Space Review, “ Sticky airbags and grapples: kinetic ASATs without the debris,” Jan 22, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/789/1, EMM)
Some were trying to force the US to accept a set of so-called “Rules of the Road” that would have effectively banned US space weapons, including space-based missile interceptors and ASATs that produced debris. The debris question is interesting since it is the excuse they use to try and prevent the US from working on its own ASATs. Dangerous space debris is both man-made and natural, in the latter case in the form of micrometeoroids. Confusing the two is a great way to make the issue into more of a problem than it already is. The environment around Earth is certainly filled with space junk, but if this was as dangerous as has been claimed, spacecraft would be breaking up on an almost weekly basis. Space junk is a problem and always will be. The international agreements designed to mitigate the dangers have been useful, but cannot halt the creation of more debris any more than recycling laws halt the production of garbage. The trend has been moving in the right direction, at least until our Chinese friends decided to make a statement. It used to be that in war almost anything that hurt the enemy was OK. Obviously that is no longer true (at least for now) and no Western nation enters into a conflict without a baggage train full of lawyers. This is particularly true for the US. Filling low Earth orbit (LEO) with debris after a successful strike on an enemy satellite is perfectly OK under the terms of the Outer Space Treaty, but no one should expect that it is OK with all the space lawyers out there. Fortunately, a few years ago a proposal was floated for as class of weapons that would destroy target spacecraft without directly creating any debris. This type of “co-orbital” ASAT would approach its target and envelop it with an airbag covered in a type of sticky substance. It would then fire a thruster so that the conjoined satellites would burn up in the atmosphere. If it worked as designed, no debris would be created. In practice it would be no easy task to design, test, and operate such a weapon, but it is not beyond the state of the art and would not create any debris. Figuring out what kind of sticky material is right for such a system would, by itself, be a fascinating project. The substance might have applications in other military and perhaps civil space systems. If the sticky airbag solution proves too difficult, the same goals might be reached using an ASAT equipped with grappling arms that would grasp the target before pushing down towards the atmosphere. The challenges of such a system are evident, not the least of which would be the need for some sort of decision-making software that would choose the best places to seize the enemy satellite during the final moments before contact. For every military measure there are countermeasures. For this system, one possibility would be to equip a satellite with self-destruct charges that would explode as soon it sensed that it was being enveloped. This negates the purpose of a weapon designed not to produce debris. This might be a difficult mechanism to perfect, especially since it would need to have some way of ensuring that it would only explode if a real danger existed. This leads, in turn, to the problem of timing. If the charge was designed to explode immediately on contact then debris would be created in the orbit in which the satellite had been operating. However, if the self-destruct system has to hesitate and confirm that indeed the satellite is under attack, the ASAT would have time—a few seconds to a few minutes—to fire its thrusters and change the orbit of the conjoined spacecraft. The closer they approached the atmosphere the likelier it would be for the fragments created by the target’s self destruction to themselves burn up. Whatever happens the US should be wary of making too big a deal out of the orbital debris issue. All man-made activity in space produces debris. If the US or its allies worry too much about this question instead of simply deciding to live with it, the enemy will find ways of using this concern against the US, like in the case of the “collateral damage” question, where Al-Qaeda, the Taliban, and others learned the lesson that when they kill civilians, they win, and when the US kills civilians, they win. If America’s space warriors concentrate on their primary mission, which is to defeat the enemy, destroy his space assets, and protect our own, all will be well. If, on the other hand, we end up concentrating on limiting the creation of space debris while avoiding the primary mission, we will hand the enemy a tool they will use to frustrate our goals. War is a dirty, messy business and cannot be waged cleanly, not in Baghdad nor in outer space.

AT: Commercial Development DA

Space weaponization won’t prevent commercial development any more than terrestrial hegemony impedes capitalism. 

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
The second argument concerns commerce and tourism. Opponents say that space weapons would make individuals afraid to do business in space or travel there for pleasure, for fear of being blown to smithereens. This is an emotional appeal that has no basis in fact. Currently, for example, weapons are pervasive on the seas, in the air, and on land, but wherever there is a dominating power, commerce and travel are secure. America's Navy has dominated the open oceans for the last half-century, ensuring that commerce is fair and free for all nations, as has its Air Force in nonterritorial airspace. A ship leaving port today is more likely than ever to make it to its destination, safer from pirates, rogue states, navigational hazards, and even weather—all due to the enforcement of the rule of law on the seas and the assistance of sea- and space-based navigational assistance. Why would American dominance in space be different? 

Space weaponization is key to keep space open for resource development and provides global economic prosperity

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
With great power comes great responsibility. If the United States deploys and uses its military space force in concert with allies and friends to maintain effective control of space in a way that is perceived as tough, nonarbitrary, and efficient, adversaries would be discouraged from fielding opposing systems. Should the United States and its allies and friends use their advantage to police the heavens and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, control of low Earth orbit over time would be viewed as a global asset and a collective good. In much the same way it has maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights, the United States could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. 

Weaponization is critical to the commercial development of space. 

Dolman 10 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment,” September,  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1532576, EMM)

If space is a military domain, and I am convinced that it is, then it should follow this logic. A state that relies on military support from space—the effects it achieves from having assets in space—must plan to gain at least limited control of space in times of conflict. And, as is obvious from the description of analogous domains above, control is possible only from within the domain. If the state is unwilling to put weapons into space, then it cannot hope to ensure effects from space when another state attempts to contest its position. Its logical recourse is to wean itself quickly from space support, enhancement, and enablement, and move to a pre-space military force structure. It must then stop wasting procurement money, production, and personnel on military space. If it is likely the military will fight without space support, then it should train to do so. The most efficient military in a space-denied environment will be the one that does not require the use of space at all. Of course, if a military force is proficient in fighting without space, why should it spend scarce resources to organize, train, and equip itself to fight any other way? It is the height of folly for a commander to rely on a capacity that may or may not be available when needed. With military power preparing to fight without space, government funding for continuing military space support will be scaled back, and ultimately cut. Without a military presence to protect fragile space assets and ensure treaty compliance in space, along with drastic reductions in space industry as military contracts end, commercial space development will be drastically curtailed. It would be absolutely prudent to develop ground, sea, and air-based anti-space weapons, so that an opponent cannot use space freely against it, but to waste capital and effort on a nice-to-have capacity in space that is not needed to conduct operations on the earth would be ludicrous. Following this logic, denying oneself the capacity to put military force in space is tantamount to giving up on the military (and probably civil) value of space. Lao Tsu’s jar is broken.

Space weaponization is critical to the commercial development of space. 

McKnight 03-staff writer for Space Daily.com, Board Member of the Space Frontier Foundation, former CEO of the Transplanetary Foundation, [John, Space Daily, “Lets Weaponize Space” January 30, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03d.html]

Efforts to ban space-based weaponry, by international treaty and American legislation, are directly harmful to space development. Practical, effective means of defending space-based assets can ensure the growth of infrastructure and enable the establishment of human settlements in space. Space advocates should join in opposing overbroad efforts to prevent space weaponization. Shortly, U.S. Congressional Representative Dennis Kucinich (Democrat, Cleveland, Ohio,) will re-introduce his "Space Preservation Act," calling on the President to work towards enacting a proposed international treaty to ban space-based weapons, the Space Preservation Treaty. The act, previously introduced in 2002 (H.R. 3616) and 2001 (H.R. 2977), stands little chance of passage. Nonetheless, the measure should be opposed now, to disrupt the formation of any international consensus to enact a treaty over the opposition of the spacefaring powers. Space-based assets are already essential to our networked civilization. GPS-dependent ranchers in Canada and sailors in the Atlantic, cell-phone users in Bangkok and Tel Aviv, field medics and polar explorers, all owe their livelihoods, if not their lives, to space infrastructure. Space lines of communication are as essential to 21st Century global commerce as sea lines of communication were in previous eras. Those lines must be defended. Weapons-ban supporters say that the best defense is universal disarmament. All historical evidence, however, shows that the lack of legitimate defensive force breeds crime and piracy. Where the British navy patrolled the seas, or where heavily-armed Dutch East India Company merchantmen sailed, life and property were safe. Where superior defensive force was absent, as in the 18th Century Caribbean or the contemporary South China Sea, piracy has been a brutal reality. Before long, the first sorts of space piracy will become practicable. The advantages to a terrorist or rogue state of blinding GPS ore wrecking communications are too great. Anti-satellite weaponry will proliferate. The use of these weapons will damage ordinary people in small nations every bit as much as it will impede American military operations. The common interest of civilization lies not in surrendering the space lines of communication to pirates, but in 
AT: OST DA

The OST is useless - past effectiveness doesn’t mean it will solve problems in the future

West 7 (Jessica, Program Associate @ Project Ploughshares, “back to the future: the outer space treaty turns 40,” 10/15, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/982/1, EMM)

Forty years after the ratification of the OST, space is still free of weapons, the number of states accessing space continues to rise, and the benefits of space applications touch almost every aspect of human life. This accomplishment speaks to the continuing relevance of the OST as the cornerstone of outer space governance. Yet there are environmental, political, military, and technological challenges to this regime. In many ways these challenges are reminiscent of the concerns that initially drove the creation of the Treaty, both to prevent outer space from becoming a battleground, and to prevent colonial competition and damaging exploitation. But technologies, concepts, and geopolitics have developed and changed in 40 years in ways that are interconnected and mutually reinforcing. 

Addressing these challenges and the changing security context in outer space requires significant international dialogue. However, the Conference on Disarmament, which is tasked with negotiating international disarmament agreements, including the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space, has been stalled on a program of work since 1998. And while the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space has recently made progress on space debris guidelines, it has not succeeded in including on its agenda issues related to the militarization of space. Institutional dysfunction and narrow scope direct further attention to the need to reconsider the broad basics of how outer space is governed.

The Outer Space Treaty does not include a formal process for international review. And although it contains provisions for international consultation if a planned event might cause harmful interference to the activities of another state, this provision has not been used. The Chinese did not hold international consultations prior to their anti-satellite test. While the details of US intelligence and actions regarding the event are not public, it would appear that the US neglected to request consultations despite evidence of previous Chinese anti-satellite attempts. The OST, while more or less observed, is not engaged, and risks growing stagnant. After 40 years it is time for a review of the letter, spirit, and application of the OST so that it can continue to guide the international community towards the type of security in outer space that can support the fulfillment of our imaginations. 

The OST does not include ASATs 

Englehart 08- analyst @ the Pacific Rim Law and Policy Journal Association, patent litigation attorney, he litigates in front of federal courts and the International Trade Commission, B.A. in Computer Science and Math @ UC Berkeley, J.D. @ University of Washington School of Law [Alex, Pacific Rim Law and Policy Journal Association, “COMMON GROUND IN THE SKY: EXTENDING THE 1967 OUTER SPACE TREATY TO RECONCILE U.S. AND CHINESE SECURITY INTERESTS,” 2008, HeinOnline] 

The 1967 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (“Outer Space Treaty”)4 is the major legal instrument dealing with weapons in space.5 Originally, it concerned mainly the United States and the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War—these were the only countries with space programs at the time. But the treaty now has ninety-one states-parties, including all members of the United Nations Security Council.6 Article IV of the Treaty bans the stationing of all weapons of mass destruction in space,7 but says nothing about the emerging threats of kinetic kill vehicles, space-based lasers, and anti-satellite weapons. 

Loopholes in the Outer Space Treaty mean ASATs are lawful

Sagdeev, 9 - Distinguished Professor of Physics at the University of Maryland and Director of SilkSat, a telecommunications project utilizing small satellites. He is also Director Emeritus of the Space Research Institute, the Moscow-based center of the Russian space exploration program (7/16, Roald, “The Slow Slide Towards a New Battlefield,” Nature, proquest)

In a decisive step in 1959, the United Nations established the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space to designate the legal framework for space-related activities. In a treaty signed in 1963, the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union agreed to ban nuclearweapons tests in the atmosphere, underwater and in space. The UN's comprehensive Outer Space Treaty, which prohibited the space deployment of weapons of mass destruction, was adopted in 1967. Yet this treaty left open the loophole of placing conventional armaments in orbit, allowing both superpowers to develop technologies for antisatellite weapons.

Outer Space Treaty doesn’t prohibit ASATs 

Day 2005 -- associate editor of Raumfahrt Concret (german aerospace magazine) and on Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences (Dwayne, the space review, June 6, “Blunt arrows: the limited utility of ASATs.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/388/1) CMR 
Last week in The Space Review Michael Listner wrote about the Outer Space Treaty and anti-satellite weapons (ASATs): “Although technically the treaty does not allow these types of weapons (considering the ban on military activities), the fact is that these have been under development at times in the past, and may be so today.” (See “It’s time to rethink international space law”, May 31, 2005)

This is false. The Outer Space Treaty places no limits on anti-satellite weapons and never has. During the Cold War neither superpower actively sought an international treaty that would restrict their development of anti-satellite weapons. There were several reasons for this, but a primary one was the difficulty in verifying such a treaty, especially considering the nature of the Soviet ASAT system, which utilized rockets that were indistinguishable from active ICBMs unless they were physically inspected.

Wouldn’t violate the treaty – US owned ASATs when it signed the Outer Space treaty – launching them would mean nothing 

Day 2005 -- associate editor of Raumfahrt Concret (german aerospace magazine) and on Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences (Dwayne, the space review, June 6, “Blunt arrows: the limited utility of ASATs.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/388/1) CMR 
A State Department website explains the origins and significance of the Outer Space Treaty, noting that its two most important provisions are the ban on WMDs and the ban on weapons on other terrestrial bodies. Nowhere does it mention a ban on ASATs. The Outer Space Treaty mentions nothing about ASATs, and for good reason—both the United States and the Soviet Union already possessed them when they signed the treaty.

The United States had Program 437, a system that utilized a Thor ballistic missile equipped with a 1.4 megaton nuclear warhead. It would launch from Johnston Island in the Pacific Ocean and fly essentially a ballistic trajectory. Program 437 operated from 1964 until the early 1970s, at which time the inefficiency, expense, and limited usefulness of the weapon led to its withdrawal from service. Notably the Program 437 ASATs were both ground-based and used a nuclear weapon (a weapon of mass destruction), but did not enter orbit. These facts did not prevent the United States from signing the Outer Space Treaty, nor did any other signatories charge that the Americans were in violation of a treaty that they were signing.

The Soviets possessed their own ASAT weapon. Known as the “satellite destroyer” (or “Istrebitel Sputnikov” in Russian), it was fitted atop a modified ballistic missile and used the co-orbital technique, meaning that it entered the same orbit as its target and essentially got close enough to it to fire a weapon, sort of like a Claymore directional mine or a shotgun blast. Work on the IS started in the early 1960s and it was tested through the early-1970s. The existence of the satellite destroyer also did not prevent the signing of the Outer Space Treaty.

The existence of both of these weapons did vastly complicate any effort to ban ASAT weapons, however. In order to verify such a ban, each side would have to inspect the payloads of the other side. During the early 1960s the United States held substantial internal discussions about this subject, particularly the concern that the Soviets would want to inspect American rockets carrying reconnaissance satellites. This was discussed in the NSAM 156 Committee, named after the National Security Action Memorandum that established it.

OST empirically can’t deter weaponization

Oberg 7 (James, American Space Journalist and Reporter @ The Space Review, “ The dozen space weapons myths,” 3/12, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/826/1, EMM)

NOTE: Top statement is a “myth” the author intends to refute

 9. The Outer Space Treaty (1967) prevented the development of orbital nuclear weapons and this success is an example for new treaties to do the same for anti-satellite weapons.

This treaty is widely touted as having outlawed the placing of nuclear weapons in orbit. The USSR went and built and tested and deployed a system to do exactly that: to place warheads in low atmosphere-skimming orbits that could approach their targets “below the horizon” of defense radars (or approach them from unexpected directions), paving the way for a thermonuclear first strike. The weapons were not explicitly forbidden by the treaty, so building them was not illegal, and using them in wartime would have entirely mooted the question of “legality”. The treaty allowed Western specialists to convince themselves they had kept the genie in the bottle, but the Soviets had their fingers on the cork. 

Turn - the OST prevents effective outer space development and resource extraction - it’s unnecessary anyway

Hickman 7 (John, Writer @ The Space Review, “ Still crazy after four decades: The case for withdrawing from the 1967 Outer Space Treaty,” Sept 24, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/960/1, EMM)

This year is the 40th anniversary of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration of Outer Space Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, more commonly known as the 1967 Outer Space Treaty. Born out of anxiety about the Cold War and excitement about the Space Age, the agreement is a tribute to the ability of diplomats to draft international law that is simultaneously effective but bad. Successful in preventing states from claiming sovereign territory in outer space the treaty also hobbled space exploration and development. Today, human activity in outer space is confined to low Earth orbit and unmanned space exploration of the solar system proceeds at a leisurely pace. The Space Age has sputtered to a crawl and the 1967 Outer Space Treaty deserves a large measure of the blame. Anti-commons and arrogance Fear gave birth to the international legal regime for outer space: the ever-present fear of a nuclear war between the United States and Soviet Union, the fear that either superpower would achieve a decisive military technological advantage over the other in outer space, the fear that competition for the best “real estate” on celestial bodies might itself result in war between the superpowers, and the fear that the superpowers might cooperate in a duopoly over all of outer space. That space exploration and development had much to offer humanity was largely a rhetorical rather than a practical imperative in drafting the agreement establishing the international legal regime. Instead the practical imperative was to prevent by denial. The core legal principle of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty declared that everywhere beyond the atmosphere to be res communis, an international commons rather akin to the “international waters” of the open oceans on Earth, rather than terra nullius, the sort of territory that is unclaimed yet claimable by states as sovereign territory. In what was then stirring, and today preposterous, language of the agreement, all of outer space was declared the “Common Home of Mankind” to be explored and exploited by all countries and for the benefit of all humanity. There are two patently obvious flaws in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, one tragic and the other silly. The tragic flaw is that it created an “anti-commons.” The general problem is that establishing a commons runs the risk of creating perverse incentives. Where the commons is easy to exploit the likely result is the degradation of its renewable resources. That much has been understood by public policymakers at least since publication of Garret Hardin‘s influential essay “The Tragedy of the Commons.” Less appreciated is that establishing a commons can also establish an “anti-commons.” Eliminating the possibility of reaping rewards from a desired activity discourages that desired activity. When the 1967 Outer Space Treaty eliminated the possibility that states could claim territory on the final frontier it also extinguished an important motivation for states and private firms to engage in exploration and development. Had the policy purpose of the treaty been wilderness preservation in outer space then today it would be declared a smashing success. Beyond low Earth orbit, outer space remains a wilderness that benefits no one except astronomers and stargazing lovers. Yet the ostensible policy purpose of the agreement was to encourage space exploration and development in a manner that benefits humanity as a whole. As such, the 1967 Outer Space Treaty was an abysmal failure. While there are other reasons for the effective closing of the space frontier beyond low Earth orbit with the last Apollo Missions to the Moon—the relaxation of Cold War tensions in the 1970s gave the superpowers less reason to compete and their other budget priorities competed with space programs—the diplomats and politicians who foisted the treaty onto an unwitting humanity in 1967 deserve much of the credit. Their negotiations resulted in a near-quarantine of humans on Earth and low Earth orbit and only anemic efforts to explore our solar system via unmanned space programs.

Extinction is inevitable without acquiring space resources

Garan, 10 – Astronaut (Ron, 3/30/10, Speech published in an article by Nancy Atkinson, “The Importance of Returning to the Moon,” http://www.universetoday.com/61256/astronaut-explains-why-we-should-return-to-the-moon/, JMP)

Resources and Other Benefits: Since we live in a world of finite resources and the global population continues to grow, at some point the human race must utilize resources from space in order to survive. We are already constrained by our limited resources, and the decisions we make today will have a profound affect on the future of humanity.

Using resources and energy from space will enable continued growth and the spread of prosperity to the developing world without destroying our planet. Our minimal investment in space exploration (less than 1 percent of the U.S. budget) reaps tremendous intangible benefits in almost every aspect of society, from technology development to high-tech jobs. When we reach the point of sustainable space operations we will be able to transform the world from a place where nations quarrel over scarce resources to one where the basic needs of all people are met and we unite in the common adventure of exploration. The first step is a sustainable permanent human lunar settlement. 

OST collapse won’t cause territorial conflict

Hickman 7 (John, Writer @ The Space Review, “ Still crazy after four decades: The case for withdrawing from the 1967 Outer Space Treaty,” Sept 24, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/960/1, EMM)

The third argument is that it would be difficult or impossible to draw territorial boundaries in outer space. The problem with this argument is that it makes no distinction between solid celestial objects like the planets, moons, or asteroids and the hard vacuum of space. Rather than treat all of outer space as res communis, solid celestial objects could be treated as terra nullius and the hard vacuum as res communis. Solid celestial objects could claimed as sovereign territory without claiming all of outer space just as islands or parts of islands have been claimed on Earth without claiming all of the oceans in which they rest. 

OST collapse is inevitable - lunar landing programs guarantee it

Hickman 7 (John, Writer @ The Space Review, “ Still crazy after four decades: The case for withdrawing from the 1967 Outer Space Treaty,” Sept 24, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/960/1, EMM)

The 1967 Outer Space Treaty may expire as controlling international law well before humanity ever encounters any extraterrestrials, indulgent or otherwise. Any resumption of human exploration on celestial objects is liable to expose both territorial ambition and the flaws of the treaty. The recent emergence of competition between the United States and China to return to the Moon and establish permanent bases will compel both interest in establishing national control over our satellite’s better territories and their resources. Although NASA has encouraged participation by the other major national space programs in its projected Moon base, participation by the Chinese is clearly unwelcome. Planting rival Moon bases might be sufficient to cause one of the other of the powers to renounce (denounce) the agreement and prompt resurgence of energetic human space exploration and perhaps development. Fortunately, the 1967 Outer Space Treaty has an easy to operate escape hatch: signatory states are free to withdraw from the agreement within one year of giving notice. American, Russian, or Chinese withdrawal would reduce the treaty to irrelevance. 

AT: Tradeoff

The plan would be funded through internal DOD tradeoff (no link to tradeoff)

Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that space weaponization will in time be less threatening to the international system than without it. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand uses that are more beneficial for the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, or housing, or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. And so the question should not be directed at particular weapons, but at all weapons. 
AT: Generic International Backlash

Withdrawal from the ABM treaty proves international backlash will be minimal 

Kekauoha 2003 – Major Stanford K. Kekauoha graduated from Brigham Young University—Hawaii, Laie, Hawaii, with Bachelors of Science degrees in Business Management and Computer Information Systems in 1988. In July 2003, Major Kekauoha was assigned as Commander, Air Operations Strategy Flight, 502nd Air Operations Squadron, Pacific Air Forces, Hickam AFB, Hawaii. Cards taken from his masters thesis. Kekauoha was advised by Everett Dolman and (Stanford, “SPACE WEAPONS AND SPACEPOWER.” Thesis Presented to the Faculty of The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of Graduate Requirements Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. PDF, google scholar) 
The Outer Space Treaty is generally cited as the international legal constraint on space weaponization. This rationale usually cites Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty, which in part declares: 

“States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies or station such weapons in outer space in any other manner.”7 

A layman reading Article IV could easily conclude that this section fails to specifically prohibit conventional weapons. As such, the lack of specific prohibition implies express permission.8 Conversely, a spirit of the law reading of Article IV could be interpreted very broadly, such that weapons of mass destruction could very well include a ban on conventional weapons in space. Both points are certainly plausible and could be argued strongly by any good legal counsel. 

An alternative to seeking legal loopholes is to simply invoke the provisions of Article XVI, which reads: “Any State Party to the Treaty may give notice of its withdrawal from the Treaty one year after its entry into force by written notification to the Depositary Governments. Such withdrawal shall take effect one year from the date of receipt of this notification.”9 As this clause clearly states, any party not wanting to be subject to the provisions of the Outer Space Treaty may simply declare its intent to withdraw from the treaty. 

Surely, vacating the treaty seems like an extreme measure and unlikely, yet there is precedent in this arena. As the Bush Administration was wrestling with the legal restrictions found in the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, the advantages and disadvantages of several different alternatives were hotly debated.10 In somewhat of a surprise to many, the White House simply invoked the withdrawal clause through official notification of its intent to opt out of the treaty.11 In the official press release, the Bush Administration cited the emergence of “new threats to our national security and the imperative of defending against them” as its rationale.12 In the aftermath of the official announcement, many predicted an overwhelming backlash in the international community against the United States for taking such drastic, reckless and dangerously destabilizing action.13 Yet even after only six months, the anticipated international outcry over this issue has been muted. Some even argue that United States foreign relations improved over that period.14 

As it stands, the complex legal and ambiguous treaty issues embedded in the Outer Space Treaty are likely to continue to impede space weaponization. However, the United States’ withdrawal from the ABM Treaty set a valuable precedent as it defined the conditions (emergent threats to national security) pursuant to abrogating an international treaty agreement.

Weaponization bolsters peace and diplomacy.

Kekauoha 2003 – Major Stanford K. Kekauoha graduated from Brigham Young University—Hawaii, Laie, Hawaii, with Bachelors of Science degrees in Business Management and Computer Information Systems in 1988. In July 2003, Major Kekauoha was assigned as Commander, Air Operations Strategy Flight, 502nd Air Operations Squadron, Pacific Air Forces, Hickam AFB, Hawaii. Cards taken from his masters thesis. Kekauoha was advised by Everett Dolman and (Stanford, “SPACE WEAPONS AND SPACEPOWER.” Thesis Presented to the Faculty of The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of Graduate Requirements Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. PDF, google scholar) 
Although its tendrils stretch back to antiquity, Thomas Aquinas is generally credited with the first systematic and coherent formulation of just war theory. Primary among his contributions is categorizing just war theory into two basic elements: the just cause of war (jus ad bellum) and just conduct in war (jus in bello).15 Subsequent scholars and theorists would further refine and expand his foundational work resulting in what we commonly refer to today as just war tradition.16 In determining jus ad bellum, just war tradition demands that the war be a just cause, declared publicly by a legitimate authority for just intentions, comply with the principle of proportionality, and used only as a last resort with a reasonable hope of success. Once the decision to wage war is made in accordance with jus ad bellum principles, jus in bello calls for discrimination and proportionality in conducting military operations.17 The more significant moral contention against space weaponization falls under the jus in bello principles of proportionality and discrimination. Proportionality requires that the type and means used in waging war is not more destructive than necessary to satisfy a justified end.18 In essence, the means or methods of war (in this case space-based weapons) should be proportional to the ends (global peace). Some space weaponization opponents contend that the presence of space weapons destroys the very peace those orbiting armaments were designed to protect.19 They further argue that the global presence of orbiting space weapons provides a constant threat of attack against a nonexistent menace to global peace. That line of reasoning really ignores the fact that the presence of a space-based deterrent could very well be the reason for global peace.20 Indeed, it may be that the unrelenting presence of space weapons is precisely that qualitative aspect of spacepower that will “bolster peacemaking diplomacy and prevent aggression on earth or in space.”21 Here the persistence of space weapons, even unilateral deployment by a single state, is analogous to the role of a security guard at a bank or large sporting event—seen as a welcome sight to innocent and law abiding citizens but certainly viewed as a threat by those who have intentions contrary to the common good.
Plan kills fewer civilians and makes the world more peaceful 
Kekauoha 2003 – Major Stanford K. Kekauoha graduated from Brigham Young University—Hawaii, Laie, Hawaii, with Bachelors of Science degrees in Business Management and Computer Information Systems in 1988. In July 2003, Major Kekauoha was assigned as Commander, Air Operations Strategy Flight, 502nd Air Operations Squadron, Pacific Air Forces, Hickam AFB, Hawaii. Cards taken from his masters thesis. Kekauoha was advised by Everett Dolman and (Stanford, “SPACE WEAPONS AND SPACEPOWER.” Thesis Presented to the Faculty of The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of Graduate Requirements Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. PDF, google scholar) 
The jus in bello principle of discrimination calls for avoiding direct and intentional harm to non-combatants, but does acknowledge collateral damage as an unfortunate and unintended consequence of war.22 In its most basic form, applying discrimination to space weaponization would be that space-based weapons ought to be directed against legitimate military targets without incurring unnecessary civilian casualties. In fact, current trends in just war tradition call for even greater discrimination (if necessary at the expense of military effectiveness) as substantiated by recent air campaigns in Desert Storm and the Balkans.23 Certainly there is no evidence to suggest any movement against the tide as the standard of discrimination continues to be nudged higher. The principle of proportionality avers that the amount of force used in attacks (or in response to violated criteria of the just war tradition) be no more than is necessary to achieve the effect desired. In addition, the types of targets and totality of the response should be appropriate to the just war violation. Destroying an entire village because one outlaw is thought to be hiding there is not proportional, under this definition. 

Under these criteria, space weapons may fare better than most other forms. Prominent just war author James T. Johnson observes, in the age of advanced technologies, there is an inherent obligation under the principles of discrimination and proportionality to “develop weaponry that is inherently more discriminate and relatively less destructive …as well as improving accuracy and lowering yields of other types of arms.”24 Most assessments of likely space weapons indicate they would be highly discriminate, and primarily used against space-related targets or very high value, fleeting targets.25

AT: Spending

Plan saves money in the future by deterring wars 

Kekauoha 2003 – Major Stanford K. Kekauoha graduated from Brigham Young University—Hawaii, Laie, Hawaii, with Bachelors of Science degrees in Business Management and Computer Information Systems in 1988. In July 2003, Major Kekauoha was assigned as Commander, Air Operations Strategy Flight, 502nd Air Operations Squadron, Pacific Air Forces, Hickam AFB, Hawaii. Cards taken from his masters thesis. Kekauoha was advised by Everett Dolman and (Stanford, “SPACE WEAPONS AND SPACEPOWER.” Thesis Presented to the Faculty of The School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of Graduate Requirements Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. PDF, google scholar) 
However, the economic issues surrounding space weaponization extend beyond the space weapon systems themselves. Another factor in the space armament cost benefit analysis is current, as well as future revenue potential of space systems. A recently published Department of Commerce report on space market opportunities revealed, “four commercial space segments—space transportation, satellite communications, GPS, and remote sensing—contributed $80.47 billion to the global economy in the year 2000, involving more than 500,000 jobs in the United States alone.”40 In a separate Department of Commerce study, revenues were projected to grow at a rate of 16 percent per year—a trend that would generate nearly $105 billion in 2002 alone.41 In addition to revenue, the space industry has seen an unprecedented level of venture capital investments reaching an all time high of $103.8 billion in 2000.42 The substantial investments and dependency on space assets make space an attractive target and surely demands some level of protection from global adversaries.43 

While difficult at best, the deterrent nature and the rapid response potential of spacepower should also be factored into the cost benefit calculation. In maintaining a constant global presence, space weapons could play a vital deterrent role in preventing conflicts. Should deterrence fail, space weapons could rapidly respond to a global crisis as the initial stopping force. Such preemptive actions could reduce the possibility of large-scale and costly deployment of troops—an immense cost, both in terms of loss of life and the more tangible computations associated with the logistics of war. The price of war is enormous—operating expenses for the first Gulf War approached $80 billion and cost 148 lives.44 From a cost benefit analysis, the price of fielding a constant orbital presence begins to look reasonable when compared to such figures. In comparison, the United States spent trillions fielding a nuclear deterrent force to prevent a World War III with the Soviet Union. Since the Cold War ended favorably for the United States, with (barely) a shot fired, the purchase of thousands of never-used nuclear weapons could be seen as a very cost-efficient expenditure.

***Politics

Winners Win

Winners win - passing controversial legislation gives Obama momentum

Singer 9 (Jonathan, JD Candidate at Berkeley and Editor of MyDD, March 3rd, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result.  Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration.  So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

Lame duck proves

Crowley 11 (Michael Crowley 1/25/11 (staff writer, TIME, " State of the Union Preview: Obama's Unofficial 2012 Kickoff ", 1/25 http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2044249,00.html)

That doesn't mean they aren't important. The short term matters, too. And that may be especially true at this transitional — and perhaps pivotal — moment in Barack Obama's presidency. Over the past three months Obama has resurrected a presidency that seemed in danger of failure. With his successes in the lame duck Congress last month, his winning response to the Tucson massacre, and a steady new trickle of economic optimism, he has reclaimed some of the political capital snatched from him in the November elections. Witness his rising approval rating, and the way Republicans — having enjoyed their cathartic vote to repeal health care in the House — are now arguing amongst themselves about what budget cuts they actually dare to enact.  But this remains a fragile political moment for the president. The economic recovery is painfully slow. The public is still skeptical about big government and debt-fueled spending. The war in Afghanistan is unpopular, Middle East peace is elusive as ever, and China seems to be overtaking the U.S. on the global stage. (See pictures of Barack Obama's college years.)

Winners win – capital is perpetually renewable -- hoarding it just causes it to erode

Pascal 9 – independent business and management consultant in Phoenix (Marc, 10/5. “Obama’s only priority: get re-elected.” The Moderate Voice. http://themoderatevoice.com/48571/obama%E2%80%99s-only-priority-get-re-elected/)

Many political leaders incorrectly confuse political capital with financial capital. The first is a perpetually renewable commodity if used correctly and the latter is always finite no matter how much is amassed. One cannot hoard political capital for some future battle that may or may not come. It grows and shrinks directly as one uses it, and it directly mirrors political fights taken and avoided. Actually winning on certain core issues and major legislative battles helps increase political capital for future use. But not using political capital causes it to dissolve rapidly. Talking too much and never getting anything accomplished is a good recipe to dissipate valuable political capital.

Winners Win

Green 6/11/10 – professor of political science at Hofstra University (David Michael Green, 6/11/10, " The Do-Nothing 44th President ", http://www.opednews.com/articles/The-Do-Nothing-44th-Presid-by-David-Michael-Gree-100611-648.html)

Moreover, there is a continuously evolving and reciprocal relationship between presidential boldness and achievement. In the same way that nothing breeds success like success, nothing sets the president up for achieving his or her next goal better than succeeding dramatically on the last go around. This is absolutely a matter of perception, and you can see it best in the way that Congress and especially the Washington press corps fawn over bold and intimidating presidents like Reagan and George W. Bush. The political teams surrounding these presidents understood the psychology of power all too well. They knew that by simultaneously creating a steamroller effect and feigning a clubby atmosphere for Congress and the press, they could leave such hapless hangers-on with only one remaining way to pretend to preserve their dignities. By jumping on board the freight train, they could be given the illusion of being next to power, of being part of the winning team. And so, with virtually the sole exception of the now retired Helen Thomas, this is precisely what they did.

Even if the plan’s unpopular and causes controversy, that just strengthens the win

Mays 10 (Jeff, Writer for BV Black Spin, “Healthcare Victory Could Boost Obama Agenda,” 3-23-2010, http://www.bvblackspin.com/2010/03/23/health-care-victory/)

And despite all the talk about Democrats losing seats in the mid-term elections because of this vote, some think Obama comes out of this victory as a stronger president. The Associated Press writes:  Despite the year of caustic debate, Obama emerges with a stronger hand. He's moved on from Phase One of his presidency - stalled. Now he's on to Phase Two - buoyed.  The cliffhanger House vote that approved the overhaul is one of those presidential achievements with multiple side benefits: fresh clout in a capital that worships winners, bragging rights on a key promise kept, and a history-making, country-changing one at that, praise for presidential perseverance against daunting odds, a respite from talk of a mired presidency.  It was news so good that Obama invited dozens of aides to the Truman Balcony for an after-midnight champagne celebration. Senior adviser David Axelrod said Obama was the happiest he'd seen his boss since Election Night when he won the White House - perhaps even happier. "Elections just give you the chance to do things," Axelrod recalled a jubilant Obama saying. "This is the real thing."  Whatever happens in November or during Obama's run for re-election, the bill is a moral victory. Despite the push-back from Republicans and the insurance industry, the president pushed ahead with something that he promised to do and that he felt was right. One of the main reasons for the push was the number of Americans without health coverage and the havoc that was causing in people's lives. Bankruptcy, premature death and a life filled with worry are just a few of the symptoms ailing those without health coverage.  The bill's passage also gives the President momentum to push on other issues, such as gays in the military, global warming, nuclear disarmament and tougher financial regulation. Jobs, jobs and more jobs should also fill Democrats' plates. The Republican strategy of voting no in a solid block could backfire. While not everyone agrees about the benefits of the bill, getting paid to stand on the sidelines is not why we elect our representatives. 

Plan Bipart

The plan’s bipartisan - space dominance is seen as necessary

Gilbert 10 (Jo-Anne, Griffith Asia Institute @ Griffith University, “ A SPOON FULL OF SUGAR MAKES THE MEDICINE GO DOWN? AN ANALYSIS OF THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION’S ‘NEW’ NATIONAL SPACE POLICY,” 8/9, http://sustainablesecurity.org/article/spoon-full-sugar-makes-medicine-go-down-analysis-obama-administration%E2%80%99s-%E2%80%98new%E2%80%99-national-space, EMM)

The change in language may contribute to calming the nerves of international audiences, who reacted with alarm at the unilateral tone in the Bush administration’s 2006 document. But the international audience is only part of this story. As the political backlash currently playing out regarding changes to the civil space program shows, there is considerable domestic political concern regarding space issues. And, although many of the policy entrepreneurs that pushed for the weaponisation of space during the Bush administration have moved out of policy circles, many of the ideological drivers for space weaponisation remain. The desire to remain the world’s pre-eminent space power is bipartisan, and the NSP reinforces the ‘leadership’ directive across all areas. Yet, while the Democrats have historically shown restraint in their commitment to BMD, the Republican Party remains committed to developing multilayered BMD systems that include space-based weapons.

Spending Cuts Popular

GOP and Dems love defense cuts 

UPI 6/27 (“ Republicans consider defense cuts,” Investors.com, http://www.investors.com/NewsAndAnalysis/Newsfeed/Article/133011205/201106271257/Republicans-consider-defense-cuts.aspx, EMM)

WASHINGTON, Jun 27, 2011 (UPI via COMTEX) -- Republicans in Washington are saying there are no sacred cows when it comes to budget cuts, including defense spending. "When we say everything is on the table, that's what we mean," said House Majority Whip Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., The Washington Post reported Monday. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor said, "Everything is on the table," but said how defense spending cuts would be implemented "belongs in the appropriations process." In an interview Rep. Adam Kinzinger, R-Ill., said defense was "a pillar of Republican strength. It's a pillar of national strength." He added, however: "I know there are sacred cows. But we cannot afford them anymore." The Republican leadership is scheduled to meet with President Barack Obama to try to get past a stalemate in budget talks. Last week, Republicans abandoned a bi-partisan committee led by Vice President Joseph Biden, complaining that Democrats had were insisting on tax hike. "Make no mistake. There needs to be revenues in any deal," Sen. Charles Schumer, D-N.Y., told reporters Friday. Republicans have threatened to vote no on raising the federal limit for borrowing. Failure to do so by Aug. 2 would be a catastrophe, the Treasury Department has said. Rep. Barney Frank, D-Mass., said, "Defense spending is damaging spending. Many of us believe it does more harm than good to our people and to our reputation in the world.

Aerospace Lobby Turn

Aerospace lobby loves the plan - gives them huge opportunities for profit

Ruhm 3 (Brian, USAF Major, “ FINDING THE MIDDLE GROUND: THE U.S. AIR FORCE, SPACE WEAPONIZATION, AND ARMS CONTROL,” April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/acsc/03-1394.pdf, EMM)
 The aerospace industry and its associated lobby also influence US policy towards space weaponization. It views space operations at least partially in terms of revenue and growth potential, and this perspective certainly bolsters enthusiasm for a more aggressive US posture in space. Though US defense budget increased from $274 billion to $345 billion (in constant fiscal year 2002 dollars) between 1997 and 2002, the US still spends substantially less on defense, measured in either absolute terms or as a percentage of gross domestic product, than it did at the height of the Cold War.30 This situation could change quickly if the US were to move aggressively into space though. As an indication of how the development of space weapons might affect defense spending, consider current spending levels for the Ground-Based Mid-Course Defense Segment (GMD), a developmental missile defense system designed to intercept Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) threatening the US as they transit the space environment. The FY 2002 acquisition budget for the GMD system and its associated space sensors totaled more than $4.2 billion.31 This figure dwarfed each of the services largest acquisition programs – the Air Force F-22 ($3.9 billion), the Navy AEGIS destroyer ($3.4 billion), and the Army Longbow Apache ($951 million) – though the program is still only in its research, development, test, and engineering (RDT&E) phase.32 Estimates suggest that spending on certain space-based weapon systems would greatly exceed GMD spending.33 These prospects encourage industry support for an aggressive US approach to space weaponry.34 

Aerospace loves the plan - they’re key to the agenda - it’s the most powerful lobby in Congress and is able to get both Democrats and Republicans

Lasker 8 (John, IPS, “ Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign,” Sep 5, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=43804, EMM)
What is notable about AIA's claim is how it is being used - as part of a stepped-up campaign to convince politicians, voters and aerospace employees that "America's future depends on maintaining space leadership". It is a broad statement encompassing several aspects of the U.S. space industry, such as educating the aerospace workforce of the future. But some experts say it also means the U.S. needs to somehow find a way to protect its 400-plus satellites - an undertaking that could result in billions for aerospace industry defence contractors. A powerful lobby in Washington, the aerospace industry accounted for over 650,000 jobs and 184 billion dollars in sales in 2006. The AIA's president and CEO, Marion Blakey, was a former head of the Federal Aviation Administration. Her predecessor, John Douglass, is a former assistant secretary of the Navy, and was named one of Washington's top lobbyists last year by "The Hill", an influential congressional newspaper. Patrick McCartan, AIA's director for legislative affairs, is a former aide to Maine Senator Olympia Snowe. He, too, was ranked a "top rainmaker" by The Hill. With election season in full swing, the AIA is calling for "cutting-edge defence research", along with defence spending being "no less than 4 percent of the U.S. GDP", which was 13.8 trillion dollars for 2007, amounting to roughly 550 billion dollars. That is near the current level, if you include the spending for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is widely known that "Star Wars II" - resurrected this decade by George W. Bush administration "space hawks" - has been a cash cow for aerospace industry giants Lockheed Martin and Boeing, the Pentagon's top two defence contractors. Together, they currently have 73 lobbying groups working Capital Hill, according to Opensecrets.org, which tracks campaign funding and its relation to public policy. Also telling is the campaign money the aerospace industry has contributed during the 2008 election cycle. Historically, the industry has given more to Republicans than Democrats - millions more. Yet as of mid-summer, OpenSecrets.org reports the aerospace industry has split its staggering total of 6.9 million dollars down the middle: half to Democrats, and half to Republicans. "We have met with every campaign staff for months now - McCain, Obama and every other campaign," Matt Grimison, AIA's communications director, told IPS. "We are casting a wide net to make sure these issues are being considered by everybody." 

Kyl Turn

Kyl loves the plan - sees space weaponization as a top priority

Burchfiel 7 (Nathan, Staff Writer @ CrossWalk, “ Kyl Criticizes Quiet on Chinese Anti-Satellite Test,” Jan 30, http://www.crosswalk.com/1466715/, EMM) 
(CNSNews.com) - Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) on Monday criticized what he sees as a muted Bush administration response to a recent Chinese anti-satellite missile test, saying the launch highlights the need for the United States to protect its interests in space. The Chinese government on Jan. 11 tested a ground-launched anti-satellite (ASAT) missile that destroyed an aging weather satellite in low orbit. Calling the Chinese test a "wake-up call," Kyl said during a speech at the conservative Heritage Foundation that the United States "cannot depend on uncontested access to space in the future." "While it's comforting to think that the threat could be neutralized through negotiation and arms control ... it cannot. In fact, going down the arms control route is only likely to further weaken our security," he added. Arms control advocates have urged the Chinese and American governments to abandon development of such weapons, arguing that they create space debris and can raise tensions among space-bound nations. "[T]he development and use of ASAT weapons threatens to undermine relationships and fuel military tensions between space faring nations," David Wright, co-director of the Union of Concerned Scientists' Global Security Program, said in a statement. "Space is uniquely well suited to a wide range of scientific, civilian and military purposes," Wright said. "Debris produced by the testing or use of kinetic energy ASATs threatens the use of space for these purposes. China's test merely demonstrates what we already knew: satellites are by nature vulnerable to attack." Wright urged the Chinese government to abandon further testing and called on the U.S. to "enter international discussions to develop rules guiding the use of space and to ban the testing and use of destructive ASAT weapons." Kyl, the ranking Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, said the test illuminates a threat to U.S. interests in satellite technology ranging from communications to military reconnaissance. Rep. Edward Markey (D-Mass.), co-chair of the House Bipartisan Task Force on Nonproliferation, agreed with Kyl that the test exposed vulnerabilities to American satellites. Unlike Kyl, however, Markey urged Bush to "guarantee their protection by initiating an international agreement to ban the development, testing, and deployment of space weapons and anti-satellite systems." "An arms race in space to develop anti-satellite weapons would cause needless instability and threaten American economic and national security," Markey said in a statement. "Unfortunately, the threat to our space security is real and growing," Kyl said. He called it "troubling" that "key policy makers seem oblivious to the nature and urgency of this threat" and criticized arms control advocates who oppose militarizing space. "Military capabilities in space are likely to prove vital to our security in the future, and I do not believe that we should consider forfeiting our right to build them," Kyl said. "If targeting an adversary's satellites allows our military to achieve victory more quickly or at lower cost in blood, such attacks must be considered. The Chinese seem to understand this point much better than we do," he added.

Kyl’s key to the agenda - only way to get the GOP on board

McConnell 10 (Mitch, Senate Minority Leader, “Jon Kyl,” Time 100, http://www.time.com/time/specials/packages/article/0,28804,1984685_1984864_1984901,00.html, EMM)
In the Senate, Arizona's Jon Kyl has built a reputation for his encyclopedic knowledge of domestic and foreign policy, and his hard work and leadership. Few people have his command of policy, his knowledge of its nuances or his grip on how they fit together. This is why so many of his Senate colleagues look to him for policy advice. Kyl, 68, is a principled conservative who knows what is attainable. He believes in the wisdom contained in a sign on President Reagan's desk that said, "There's no limit to what a man can do or where he can go if he doesn't mind who gets the credit." Jon Kyl is a great persuader. As minority whip, the No. 2 position in the Senate Republican leadership, he is responsible for rallying his Republican colleagues for key legislative votes. What is unique is his single-minded focus on convincing them that a particular vote is in the best interests of their state and the nation. Jon demonstrates continually that the essence of Senate power is the power to persuade.

More evidence - plan’s a concession to Kyl

Kyl 8 (Jon, Senator Arizona, “ CONGRESS CORRECTS A BIG MISTAKE,” Nov 3, http://kyl.senate.gov/record.cfm?id=304779, EMM)

We have made considerable progress in developing a missile defense system in the past 25 years, but we have also created constraints, such as a prohibition on space-based missile defenses, that have left the United States vulnerable to ballistic missile attack by rogue regimes or unauthorized accidental launches from countries like China. President Reagan, who initiated America’s development of ballistic missile defenses 25 years ago, understood that the best way to defend our nation from attack by ballistic missiles was to attack them in space. Space is the ultimate high ground; engaging a ballistic missile from anywhere other than outer space is to engage that missile from a sub-optimal position. We also lack the capability to defend our fragile space systems from attack. This vulnerability has taken on new importance in the last year after China destroyed one of its abandoned weather satellites in low-earth orbit with a ballistic missile. Americans rely on space in virtually every aspect of our lives, whether it’s using a GPS navigator, making a call on a cell phone, counting on food grown with the benefits of satellite-predicted weather patterns, or expecting timely deliveries of food to grocery stores. For our military, space is just as indispensable. From our unmanned aerial vehicles hunting down terrorists in the mountains of central Asia, to Marines who use satellite communications to get the latest intelligence on enemy movements, every aspect of our military dominance depends on space. Our “smart” weapons are directed by precise satellite location of the targets. Our enemies and potential adversaries understand our reliance on space. Leading Chinese military scholars have noted that space represents the “soft ribs” of the United States military, and that for countries with no chance of matching our conventional military superiority, the United States’ vulnerability in space represents the best chance of leveling the military playing field. And it’s not just China. Iran has conducted tests of a scenario in which cargo ships off our coast would launch a ballistic missile into the upper atmosphere; at that point, a nuclear weapon would detonate, creating an electromagnetic pulse that would destroy not just our satellite systems, but also most, if not all, of our electrical systems here on Earth. Our nation’s leading military commanders have repeatedly urged Congress to fund the study of a space-based element to our ballistic missile defense system. Yet, America has done little to defend against these threats. Moreover, the Secretary of State’s International Security Advisory Board recently recommended in a draft report that the United States should “explore the potential that space provides for missile defenses across the spectrum of threats.” Instead, opponents of space-based defenses advocate a space weapons ban treaty to protect our interests. But, such a treaty won’t work. State Department experts have noted that, “the inherent nature of space systems…denies effective verification in any negotiation,” meaning that such a treaty would only amount to “feel good arms control.” This recent action is a welcome step forward that, if fully pursued, will provide the United States and our allies with a missile defense system capable of defending our interests and deterring our adversaries. To paraphrase President Reagan, no country has ever been attacked that took the necessary steps to defend itself. We must insist that the next president and Congress build on the progress of this year and not reverse policy as before. 

GOP Turn

ASATs are popular with the GOP and they hate the Code of Conduct

Lake 11-national security correspondent @ The Washington Times, contributing editor @ The New Republic [Eli, The Washington Times, “Republicans wary of EU code of space activity; Administration to outline defense, intelligence policy,” February 4, LexisNexis]

Republican opposition in the Senate could scuttle the Obama administration's plans to sign on to the European Union's Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities, an agreement that critics say could limit U.S. development and deployment of anti-satellite weapons. Key Senate Republicans are urging Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton to consult with the relevant Senate panels before signing the agreement. The Obama administration is expected to unveil Friday the U.S. National Security Space Strategy, a classified document outlining how the Defense Department and the intelligence community will implement the administration's space policy. An unclassified summary of that strategy obtained by The Washington Times says the United States will pursue more confidence-building mechanisms and transparency measures with regard to its activities in space. "We will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies," the summary states. "We believe setting pragmatic guidelines for safe activity in space can help avoid collisions and other debris-producing events, reduce radiofrequency interference, and promote security and stability in the space domain - all of which are in the interests of all nations." However, the strategy also reserves the right to respond to aggression in space. "The United States will retain the right and capabilities to respond in self-defense, should deterrence fail. We will use force in a manner that is consistent with longstanding principles of international law, treaties to which the United States is a party, and the inherent right of self defense," it says. In recent months, the United States has reached out to the Russian and Chinese governments to discuss rules of the road for satellites, said U.S. officials familiar with the diplomacy. The Chinese so far have spurned offers to discuss space issues with the United States; the Russians have started technical talks. In 2007, the Chinese military successfully tested a ground-based missile that destroyed one of its own satellites. In 2009, a communications satellite owned by satellite-phone maker Iridium crashed into a Russian satellite over northern Siberia. Last month, an interagency group of U.S. experts concluded that the United States should sign the EU code of conduct with minimal changes to the document. Their recommendation is awaiting approval at the National Security Council. This has Republican senators [are] worried. "We are deeply concerned that the Administration may sign the United States on to a multilateral commitment with a multitude of potential highly damaging implications for sensitive military and intelligence programs (current, planned or otherwise), as well as a tremendous amount of commercial activity," the senators said in a letter to Mrs. Clinton. The letter was signed by 37 Republican senators, including Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky and Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl of Arizona.

***Arms Control CP
Arms Control Fails

Space arms control fails – not verifiable, dual use technologies and a crisis could make use necessary. 

O’Hanlon 11 (Michael, Senior Fellow @ Brookings, Looks like Evan McCarty, “Chapter 21: Balancing U.S. Security Interests in Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

One type of arms control accord on activities in space would be quite comprehensive, calling for no testing, production, or deployment of ASATs of any kind, based in space or on the ground, at any time; no Earth-attack weapons stationed in space, ever; and formal, permanent treaties codifying these prohibitions. These provisions are in line with those in proposals made by the Chinese and Russian delegations to the UN Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. They also are supported by some traditional arms control proponents who argue that space should be a sanctuary from weaponization and that the Outer Space Treaty already strongly suggests as much.14

These provisions suffer from three main flaws. To begin, it is difficult to be sure that other countries' satellite payloads are not ASATs. This is especially true in regard to microsatellites, which are hard to track. Some have proposed inspections of all payloads going into orbit, but this would not prevent a "breakout," in which a country on the verge of war would simply refuse to continue to abide by the provisions. Since microsats can be tested for maneuverability without making them look like ASATs and are being so tested, it will be difficult to preclude this scenario. A similar problem arises with the idea of banning specific types of experimentation, such as outdoor experiments or flight testing.15 A laser can be tested for beam strength and pointing accuracy as a ballistic missile defense device without being identified as an ASAT. A microsat can be tested for maneuverability as a scientific probe, even if its real purpose is different, since maneuvering microsats capable of colliding with other satellites may have no visible features clearly revealing their intended purpose. Bans on outdoor testing of declared ASAT devices would do little to impede their development. 
Second, more broadly, it is not possible to prevent certain types of weapons designed for ballistic missile defense from being used as ASATs. This is in essence a problem of verification. However, the issue is less of verification per se than of knowing the intent of the country building a given system—and ensuring that its intent never changes. The latter goals are unrealistic. Some systems designed for missile defense have inherent ASAT capabilities and will retain them, due to the laws of physics, regardless of what arms control prohibitions are developed, and countries possessing these systems will recognize their latent capabilities.16 For example, the American midcourse missile defense system and the airborne laser would both have inherent capabilities against low Earth orbit (LEO) satellites, if given good information on a satellite's location—easy to obtain—and perhaps some software modifications. The United States could declare for the time being that it will not link these missile defense systems to satellite networks or give them the necessary communications and software capabilities to accept such data. But such restraints, while currently worthwhile as informal, nonbinding measures, are difficult to verify and easy to reverse. Thus, no robust, long-term formal treaty regime should be based on them. Indeed, the problem goes beyond missile defense systems. Even the space shuttle, with its ability to maneuver and approach satellites in low Earth orbit, has inherent ASAT potential. So do any country's nuclear weapons deployed atop ballistic missiles. Explicit testing in ASAT modes can be prohibited, but any prohibition could have limited meaning.

Third, it is not clear that the United States will benefit militarily from an ASAT ban forever. The scenario of a war in the Taiwan Strait is a good example of how, someday, the United States could be put at serious risk by another country's satellites.17 That day is not near, and there are many other possible ways to deal with the worry in the near term besides developing destructive ASATs. But over time, a possible need for such a weapon cannot be ruled out. 
Existing US missile defense makes compromise on ASAT bans impossible 

Forden 2007 – writer for Arms Control Today (Geoffrey, “After China's Test: Time For a Limited Ban on Anti-Satellite Weapons. Arms Control Today, April 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_04/Forden) 
Any attempt to ban ASAT weapons development will have to figure out how to square such an agreement with the existence of U.S. ballistic missile defenses. Although the effectiveness of these defenses against missiles has been questioned, there is no doubt that they could hit a satellite in low-Earth orbit. Their tracking, guidance, and control systems have been developed and successfully tested against incoming warheads in engagements that have closing speeds in excess of 11 kilometers per second. Such closing speeds are much higher than those it would encounter against even the lowest satellite and certainly higher than those the Chinese overcame in their January test.

Missile defenses also pose an obstacle to making diplomatic progress on ASAT weapons systems. The United States believes these defenses are critical to protecting itself from attacks by rogue states, but China fears they could also be used to deter it in any conflict with the United States, such as over Taiwan.[10] In recent years, China, at first alone but later with Russia, has made several proposals to the United Nation's Conference on Disarmament on possible elements for a future treaty banning the weaponization of space. At times, the proposals have taken in all U.S. missile defenses, not merely U.S. consideration of deploying space-based interceptors.

Beijing 's and Moscow 's June 2001 proposal, for example, required signatories not to “test, deploy or use in outer space any weapons, weapon systems, or their components.”[11] As part of the proposed treaty, a list of definitions was offered that included defining outer space as starting at an altitude of 100 kilometers and a weapon as any device or facility that could “strike, destroy or disrupt directly the normal functions of a target.” These definitions are hardly controversial, but they would ban the United States from even testing its current defense shield, which is supposed to strike and destroy an incoming warhead at altitudes far higher than 100 kilometers.

Codes of conduct will be unverifiable and only constrain the US 

Kueter 11 (Jeff, President of the Marshall Institute, “ Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of Conduct Improve U.S. Security?,” April 1, http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=939, EMM)
Advocates of the Code believe it will spur the emergence of best practices and encourage good behavior in space. Evidence supporting that proposition is scarce. The Code itself is little more than a statement of general principles. Much more work is required to develop best practices and socialize good behavior in space, even if such an outcome is achievable. Without those details, subscribing to the Code is premature. The United States would be agreeing to a process whose end is unknown and whose impact on its military and commercial interests can not be weighed. The U.S. has other viable options to marshal the international community to grapple with the practical issues identified in the Code. The Code purports to facilitate the emergence of responsible behavior in space with the belief that a shared definition will discourage irresponsible actions. “If the Code seeks nothing more than to secure commitment to a set of vague statements, then it offers little contribution to the security of space,” Kueter argues. “Countries that seek to deny the U.S. use of space do so to advance their own security and there is nothing in the Code that precludes them from doing so.” But, depending on how the Code is implemented in the U.S., it may impose important unilateral constraints on the U.S. that are not shared internationally. And, if the Code evolves into binding commitments, it becomes an arms control agreement and, as such, deserves a much fuller vetting by the public and the Congress than it has received to date. 

Russia and China are using excuses about the US because it gives them cover for weaponization—arms control will fail and only constrain the US. 

Stone 2009 -- space strategy planner for the USAF, a former staff member for two US Senators, and Executive Director of a growing Chamber of Commerce (Christopher, “How should we secure our space-based assets as a nation?.”the space review  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1345/1_) CMR 
At the same, US satellites, military as well as commercial, have been dropping offline in space. There is also the case an Iridium satellite and a defunct Russian satellite colliding in orbit, creating yet another band of space debris in orbit around our planet. All throughout these situations, the United States has been the one nation that has been blamed for developing space weapons and planning to create a sort of “space hegemony” according to one author in Air and Space Power Journal. At the UN, the US has been lambasted by Chinese and Russian officials stating that their security is being threatened by the US because of our discussions about space weapons threats to our satellites and the need for increased space situational awareness of our national security and commercial space infrastructure. They also point to the National Space Policy created in 2006 by the Bush Administration as creating the framework to create such a “space hegemony” whereby other nations would cease to have access to space. This is simply not the case. US government officials have stated numerous times, categorically, that there are no space weapons programs being funded by Congress. Yet, the Russians and Chinese both have stated that the only reason they are developing their space weapons is to defend themselves against the US deployment of weapons, weapons that according to many government officials, past and present, are not even being planned, much less deployed. Despite reassurances of quite the opposite, General Popovkin, the Russian Deputy Defense Minister gives the impression that the Russians, while developing their own space weapons systems are just defending their interests. “Russia has always been for non-deployment of weapons in space, but when others are doing this, we cannot be just onlookers, and such work is underway in Russia. This is all I can tell you.” By reading reports in the press such as these, as well as decades of Russian and Chinese open source planning and doctrine papers from their government diplomatic and war colleges, it appears the Russians and Chinese are moving (and have been for many years) towards weaponizing space, but they are blaming the US falsely for doing it first as their excuse. This tactic is called “projection”. Moreover, they are very effectively luring the arms control community into blaming the victim. The United States is dependent on satellites for our security, economy, and our ability to project power around the globe, and they know it. They are no where near as dependent on space as we are and they are knowledgeable of that, too. The Obama Administration must seriously question the wisdom of entering into space arms control agreements of any kind with Russia and China when they may be engaging in a campaign of deception designed to trick the US into signing treaties that leave our space systems and their users completely vulnerable. In other words, they seek only to constrain US power and are exploiting the good intentions of the arms control community and the American people to help achieve their ends. This approach is not new, and the Russians and Chinese are counting on the naiveté of the new administration to fall for it. If space arms control measures are adopted, the only option US strategists will have to protect the nation from “illegal” attacks on its space systems will be a transfer of capability from space to terrestrial alternatives and abandoning most of the current security and commercial space sectors. This will result in a significant contraction of the overall national space program and the space industrial base that supports it. That means job losses and a reduction in America's aerospace industry—our most successful economic sector—at a time when job security is scarce as it is.

Arms control treaties are unenforceable, destroy heg and deterrence and don’t solve motives of adversaries  

Kueter and Plieninger 2005 -- *president of the George C. Marshall Institute, a Washington-based nonprofit organization that specializes in national security and environmental issues, AND ** executive research analyst at the institute (Jeff, Andrew, “Saving Space:Securing our Space Assets.” Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/318.pdf) 

Russia and China clearly see a role for an international framework to govern space. Arms control advocates are using the renewed interest in space issues to repeat the mantra that the United States is hell-bent on deploying weapons, that such actions are dangerous and unnecessary and that only a treaty can restrain our aggressive tendencies. Fortunately, all these claims are flat wrong. Too many of the arguments demanding that our country pre-emptively and unilaterally disarm itself in space sound very much like old Cold War ideologies recycled for the target du jour.

It has long been a favorite tactic to thoroughly radicalize the very doctrine of the Armed Forces designed to protect our country. Caution is somehow transformed into reckless abandon; preparedness into aggressive posturing.

Lastly, the United States should resist calls for a new international treaty prohibiting the deployment of weapons in space, as Russia and China demand. Such a treaty is unenforceable and compliance to its structures virtually unverifiable.

The ignominious record of enforcing and verifying treaties prohibiting activities on Earth is proof enough to give pause to any conversation about a treaty governing activities in space. A treaty also would fail to address the chief reason an adversary would seek access to space in the first place – namely, the potential for inflicting a crippling blow against U.S. military and economic might by decapitating our surveillance and communications abilities.

Instead, a treaty would eliminate the U.S.’s ability to defend against or deter such threats by precluding the necessary development of space systems and doctrine.

Treaty proponents and arms controllers contend that the technological sophistication of the United States would allow for quick reaction against any other nation deploying weapons to space. While the United States has few peers today in space operations, the ease of putting systems into space is greatly overestimated by this view. 

History proves arms control fails – also the CP would lead to space terror 

Kueter 2008 -- president of the George C. Marshall Institute, a Washington-based nonprofit organization that specializes in national security and environmental issues (Jeff, “”Opposing view: Space treaty would hurt U.S.: Proposed ban on space weapons is neither enforceable nor verifiable.” An answer to a USA Today Editorial posted on the Marshall Institute. http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=578) 

A ban is neither enforceable nor verifiable. Cold War-era space arms control efforts faltered when they could not reach agreement on what constitutes a space weapon. The U.S. space shuttle was viewed as a space weapon by the Soviets. The Chinese used a standard ballistic missile topped with a sophisticated warhead in their January 2007 ASAT test, but a treaty capable of eliminating the missiles is improbable, as is verifying the destruction of the warhead or the capacity to reproduce it in the future.

 Electronic warfare ? blinding satellites with lasers or jamming of information sent from space ? presents a widespread and immediate challenge to the United States, but attributing the source is difficult, and the capabilities draw upon technologies readily available for other purposes.

Russian and Chinese efforts to advance a new treaty provide cover for their self-serving attempts to constrain the United States, while doing nothing to restrict their own clandestine ASAT programs. In the past several years, the Chinese military successfully executed at least two ASAT tests, while their diplomatic corps raged against the supposed weaponization of space by the United States.

Those who suggest that such an agreement would protect U.S. interests have yet to explain why others would abandon the capability to hold at risk the most vulnerable elements of American military power. A restraint on space weaponry, far from keeping the heavens safe, instead leaves them vulnerable to 9/11-style space terrorism.

Submitting to a treaty will just leave us defenseless 

Oberg 7 (James, American Space Journalist and Reporter @ The Space Review, “ The dozen space weapons myths,” 3/12, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/826/1, EMM)

NOTE: Statement #10 and #11 are “myths” the author intends to refute

10. Without new treaties there is no legal protection for US military space assets. 

Proponents of an anti-weapons treaty are essentially saying that the rest of the world is dying to formally agree to leave the United States in possession of an overwhelming military advantage based on space-based assets, and to willingly submit to any future utilization of those capabilities. If the military forces of at least half a dozen other nations are not at this time working out ways to neutralize the US space-based military advantage, they should be court-martialed for incompetence and lack of imaginative planning. And if they are making such plans, the efforts become even more potentially effective if the US can be persuaded that they are not making such preparations. Experience has shown that paper makes a very poor shield against potential attack, and parties that thought so have almost always been eventually faced with unpleasant and costly surprises.
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. 

Space weaponization has already occurred - the US can’t submit to any treaty or code or else we’ll fall behind Russia and China

Carroll 9 (Conn, Writer @ Heritage Foundation, “ Space is Already Weaponized,” Jun 4, http://blog.heritage.org/2009/06/04/space-is-already-weaponized/, EMM)

In other words, the Obama administration is prepared to sacrifice one of our nation’s greatest strategic advantages by granting another concession in terms of accepting an unworkable verification protocol to the other prospective treaty that would attempt to end the production of fissile material. Further, the treaty to end the production of fissile material, in order to have a realistic chance of entering into force, will, as a practical matter, likely permit some number of other states, but not the U.S., to continue to produce fissile material. Regarding the prospective space treaty, space is already weaponized. Not only do we need spaced based capabilities for our missile defense systems, but our satellites provide direct command and control to almost all of our weapons systems, making them integral components of our entire national defense. This concession comes under a circumstance where the Obama Administration does not even have in hand a U.S.-proposed treaty text. Thus, the only question before the working group on space arms is whether to accept the current Chinese/Russian proposal, which is highly prejudicial against U.S. security interests. Space should NOT be a bargaining chip for the fissile material cut-off treaty. A new space treaty would only serve to bridle US space capabilities, while giving the Chinese and Russians ample opportunity to close the technological gap. 

China Arms Control Fails

China’s space weaponization is motivated by US terrestrial strength, not space dominance

France and Adams 5 (Martin, Colonel USAF, Chief of Space Superiority Branch @ Peterson AF Base, “The Chinese Threat to US Superiority,” High Frontier Journal, Vol1 No3, Winter, p.21, Accessed on Space Debate, http://www.spacedebate.org/evidence/1841/#, EMM)

China possesses both the intent and a growing capability to threaten US space systems in the event of a future clash between the two countries. The PLA's development of ASAT weapons is primarily not a reaction to US space control initiatives. It is driven instead by very practical considerations of regional security and influence, and the desire to conduct asymmetric warfare against a superior foe if conflict arises. First, Beijing seeks to offset the dominance of US conventional forces by exploiting their dependence on spaceborne information assets. Second, China hopes to guarantee the viability of it's nuclear deterrent by holding the critical space-segment of American missile defense systems at risk. Both of these goals are deeply rooted in the issue of Taiwanese reunification and the potential for armed conflict over the status of the island. China's growing capability to attack American satellites could play an important role in a future military confrontation over Taiwan. 

No chance of cooperation – China’s ASAT test precludes it

Wolf, ’11 [Jim Wolf, 1/2/11, “Space: a frontier too far for US-China cooperation”, http://in.reuters.com/article/2011/01/02/idINIndia-53879720110102]
Possible U.S.-Chinese cooperation became more controversial after Beijing carried out a watershed anti-satellite test in January 2007, using a ground-based missile to knock out one of its inactive weather satellites in high polar orbit. No advance notice of the test was given. Thirteen months later, the United States destroyed a malfunctioning U.S. spy satellite using a ship-launched Raytheon Co (RTN.N) Standard Missile 3 after a high-profile buildup to the event. The U.S. interception was just outside the atmosphere so that debris would burn up promptly. U.S. officials say China's capabilities could threaten U.S. space assets in low orbit. The Chinese test also created a large cloud of orbital debris that may last for 100 years, boosting the risk to manned spaceflight and to hundreds of satellites belonging to more than two dozen countries. China's work on anti-satellite weapons is "destabilizing," Wallace Gregson, assistant U.S. secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs, said in December, also citing its investment in anti-ship missiles, advanced submarines, surface-to-air missiles and computer warfare techniques. "It has become increasingly evident that China is pursuing a long-term, comprehensive military buildup that could upend the regional security balance," Gregson told a forum hosted by the Progressive Policy Institute in Washington. 
No cooperation – despite better relations, US domestic opposition blocks any changes over space 

Wolf, ’11 [Jim Wolf, 1/2/11, “Space: a frontier too far for US-China cooperation”, http://in.reuters.com/article/2011/01/02/idINIndia-53879720110102]
(Reuters) - The prospects for cooperation between the United States and China in space are fading even as proponents say working together in the heavens could help build bridges in often-testy relations on Earth. The idea of joint ventures in space, including spacewalks, explorations and symbolic "feel good" projects, have been floated from time to time by leaders on both sides. Efforts have gone nowhere over the past decade, swamped by economic, diplomatic and security tensions, despite a 2009 attempt by President Barack Obama and his Chinese counterpart, Hu Jintao, to kick-start the bureaucracies. U.S. domestic politics make the issue unlikely to advance when Obama hosts Hu at the White House on Jan. 19. Washington is at odds with Beijing over its currency policies and huge trade surplus but needs China's help to deter North Korea and Iran's nuclear ambitions and advance global climate and trade talks, among other matters. Hu's state visit will highlight the importance of expanding cooperation on "bilateral, regional and global issues," the White House said. But space appears to be a frontier too far for now, partly due to 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 Nov. 2 congressional elections from Obama's Democrats. Representative Frank Wolf, for instance, is set to take over as chairman of the appropriations subcommittee that funds the U.S. space agency in the House. A China critic and human rights firebrand, the Republican congressman has faulted NASA's chief for meeting leaders of China's Manned Space Engineering Office in October. "As you know, we have serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program and strongly oppose any cooperation between NASA and China," Wolf and three fellow Republicans wrote NASA Administrator Charles Bolden on Oct. 15 as he left for China.

China isn’t actually interested in arms control - they’re just trying to hamstring the US so that they can weaponize space and gain the advantage

Wortzel 3 (Larry, PhD, Vice President for Foreign Policy and Defense Studies @ Heritage, “ China and the Battlefield in Space,” Oct 15, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2003/10/China-and-the-Battlefield-in-Space, EMM)

The newest battlefield for China will be in space. From a defensive standpoint China is seeking to block the United States from developing its own anti-satellite weapons and space-based ballistic missile defense systems. Beijing and Moscow, through diplomatic channels, have introduced a draft United Nations Treaty that would ban conventional and non-nuclear weapons in space.[i] Meanwhile, from an offensive standpoint, China is developing its own weapons. The People's Liberation Army (PLA) is experimenting with directed energy weapons that can kill satellites and in theoretical research is considering particle beam weapons that can engage missiles in flight. [ii] The Chinese military is also considering the use of "piggy-back satellites" and "micro-satellites" that can be used as kinetic energy weapons to destroy enemy satellites or spacecraft, or can attach themselves to enemy satellites to jam them.[iii] The Chinese security establishment has a sophisticated understanding of the way that the United States envisions the use of space in the future.[iv] The United States, in the view of the scientific and defense establishment of China is likely to incorporate hand-held wireless technology for all military communications into its future command and control systems along with space-based laser intercept weapons and a new generation of Global Positioning System satellites. Beijing's strategy to confront the United States in this area is clear: work on public opinion in the United States to make moral arguments against weapons in space, develop international coalitions to limit the way that the United States can use space, and develop China's own weapons systems and tactics to destroy American satellites and space-based weapons.[v] Defensive Strategies: Blocking U.S. Space Programs On June 27, 2002, China, joined by Russia, Viet Nam, Indonesia, Belarus, Zimbabwe, and Syria, introduced a working paper at the United Nations that would prevent the deployment of weapons in outer space.[vi] The introduction of this draft treaty followed discussion by the Chinese and Russian delegations to the U.N. on the broader issue of United States ballistic missile defense programs. Their goal in introducing a draft treaty in Beijing and Moscow was to short-circuit any American attempt to revive the "Brilliant Pebbles" program from the old Reagan Administration Strategic Defense Initiative. Many American experts believe that a system of space-based surveillance and tracking sensors connected with land-based sensors and space-based interceptors (SBIs) would be extremely effective against enemy ballistic missile systems.[vii] A space-based system of 1000 kinetic interceptors could protect against the simultaneous launch of 20 Chinese CSS-2 missiles.[viii] Combined with the deployment of 12 space-based lasers, the simultaneous launch of 15-25 intercontinental ballistic missiles could be negated, according to a Heritage Foundation report.[ix] At the time that Russia and the United States were in the final stages of discussion prior to President Bush withdrawing the United States from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, Beijing and Moscow were already working to thwart the deployment of what might well be the most effective forms of ballistic missile defense. If deployed, such a defensive system would leave Russia with a credible deterrent,[x] but would negate the smaller Chinese force. Also, deployed space-based interceptors would negate the new Chinese longer-range theater missile forces designed to attack Taiwan and U.S. bases in Okinawa and Guam.[xi] The Sino-Russian treaty proposal is tinged with deep irony. The reality is that weapons have been deployed in outer space since the first Nazi rocket was fired into England in World War II. Moreover, and this point does not seem to have been considered by the co-sponsors of the Future International Legal Agreement on the Prevention of the Deployment of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force Against Outer Space Objects, the release of the warhead on a missile fired from China or Russia would be the deployment of a weapon in outer space. The more serious bit of irony, however, is the specious nature of the Chinese approach in sponsorship of this draft treaty. China has an active program to develop anti-satellite weapons, some of which would be deployed in space, and which are designed to use force against outer space objects. China's Offensive Anti-Satellite Programs "Chinese leaders probably view ASAT (anti-satellite) systems and space-based missile defenses as inevitabilities," according to the latest assessment of the Chinese military by the United States Department of Defense.[xii] The DoD, according to this report, believes that China could field a direct-ascent anti-satellite system in the next two to six years. There is also ample evidence from Chinese scientific and military journals that the PRC is developing maneuvering micro-satellites that can attach themselves to enemy satellites and destroy of jam them, or could be used to collide with and destroy enemy satellites. The evidence for such Chinese programs are circumstantial, based on journal writings, and the U.S. Department of Defense cannot point to any specific operational tests of Chinese satellite weapons. Nonetheless, it is clear that Beijing is fascinated with micro-satellites and what the PLA terms "parasitic satellites" and will work to develop and deploy them. The Chinese Space Technology Research Academy has been developing an advanced anti-satellite weapon that has been characterized as a "piggyback satellite." The system is designed to attack a space station, a space-based laser or another satellite by attaching itself like a parasite to the enemy system and then jamming or destroying it.[xiii] In the journal Missiles and Space Vehicles (Daodan yu Hangtian Yunzhi Jishu) Chinese researchers have discussed how to use Global Positioning System-locating technology to determine the attitude in low-orbit micro-satellites.[xiv] This journal in particular, over a three-year period, ran a number of articles that discussed how to attack satellites in space with other satellites, some of which made explicit reference to United States space programs in the context of the articles. In deciding that destroying American space-based systems is essential to prevail in combat, the Chinese military seeks to attack the critical nodes of American defense - the dependence of space for communication, reconnaissance and surveillance. Today the United States enjoys overwhelming superiority in the general field of command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR). Thorough studies by the Chinese military of United States military campaigns in the 1991 Gulf War, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and the 2003 Iraq War have convinced Chinese military planners that America's strength is also its Achilles heel. PLA strategists believe that neutralizing or destroying U.S. space assets will deny American forces the advantage they have, and make them more vulnerable to China's less-advanced military. The aerospace departments of government organizations in China convened their own study of "Satellites and their application in the Iraq war," according to the Hong Kong newspaper Wen Wei Po of April 12, 2003. The Chinese conclusion was that "remote sensing satellites have played an increasingly significant role in military reconnaissance." The conclusions drawn from this meeting were that China needs its own space program if the PLA is to be effective in future wars. Beijing is also concerned about Japan's development of remote sensing satellites, fearing that in the future they can be turned to military use.[xv] The PLA's conclusion is that China must make "tangible preparations" to fight in new areas, particularly in intelligence and in combating America's "digital force."[xvi] In the view of People's Liberation Army defense experts, "whoever has control (or 'hegemony') over space, will also have the ability to help or hinder and affect 'ground' mobility and air, sea and space combat."[xvii] And while calling for the "peace-loving nations and peoples of the world to oppose the "weaponization of space," The PLA continues to "heed the call of Communist Party Central Military Commission Chairman Jiang Zemin for China to become a strong military technologically.[xviii] Most technical articles from the science digests in China, admittedly, only deal in the theoretical aspects of how to fight a war in space and analyze U.S. strengths and vulnerabilities. Still, the rough outlines of a Chinese military program to respond to the challenge of American dominance in, and dependence on, space is reasonably transparent. It is doubtful that the Chinese have "bet the commune" on micro-satellite technology. But micro-satellites make excellent anti-satellite systems. A Chinese micro-satellite could track near a critical U.S. system and only attack or jam it at a critical moment. Moreover, an attack would not necessarily have to involve a weapon or explosive on the micro-satellite; Chinese controllers could merely maneuver the micro-satellite to collide with the U.S. system and could claim that any collision was accidental. Thus this approach would be consistent with the introduction of the draft United Nations treaty against weapons in space. Such an approach would give the PRC a form of plausible deniability. This also challenges existing understandings of international law. What is a "proportionate response" to a series of collisions between satellites in space? How does one nation (say the United States or Japan) respond proportionately to targeted jamming of its satellites, particularly if such jamming is related to some other contingency, such as between China and the Republic of China on Taiwan? Conclusion Military thinkers in China are probably correct--the weaponization of space is inevitable. The communications and reconnaissance satellites in orbit have already militarized space. Probably the most effective global ballistic missile defense system that could be deployed will be dependent on space-based interceptors and lasers. The outlines of Beijing's draft treaty prohibiting the deployment of weapons in space and attacks on space bodies is merely a delaying action to limit the effectiveness of United States ballistic missile defense programs. And China is actively engaged in theoretical and practical research to develop its own offensive anti-satellite systems, including means to jam or ram enemy satellites. 

Dialogue with China fails – either we give them sensitive info which kills heg or we don’t and the CP’s ineffective 

Stone 2007 -- space and missile officer; space policy analyst for the Space Review (Christopher, The Space Review, August 13, “Chinese intentions and American preparedness.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/930/1) CMR 
There are many questions that people are asking with regards to the reason the Chinese tested this ASAT and what to do in response. First, do we need more military-to-military dialogue with the Chinese? While this is a good thing, note that Chinese ASAT and some other space weapons experts of the PLA are off-limits to the United States with our current military exchange program. They have never been a part of the program and due to the sensitive nature of the Chinese space program militarily, I cannot see why they would allow those experts to be added if requested. Would you want to tell your enemy what your intentions were with respect to achieving victory over them in a future conflict? I think not. That would give the enemy a chance to build countermeasures and negate the military advantage gained by such a program.

India Arms Control Fails

Arms control can’t constrain India - they view ASATs as an imperative to counter China

Samson 11 (Victoria, Writer @ The Space Review, “India and space security,” May 9, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1838/1, EMM)
 Indian speakers and participants at the January conference in New Delhi raised several common themes. First, most believe that of course India needs to have an ASAT program: no question about it in their minds, as they see it as a deterrent to attacks on their space assets. They also see an ASAT program as something that they need because they live “in a dangerous neighborhood,” i.e., the Chinese have it, so they cannot afford not to develop it. Raised several times was the idea that because India has so much invested in space, it cannot afford to lose its space assets, so it must be able to win “the preparatory phase” if there was to be some sort of war with China (as in an ASAT shooting match that would happen prior to a more conventional conflict on the ground). Interestingly enough, even though every speaker talked about the need to keep up with the Chinese, everyone there (except for the Americans) felt that there was no such thing as an Asian space race. Yet keeping up with the Chinese implies a competition, which is the very essence of a race. It is not the same as the Cold War race to the Moon, certainly, but there is an effort to achieve or maintain parity. The Indians also seem to be very suspicious about China’s efforts in the UN Conference on Disarmament (CD), where Beijing and Moscow have been actively promoting their space arms control treaty, the PPWT (Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects). 

AT: China ASAT Test Meant for Arms Control

China’s ASAT test wasn’t conducted to try and promote arms control

Pollpeter 7 (Kevin, China Project Manager for DGI’s Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis, “Motives and Implications Behind China’s ASAT Test,” Jan 25, Accessed on Space Debate, http://www.spacedebate.org/argument/2745, EMM)

Lacking an official explanation from the Chinese government, analysts are forced to divine Beijing’s motives. China’s actions do not appear to be aimed at coercing the United States to negotiate a space weapons treaty. If this were the case, it would seem that the Foreign Ministry would have issued a statement immediately following the test’s revelation. In fact, despite private consultations in Washington and Beijing prior to the U.S. announcement, the Foreign Ministry initially appeared ignorant of the matter. In contrast, when China detonated its first nuclear weapon in October 1964, its official statement read: "The Chinese Government hereby solemnly proposes to the governments of the world that a summit conference of all the countries of the world be convened to discuss the questions of the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, and that as the first step, the summit conference conclude an agreement to the effect that the nuclear powers and those countries which may soon become nuclear powers undertake not to use nuclear weapons either against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones or against each other". 

BMD Turn

Either the counterplan cuts US BMD or it doesn’t solve Chinese threat perception

Hui 6 (Zhang, Research Associate @ the Project on Managing the Atom of the Belfer Center @ Harvard, “ Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective ,” Spring, http://www.wsichina.org/attach/CS2_3.pdf, EMM)

A set of measures to limit space arms proliferation have been proposed, including a ban on the testing or use of any ASAT weapons and a declaration not to be the first to deploy weapons in space or to further test destructive ASATs. 22 It should be noted that, even if the compromise route is taken, any multilateral attempt to address space security should consider all countries’ interests. One of China’s major motivations for a ban on space weaponization is to reduce its concerns regarding U.S. missile defense plans. Thus, any partial arms control measure involving China should emphasize this concern. For example, a proposal that restricted ASATs while allowing the deployment of a U.S. missile defense system would be perceived by China as discriminatory for two reasons. First, ASATs would be an effective way for China to counter the U.S. missile defense threat. Second, it is difficult to distinguish between anti-ballistic missile systems and ASATs, which would create a probable source of tension. 

BMD is key to prevent North Korea lashout and proliferation

Klingner, 11 [Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation. “The Case for Comprehensive Missile Defense in Asia,” January 7, 2011, Backgrounder #2506, The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/01/The-Case-for-Comprehensive-Missile-Defense-in-Asia]

The United States and its allies are at risk of missile attack from a growing number of states and nonstate terrorist organizations. Today, this once exclusive nuclear club has nine members, and Iran, with its hostile regime and long record of supporting terror­ists, is actively pursuing a nuclear weapons capability. At least 32 countries have ballistic missile capabilities. The U.S. ballistic missile defense review of Febru­ary 2010 warned: [T]he ballistic missile threat is increasing both quantitatively and qualitatively, and is likely to continue to do so over the next decade. Cur­rent global trends indicate that ballistic missile systems are becoming more flexible, mobile, survivable, reliable, and accurate, while also increasing in range.1 Diplomacy, engagement, international condem­nation, and United Nations resolutions have not deterred North Korea from developing missile and nuclear weapons capabilities. While Washington continues to seek diplomatic resolutions to the bal­listic missile threat, it is critical that the U.S. simul­taneously pursue missile defense programs to protect itself and its allies.[1] Missile Defense Needs To deter and defend against ballistic missile attacks, the United States and its allies need a com­prehensive, integrated, multilayered ballistic missile defense (BMD) system. Regrettably, the United States military cannot currently protect all Ameri­can citizens or all of the homeland—much less its troops, allies, and friends abroad—from ballistic missile attacks. Despite recent deployments and technological advances, the United States still does not have sufficient defenses. U.S. missile defense capabilities “exist in numbers that are only modest in view of the expanding regional missile threat.”[2] The United States has 30 ground-based intercep­tors stationed in Alaska and California to defend against long-range missile attacks. The U.S. Navy has equipped 18 Aegis warships with sea-based interceptors and 21 Aegis warships with long-range surveillance and tracking systems. These sea-based interceptors can defeat short-range and medium-range missiles in mid-flight. Many of these ships are stationed in the Pacific and the Sea of Japan. Equipping additional Aegis cruisers would provide an ability to patrol America’s coasts as well. Additional destroyers are needed to perform the new phased-adaptive approach mission in Europe to replace the planned “third site” in Poland and the Czech Republic. The United States currently has the capability to shoot down approximately 10 ballistic missiles launched from North Korea or Iran, but not if Iran and North Korea continued to develop their nuclear capabilities and coordinated an attack. U.S. missile defense systems cannot protect against Russian or Chinese ballistic missiles or against short-range or medium-range missiles launched from ships off the U.S. coast. A comprehensive missile defense system would not only protect the American homeland, but also reassure U.S. friends and allies of Washington’s commitment to their security against steadily rising military risks and threats of coercion or aggression. Missile defense contributes to regional peace and stability and supports international nonprolifera­tion efforts by reducing other nations’ perceived need to acquire nuclear weapons. Conversely, the absence of sufficient missile defenses leaves the U.S. and its allies “limited in their actions and pursuit of their interests if they are vulnerable to North Korean or Iranian missiles.”[3]

And missile proliferation causes miscalculation and lowers the threshold for nuclear war.

Cimbala, 2008 [Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, Informa World]

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.
Links to Politics

Code of Conduct links to politics – 37 senators wanted consultation 

Abramson and Gebben 2011 – *deputy director of Arms Control Association, AND **writer, Arms Control Today (Jeff, Nik, “U.S. Moves Forward on Space Policy.” Arms Control Association, Arms Control Today, March 2011, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2011_03/space) 
Although the code would be nonbinding, a group of 37 Republican senators sent a letter Feb. 2 to Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton requesting that the administration “immediately consult” with key Senate committees and interested senators. The letter’s authors, led by Sen. Jon Kyl (Ariz.), said that they were “deeply concerned” that the administration may pursue “a multilateral commitment with a multitude of potential highly damaging implications for sensitive military and intelligence programs (current, planned or otherwise).” In particular, they asked for clarifications as to whether the code would limit deployment of missile defense interceptors in space or development of space-based systems capable of defeating anti-satellite weapons.
Arms Control Kills Space Program

Arms control treaties would destroy the entire space program
Stone 2009 -- space strategy planner for the USAF, a former staff member for two US Senators, and Executive Director of a growing Chamber of Commerce (Christopher, “How should we secure our space-based assets as a nation?.”the space review  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1345/1_) CMR 
So while treaties, agreements, and codes of conduct to prevent space from becoming a battlefield sound great, they aren’t practical or verifiable without shutting down the commercial and military space programs of the United States and all other nations in the process. Any satellite can become a weapon if desired. They don’t have to be equipped with lasers or tungsten rods. This is one reason why this author believes the Bush Administration did not sign onto any agreement banning space weapons or increasing the reach of the Outer Space Treaty. They wanted to preserve the ability of the US to defend itself, per its authority in the US Constitution and the inherent right of self-defense established in the UN Charter. This allows the US to deploy missile defenses, keep their deterrent forces up, and launch space systems to allow American space forces to monitor the condition of our satellites.

***Other CPs

Hardening CP

Shielding and hardening assets will not be enough; only weaponization will keep our space assets safe.

Tucker 2008 – masters thesis presented to SCHOOL OF ADVANCED AIR AND SPACE STUDIESAIR UNIVERSITY; Lieutenant Colonel; also received a masters in military operational art and science from Air Command and Staff College; many military honors (Dennis P., “PRESERVING UNITED STATES DOMINANCE: THE BENEFITS OF WEAPONIZING THE HIGH GROUND.” Air University Research, downloaded from https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=299bb723-5d89-4d74-9a4e-bcc36ba5a9fe) 

A great advantage of any space-based weapon, kinetic or non-kinetic, is that it is very difficult to defend against. With a space-based laser, the strike would be near instantaneous. With a kinetic strike, it would be similar to a high velocity re-entry vehicle from an ICBM strike, except that the warning time for the targeted country would be diminished to a small amount of seconds instead of upwards of 30 minutes. Further advantages include reduced risk to friendly troops, as none are put in harms way. This would not be the case if a special operations force, for instance, was inserted in country to destroy the same ground-based counterspace capability. Finally, it avoids the risk of sending a friendly aircraft over hostile territory in order to bomb the target. The RAND study mentioned above describes these advantages as access, reach, and promptness. “Access means access to a target without political constraints on overflight or passage of the platform carrying the weapon, and reach refers to the ability to engage a broader, perhaps global, range of targets than other weapons can.”86 Promptness refers to the responsiveness of the space-based asset as opposed to a terrestrial-based asset that could take a much longer period of time to be in position to strike a target.87

 Conclusions

The medium of air became a medium of warfare during World War I. Airpower was used in all four primary mission areas of force application, force enhancement, control, and support, and led to World War I being called the first air war. “As World War I provided the efficacy of airpower as a valuable tool for future conflict, the Gulf War seems to have proved the efficacy of space power as a viable arm of future military operations.”88 However, in the first space war, space forces were only operative in space support and force enhancement, and were not equipped to perform the missions of space control and space force application. Today, these two mission areas still lack resources and political support.

Adversaries have evaluated America’s advantageous utilization of space from 1991 forward, and have plans to negate that advantage. With the current demonstrated threat to US space systems, the two mission areas of space control and space force application need to be fully embraced. No longer can the United States get by with unenforceable (and endlessly debated) legal protections or passive defenses such as shielding and hardening. Space is a medium of warfare, and the high-ground must be defended and must be utilized to defend the United States, its allies, and its interests. 
Satellite protection impossible 

Forden 2007 – writer for Arms Control Today (Geoffrey, “After China's Test: Time For a Limited Ban on Anti-Satellite Weapons. Arms Control Today, April 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_04/Forden) 
It might be possible to protect low-Earth-orbit satellites either by passive countermeasures (maneuvering out of the way of the interceptor) or active defenses (destroying the incoming interceptor before the collision). Active defenses are possible at such low altitudes because most of a suborbital interceptor's debris would fall to earth within minutes. Unfortunately, neither measure is effective at higher altitudes and could be counterproductive. If it missed the first time, an ASAT weapon placed in an elliptical transfer orbit could simply wait for its next pass. For a geostationary satellite, the interceptor would have another shot about 24 hours later. Furthermore, to escape, the target satellite would undoubtedly have had to accelerate at several times that of gravity, likely causing booms or large, high-gain antennas to shear off. If on the other hand, the defender was foolish enough to try to destroy the interceptor, it would simply create a shotgun blast of debris traveling in essentially the same trajectory as the interceptor; eventually this widening swarm would destroy the target. The advantage is definitely on the side of the attacker.

***Kritik

US Space Hegemony Benign

The US must weaponize space first - it’s the only way to preserve leadership - we’re the only nation rational enough to not start war

Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

Space weaponization is a critical and necessary component in the process of transformation well under way, a process that cannot be reversed. Once America demonstrated the capacity to strike precisely, it could only go back to the kind of indiscriminant targeting and heavy collateral damage that characterized pre-space warfare if it were engaged in a war of national survival. And if there are future technological, economic, and perhaps social benefits to be derived from developing and deploying weapons, they will certainly not come from increasing the stock of current systems. They will only come, if at all, from the development of new, highly complex and scientifically heuristic space, stealth, precision, and information systems. As leader of the international community, the United States finds itself in the unenviable position that it must make decisions for the good of all. On the issue of space weaponization, there appears no one best option. No matter the choice selected, there are those who will benefit and those who will suffer. The tragedy of American power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. And yet, in the process of choosing, it has a great advantage—the moral ambiguity of its people regarding the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is a dangerous thing, but perhaps only Americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for self restraint. It is this introspection, this self-angst that makes America the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. It is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible. Perhaps the most important insight to come from a discussion of transformation in war is the notion that space weapons, along with the parallel development of information, precision, and stealth capabilities, presents in our era a true revolution in military affairs. As such, these technologies and capabilities will propel the world into an uncertain New Age. For better or worse, the future can be denied only by a spasm of nuclear nihilism. The states that move forward against the fears of the many, and harness these new technologies to a forward-looking strategy of cooperative advantage for all, have the potential to initiate humanities’ first global golden age. The very nature of space requires that the ultimate use of it must be both encompassing and incorporating, but the nature of international relations and the lessons of history dictate that it begin with the vision and will of a few acting in the benefit of all. 

US space hegemony will be more benign than the alternatives.

Dolman 2 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “Astropolitik,” Book, EMM)

Just as the Athenians could argue that Melian neutrality was more damaging to their interests than outright hostility, Astropolitik declares that the lack of a hostile space power at the present is more damaging to US space interests than having aggressive, competing military space programs with which to cope (an argument specifically constructed in Chapter 4).In a parallel line of reasoning, the Athenians believed the toleration of a weak neutral close to the borders of its empire was a sign of weakness in themselves. It could induce current allies to switch to neutrality, depriving them of needed revenues (via tribute). The lack of an enemy in space is most assuredly causing complacency in the United States, stunting the expansion of its space capabilities, and further causing our allies (in Europe and Japan specifically, but in Israel most notoriously) to develop their own potentially conflicting military space capacities because they cannot be sure of US commitments in the future. The United States does have one significant edge over the Athenians in that it can advance a broad moral argument for space domination. Athens was fashioning a coercive empire of dependent states, the United States is not. The US form of liberal democracy, unlike Athenian mob democracy, is conducted within the rule of law. It is admirable and socially encompassing. If anyone state should dominate space, it ought be one with a constitutive political principle that government should be responsible and responsive to its people, tolerant and accepting of their views, and willing to extend legal and political equality to all. In other words, the United States should seize control of outer space and become the shepherd (or perhaps watchdog) for all who would venture there, for if any one state must do so, it is the most likely to establish a benign hegemony.

AT: Space Pearl Harbor

No impact – the term’s been used numerous times over the past 50 years 


Burke 2006 – Lt Col, student at Air War College, command space professional with operational experience in missile operations, graduate of Squadron Officer School, Air Command and Staff College, Armed Forces Staff College, and Air War College; BS, International Relations, US Air Force Academy; MBA, University Missouri, Columbia. (Alan W., “SPACE THREAT WARNING: FOUNDATION FOR SPACE SUPERIORITY, AVOIDING A SPACE PEARL HARBOR.” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA476999&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) 

The words space and Pearl Harbor have been used together a number of times over the last 50 years to describe an actual or potential warning failure involving space systems. The first use in 1957 when with the Soviet Union put the first satellite, Sputnik I, in orbit. Nearly a month later, the Soviets followed up with Sputnik II. 5 These launches demonstrated the Soviets had an advanced satellite program and the booster technology sufficient to develop intercontinental ballistic missiles to deliver nuclear warheads from one continent to another. 6 The Sputnik program surprised the American public so much that it was described as having a “Pearl Harbor” effect that dramatically changed American defense strategy to deal with emerging threats from Soviet bombers, long range missiles and orbiting space vehicles. 7 

Pragmatism Good in Space

Pragmatism good in the context of space – reject their “space is a blank canvas” idiocy 

Sheldon and Gray 2011 -- * Marshall Institute Fellow, and a visiting professor at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Air University, AND ** prof of International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, United Kingdom (John B. and Colin, “Theory Ascendant?: Spacepower and the Challenge of Strategic Theory” in “Toward a Theory of Space Power: selected essays” ed. Lutes and Hayes, published 2011. http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf) 

That said, a theory of spacepower must guard against a creeping inflexibility and orthodoxy that stifle innovative thinking or constructive criticism. It will evolve along with its actual use, and it may be found that some tenets of spacepower thought are in fact wrong. A theory of space-power must also guard against flights of fancy and overactive imaginations that make theory useless as a guide to practice. Spacepower could be especially susceptible to such problems given that it is, conceptually, a blank canvas and is bound up for many people with science fiction. Spacepower is not science fiction, and its intellectual guardians, the theorists, much like the protagonists in the "widening gyre" of W.B. Yeats's "The Second Coming" who are either "lacking all conviction" or are "full of passionate intensity," 49 must take care to protect it from the ignorance of some and the worst excesses of others. Theorists of spacepower, and practitioners who would read such theory, must always be mindful of the fact that strategy "is nothing if not pragmatic," and that "strategic theory is a theory for action." 50 A theory of spacepower that is disrespectful of the practicalities of spaceflight and orbitology, the limits of technology, and the eternal, universal workings of strategy could be worse than useless; it could be dangerous.

The Nature of Spacepower 

To repeat, spacepower is not beyond the logic of strategy, nor can it be. Strategy is eternal in its nature and logic, and while the grammar and character of strategy evolve because of changes in their many dimensions such as society, politics, and technology, strategy's fundamental nature does not. Spacepower is subject to the nature of strategy and always will be. The nature of spacepower is simply the ability to use space for political purposes, and that too will never change. John G. Fox is only partially correct when he states, "The nature and character of space warfare 50 years from now may be wholly unrecognizable to those of us alive today." 51 Fox is probably correct in that the character of spacepower will change over the next 50 years, due perhaps to unforeseen technological developments. He is wrong, however, to state that the nature of spacepower is changeable; it is not. So long as humankind possesses the ability to exploit the space environment, then the nature of spacepower is immutable and impervious to societal, political, economic, technological, or any other kind of change. 

Realism True in Space
Realism is true in the context of space

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)
We aver that the application of space technology to military operations is simply the latest in a logical line of techno-innovations in the continuing process of developing military theory and strategy. In its narrowest construct, astropolitical realism comprises an extension of existing theories of global geopolitics into the vast context of the human conquest of outer space. In its more general and encompassing interpretation, it is the application of the prominent and refined realist visions of state political and military competition into outer space policy, particularly the development and evolution of a new legal and political regime that maximizes both global security and prosperity. Though historians have done an adequate job of describing the realist—even a harsh realpolitik— view of humanity's tendency toward confrontational diplomatic exchange in the chronology of space exploration, no similar effort has been made to place a stringent conceptual framework around and among the many vectors of space policies and chronicles.19 Thus, we propose fitting realist elements of space politics into their proper places in space strategy. While it may seem barbaric in this modern era to continue to assert the primacy of war and violence—"high politics" in the realist vernacular—in formulations of state strategy, it would be disingenuous and even reckless to try to deny the continued dominance of the terrestrial state and the place of military action in the short history and near future of space operations. 

