New Plan

Plan: The United States federal government should deploy space-based lasers in low earth orbit beyond the Earth’s mesosphere for the purpose of ballistic missile defense and anti-satellite capability.
New Solvency

I still suggest you read the cards that were in the original solvency contention, especially Dolman 2003

Lasers are the most effective ASATs - we need them for effective weaponization

Summers 2k (Thomas, Major of the USAF, “ HOW IS U.S. SPACE POWER JEOPARDIZED BY AN ADVERSARY’S EXPLOITATION, TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS, EMPLOYMENT AND ENGAGEMENT OF LASER ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS?,” Air Command and Staff College @ Airforce University, April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/acsc/00-172.pdf, EMM)

The laser is an excellent ASAT weapon candidate for adversaries to use against space assets. Appendix A gives an in-depth explanation and comparison of why lasers are the most likely ASAT weapons of choice when compared to several other types of directed energy weapon systems. In addition, Appendix B briefly defines and describes a laser and its basic operations. However, for our purposes, after introducing the exploitable, attractive ASAT weapon characteristics of a laser system, this chapter will focus on key laser lethality factors and advanced enabling laser technology developments.

Let’s first consider the laser’s ASAT weapons advantages of directionality, wavelength, modulation, output and speed of delivery.

Coherence and Directionality

Lasers have the key property that their output beam is coherent (extremely consistent) and highly directional. The high coherence of the laser is a manifestation of the regularity—the great predictability in time and space—of the light waves the laser produces. As for directionality, typical laser beams have beam divergences of less than a milliradian.2 For example, a laser system with a one-meter output beam diameter and a 0.05 milliradian beam divergence would only expand to 25 meters after traveling 500 kilometers (311 miles). Thus, the laser’s advantage as a satellite weapon is that coherence and directionality allows the highly accurate placement of energy on distant targets. Additionally, the beam, whether or not emitting in the visible range of the electromagnetic (EM) spectrum, is difficult to see or detect unless in the line of sight of the beam. The disadvantage is that accurately pointing the beam requires a high degree of control and precision.

Wavelength, Bandwidth and Tunability

Since today’s lasers operate from the ultraviolet to the infrared regions of the EM spectrum, they offer great adaptability for various applications. Lasers are typically described by their wavelength (λ) in microns (μm or 10-6 meters) or nanometers (nm or 10-9 meters). Many lasers produce light of a very narrow band, called bandwidth, around a single, central wavelength that appears as a single, very pure color. For example, the neodymium yttrium aluminum garnet (Nd:YAG) laser, often used as a laser target designator, has a 1064 nm output beam with typical bandwidth of 0.45 nm.3 Some lasers simultaneously operate and emit light on several different wavelengths, such as argon lasers that can emit light at 488 and 514 nm.4 Depending on the application, multi-wavelength discrete emissions may or may not be beneficial to get maximum laser power on target. 

Laser tunability, the ability to tune some lasers to flexibly operate over a range of wavelengths, adds great versatility and agility to laser weapons. For example, the tunable solid state titanium sapphire (Ti:S) laser has a tunable wavelength range from 660 to 1180 nm.5 Since laser lethality is strongly wavelength dependent, tunability gives adversaries a great laser weapon advantage in that it is more difficult for the US to employ countermeasures to negate an adversary’s laser ASAT weapons operating over a range of wavelengths rather than at discrete values. 
Temporal (Time) Modulation

Laser systems can be designed to operate either continuously (called “continuous wave” or CW) or pulsed. By convention, a laser is usually called CW if the output beam lasts more than 0.25 seconds.6 A pulsed laser is usually characterized by the time of its pulse duration. If a laser is pulsed repeatedly, the pulse repetition frequency (called prf and measured in Hertz) is the period from the beginning of one pulse to the beginning of the next pulse.7 The duty cycle of the laser expresses the percent of the time the laser is emitting and is defined as the product of the pulse duration and prf. For example, a laser with a 25 percent duty cycle means the laser is emitting its beam a quarter of the time it operates. Most military operations use lasers operating CW or with very short, nanosecond pulses. For instance, the Air Force’s Airborne Laser is a CW laser capable of 20 laser “shots” before needing laser fuel resupply, while laser target designators typically emit pulses of 10 nanoseconds in duration and 10 Hertz prfs.8 By carrying their own laser fuel supplies, CW or pulsed lasers can “shoot” many times giving them the advantage of a “deep magazine.”9

Output Power and Energy

As discussed in Appendix B, the laser beam contains energy in the form of electromagnetic radiation delivered by photons. Lasers operating with CW output are usually characterized by the power of the beam measured in Watts (W), while pulsed laser output is characterized by the energy in each pulse measured in Joules (J).10 In addition, pulsed laser output is often characterized by average power for comparison purposes to CW lasers. The output power from CW lasers range from milliwatts (mW) to megawatts (MW). For example, the Mid-Infrared Advance Chemical Laser (MIRACL) is a US megawatt-class, CW, deuterium-fluoride (DF) chemical laser and is routinely used for static and dynamic target vulnerability studies.11 The ability to adjust the power or energy output of a laser system on a target is also an advantage of using lasers to attack satellites due to increased flexibility and versatility. 

All of the output power or energy of a laser is concentrated in a small solid angle (area/radius2) due to the narrow beam. A high-power, or weapons-class, laser is a system that attempts to inflict damage on a target or aerospace vehicle by placing a large amount of energy on a small area. The result is a thermal kill, such as weakening and eventual rupture of structural components, ignition or combustion of flammable materials or destruction of thermally sensitive items in critical components.12

Weapons-class lasers operating CW are often preferred over pulsed lasers for military applications, such as laser ASAT weapons, due to the phenomenon known as laser supported combustion (LSC) that occurs when high-powered laser beams strike a target surface.13 As the high-power laser vaporizes surface material from the target, the hot gas can absorb more laser energy. If enough energy is directed onto a target on a short time scale, the hot gas is rapidly ionized, producing a hot, dense plasma. The plasma then absorbs the incident light and virtually shields the target from the beam. LSC is a disadvantage for high-power pulsed lasers and the upper limit for putting laser energy on a target. If incident beam powers above the LSC point are used, then the effect of the laser is further degraded as the LSC develops into a detonation wave and travels up the laser beam to further decouple, or disengage, the laser from the target.14

Speed of Light Delivery

Since all laser beams are electromagnetic radiation, they travel at the speed of light, 3.0 x 108 m/sec. To help put this speed in perspective, light travels about one foot in one nanosecond. Therefore a “laser could attack an object 1,000 kilometers [622 miles] away in 3 thousandths of a second, while a high-speed rifle-bullet, for example, would have to be shot 16 minutes before impact with such a distant target.”15 Since lasers can attack targets at the speed of light, laser beams can engage a single target and then move on to engage other targets almost instantaneously, even if targets are relatively far away. If the target can be detected and tracked visually, then the laser beam can be placed on target and, if sufficient energy is delivered, the desired damage effect can be achieved. This key characteristic is very useful during operations where time is critical and the engagement range of the target, such as a satellite, is very long. 

New BMD Advantage

Space missile defense is key to effective BMD - it’s the only way to counter the nuclear threat from North Korea, Iran, Russia, China, terrorists, and general nuclear proliferation

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)
There is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War era. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, place a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and these states are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals at a time when the United States debates deep reductions in its strategic nuclear forces beyond those already made since the end of the Cold War and has no current modernization program. With a new administration, furthermore, the future development of even our limited missile defense system is in question. Furthermore, a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the devastation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct challenge to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. 

 In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must move well beyond the initial missile defense deployments of recent years to deploy a system capable of comprehensively protecting the American homeland as well as U.S. overseas forces and allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. America’s strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail based on the threat to use such capabilities. 

These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – can provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology, and national security. Space-based missile defense affords maximum opportunities for interception in boost phase before rocket boosters have released warheads and decoys or penetration aids.

The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of offensive ballistic missile technologies needed to overcome it. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. 

Lasers are key - they deter first use because they can destroy the missiles early
IFPA 9 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Sponsored by the American Foreign Policy Council, the Marshall Institute, Heritage, Claremont, Missouri State University, et al, “Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century’s 2009 Report,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)

The SBL platform would intercept ballistic missiles by focusing and maintaining a high-powered laser on the missile while its rockets are burning and it is very vulnerable to even a small perturbation that could ignite the rocket fuel and destroy the missile. A missile that is struck early in its boost phase could dispense its deadly payload over the country of launch, thus creating in itself a possible deterrent to launching missiles against the United States and its forward-deployed forces. (Countries contemplating the use of missile-delivered weapons of mass destruction would have to consider the possibility that the payload would fall within their own borders). If the missile were engaged near the end of its boost phase, it still might fly a ballistic trajectory, but one that would fall short of its intended target. And as noted above, SBLs could perform an active discrimination mission, aiding SBIs and other midcourse-capable defenses in intercepting the attacking missile before it reenters the Earth’s atmosphere. Because any one space-based directed-energy platform may not be in sight of the area from which its target missiles are launched at a particular time, a constellation of such platforms would be required to ensure that one or more of them would be in sight of potential launch areas in time to engage the targets while they are vulnerable. A constellation of about 12 SBLs could provide global coverage against up to five ballistic missiles simultaneously launched from anywhere to anywhere else more than about 120 kilometers away. Against theater-class medium-range ballistic missiles, this constellation could destroy up to 10 simultaneously launched ballistic missiles while in boost phase. Against ICBMs, whose boost phase lasts for three to five minutes, a minimum of 15 to 25 simultaneous missile launches could be intercepted. An R&D program should be pursued to prove the requisite SBL technologies. When developed and fully tested, SBLs would significantly augment the capabilities provided by the Brilliant Pebbles architecture. However, as noted above, there is no current program to provide an SBI capability, and the SBL Integrated Flight Experiment that was scheduled for 2012 has been cancelled. 

Conventional deterrence failure is likely - only space BMD can prevent rogue states and actors from striking - government development and deployment is key
Frederick 9 – Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and , School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Lorinda, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html)

SBMD progressed through various programs, such as GPALS, Brilliant Pebbles, Clementine, and SBL, despite dwindling support from presidential administrations following President Reagan’s. Pres. George W. Bush paved the way for the next administration to put SBMD on the international agenda. According to The National Security Strategy of the United States of America(2006), the United States may need new approaches to deter state and nonstate actors and deny them the objectives of their attacks.50 Additionally, the National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (2002) states that “today’s threats are far more diverse and less predictable than those of the past. States hostile to the United States and to our friends and allies have demonstrated their willingness to take high risks to achieve their goals, and are aggressively pursuing WMD and their means of delivery as critical tools in this effort. As a consequence, we require new methods of deterrence.”51Cooperation on missile defense initiatives could increase global stability. By banding together in coalitions, countries can deter war by repelling an attack against any member.52 States and rogue elements will not be able to strike surreptitiously if they know that the international community could quickly discern the origin of any launch and compute potential impact points. Attempts by a rogue element to destabilize the region through the attribution of attacks to a state may initially promote the rogue elements own agenda. However, data provided by missile defense and other sensors can refute such claims. The shared international ability to identify launch and impact points might deter states and rogue elements from launching in the first place. The more nations cooperate with each other, the more stable the world becomes. Policymakers need to invest in the development of many different capabilities, including SBMD, to negate missiles in their boost phase and use the information gleaned from these developments to inform decisions. One approach involves bringing a system to the prototype stage for testing and accurately gauging its performance. This approach could let the United States invest in only a limited number of prototypes, thus deferring large-scale production to allow further research, development, and testing. These efforts could decrease the risk of failure during production and deployment.53 When the need arises, the United States should capitalize on preexisting prototypes as long as the industrial base could support rapid production. By funding R&D for SBMD, the United States would ensure the viability of these technologies. The DOD cannot expect developments in commercial industry to be available for national security purposes. Competitive pressures force industry to fund near-term R&D programs and choose near-term survival over long-term possibilities.54 Applied research into SBMD technologies would allow the United States to gain more knowledge about boost-phase defenses. America will get as much R&D in SBMD technologies as it is willing to fund.
It’s not just domestic defense - space weaponization is critical to conflict stabilization in India/Pakistan, Iran, Taiwan, and Korea

Miller ‘2 – 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.

Several scenarios

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 will use its nukes against Israel and Europe when it develops them - causes global warfare

Cohen 10 (Dudi, IDF Officer, “ Iranian fighter turned US spy: Tehran will attack Israel,”  7/10, http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3917748,00.html, EMM)

A former fighter in Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) turned US spy offered a rare glance into one of the most complex countries in the Middle East.

During a conference held at The Washington Institute for Near East Policy on Friday, Reza Kahlili (pseudonym) estimated that Iran will eventually attack Israel, Europe and the Persian Gulf states. He called for a preemptive strike on the regime in Tehran, but not on the Iranian people or the country's infrastructure. 

Kahlili accused the Obama Administration of being naïve. According to him, the American overtures are viewed by the Iranian regime as a sign of weakness, while the Iranian people consider the efforts to engage the regime an act of betrayal against their struggle for freedom.
"This is a messianic regime. There should be no doubt – they are going to commit the most horrendous suicide bombing in human history. They will attack Israel, European capitals, and (the) Persian Gulf region at the same time," said Kahlili in one of his first public appearances to promote his new book "A Time To Betray: The Astonishing Double Life of a CIA Agent inside the Revolutionary Guards of Iran".

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. 

New Aerospace Industry Advantage

The US aerospace industry is key to the economy

ITA 6/21-[Interntaitonal Trade Administration, “Aerospace Industry is Critical Contributor to U.S. Economy According to Obama Trade Official at Paris Air Show,” June 21, 2011, http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp, DavidK]

PARIS – Francisco Sánchez, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade, addressed national and international groups at the 2011 Paris Air Show to reinforce the President’s National Export Initiative (NEI) and support the U.S. aerospace industry. “The U.S. aerospace industry is a strategic contributor to the economy, national security, and technological innovation of the United States,” Sánchez said. “The industry is key to achieving the President’s goals of doubling exports by the end of 2014 and contributed $78 billion in export sales to the U.S. economy in 2010.” During the U.S. Pavilion opening remarks, Sánchez noted that the aerospace sector in the United States supports more jobs through exports than any other industry. Sánchez witnessed a signing ceremony between Boeing and Aeroflot, Russia’s state-owned airline. Aeroflot has ordered eight 777s valued at $2.1 billion, and the sales will support approximately 14,000 jobs. “The 218 American companies represented in the U.S. International Pavilion demonstrate the innovation and hard work that make us leaders in this sector,” said Sánchez. “I am particularly pleased to see the incredible accomplishments of U.S. companies participating in the Alternative Aviation Fuels Showcase, which demonstrates our leadership in this important sector and shows that we are on the right path to achieving the clean energy future envisioned by President Obama.” The 2011 Paris Air Show is the world’s largest aerospace trade exhibition, and features 2,000 exhibitors, 340,000 visitors, and 200 international delegations. The U.S. aerospace industry ranks among the most competitive in the world, boasting a positive trade balance of $44.1 billion – the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry. It directly sustains about 430,000 jobs, and indirectly supports more than 700,000 additional jobs. Ninety-one percent of U.S. exporters of aerospace products are small and medium-sized firms.

Economic decline guarantees multiple scenarios for nuclear war and turns every other impact

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. 

Space power critical to the US 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. 
Protecting satellites is 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.

Potential Kinetic ASAT Plan/Solvency
You cannot read the Strikes/BMD advantage with this.

Plan: The United States federal government should deploy space-based kinetic energy anti-satellite weapons in low earth orbit beyond the Earth’s mesosphere.

Kinetic energy ASATs have already been created, just not deployed

Day 8 (Dwayne, American space historian and policy analyst, “Killer birdie,” The Space Review, March 31, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1093/1, EMM)
For example, the full history of the F-15 ASAT-launched weapon has yet to be written. As my own limited research on this subject has demonstrated (some of it published here on The Space Review), the Reagan administration viewed this weapon more as a bargaining chip and a deterrent against the Soviet Union than as a useful weapon. Despite the fact that one of the missiles now rests in the Smithsonian, there is as yet no detailed history of the program and its demise. Equally vague is the story of the US Army’s Kinetic Energy (KE) ASAT program that was initiated in 1989 to replace the F-15 ASAT. The KE-ASAT was intended to be a ground-launched weapon that would smack its target with a mylar “flyswatter” in order to minimize debris of the kind that made the January 2007 Chinese ASAT test so alarming. In one of the more bizarre military procurement stories of the last several decades, the KE-ASAT program persisted throughout the 1990s, and hardware was even displayed as recently as 2005, despite the fact that the project had officially been canceled. Both the Pentagon and successive presidential administrations did not want the program, but the KE-ASAT kept rising from the dead because year after year Congress earmarked money for it.

***BMD Advantage
SBL is Technologically Viable

SBL is effective - all the prerequisite tech has been created and tests have been done

Global Security 8 (“Space Based Laser,” Aug 3, http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/systems/sbl.htm, EMM)

The SBL program could develop the technology to provide the U. S. with an advanced BMD system for both theater and national missile defense. BMDO believes that an SBL system has the potential to make other contributions to U. S. security and world security as a whole. BMDO hopes that the fielding of a space based missile defense system would induce potential aggressors to abandon ballistic missile programs, as they would be rendered useless. Failing that, BMDO believes that the creation of such a universal defense system would provide the impetus for other nations to expand their security agreements with the United States, bringing them under a U. S. sponsored missile defense umbrella.

An SBL platform would achieve missile interception by focusing and maintaining a high powered laser on a target until it achieves catastrophic destruction. Energy for the sustained laser burst is generated by the chemical reaction of the hydrogen fluoride (HF) molecule. The HF molecules are created in an excited state from which the subsequent optical energy is drawn by an optical resonator surrounding the gain generator.

Lasers have been investigated for their usefulness in air defense since 1973, when the Mid Infrared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL) was first tested against tactical missiles and drone aircraft. Work on such systems continued through the 1980s, with the Airborne Laser Laboratory, which completed the first test laser intercepts above the earth. Initial work on laser based defense systems was overseen by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), but transferred to the newly created Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) in 1984. Work continues today under the auspices of the BMDO, the successor to the SDIO.

Over the past three decades, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), the Air Force and the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), formerly the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO), have developed the technologies essential for a Space-Based Laser (SBL) system. The Alpha LAMP Integration (ALI) program performed integrated high energy ground testing of the laser and beam expander to demonstrate the critical system elements. The next step was an integrated space vehicle ground test with a space demonstration to conclusively prove the feasibility of deploying an operational SBL system.
Space BMD is technologically viable
Graham et al 6 – Founder of High Frontier and Lt General on Missile Defense (Daniel, Founder - The Late Lt. General Daniel O. Graham Director, Missile Defense - Ambassador Henry Cooper Founding Member/Director, Space Exploration and Moon Base - Dr. Klaus P. Heiss Director - Lt. Colonel Stephen J. McCormick Founding Member/Director - Brigadier General Robert C. Richardson Director - Major General (Ret.) J. Milnor Roberts, Jr. August 14th, “Space-Based Missile Defense”, http://www.highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/Space%20Based%20Missile%20Defense.doc//ts)
 

Because of the 1972 ABM Treaty, the role space-based systems could play in a viable ballistic missile defense system was severely limited for 30-years – to providing early warning and gathering tracking information. These constraints have been removed when President Bush withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002; and, from a legal perspective, the best space technology and designs now can be used to build effective space-based ballistic missile defenses. However, the legacy of the ABM Treaty continues to restrain actual development of such systems. So far, only space-based sensors are actually part of the administration’s plans for a global defense of the United States and its overseas troops, allies and friends. However, as discussed below, space-based interceptors would actually be far more effective and less costly that all other ballistic missile concepts. Sensors – All missile defense system concepts are supported by space-based sensors, which provide attack warning and assessment information. For example, since the 1960s, the Defense Support Program (DSP), a constellation of satellites that detect missile launches, space launches and nuclear detonations, has served as the nation’s primary early-warning capability. These satellites are equipped with infrared sensing technologies developed in the 1960s and early 1970s, but since their deployment, have provided uninterrupted coverage. They detected Iraqi Scud launches during the Gulf War, allowing US forces to evacuate civilians and deploy PAC-2 missiles against the Scuds, saving countless lives. The DSP satellites are operated by the 21st and 50th Space Wings, stationed at Peterson AFB in Colorado and Schriever AFB, also in Colorado. The Space-Based Infrared System is divided into two components, SBIRS-High and SBIRS-Low. SBIRS-High, intended to replace the DSP satellites, will eventually consist of 4 satellites in geostationary orbit over the earth, along with 2 more in highly elliptical orbits. SBIRS-Low satellites will employ some 20 satellites deployed in low earth orbit to track missiles over their entire flight path from launch to re-entry, and provide reliable identification and classification of threats. The will provide the crucial midcourse tracking component, vital to any missile defense program. Both programs have been plagued with cost over-runs and delays – and are years behind schedule. Interceptors – The most cost-effective way to defend against all but short-range ballistic missiles is from space. This was clearly shown to be the case over 15 years ago, based on $30 billion invested by the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) during the administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H.W. Bush. However, for political rather than technical reasons, that important work was cancelled by the Bill Clinton administration in 1993 and has not yet be revived by the George W. Bush administration. Except for Ronald Reagan’s personal interest and active support for building truly effective defenses, the SDI would never have developed a serious space system concept. However, because of his support, numerous architectural studies – buoyed by investments in developing the needed technology – examined the full range of possible system concepts; and the SDI finally concluded that a constellation of autonomous, light-weight, highly maneuverable satellites could compose a very cost-effective space-based interceptor system, called “Brilliant Pebbles.” In 1990 after a full gamut of reviews by the scientific community in and out of government, Brilliant Pebbles was the first SDI program to pass the full review of the Pentagon’s Defense Acquisition Board and achieve the status of a Major Defense Acquisition Program (MDAP). Independent cost estimates during this formal review estimate that a full constellation of 1000 Brilliant Pebbles would cost $11 billion in 1989 dollars – for research, development, acquisition and operations for 20 years, including the cost of replacing each satellite once during that period. Except for the ABM Treaty and political resistance, this full constellation could have been built in the 1990s and would be far more effective as a global defense than the combination of all the other basing mode systems being developed today (and for less than 5-percent of the subsequent investment). But that was not to be. The Clinton administration killed this novel and promising program in early 1993 – Clinton’s Defense Secretary Les Aspin opined that they were “Taking the stars out of Star Wars.” And as of August 2006, the George W. Bush administration has done nothing to revive it or its supporting technology, which could advance the capabilities of other basing modes. It should not be forgotten that all the pertinent technology was space-qualified in 1994. Clementine, employing scavenged Brilliant Pebbles sensors and software, returned to the Moon for the first time in 25 years; provided over 1.3 million frames of data in 13 spectral bands – more than achieved by the Apollo program and inferring the existence of water (ice) in the polar regions of the Moon; and won for the small team awards from the National Academy of Sciences and NASA. The entire mission cost about $80 million and “lifted-off” in 2 years from its go-ahead as an SDI project intended to space-qualify essential Brilliant Pebbles components. A model now hangs in the Smithsonian next to the Lunar Lander. A later 1994 Astrid mission flew Brilliant Pebbles miniature propulsion components, space-qualifying them. Below is an assessment by one of the Brilliant Pebbles contractors (TRW, now part of Northrop Grumman) of technological capabilities at the beginning of the George W. Bush administration. Thus, today’s technology is several generations more advanced that that flown on Clementine, and could empower even more capable space-based interceptors – which could reach even further into the Earth’s atmosphere to intercept even relatively short-range missiles in their boost phase. Such a modern version of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles constellation would be expected to cost about $16 billion in today’s dollars for development, acquisition and 10-years operation, including the cost of replacing each of the 1000 Brilliant Pebbles once. This system could operate autonomously. Its sensors would pick-up the threat rocket as it cleared the clouds after lift-off – independent of DSP or SBIRS-High. And it would independently track the flight trajectory of the boosting rocket and its payload after burnout – and provide this information to other “shooters” in the layered defense, independent of SBIRS-Low. Thus, Brilliant Pebbles would not only provide a capability to intercept attacking ballistic missiles in all their phases of flight, they would support other layers by providing critical tracking information. If these cost estimates could be realized, such a space-based defense system would be the most cost-effective layered defense concept yet considered – by far. The associated timelines for this development activity would be approximately five (5) years, as it was for the original Brilliant Pebbles program. Given the intense 1989 reviews performed by the entire technical community, there is good confidence in these cost estimates and timelines, provided the program is managed effectively.
SBL K2 Global BMD

Space based laser are vital to global US missile defense effectiveness - it’s the only way to prevent nuclear war in hotspots like India/Pakistan, North Korea, and a strike on the US homeland

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. 

SBL K2 Deterrence

The high risk of conventional deterrence failure mandates we acquire BMD - space is key

Frederick 9 – Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and , School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Lorinda, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html)

The Current Ballistic Missile Defense Architecture The United States must maintain the technological capability to respond if deterrence fails. Multiple opportunities to intercept an incoming ballistic missile increase the probability of a successful interception. BMD “must provide an active, layered defense that allows multiple engagement opportunities throughout the boost, midcourse, and terminal phases of a missile’s flight to negate or defeat an attack as far from the Homeland as possible.”46 Throughout these phases, a BMD could incorporate land-, sea-, air-, and space-based elements, using both kinetic and nonkinetic means to destroy hostile missiles.47 The nation’s current BMD architecture relies on space components to sense and cue terrestrial interceptors. Space-based sensors can detect the heat of the burning booster during its boost phase and transmit trajectory information to ground stations. Once the booster extinguishes and infrared-sensing satellites lose track of the missile, radars can track it throughout the remaining flight time. These radars cue terrestrially based BMD elements so they can attempt to intercept the missile. Commanders on the ground, in turn, can launch interceptors to destroy it. Currently, the United States possesses land- and sea-based kinetic-kill intercept capabilities but no space-based intercept capability. The level of support for SBMD capabilities has waned since President Reagan first started SDI, but support for land- and sea-based missile defense has remained stable and even grown. President Reagan supported R&D for missile defense in all mediums (air, land, sea, and space) and provided the funding to back his SDI program. Pres. George H. W. Bush continued President Reagan’s initiatives but at a reduced level due to the changing threat environment and declining defense budget. President Clinton favored missile defense, with the exception of SBMD; however, he did not provide enough funding for it, thus limiting the scope of BMD to TMD. Pres. George W. Bush reinvigorated missile defense by extending BMD to incorporate NMD in all mediums except space, where he opened the door, enabling future presidents to cross this threshold. Many characteristics of SBMD could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve their aims.48 Space provides access to threats in areas that terrestrial, maritime, and airborne defenses cannot reach. SBMD is capable of destroying ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before they release multiple reentry vehicles or countermeasures designed to thwart defenses. The constant forward presence of SBMD could allow the United States to limit its military footprint on foreign soil and support many military operations simultaneosly. Land- and sea-based interceptors have to be placed in areas where they can provide credible protection from ballistic missile attacks. Pre-positioning infrastructure, supplies, and equipment may shorten response times when hostilities erupt, but they are costly and difficult to sustain. SBMD allows a nonintrusive forward presence because it does not require the pre-positioning of assets on other territories. Furthermore, employing SBMD is not contingent on approval from another nation. The continued presence of US assets on foreign soil depends on the host nation’s accepting or approving the mission that those assets support. If defenses are not in position, deterrence is reduced. Stationed in the right orbits in the right quantities, SBMD could deter or defend against attacks around-the-clock, especially if used in concert with other sea- and land-based missile defenses. 

Econ/Heg Add-On

Even if a missile strike on the US doesn’t escalate, it would still destroy the economy and hegemony

Lambakis 7 (Steven, PhD and Senior Analyst @ National Institute for Public Policy, “ Missile Defense From Space,” Feb 19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html, EMM)

The ballistic missile threat to the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends has been well defined.6 This is a threat we downplay at our peril. Nations such as North Korea and Iran -- which also have significant programs to develop nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons -- as well as nonstate groups can pose significant, even catastrophic, dangers to the U.S. homeland, our troops, and our allies. Russia and China, two militarily powerful nations in transition, have advanced ballistic missile modernization and countermeasure programs. Indeed, despite the reality that trade relations with China continue to expand, its rapid military modernization represents a potentially serious threat. Whether these nations become deadly adversaries hinges on nothing more than a political change of heart in their respective capitals.

The intelligence community's ability to provide timely and accurate estimates of ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face.
And the stakes couldn't be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7

The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids.8 The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying. 

Heg Add-On

Space BMD is vital to hegemony - ensures diplomatic, deterrent, and flexible capabilities. Otherwise nations will hold us hostage with their nuclear arsenals

Lambakis 7 (Steven, PhD and Senior Analyst @ National Institute for Public Policy, “ Missile Defense From Space,” Feb 19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html, EMM)

The policy benefits of a space-based missile defense layer are straightforward. A more effective missile defense system that fully leverages space would provide a true on-call global defensive capability, and this could lead to increased stability in the world. Defenses deter attacks by reducing confidence in the success of any attack. The more effective the missile defense system is, the greater will be its deterrence value, and the less likely will we be to have to use it at all.

At some point, when the system is seen by other governments as highly effective, they could recognize a diminishing marginal rate of return in their own ballistic missile investments. As more allies invest in missile defense, U.S. space-basing activities could build on current missile defense cooperative activities and open up new avenues for international collaboration, both to develop elements of the space-based layer and to participate in operations.

Moreover, because no state can have sovereignty over the space above its territory, we could operate up there free of political constraints. The need for negotiating basing rights to locate sensors or interceptor fields would become less pressing.

Improved system performance would give the U.S. leadership a better array of options. In the face of attempted blackmail, for example, the president and his advisors would have confidence in the nation's capabilities to defeat a missile, which would make it possible to avoid more destabilizing moves, such as offensive preventive attacks on enemy territory. It is equally true that strong defenses would support necessary offensive action. Effective defenses can buy time to understand the strategic consequences and overall impact of military action.

Our choices are fundamental to making moral judgments. The moral issues surrounding a national security crisis are tied to considerations of operational effectiveness. Are we doing our best to provide protection against some of the worst weapons imaginable? What would the consequences of not acting be, or of not being able to act because of a blackmail threat? What would be the result if Washington were unable to respond to increased terrorist activity worldwide or an upswing in the global weapons of mass destruction trade? A space-based layer would reinforce American strength, which in turn would allow the U.S. to better defend its interests and pursue its foreign policy goals. A powerful and influential United States is good for world peace, stability, and enforcing the rule of law internationally. 

SBMD rules – checks back escalation, rogue state proliferation, and fosters coop

FREDERICK 8 – Senior Space and Missiles Operator with operational tours (LORINDA, DETERRENCE AND SPACE-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE, https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod.../display.aspx?//salathe)

Credible deterrence depends on technological capability and political will. During the Cold War, the United States relied on the nuclear triad to deter ballistic missile threats emanating from the Soviet Union. Today, the threat is expanding to rogue elements and proliferators of missile technologies undeterred by Cold War methods. The current land- and sea-based missile defense architecture provides a limited defense against these threats but it lacks redundancy and depends on the proper positioning of assets to intercept missiles in their midcourse and terminal phases of flight. There is no reliable capability to intercept missiles during the boost phase – a capability perhaps best provided from space. Technologies spawned from President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative had to comply with the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. This predisposed the United States to pursue land- and sea-based missile defenses while stifling SBMD programs, such as Brilliant Pebbles and Clementine. Policies stemming from the SDI and the ABM Treaty influenced the technologies pursued for missile defense. US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty opened the door for renewed research into the possibilities of SBMD. The United States may need to renew research in SBMD technologies to deter and defend against ballistic missile threats. Adding a space-based layer to the existing BMD architecture gives the United States another means of deterring threats through global power projection, persistence, timeliness, and flexibility. SBMD may also provide options besides escalation and reassure allies and coalition partners. The United States policy remains against deploying SBMD capabilities without having fully explored the possibilities. Policymakers should not rule out SBMD technologies before their time. Information gleaned from applied research into SBMD technologies could inform policy-makers about the benefits and costs of boost phase defenses. The United States could also take a multilateral approach to SBMD with the current international space regime. Today’s threat environment and the need for new methods to deter aggression justifies renewed research and a multilateral approach to deploying a SBMD.

Credibility/Heg Add-On

Space BMD raises US international credibility and preeminence

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)
 In the years ahead the United States should continue to deploy a missile defense for the U.S. homeland and its forward-deployed forces. We should be prepared to include allies and coalition partners wherever feasible. Our ability both to defend the United States itself and to protect our overseas forces, allies, and coalition partners from missile attack, can reinforce U.S. security guarantees and provide reassurance to friendly countries in regions such as the Middle East and the Asia-Pacific area. An America vulnerable to missile attack by regional aggressors may be an America reluctant to take appropriate military action to defend its friends, allies, and regional interests. The result would be the erosion of extended deterrence and growing incentives on the part of countries formerly under our extended deterrence umbrella to acquire their own nuclear weapons. At the same time missile defense reduces the incentive to take hostile action against the United States and its allies by increasing the risk that such moves will be successfully countered. The stronger the U.S. commitment to allies and coalition partners, reinforced by missile defense, the more limited will be the opportunity on the part of aggressive powers to split friends from the United States. A U.S. missile defense that is global in reach will contribute greatly to the credibility of U.S. overseas commitments, interests, and relationships. 

For reasons discussed elsewhere in this report (see sections 1 and 2), a layered defense that includes a space-based capability affords the maximum opportunity to destroy a ballistic missile early in its trajectory from wherever it is launched, and it provides continuous coverage on a global basis for both the United States and its allies and coalition partners. With a space-based missile defense system, the United States would not be dependent on ground-based installations deployed overseas – perhaps in locations controlled by states or groups hostile at the time to U.S. interests. Sea-based systems also afford greater flexibility than a ground-based missile defense (GMD) system because they can be moved more easily to crisis regions where they are needed to protect U.S. or allied interests. Provided sea-based systems are in place or rapidly deployable, they furnish a capability for regional missile defense and thus can help prevent or limit escalation. As noted below, the growing number of nations (for example, Japan and South Korea) with Aegis missile-defense capabilities on their ships will mean that defenses are already in place, allowing for less pressure to get U.S. missile defense assets to the region. 

Debris Add-On

Lasers solve debris

Cooper 11 (Charles, Writer @ CBS, “ Space laser proposed to zap space junk,” 3/16, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-501465_162-20043819-501465.html, EMM)

What to do with all the space junk now in orbit around the Earth? Each year, that question grabs a headline or two before disappearing.. But that doesn't mean the problem is getting any closer to resolution. In fact, just the opposite: scientists warn that the risk of a collision between debris objects in low-Earth orbit and a space craft remains a real risk. In 2009, Hugh Lewis, a lecturer in Aerospace Engineering at the University of Southampton, predicted that the threat posed by space debris would climb by 50 percent in this decade..Perhaps the most high-profile incident occurred in Feb. 2009 when an Iridium satellite smashed into a defunct Russian satellite above northern Siberia, creating an estimating 1,700 pieces of debris in the process. Also, last year the International Space Station had to fire its thrusters to dodge an old NASA satellite that's floating around up there. All told, NASA estimates there are more than 500,000 pieces of debris in orbit around the Earth, traveling at speeds up to 17,500 mph. Now some scientists are proposing a solution: they say a medium-powered ground-based laser combined with a ground-based telescope could reduce the risk of collision by nudging potentially dangerous debris out of the way. In a recent paper, James Mason, a NASA contractor at the Universities Space Research Association in Moffett Field, California, and his colleagues argue that such a system is feasible. Although they say more study is required before actual implementation of a laser collision avoidance system, they report that lab simulations suggest that the idea would work in practice. The idea would center around the deployment of a medium-powered laser of 5 to 10 kilowatts to essentially nudge debris off potential collision course. "Our simulation results suggest that such a system would be able to prevent a significant proportion of debris-debris conjunctions," they write, adding that the system could "substantially perturb" the orbits of debris fragments through the applications of photon pressure. 

Generic Defense of BMD

BMD is an effective deterrent - even if it fails to destroy the missiles it prevents their use - also solves proliferation

Frederick 9 (Lorinda, Lt. Colonel of the USAF, “ Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense,” September, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html, EMM)

BMD should primarily be considered a vital part of a deterrent strategy and secondarily an effective tool to protect against ballistic missile attacks. BMD is an integral part of deterrence because it makes escalation less likely. Confidence in BMD technology may allow US decision makers to accept an increased risk of attack and allow time for other instruments of power to defuse the situation. Adversaries must consider US defensive capabilities in relation to their offensive capabilities. Confident that inbound ballistic missiles will not reach the homeland, the United States could choose not to respond in kind to such provocation. Extending BMD to friendly states bolsters deterrence because it effectively conveys to potential aggressors the US commitment to defense. Extended deterrence can keep other states out of the conflict. For example, the United States provided Israel with theater missile defense (TMD) during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm to protect the Israelis and keep them out of the broader conflict. Extended deterrence may encourage allies to “forgo indigenous development or procurement of duplicative military capabilities, thereby enhancing US counterproliferation efforts.” BMD is more than just a defensive measure that the United States possesses to knock down threatening missiles. Decision makers should think of it as a vital part of deterrence to help restrain rogue elements and proliferators. 

AT: Squo BMD Sufficient

Status quo BMD systems are insufficient to deal with rapidly increasing arsenals of Iran and North Korea

Klinger 11 (Bruce, Senior Research Fellow @ Heritage, “ The Case for Comprehensive Missile Defense in Asia,” Jan 7, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/01/the-case-for-comprehensive-missile-defense-in-asia, EMM)
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.” 

Status quo BMD fails - only space can give us global coverage

Fox and Orman 5/9 (Eugene, Vice President @ Orman Associates (a defense consulting firm), and Stanley, CEO @ Orman Associates, “BMD Needs Space Component,” 2011, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=6442464&c=FEA&s=COM, EMM)

Seven years ago in an article titled "BMD – Fact & Fiction," in The Journal of Social, Political and Economic Studies, we highlighted the fact that without the introduction of space-based interceptors, the ballistic missile defense (BMD) program was inadequate to meet the stated requirements for an effective missile defense.

The system must be capable of protecting all 50 states, friends and allies around the world, and troops serving in crisis areas, including the forces of allies participating in multinational operations. A further requirement added by the George W. Bush administration was the need to be able to intercept enemy missiles of all ranges in all phases of their flight.

The combination of these broad requirements implied the need for an effective form of global missile defense. Only such a broadly based system could protect U.S. and multinational forces wherever they are engaged, and at the same time protect America and its many friends and allies.

The defense has to be global in nature because, in this proliferated environment, there can no longer be high confidence in a foreknowledge of the location from which a missile might be launched, or even the likely target of the attack. 

Ground based BMD control systems are vulnerable – rogue states can attack defenses with chemical weapons 

Canavan 1 – Scientific Advisor, Physics Division at the Los Alamos National  Laboratory

 (Gregory, “Space-Based Missile Defense and Stability”, http://www.jstor.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdfplus/1558109.pdf)

Submunitions are used to increase the area coverage and effective- ness of conventional theater weapons. While chemical weapons are generally not useful over strategic distances, it has been argued that biological weapons could be effective because of their greater lethality. Properly dispersed, biological agents are roughly as deadly as nuclear explosives per unit mass. If submunitions were deployed immediately after the boost phase, midcourse defenses might not see them, probably would not intercept them, and could be overwhelmed by them. Biolog- ical submunitions hardened to survive the heating of reentry have masses of about 10 kg. A missile with a 1,000 kg payload might deploy 50-100 submunitions, which could exhaust the full interceptor inven- tory of initial defenses; thus, even rogue states could mount threats that could challenge or overwhelm planned NMD midcourse defenses. Biological agents are widely available. Submunitions are derivative of tactical dispensers in commerce; thus, they could be available as early as planned defenses. While biological submunitions are a recent concern, work on defenses has gone on for a decade due to concerns about chemical and biological weapons in theater engagements. That work has led to the development of miniaturized infrared homing hit- to-kill interceptors with masses on the order of 1 kg.7 Dispensed from a defensive interceptor with a payload of -100 kg, the 50-100 inter- ceptors would be well matched to the like number of 10 kg submuni- tions per missile, over which they would have roughly an order of magnitude advantage in mass exchanged. The refinement of these rough estimates of exchange effectiveness is a matter of some priority. Decoys, nuclear effects, and submunitions are highly uncertain; their uncertainties are additive. Any one of them could cause mid- course defenses to fail catastrophically. Their uncertainties produce pressure for escalation, which provides an incentive to examining addi- tional approaches and phases that could reduce these uncertainties. 
Space based BMD is key - it’s the only system with enough range and flexibility to counter all global ICBM threats

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Given this multiplicity of ballistic missile threats, the United States must deploy a missile defense that deters hostile states from developing or acquiring missile capabilities that could threaten the United States, its allies and coalition partners, and its forces deployed abroad. Furthermore, America’s missile defense R&D programs, together with planned deployments, must be sufficiently robust to dissuade would-be missile possessors from attempting to challenge the United States. Washington must deter future enemies from acquiring ballistic missiles, just as in the past it dissuaded them from developing strategic bombers because of America’s ability to overwhelm such systems. Finally, U.S. missile defense must be capable of defeating those ballistic missiles, whatever their range and type, that could be launched against the United States. U.S. and allied ballistic missile defense capabilities are an essential element of a broader damage limitation strategy. The purpose of this strategy is to protect and defend the people, territory, infrastructure, and institutions of the United States and its allies to the greatest extent possible. This strategy is a marked departure from the retaliation based deterrence strategy of the Cold War. It is a strategy specifically tailored to meeting the security demands resulting from the emerging multi-polar world, which has been brought about, at least in part, by the proliferation of ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons. A mix of offensive and defensive strategic forces, which are modernized to meet the new and challenging requirements of this strategy, will be necessary. Thus, a global and layered ballistic missile defense system must be intricately linked to other strategic forces, where the broader strategic posture of the U.S. and its allies results in security benefits that are greater than the sum of its parts. As the United States dissuades future potential possessors, it must recognize that threats are increasing at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times within which a missile defense could be developed and deployed. Therefore, the United States must develop and rapidly field a missile defense with global reach, capable of coping with threats against the United States and its forces and allies from any direction. At the same time, America must attempt to dissuade hostile actors from acquiring missiles by rendering such investments a poor use of limited resources. Additionally, given the uncertainty in predicting where, when, and by whom missiles might be launched – and what their targets may be – constant defenses are called for that are capable of intercepting missiles irrespective of their geographic origin. Other things being equal, it is preferable to intercept threatening ballistic missiles as far away from their intended targets and as early in their flight trajectory as possible. Best of all would be to have the capability to destroy an attacking missile shortly after it is launched, while its rockets still burn and any perturbation will lead to its destruction – with, in many cases, the debris falling back onto the area from which the attack was launched in the first place. The capability to interdict a missile and its warheads in any phases of their flight (boost, midcourse, and terminal) requires an ability to detect and intercept the attack within a very few minutes and to track and destroy the attacking missile and its warheads during their longer midcourse traverse through space before they reenter the atmosphere. Finally, the last ditch defense would be to destroy the attacking missiles as they reenter and pass through the atmosphere – and as accompanying debris and decoys burn up on reentry – in the terminal phase en route to their targets. The best defense capability would be layered so that it could provide opportunities for destruction in all three phases of flight. Only space-based defenses inherently have this global capability and permanence. While sea-based defenses can move freely through the two-thirds of the earth’s surface that are oceans, their capability is limited by geography and by the specific operations of the fleet – including where the seabased missile defense happens to be deployed at any given time, and how quickly it could be redeployed to meet a crisis situation. Air-based and ground-based defenses, meanwhile, can have global capabilities, but frequently take considerable time to deploy when and where needed and are also dependent on the cooperation of U.S. friends and allies in permitting the necessary supporting activities on their territories. Thus, only a space-based missile defense will possess both constancy and global availability, irrespective of allied support and agreement. As such, space-based missile defense constitutes the only truly global system, with all the rest being either regional or local. 91 In the case of sea-based systems, namely the Aegis program discussed in section 2, we have a regional system capable of boost-phase, midcourse, and terminal intercept depending on where and how it is positioned, or vectored. It has a near-global application for regional operations, because it is sea-based and theoretically it can be deployed over any portion of the earth’s surface covered by oceans. A land-based system can theoretically be deployed anywhere over about one-third of the world’s surface and, depending on how it is vectored, under some limited conditions would also be capable of boost-phase, midcourse, and terminal interception. Yet space-based missile defense alone is truly global in reach because of the medium in which it operates, unconstrained by overflight or territorial restrictions. It also offers inherent interdiction advantages, described in greater detail below. Like military transformation itself, considered to be a journey rather than a destination, deployment of a missile defense is not an end state. It is instead part of a process that must both anticipate emerging threats and take the fullest advantage of technologies that are, or could be made, available before such threats materialize. The missile defense that is deployed over time should benefit to the extent possible from the opportunities afforded by kinetic energy (hit-to-kill) technologies. Such a missile defense should anticipate and be capable of rendering obsolete the missile systems of potential enemies, even before such missiles are deployed. 91 By “regional” or “local,” we mean systems that can be vectored to cover different regions such as the Mediterranean or the Pacific, or parts of countries – such as Alaska or California in the United States. In the mid-1980s the feasibility of kinetic energy intercept technologies was demonstrated, and subsequently became the choice of both the Reagan and the George H. W. Bush (hereafter referred to as Bush-41) administrations for building near-term defense systems of all basing modes, including in space. While it retained the focus on kinetic energy, the Clinton administration abandoned space-based architectures for intercepting and destroying ballistic missiles, concentrating instead almost exclusively on groundbased defense system concepts. As a result of this emphasis, kinetic energy technology provides the most mature basis for present-generation missile defenses. However, directed energy weapons – particularly lasers that can be precisely aimed and configured to deliver killing energy on targets at the speed of light – offer important potential for missile defense that, along with other technologies, should be exploited in the years ahead. For example, the first shoot-down of a ballistic missile by the U.S. Missile Defense Agency’s airborne laser (ABL), is currently planned for late 2009 (more on the ABL in section 2).

BMD Inevitable (N/U Perception)

BMD is inevitable - just a question of effectiveness

IFPA 9 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Sponsored by the American Foreign Policy Council, the Marshall Institute, Heritage, Claremont, Missouri State University, et al, “Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century’s 2009 Report,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)

Missile defense has entered a new era. With the initial missile defense deployments, the decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack was settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. What remains an open question is how the American missile defense system will evolve in the years ahead to take maximum advantage of technological opportunities to meet present and emerging dangers. 

Status quo BMD is already seen as a space weapon
Sheehan, 7 - Professor of International Relations, University of Swansea. He has taught courses on the international politics of space for the past twenty years, and is the author of numerous books including: International Security: An Analytical Survey; National and International Security; The Balance of Power: History and Theory (also published by Routledge); Arms Control: Theory and Practice; and The Arms Race (Michael, “The International Politics of Space,” Routledge, pdf)

China has adamantly opposed the American ballistic missile defence programme and its encouragement of regional allies to participate in the development of ballistic missile defence technology. This is hardly surprising given the limited numbers of strategic nuclear weapons that China has deployed as part of its deterrence posture. China has pursued a ‘minimum deterrent’ strategy, and having a comparatively small nuclear force means that its capability would be made vulnerable with the deployment of even a limited defensive system. While it is possible for China to develop countermeasures to any defensive system, this creates additional and unwanted technological and ﬁnancial demands for China. In this regard, China has beneﬁted from the ‘strategic partnership’ formed with Russia in the mid-1990s which has given her access to advanced data and technology acquired by the Soviet Union during its Cold War confrontation with the United States. Even though the United States claims to wish to deploy only a minimal capability suitable for intercepting individual launches from ‘rogue’ states, this hardly reassures China given that even a limited system would threaten their limited offence. Moreover, they are well aware that the US system could be upgraded to a more capable system if a later administration wished it, and indeed the National Missile Defense programme speciﬁcally provides for this eventuality. China is also aware that the United States has demonstrated in the past that it does not see itself as constrained by treaties and agreements it has signed, if it decides that these no longer serve American interests. China perceives the Bush administration’s deployment of the ground-based Midcourse Missile Defence system as a clear and decisive ﬁ rst step on the road to the weaponisation of space. Chinese military specialists have argued that the missile systems deployed on America’s west coast could also be used as ASAT systems.

Chinese concerns were increased after 2000 by a sense that US support for the weaponisation of space was gaining momentum with the advent of the George W. Bush administration. Ominous for China were the demands in the Rumsfeld Commission Report that the United States move quickly ‘to ensure that the president will have the option to deploy weapons in space’, 38 and the American withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002. China also took note of the language used in the 2004 Counterspace Doctrine paper, 39 and the 2006 revision of US National Space policy.

BMD Tests Now (N/U Perception)

New BMD technology is already being tested and deployed against both North Korea and Iran

Wolf 4/15 (Jim, Reuters, “ Six U.S. stages "most challenging" missile-defense test,” 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/04/15/us-usa-missile-idUSTRE73E2C920110415, EMM)

(Reuters) - The military said it shot down an intermediate-range ballistic missile target over the Pacific on Friday in the "most challenging" test yet of its work on a planned antimissile shield for Europe against Iran. The Pentagon said the successful test of Lockheed Martin Corp and Raytheon Co hardware "demonstrated the capability" of the first phase of a layered, multibillion dollar antimissile shield, which is due to be in place in Europe by year-end. The technology may also be adapted to defend against North Korea, another focus of U.S. antimissile efforts, and ultimately to bolster existing ground-based defenses.

Aerospace K2 US Economy 

The aerospace industry is the biggest internal to the US economy

Douglass 11-president and CEO emeritus of the Aerospace Industries Association, member of the commission on the future of the Aerospace industry, regular consultant with congress and the DoD on aerospace systems, national speaker on aerospace manufacturing [John, speech given at the Ohio Aerospace Day for the Aerospace Industries Association, March 10, 2011, www.ohioaerospaceday.com/presentations.../JDouglassSpeechOhio.doc, DavidK]
The U.S. aerospace industry is a true economic engine for the United States. It provides the foundation for this country’s economic and national security and drives the technological innovation that keeps the United States competitive. Ohio is a vital contributor to this industry. Aerospace is one of the most important manufacturing industries in Ohio, producing world-class products and services and providing thousands of Ohioans with highly-skilled, well paying jobs in a wide range of fields, most on the cutting-edge of technology. Over the past two years, despite what many economists have called The Great Recession, U.S. aerospace has returned solid results, leading all manufacturers in trade surplus. The aerospace and defense industry is a true economic engine for the U.S. economy. It supports more than two million middle-class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states. Total aerospace sales in 2010 rose to $216 billion, a new record for the seventh straight year. The economic benefits from aerospace include a $53 billion positive trade balance fueled by $81 billion in exports. Looking forward, total aerospace sales are forecast to improve again in 2011, reaching nearly $220 billion. 

Aerospace industry is key to the US economy 

Augustine 05- EAGLE SCOUT, former national president of boy scouts of America, retired chairman and CEO of the Lockheed Martin Corporation, Chair of the National Academies Committee on Prospering in the Global Economy of the 21st Century, former Undersecretary of the US Army, MSE & BSE in Aeronautical Engineering @ Princeton University [Norman, University of Texas @ Dallas Newsletter, “US Science and Technology is on a Losing Path,” November 4, 2005, http://www.utdallas.edu/research/fyi/051104/commentary.html, DavidK]
This transition to a borderless economy provides great opportunities for companies that are prepared to take advantage, as the history of the aerospace industry amply demonstrates. But in any dynamic, technology-intensive industry, leadership can be lost very quickly. Thus, many other industries are now joining the aerospace industry in learning to compete in an uncertain and quickly changing world. Today, candidates for many jobs that currently reside in the US are just a mouse click away in Ireland, India, China, Australia and dozens of other countries. At first, manufacturing jobs were the ones most susceptible to moving overseas. I recently traveled to Vietnam, where the hourly cost of low-skilled workers is about 25 cents, less than 1/20th of the US minimum wage. But the competitive disadvantage is not confined to so-called low-end jobs. Eleven qualified engineers can be hired in India for the cost of just one in the US. At the same time, other countries are rapidly enlarging their innovation capacity. They are investing in S&T and encouraging their highly trained citizens who are working abroad to return home. Even more important, these countries are creating the well-funded schools and universities that will produce future scientists and engineers. The US is not competing well in this new world. Other nations will continue to have the advantage of lower wages, so America must take advantage of its strengths. But those strengths are eroding even as other countries are boosting their capacities. Throughout the 20th century, one of America's greatest strengths has been its knowledge-based resources – particularly its S&T system. But today, that system shows many signs of weakness. This nation's trade balance in high-technology goods swung from a positive flow of $33B in 1990 to a negative flow of $24B in 2004. In 2003, foreign students earned 59% of the engineering doctorates awarded by US universities. In 2001, US industry spent more on tort litigation and related costs than on R&D. A major factor determining US competitiveness is the quality of the workforce, and the public school system provides the foundation of this asset. But that system is failing specifically in the fields most important to the future: science, engineering and mathematics. In a recent international test involving mathematical understanding, US students finished 27th among the participating nations. In China and Japan, 59% and 66% of undergraduates, respectively, receive their degrees in science and engineering, compared with 32% in the U.S. In the past, the US economy benefited from the availability of financial capital. But today it moves quickly to wherever a competitive advantage exists, as shown by the willingness of companies to move factories to Mexico, Vietnam and China. One of America's most powerful assets is its free enterprise system, with its inherent aggressiveness and discipline in introducing ideas and flushing out obsolescence. But other nations have recognized these virtues and are seeking to emulate the system. The aerospace industry is especially susceptible to these broader economic trends. Without well-educated scientists and engineers, the industry will not be able to compete with well-organized programs in countries with abundant engineering talent. In addition, security issues in the industry highlight its reliance on homegrown talent, as opposed to importing its people from abroad. Troubles in the aerospace industry also could have implications throughout the US economy. In particular, the industry has been especially effective at making use of and producing systems engineers, some of whom eventually move to other industries. If aerospace were to decline, a considerable portion of these valuable individuals would be lost. 
The US aerospace industrial base is stabilizing but needs more investment 

NSSO, 7 (National Security Space Office, Report to the Director, “Space-Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security; Phase 0 Architecture Feasibility Study” October 10, 2007, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf)
        

The United States must maintain its preeminence in aerospace research and innovation to be the global aerospace leader in the 21st century. This can only be achieved through proactive government policies and sustained public investments in long‐term research and RDT&E infrastructure that will result in new breakthrough aerospace capabilities. Over the last several decades, the U.S. aerospace sector has been living off the research investments made primarily for defense during the Cold War…Government policies and investments in long‐term research have not kept pace with the changing world. Our nation does not have bold national aerospace technology goals to focus and sustain federal research and related infrastructure investments. The nation needs to capitalize on these opportunities, and the federal government needs to lead the effort. Specifically, it needs to invest in long‐term enabling research and related RDT&E infrastructure, establish national aerospace technology demonstration goals, and create an environment that fosters innovation and provide the incentives necessary to encourage risk taking and rapid introduction of new products and services. The Aerospace Commission recognized that Global U.S. aerospace leadership can only be achieved through investments in our future, including our industrial base, workforce, long term research and national infrastructure, and that government must commit to increased and sustained investment and must facilitate private investment in our national aerospace sector. The Commission concluded that the nation will have to be a space‐faring nation in order to be the global leader in the 21st century—that our freedom, mobility, and quality of life will depend on it, and therefore, recommended that the United States boldly pioneer new frontiers in aerospace technology, commerce and exploration. They explicitly recommended that the United States create a space imperative and that NASA and DoD need to make the investments necessary for developing and supporting future launch capabilities to revitalize U.S. space launch infrastructure, as well as provide Incentives to Commercial Space. The report called on government and the investment community must become more sensitive to commercial opportunities and problems in space. Recognizing the new realities of a highly dynamic, competitive and global marketplace, the report noted that the federal government is dysfunctional when addressing 21st century issues from a long term, national and global perspective. It suggested an increase in public funding for long term research and supporting infrastructure and an acceleration of transition of government research to the aerospace sector, recognizing that government must assist industry by providing insight into its long‐term research programs, and industry needs to provide to government on its research priorities. It urged the federal government must remove unnecessary barriers to international sales of defense products, and implement other initiatives that strengthen transnational partnerships to enhance national security, noting that U.S. national security and procurement policies represent some of the most burdensome restrictions affecting U.S. industry competitiveness. Private‐public partnerships were also to be encouraged. It also noted that without constant vigilance and investment, vital capabilities in our defense industrial base will be lost, and so recommended a fenced amount of research and development budget, and significantly increase in the investment in basic aerospace research to increase opportunities to gain experience in the workforce by enabling breakthrough aerospace capabilities through continuous development of new experimental systems with or without a requirement for production. Such experimentation was deemed to be essential to sustain the critical skills to conceive, develop, manufacture and maintain advanced systems and potentially provide expanded capability to the warfighter. A top priority was increased investment in basic aerospace research which fosters an efficient, secure, and safe aerospace transportation system, and suggested the establishment of national technology demonstration goals, which included reducing the cost and time to space by 50%. It concluded that, “America must exploit and explore space to assure national and planetary security, economic benefit and scientific discovery. At the same time, the United States must overcome the obstacles that jeopardize its ability to sustain leadership in space.” 
Aerospace K2 Heg

Declining aerospace leadership directly facilitates the emergence of hostile global rivals

Snead, 07 - Aerospace engineer and consultant focusing on Near-future space infrastructure development (Mike, “How America Can and Why America Must Now Become a True Spacefaring Nation,” Spacefaring America Blog, 6/3, http://spacefaringamerica.net/2007/06/03/6--why-the-next-president-should-start-america-on-the-path-to-becoming-a-true-spacefaring-nation.aspx)

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

Space Assets K2 Economy 

It’s the key internal link 

Johnson & Hudson, ‘8 – Lt Kevin Johnson and John G Hudson, Ph. D. **NOTE – Johnson and Hudson = project supervisors @ Global Innovation and Strategy Center (GISC) Internship program. This program assembles combined teams of graduate and undergraduate students with the goal of providing a multidisciplinary, unclassified, non-military perspective on important Department of Defense issues. “Global Innovation and Strategy Center,” http://www.slideshare.net/stephaniclark/giscinternpaperspacedebriselimination. 

Commercially, the economy of the United States is heavily dependent on space assets in virtually every industry. Communications, Global Positioning System (GPS) technology, agriculture, weather monitoring, and shipment tracking in the manufacturing sector are all indispensable to workings of the market.7, 8 With international economies interwoven across borders and cultures, damage to a critical satellite might pose serious monetary repercussions throughout multiple countries. For example, nearly a decade ago the failure of the Galaxy IV satellite rendered certain communications useless for two days. “The failure of that one satellite left about 80 (to) 90 percent of the 45 million pager customers in the United States without service…and 5400 of 7700 Chevron gas stations without pay-at-the-pump capability.”9 
Iran Nukes are a Threat
Iran is developing ICBM capabilities – will preemptively strike the U.S 

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

Iran With the benefit of assistance from abroad, including North Korea and Pakistan, the Islamic Republic of Iran has moved forward with its ballistic missile program. Iran has had a demonstrated tactical ballistic missile capability since the 1980s, but in June 2003 it marked a major milestone when it deployed its 1,300-kilometer-range Shahab-3, capable of targeting Israel and Turkey, as well as U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf. 18 Since then, Iran has begun “mass production” of the original Shahab-3 missile 19 , and commenced work on a number of Shahab variants. 20 This work has yielded important dividends: in September 2007, Iran publicly unveiled a “new” medium-range ballistic missile, the Ghadr-1, at a military parade in Tehran. This missile, which Iran claims has a range of 1,800 kilometers, appears to be an extended-range variant of the Shahab-3. 21 Subsequently, in November 2007, Iran carried out a test of its Ashoura missile, a 2,000-kilometer-range solid fuel variant of the Shahab. 22 These steps are part of what U.S. officials believe is a growing emphasis in Tehran on the development of an intercontinental ballistic missile capability. As John Rood, then acting assistant secretary of state for international security and nonproliferation, told Congress in May 2007, “The Intelligence Community assesses that Iran would be able to develop an ICBM capable of reaching the United States and all regions of Europe before 2015 if it chose to do so. And, I would point out that Iran has acquired ballistic missiles from North Korea in the past and note the possibility that it could do so again in the future, potentially acquiring missiles with even longer ranges.” As a result of these advances, it is likely that Iran could field an intercontinental ballistic missile by the middle of the next decade. Iran may have conducted tests to determine whether its ballistic missiles, notably the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by remote control while still in flight. The significance of such a capability lies in its potential to launch an electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, discussed later in this section. This effort is closely linked to Iran’s growing interest in space. In October 2005, Iran became the first space nation in the Muslim world when it launched a surveillance satellite on a Russian rocket from Russia’s missile base at Plesetsk. Since then, Iran has made great strides toward development of an indigenous space launch capability. In February 2007, it successfully carried out an initial test of a “space rocket” built in Iran. A year later unveiled its first space center, with Tehran claiming that it had now “joined the world’s top 11 countries possessing space technology to build satellites and launch rockets into space.” These advances amplify and expand Iran’s ballistic missile program, since a spacelaunch vehicle (SLV) is similar in technology and function to the booster on an intercontinental ballistic missile. The threat posed by Iran’s ballistic missile program is closely linked to Tehran’s nuclear effort. Since it was publicly exposed by an Iranian opposition group in August 2002, Iran’s atomic program has been the center of intense international scrutiny and frustration. Yet despite years of pressure by the United Nations and the international community, Iran continues to progress toward a nuclear capability. In October 2007, French authorities – citing estimates by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) – suggested that Iran was operating 3,000 centrifuges at its uranium enrichment facility at Natanz. That claim was later confirmed by Iranian officials. According to subsequent projections, that number of centrifuges could yield enough highly enriched uranium for a nuclear weapon in 2009 if operated at full (100 percent) efficiency, and in 2010 if they worked just a quarter of the time. Since December 2007 Iran has built a stockpile of low enriched uranium hexa-floride. According to the IAEA, Iran’s stockpile had reached more than 1000 pounds by August 31, 2008, with monthly production rates of more than 100 pounds. In 2009 this could give Iran at least 1,500 pounds that could be recirculated through its centrifuges to produce the 35 pounds of weapon-grade uranium sufficient for one bomb. In April 2008, Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad disclosed that his government had begun to install another 6,000 centrifuges at the Natanz facility. Iranian leaders have taken this to be a critical milestone. “The nuclear issue (of Iran) is the most important political development in contemporary history,” Ahmadinejad announced to supporters at that time. “Iran’s victory in this biggest political battle will lead to new international developments.” Thus all indicators point toward the development of an Iranian nuclear capability with varying estimates not about whether Iran is doing so, but instead when it will have such weapons.
North Korea Will Use Nukes

North Korea will use their nukes - defector’s statements prove - no way to get them to give them up

Smith 3 (Charles, Writer @ Newsmax, Citing Park Gap Dong, Former Chief of European Propaganda in North Korea, “ Attack North Korea Before It's Too Late, Key Defector Warns,” July 10, http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2003/7/10/170429.shtml, EMM)
Warning That Kim Will Use Nukes
The call for U.S. military action comes after CIA sources revealed that North Korea was working on building a small nuclear warhead capable of being carried by its new arsenal of long-range missiles.

"If Kim develops small nuclear weapons, around 700 kilograms [1,440 pounds] for the No Dong and other missiles, they will use them on South Korea or Japan. The South Korean military will have no choice but to attack," stated Park.
According to Park, North Korea will continue to develop and export nuclear weapons technology no matter what the U.S. or international inspectors do.
"Kim Jong-il made the decision that the development of nuclear weapons would be the only guarantee of the safety and security for the North Korean regime. They will not give up these weapons but will instead hide them from inspectors," said Park. 

Potential Syria Scenario

And Syria is developing nuclear missiles and bioweapon capabilities – targeting neighboring countries (specifically Israel)

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

Syria, which maintains biological and chemical weapons capabilities and possesses a large inventory of surfaceto-surface ballistic missile systems, could deliver conventional and unconventional warheads to neighboring countries in the Middle East. Syria has also shown more than a passing interest in acquiring a nuclear weapons capability, as evidenced by the construction the Al-Kibar reactor site, which was subsequently destroyed by an Israeli Air Force strike in September 2007. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) has estimated that Damascus possesses hundreds of free-rocket-over-ground (FROG) missiles, Scud missiles, and SS-21 short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs). Syria also maintains the indigenous capability to manufacture liquid-fuel Scuds. In September 2003 testimony before the House of Representatives Subcommittee on the Middle East and South Asia, thenUnder Secretary of State John Bolton outlined that Syria “is fully committed to expanding and improving its CW [chemical weapons] program” and “is continuing to develop an offensive biological weapons capability.” Syria’s mobile missile force is capable of targeting much of Israel, as well as parts of Iraq, Jordan, and Turkey, and it has “developed a longer-range missile – the Scud-D – with assistance from North Korea” while simultaneously pursuing “both solid- and liquid-propellant missile programs.”

Nuclear war
Joshi, 2k - Post-Doctoral Fellow @ the Center for Non-Proliferation (Joshi, “Israel’s Nuclear Policy: A Cost-Benefit Analysis” Strategic Analysis: A Monthly Journal of the IDSA, Vol XXII, No 12. 2000, EBSCO)

 

Arab WMD Development A common argument is that the Israeli nuclear capability has led to the pursuit of WMD and ballistic missiles by some of the Arab states and Iran. This is only partially correct. The fact is that the Arab states have pursued such capabilities to counter each other also. The region’s extraordinary complexity, the numerous actors, and the sources of conflict also have to be considered. 15 The resulting divisions in the Arab world have ensured that the chances of a combined Arab attack are low. The Syrian chemical arsenal should be considered, to a certain extent, as being a direct response to Israeli nuclear power, though it has other WMD arsenals to fear, such as Iraq’s. In Syrian strategic thinking, chemical weapons are designed to offset Israel’s conventional superiority in the event of war. A major Israeli concern is—a massive Syrian surprise attack with conventional forces on the Golan Heights. Syria possesses missiles such as the Scud-C (range 500 km) and the Scud-B (range 280 km) and also chemical arsenals for them like the powerful nerve agent VX. 16 These missiles armed with chemical warheads could strike airfields and mobilisation points, incapacitating these areas. With Israel denied air superiority, Syria could retake the Golan Heights. A simultaneous Palestinian uprising in the West Bank and the Gaza strip along with other Arab states attacking would make the situation particularly grave. Such a scenario would be ripe for a nuclear Armageddon. Further, both Iraq and Iran are known to possess vast quantities of WMD. In case of Iraq, UNSCOM has already shown how elaborate the Iraqi chemical and biological weapons programme was, till the Gulf war. The deadliness of the arsenal had already been established, when Iraq used chemical weapons against its Kurdish population in the late 80s. The activities of UNSCOM in the past eight years notwithstanding, the technical knowhow is still present, and Iraq is capable of recreating its lethal arsenal. The important thing to understand here is that, till the time Israel maintains its nuclear arsenal, and the opacity surrounding it, the Arab states and Iran would claim justification for their own WMD stock. Further, Israel’s nuclear arsenal might deter an Arab chemical attack but the danger of creating a linkage between the two categories of weapons is that the nuclear threshold is lowered to scenarios that may not be ‘last resort’ situations. Danger of Irrational Use A fear expressed regarding the proliferation of nuclear weapons is that they could fall into the hands of irrational decision-makers in the Middle East, especially in a scenario where an Arab state might acquire nuclear weapons. There is belief that in case an Arab state achieves such a status, then in a confrontational situation, theories of deterrence, MAD may not work. One side assuming the inevitability of war may decide to launch a pre-emptive strike at the other’s nuclear forces. On the other hand, an equally convincing argument would be that the high price as a consequence of mistakes in a nuclear weapons scenario, can also force parties to reconsider their course of action, and can also lead to pull backs, in spite of a loss of face. The US had withdrawn from the Bay of Pigs, likewise the Soviet Union withdrew their missiles from Cuba. 17 Risk of Actual Use The introduction of nuclear weapons in an already hostile region could increase the possibility of actual use of nuclear weapons in a tense situation. The continuous hostility of varying levels over the past five decades, might lead to the inclusion of nuclear and other WMD in existing “war-fighting” doctrines. 18 If the states in the region see WMD simply as weapons to be used in a conflict, the probability of these weapons being used increases drastically. The Arabs have tried to counter Israel’s nuclear superiority, by developing a sizeable chemical and biological weapons arsenal. The greater the number of powers in a region possessing WMD, the greater the risk of escalation. Wars in history have more often than not been limited; but the main reason for this has been constraints due to resources and technological know-how. Instances are very rare of a war being limited due to considerations of the consequences of existing capabilities. 19 The indiscriminate effect of Weapons of Mass Destruction makes it very difficult to keep a war involving such weapons, limited. Future leaders may have less respect for the nuclear taboo, and may refuse to see the nuclear bomb as only a last resort, thereby increasing the risk. On the other hand, it could also be argued that development of battlefield weapons would not have the cataclysmic effects of bombing population centers. Nuclear Deterrence Against Terrorists Many of the threats that Israel has faced have not been influenced by the fact that it is a nuclear power. Atomic weapons cannot deter guerrilla attacks and they also cannot help in civil wars like the one Israel was involved in Lebanon. It could thus be argued that in the last 25 years, though there have been no conventional wars, Israel has still been forced into various other conflicts, which have threatened its security, and its atomic arsenal has been ineffectual. The Israeli nuclear doctrine is still based on the last resort option, though there have been moves towards battlefield nuclear capability also. But in situations that are less than last resort, deterrence has not really worked, even after taking into account any battlefield strategies that Israel might have developed. Further weakening of the deterrent has taken place as Israel is in control of Arab lands. This weakening has occurred as Israel’s occupation is not just military but also national, ideological and territorial. The goal of conflict resolution is not helped by Israel’s nuclear arsenal. The Pre-Emptive Strike Option In 1981, Israel successfully bombed Iraq’s Osirak reactor. But in its goal of denying nuclear capability to anyone else in the Middle East, it can no longer attempt such pre-emptive air strikes. The most likely candidates to threaten Israel are Iran (which recently tested its Shahab-3 long range missile), Syria, and to a lesser degree, Iraq. At least the first two have undertaken measures like concealment, dispersion, hardening and installation of air defence equipment to prevent any Israeli air strikes. Since pre-emption is ruled out, therefore Israel may be forced to adopt a ‘launch on warning’ posture as it does not have the luxury of waiting to assess the damage from a first strike before responding. In turn Iran, Iraq or Syria, lacking securesecond strike forces of their own would be under great pressure to launch their missiles first—another first strike posture. There could thus be a hair trigger alert scenario. The possibility of nuclear war breaking out by accident or design would be great and would place intolerable strain on Israel’s freedom of military movement and civilian morale.
***Aerospace Advantage

The US aerospace industry is key to the French economy 

ITA 6/21-[Interntaitonal Trade Administration, “Aerospace Industry is Critical Contributor to U.S. Economy According to Obama Trade Official at Paris Air Show,” June 21, 2011, http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp, DavidK]

PARIS – Francisco Sánchez, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade, addressed national and international groups at the 2011 Paris Air Show to reinforce the President’s National Export Initiative (NEI) and support the U.S. aerospace industry. “The U.S. aerospace industry is a strategic contributor to the economy, national security, and technological innovation of the United States,” Sánchez said. “The industry is key to achieving the President’s goals of doubling exports by the end of 2014 and contributed $78 billion in export sales to the U.S. economy in 2010.” During the U.S. Pavilion opening remarks, Sánchez noted that the aerospace sector in the United States supports more jobs through exports than any other industry. Sánchez witnessed a signing ceremony between Boeing and Aeroflot, Russia’s state-owned airline. Aeroflot has ordered eight 777s valued at $2.1 billion, and the sales will support approximately 14,000 jobs. “The 218 American companies represented in the U.S. International Pavilion demonstrate the innovation and hard work that make us leaders in this sector,” said Sánchez. “I am particularly pleased to see the incredible accomplishments of U.S. companies participating in the Alternative Aviation Fuels Showcase, which demonstrates our leadership in this important sector and shows that we are on the right path to achieving the clean energy future envisioned by President Obama.” The 2011 Paris Air Show is the world’s largest aerospace trade exhibition, and features 2,000 exhibitors, 340,000 visitors, and 200 international delegations. The U.S. aerospace industry ranks among the most competitive in the world, boasting a positive trade balance of $44.1 billion – the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry. It directly sustains about 430,000 jobs, and indirectly supports more than 700,000 additional jobs. Ninety-one percent of U.S. exporters of aerospace products are small and medium-sized firms.

France is the nucleus of the European economy and is a major factor in the global economy 

TWGI 10 [Thomas White Global Investing, “Country Profile: France,” June 2010, http://www.thomaswhite.com/explore-the-world/france.aspx]

The post-war period or the latter half of the 20th century is often referred to as Les Trente Glorieuses, or the 30 glorious years. This period witnessed the emergence of France as [is] a modern global economic power. Interestingly, though we see France as a capitalist or a free-market economy today, it is actually a blend of interventionist and free market policies that have propelled the economy to the global center stage. France played a key role in fostering co-operation among members of the European Community. This eventually led to the formation of the European Union in 1993. The economic and monetary integration actually took place over a period of five decades and France was one of the six founding members of the geo-political entity. France has successfully sustained a reasonable pace of economic growth since the mid - 1980s. Between 1984 and 1991, its GDP grew at an annual average rate of 2.5%, but moderated to around 2% in the early 1990s. After expanding at an impressive rate of 3.3% in 1998, and 4% in 2000, the GDP expansion decelerated to 1.4% in 2000 because of a global economic slowdown. During 2004-2007, the French economy has been averaging 2% growth. Ranked 11th worldwide in terms of human development, France boasts of one of the most qualified workforces in Europe. Higher education graduates form 37% of the population in the 25-34 age group compared to the European Union average of 29%. This, coupled with the French’s natural inclination toward innovation and R&D, has been driving the country’s economy. In 2009, France boasted the distinction of having the highest number of Fortune 500 companies in Europe. While the country is largely powered by its services sector, which contributes almost 77% of its GDP, the significance of the industrial sector, which accounts for 21% of the GDP, cannot be undermined. The country has a vibrant, R&D-intensive aerospace sector, which comprises leading manufacturers of aircraft, helicopters, military planes, and private jets. Thanks to the availability of a highly skilled workforce and a plethora of specialist training schools supporting the segment, it is no surprise that foreign companies operating in France account for 47% of the turnover in this space. France’s agro-food sector, especially the health foods and the intermediate foods categories, have been expanding steadily. Many renowned multinationals have their research centers in the country. The nation is also home to a flourishing bio-fuels market. It has established clusters to develop partnerships between the industrial sector and research laboratories. Already a magnet for global bio-fuel companies, France seems poised to become Europe’s front-runner in the non-nutritional use of agro-resources by 2015. France is also Europe’s second largest manufacturer in the automobile sector and accounts for 17% of the continent’s total production. The country has been one of the most preferred foreign investment destinations for global auto majors in the European sub-continent. The sector boasts of two leading global players in the auto industry. In the chemical segment, the country is the fifth largest producer and third biggest exporter worldwide. The nation’s applied chemicals and specialty chemicals sector is also the second largest in Europe. France prides itself in being [is] the world’s leading producer of glass products and industrial glass, as well as the global leader in the production of building materials. The country ranks third in the European Union in terms of steel production and first in terms of base aluminum production. Numerous foreign companies operate in France’s chemical sector and account for 55.4% of the turnover in the specialty chemicals space, 44.9% in the soaps and perfumes category, 40% in the base chemicals market, and 38% in the plastics segment. France is one of Europe’s biggest players in the Information and Communications Technologies (ICT) segment because of its large pool of skilled workforce and a strong proclivity for innovation. The pharmaceutical sector is also a core area of the French economy, riding high on a strong research foundation. The globe’s leading producers of pharmaceutical drugs operate in the country, capitalizing on the easy availability of research scientists and technicians. This space has been doing particularly well because it has built linkages with other fast-growing sectors like agro-food and cosmetics. Owing to its favorable economic environment and quality infrastructure, France also has a flourishing market for outsourced tertiary services, which have seen an upsurge in Europe recently. The French capital, Paris, has turned out to be an attractive outsourcing location for European businesses. A unique competitive advantage in the fashion arena is another feather in France’s cap. Paris is the largest and undisputed fashion center of the world, a benchmark for trends, and styles. The country has more than 11,000 companies in the fashion, textile, and design space. With the advantage of bordering six countries, France is situated at the crossroads of Europe’s north-south and east-west transport routes. This virtually makes the country the nucleus of the European economy. Indeed, within a 1242 mile radius around Paris, the largest market in the world - a whopping 600 million consumers - can be accessed in less than 48 hours. The country has turned itself into a natural hub for international transport activities largely on the back of its infrastructure facilities. France possesses an 11,000 km motorway network, the most extensive high-speed rail network in Europe, several major maritime ports, and 190 airports, including six international ones. Paris is a worldwide air transport hub. This explains how the country has produced and nurtured a modern and efficient logistics services industry. The personal services industry, which provides a wide array of family and health-care services, is one of the fastest-growing sectors in the French economy. It is also one of the largest employers in the country. Companies operating in this space are expanding globally, leveraging France’s stature as a universal benchmark for standard of living. France is the recipient of one of the largest foreign investment inflows in Europe. In fact, foreign investments in the nation stood at over $158 billion in 2007, second only to the U.K. The country invested over $224.65 billion in capital outflows globally in 2007, again ranking second only to the U.K. in Europe, and positioned third across all the countries in the world. In 2008 it became the country recording the largest capital outflows in the EU, amounting to over $220 billion.

European economic decline crushes the world economy 

PBS 2010 (Lombardi is a nonresident senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and an expert on the European economy,  “What is the next sick economy of Europe?” May 27, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2010/05/who-is-the-next-sick-economy-of-europe.html)

DOMENICO LOMBARDI: At this moment, the crisis has already become European in full respect. The euro is a global currency. It's the second largest currency in the world after the dollar so whatever happens to the euro has repercussions for all the other economies in the world. We see that even in Beijing they are following the European crisis with increasing concern because they have seen their own currency, the renminbi, has been appreciating vis-a-vis the euro in a non-negligible way over the last few weeks. If the European economy does badly, they will be exporting less to Europe, which is really their most important trading partner. Therefore, they might feel less inclined to appreciate their own exchange rate vis-a-vis the dollar, as the Americans have requested several times, not least in the context of the recent high-level meetings they held in Beijing in the beginning of this week. What does all this mean for the U.S. and global economy? DOMENICO LOMBARDI: This crisis clearly at this stage has spillover effects not just in the euro area but also vis-a-vis third countries, including the U.S. And there are at least a couple of channels through which the U.S. economy may be affected. First, there may be a chilling effect in its own banking sector. Americans banks are not directly exposed to Greece. However, they are exposed to other European banks which in turn are exposed to Greece. In the absence of enough information, this may generate a chilling effect and therefore break down transactions in the financial markets even if it's on the other side of the ocean. There is also another effect, and that is because the euro is going to stay weak in the near future, European manufacturers will increase their competitiveness in selling their goods abroad and therefore they will be slightly better off than U.S. manufacturers. Clearly this may be a problem for an economy like the U.S., which needs to export more in order to create more jobs. And indeed, President Obama has made increasing exports really one of the goals of his own economic strategy. So all in all, we have seen that by not containing the crisis early enough, the crisis has now spread to the euro area and is threatening the stability of the global economy.
Aerospace Collapsing Now

America already falling behind in the international aerospace industry 

IW 6/23 (Indian Weekender, “Mother of All Deals,” http://www.indianweekender.co.nz/Pages/ArticleDetails/10/2430/India/Mother-of-all-deals, AM)
Billed as one of the largest defence deals ever globally, India’s planned purchase of 126 medium multi-role combat aircraft (MMRCA) has entered the final phase of its selection procedure. The process had begun in 2005, with the Indian Air Force (IAF) issuing a request for information (RFI) for new jetfighters to replace the vintage Soviet-era MiG-21s that had been its mainstay since their induction in the early ‘80s. The present estimate of $10.4 billion is likely to escalate as the full scope of the warplane and its attendant services becomes clearer. The IAF is already hamstrung by a depleting fleet, having just 31 squadrons of serviceable aircraft that fall far short of its targeted 39. Bordering both Pakistan and China, India requires to build up its defences accordingly, to thwart a two-front assault if need be in the worst case scenario. Having embarked upon a military modernisation programme, this country of 1.2 billion is expected to spend more than $35 billion over the next five years on defence acquisitions. India’s blossoming ties with the United States – formalised with the March 2006 signing of the bilateral civil nuclear cooperation agreement - brought in American firms Lockheed Martin, with its F-16IN Super Viper, and Boeing Integrated Defence Systems, with its F/A-18 E/F Super Hornet, in response to the request for proposal (RFP) floated by the IAF in August 2007. The other four contenders were France’s Dassault Aviation, with its offering of Rafale, Swedish aerospace company Saab’s JAS-39 Gripen, European consortium Eurofighter GmbH’s Typhoon and the Russian Mikoyan-Gurevich Corporation’s MiG-35. Recently, India’s Ministry of Defence (MoD), however, shortlisted – or “down selected” - the 24.5-tonne Rafale and the 23.5-tonne Typhoon as finalists for the MMRCA sweepstakes. One of them will ultimately be awarded the contract by September. Analysts were perplexed by the Defence ministry’s move, as they widely anticipated that the final decision would be a political one rather than one premised on military and security considerations. After all, New Delhi’s earnestness to repay Washington for its nuclear benevolence has already made the US India’s third largest defence supplier, after Russia and Israel. US firms have already won almost $8 billion in defence sales within the last four years, starting with the $50 million transfer to the Indian Navy in June 2007 of the amphibious transport ship, INS Jalashwa, commissioned into the US Navy in 1971 as USS Trenton. Clouding the situation was American ambassador to India, Timothy Roemer’s, abrupt resignation the very next day after Lockheed and Boeing were eliminated from the competition. He had made an American choice a priority, especially in light of a letter US President Barack Obama had written to Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh that indicated that favouring Lockheed or Boeing would cement the Indo-US strategic partnership and be mutually beneficial in creating thousands of jobs in both the countries. Pentagon spokesperson, Col. Dave Lapan, affirmed, “We are deeply disappointed by this news, but we look forward to continuing to grow and develop our defence partnership with India.” He was not off the mark. The Indian Parliament’s Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS), at a meeting chaired by the Prime Minister last week, cleared a $4.1 billion deal with Boeing for 10 C-17 Globemaster-III giant strategic airlift aircraft for the IAF. The ultimate deal could be for 16 of them and would top $5.8 billion. The US itself - with the world’s largest defence budget, of $895 billion, compared to India’s $33 billion - finds these aircraft exorbitant ($200 million each, without spares and training) and has stopped its purchase. The deal with India will, however, save 23,000 American jobs, an aspect noted by Ambassador Roemer himself. Boeing will also be supplying eight P-8I long-range maritime patrol aircraft for the Indian Navy in a $2.1 billion deal signed in January 2009. 

Aerospace K2 US Economy 

The aerospace industry is the biggest internal to the US economy

Douglass 11-president and CEO emeritus of the Aerospace Industries Association, member of the commission on the future of the Aerospace industry, regular consultant with congress and the DoD on aerospace systems, national speaker on aerospace manufacturing [John, speech given at the Ohio Aerospace Day for the Aerospace Industries Association, March 10, 2011, www.ohioaerospaceday.com/presentations.../JDouglassSpeechOhio.doc, DavidK]
The U.S. aerospace industry is a true economic engine for the United States. It provides the foundation for this country’s economic and national security and drives the technological innovation that keeps the United States competitive. Ohio is a vital contributor to this industry. Aerospace is one of the most important manufacturing industries in Ohio, producing world-class products and services and providing thousands of Ohioans with highly-skilled, well paying jobs in a wide range of fields, most on the cutting-edge of technology. Over the past two years, despite what many economists have called The Great Recession, U.S. aerospace has returned solid results, leading all manufacturers in trade surplus. The aerospace and defense industry is a true economic engine for the U.S. economy. It supports more than two million middle-class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states. Total aerospace sales in 2010 rose to $216 billion, a new record for the seventh straight year. The economic benefits from aerospace include a $53 billion positive trade balance fueled by $81 billion in exports. Looking forward, total aerospace sales are forecast to improve again in 2011, reaching nearly $220 billion. 

Aerospace industry is key to the US economy 

Augustine 05- EAGLE SCOUT, former national president of boy scouts of America, retired chairman and CEO of the Lockheed Martin Corporation, Chair of the National Academies Committee on Prospering in the Global Economy of the 21st Century, former Undersecretary of the US Army, MSE & BSE in Aeronautical Engineering @ Princeton University [Norman, University of Texas @ Dallas Newsletter, “US Science and Technology is on a Losing Path,” November 4, 2005, http://www.utdallas.edu/research/fyi/051104/commentary.html, DavidK]
This transition to a borderless economy provides great opportunities for companies that are prepared to take advantage, as the history of the aerospace industry amply demonstrates. But in any dynamic, technology-intensive industry, leadership can be lost very quickly. Thus, many other industries are now joining the aerospace industry in learning to compete in an uncertain and quickly changing world. Today, candidates for many jobs that currently reside in the US are just a mouse click away in Ireland, India, China, Australia and dozens of other countries. At first, manufacturing jobs were the ones most susceptible to moving overseas. I recently traveled to Vietnam, where the hourly cost of low-skilled workers is about 25 cents, less than 1/20th of the US minimum wage. But the competitive disadvantage is not confined to so-called low-end jobs. Eleven qualified engineers can be hired in India for the cost of just one in the US. At the same time, other countries are rapidly enlarging their innovation capacity. They are investing in S&T and encouraging their highly trained citizens who are working abroad to return home. Even more important, these countries are creating the well-funded schools and universities that will produce future scientists and engineers. The US is not competing well in this new world. Other nations will continue to have the advantage of lower wages, so America must take advantage of its strengths. But those strengths are eroding even as other countries are boosting their capacities. Throughout the 20th century, one of America's greatest strengths has been its knowledge-based resources – particularly its S&T system. But today, that system shows many signs of weakness. This nation's trade balance in high-technology goods swung from a positive flow of $33B in 1990 to a negative flow of $24B in 2004. In 2003, foreign students earned 59% of the engineering doctorates awarded by US universities. In 2001, US industry spent more on tort litigation and related costs than on R&D. A major factor determining US competitiveness is the quality of the workforce, and the public school system provides the foundation of this asset. But that system is failing specifically in the fields most important to the future: science, engineering and mathematics. In a recent international test involving mathematical understanding, US students finished 27th among the participating nations. In China and Japan, 59% and 66% of undergraduates, respectively, receive their degrees in science and engineering, compared with 32% in the U.S. In the past, the US economy benefited from the availability of financial capital. But today it moves quickly to wherever a competitive advantage exists, as shown by the willingness of companies to move factories to Mexico, Vietnam and China. One of America's most powerful assets is its free enterprise system, with its inherent aggressiveness and discipline in introducing ideas and flushing out obsolescence. But other nations have recognized these virtues and are seeking to emulate the system. The aerospace industry is especially susceptible to these broader economic trends. Without well-educated scientists and engineers, the industry will not be able to compete with well-organized programs in countries with abundant engineering talent. In addition, security issues in the industry highlight its reliance on homegrown talent, as opposed to importing its people from abroad. Troubles in the aerospace industry also could have implications throughout the US economy. In particular, the industry has been especially effective at making use of and producing systems engineers, some of whom eventually move to other industries. If aerospace were to decline, a considerable portion of these valuable individuals would be lost. 
The US aerospace industrial base is stabilizing but needs more investment 

NSSO, 7 (National Security Space Office, Report to the Director, “Space-Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security; Phase 0 Architecture Feasibility Study” October 10, 2007, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf)
        

The United States must maintain its preeminence in aerospace research and innovation to be the global aerospace leader in the 21st century. This can only be achieved through proactive government policies and sustained public investments in long‐term research and RDT&E infrastructure that will result in new breakthrough aerospace capabilities. Over the last several decades, the U.S. aerospace sector has been living off the research investments made primarily for defense during the Cold War…Government policies and investments in long‐term research have not kept pace with the changing world. Our nation does not have bold national aerospace technology goals to focus and sustain federal research and related infrastructure investments. The nation needs to capitalize on these opportunities, and the federal government needs to lead the effort. Specifically, it needs to invest in long‐term enabling research and related RDT&E infrastructure, establish national aerospace technology demonstration goals, and create an environment that fosters innovation and provide the incentives necessary to encourage risk taking and rapid introduction of new products and services. The Aerospace Commission recognized that Global U.S. aerospace leadership can only be achieved through investments in our future, including our industrial base, workforce, long term research and national infrastructure, and that government must commit to increased and sustained investment and must facilitate private investment in our national aerospace sector. The Commission concluded that the nation will have to be a space‐faring nation in order to be the global leader in the 21st century—that our freedom, mobility, and quality of life will depend on it, and therefore, recommended that the United States boldly pioneer new frontiers in aerospace technology, commerce and exploration. They explicitly recommended that the United States create a space imperative and that NASA and DoD need to make the investments necessary for developing and supporting future launch capabilities to revitalize U.S. space launch infrastructure, as well as provide Incentives to Commercial Space. The report called on government and the investment community must become more sensitive to commercial opportunities and problems in space. Recognizing the new realities of a highly dynamic, competitive and global marketplace, the report noted that the federal government is dysfunctional when addressing 21st century issues from a long term, national and global perspective. It suggested an increase in public funding for long term research and supporting infrastructure and an acceleration of transition of government research to the aerospace sector, recognizing that government must assist industry by providing insight into its long‐term research programs, and industry needs to provide to government on its research priorities. It urged the federal government must remove unnecessary barriers to international sales of defense products, and implement other initiatives that strengthen transnational partnerships to enhance national security, noting that U.S. national security and procurement policies represent some of the most burdensome restrictions affecting U.S. industry competitiveness. Private‐public partnerships were also to be encouraged. It also noted that without constant vigilance and investment, vital capabilities in our defense industrial base will be lost, and so recommended a fenced amount of research and development budget, and significantly increase in the investment in basic aerospace research to increase opportunities to gain experience in the workforce by enabling breakthrough aerospace capabilities through continuous development of new experimental systems with or without a requirement for production. Such experimentation was deemed to be essential to sustain the critical skills to conceive, develop, manufacture and maintain advanced systems and potentially provide expanded capability to the warfighter. A top priority was increased investment in basic aerospace research which fosters an efficient, secure, and safe aerospace transportation system, and suggested the establishment of national technology demonstration goals, which included reducing the cost and time to space by 50%. It concluded that, “America must exploit and explore space to assure national and planetary security, economic benefit and scientific discovery. At the same time, the United States must overcome the obstacles that jeopardize its ability to sustain leadership in space.” 
Aerospace K2 Heg

Declining aerospace leadership directly facilitates the emergence of hostile global rivals

Snead, 07 - Aerospace engineer and consultant focusing on Near-future space infrastructure development (Mike, “How America Can and Why America Must Now Become a True Spacefaring Nation,” Spacefaring America Blog, 6/3, http://spacefaringamerica.net/2007/06/03/6--why-the-next-president-should-start-america-on-the-path-to-becoming-a-true-spacefaring-nation.aspx)

Great power status is achieved through competition between nations. This competition is often based on advancing science and technology and applying these advancements to enabling new operational capabilities. A great power that succeeds in this competition adds to its power while a great power that does not compete or does so ineffectively or by choice, becomes comparatively less powerful. Eventually, it loses the great power status and then must align itself with another great power for protection. As the pace of science and technology advancement has increased, so has the potential for the pace of change of great power status. While the U.S. "invented" powered flight in 1903, a decade later leadership in this area had shifted to Europe. Within a little more than a decade after the Wright Brothers' first flights, the great powers of Europe were introducing aeronautics into major land warfare through the creation of air forces. When the U.S. entered the war in 1917, it was forced to rely on French-built aircraft. Twenty years later, as the European great powers were on the verge of beginning another major European war, the U.S. found itself in a similar situation where its choice to diminish national investment in aeronautics during the 1920's and 1930's—you may recall that this was the era of General Billy Mitchell and his famous efforts to promote military air power—placed U.S. air forces at a significant disadvantage compared to those of Germany and Japan. This was crucial because military air power was quickly emerging as the "game changer" for conventional warfare. Land and sea forces increasingly needed capable air forces to survive and generally needed air superiority to prevail. With the great power advantages of becoming spacefaring expected to be comparable to those derived from becoming air-faring in the 1920's and 1930's, a delay by the U.S. in enhancing its great power strengths through expanded national space power may result in a reoccurrence of the rapid emergence of new or the rapid growth of current great powers to the point that they are capable of effectively challenging the U.S. Many great powers—China, India, and Russia—are already speaking of plans for developing spacefaring capabilities. Yet, today, the U.S. retains a commanding aerospace technological lead over these nations. A strong effort by the U.S. to become a true spacefaring nation, starting in 2009 with the new presidential administration, may yield a generation or longer lead in space, not just through prudent increases in military strength but also through the other areas of great power competition discussed above. This is an advantage that the next presidential administration should exercise. 
Space Assets K2 Economy 

The effect immediately reverberates globally 

Johnson & Hudson, 08 – Lt Kevin Johnson and John G Hudson, Ph. D. **NOTE – Johnson and Hudson = project supervisors @ Global Innovation and Strategy Center (GISC) Internship program. This program assembles combined teams of graduate and undergraduate students with the goal of providing a multidisciplinary, unclassified, non-military perspective on important Department of Defense issues. “Global Innovation and Strategy Center,” http://www.slideshare.net/stephaniclark/giscinternpaperspacedebriselimination. 

Fifty years after their introduction, it is difficult to imagine a world without satellites. According to the Satellite Industry Association (SIA),41 satellite industry revenue topped $106 billion dollars worldwide in 2006. Noting “continued government and military demand and investment” and the “global appetite for more power, more mobility, more convergence,” SIA predicts a future market with even faster growth.42 As Charles Cynamon43 points out: We are living in a society with an insatiable appetite for technology….We are increasingly choosing to remotely transact business, to connect our computers to the Internet, to have an 18” satellite dish in lieu of cable TV, and to have the ability to contact anyone from anywhere with as small a phone as possible….The average person hardly realizes the extent they rely on commercial space systems.44 Currently, the following countries are major “actors” in space. Frank Klotz echoed a similar theme in a Council on Foreign Relations report: “While the public continues to identify space most closely with scientific exploration and high adventure, space has also become a big business and represents a huge investment in terms of capital assets and jobs.”45 Might satellite technology be history’s answer to Gutenberg’s printing press? Never before has information – and commerce – traveled so quickly. Given the integrated state of today’s global economy, any major fluctuation in satellite capabilities has the potential to reverberate throughout multiple nations. 
Loss of space assets causes economic collapse and kills heg—we must protect them 
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] DavidK

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. 

Space assets are critical to the economy- key source of revenue

Houston Journal of International Law 06

(“INCREMENTAL STEPS FOR ACHIEVING SPACE SECURITY: THE NEED FOR A NEW WAY OF THINKING TO ENHANCE THE LEGAL REGIME FOR SPACE,” http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf)

One of the primary reasons for the rapid proliferation of space actors in recent years is the growing realization that the space industry will continue to play a vital role in the growth of the world’s national economies. In 1996, global space industry revenue from commercial sources exceeded revenue earned from government spending on space activity for the first time (fifty-three percent to forty-seven percent of total revenue, respectively). 42 According to a report from the Department of Commerce, “the markets for commercial space transportation, satellite communications, space-based remote sensing, and satellite navigation totaled over $80 billion in global revenues in 2000.” 43 In addition to revenues, it has been reported that more than 800,000  people worldwide have been employed by the space industry since 1996. 44 Some of the most profitable hightech economic  sectors in the world, such as software and hardware development and telecommunications, have been fueled by civilian space activities. 45 In the United States alone space-technology industries have generated approximately $125  billion worth of profits in 2000, and it is estimated that by 2010 U.S. investment in outer  space could reach as high as $600  billion, which would be comparable to the total current U.S. investment in Europe. 46 

It’s the key internal link 

Johnson & Hudson, ‘8 – Lt Kevin Johnson and John G Hudson, Ph. D. **NOTE – Johnson and Hudson = project supervisors @ Global Innovation and Strategy Center (GISC) Internship program. This program assembles combined teams of graduate and undergraduate students with the goal of providing a multidisciplinary, unclassified, non-military perspective on important Department of Defense issues. “Global Innovation and Strategy Center,” http://www.slideshare.net/stephaniclark/giscinternpaperspacedebriselimination. 

Commercially, the economy of the United States is heavily dependent on space assets in virtually every industry. Communications, Global Positioning System (GPS) technology, agriculture, weather monitoring, and shipment tracking in the manufacturing sector are all indispensable to workings of the market.7, 8 With international economies interwoven across borders and cultures, damage to a critical satellite might pose serious monetary repercussions throughout multiple countries. For example, nearly a decade ago the failure of the Galaxy IV satellite rendered certain communications useless for two days. “The failure of that one satellite left about 80 (to) 90 percent of the 45 million pager customers in the United States without service…and 5400 of 7700 Chevron gas stations without pay-at-the-pump capability.”9 

Weaponization Solves Econ

Space militarization solves the economy—specifically ASATs
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] DavidK

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. 

Space weaponization solves the economy and arms races

David 05- senior space writer @ Space.com, prize winning space journalist, National Space Club Press Award, and former editor-in-chief of the National Space Society’s Ad Astra and Space World Magazine [Leonard, Space.com, “Weapons in Space: Dawn of a New Era,” June 17, 2005, http://www.space.com/325-weapons-space-dawn-era.html, DavidK]
"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.

***China Advantage

AT: No US-Sino War

Disconnect in Chinese authority makes miscalculated war likely

Thomson 1/17, Drew, director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center [“Hu’s Really in Control in China?” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/17/hu_s_really_in_control_in_china?page=full] 

However, China's assertive tone and confrontational approach toward neighbors and the United States over the past year raises questions about China's intent. Shortly after the J-20 took its first test flight in front of spectators lining the periphery of the airfield, Gates reportedly asked Hu about the fighter plane, only to be met with blank stares and confusion from both civilian and military officials in the room. Immediately after the meeting, speculation ran rampant that Hu had been unaware of the test flight. Before jumping to conclusions, however, let's remember that China's national security decision-making process is opaque, and so this worrisome disconnect -- who knew what when -- is difficult to ascertain with certainty. It is highly improbable that Hu was unaware of the development of this major military advancement. His role as chairman of the Central Military Commission ensures that he is well briefed about major programs, and he doubtlessly approves their large budgets. What is not known is how much oversight and control the central government leadership in Beijing had over the PLA's decision-making process that lead to highly visible tests at the Chengdu air base just as Gates was visiting China. Similar questions have arisen in the past: On Jan. 11, 2007, China launched an anti-satellite weapon, destroying an aging Chinese satellite in low Earth orbit, but the Foreign Ministry did not publicly acknowledge the test for 12 days. In March 2009, according to the Pentagon, five Chinese civilian vessels "aggressively maneuvered in dangerously close proximity" to the USNS Impeccable, blocking its path and closing to within 25 feet while crew members tried to grapple electronic gear towed behind the U.S. ship. There are many more examples. In each instance, the question arose: Were these provocative confrontations ordered from the highest echelons in Beijing, or were they the result of overzealous local commanders or even the plane and boat drivers themselves? Do these incidents reflect an intentional pattern of growing Chinese assertiveness and a long-term strategy to ultimately confront the U.S. military? Or are these Chinese overreactions to U.S. technological dominance and what the Chinese perceive to be American provocations -- such as air and sea surveillance in international waters close to China's shores and the well-publicized deployments of the United States' most advanced submarines, ships, and jet fighters to bases in the western Pacific? No matter how you look at it, the possible explanations for the apparent civil-military disconnect revealed in the meeting between Hu and Gates are troubling. Whether Hu was snubbed by his own military, or whether he had indeed endorsed the stealth-fighter flight tests the same day he met with Gates to signal China's intent to challenge the United States -- both possibilities are equally disturbing for the bilateral relationship. If Hu's presumed successor, Vice President Xi Jinping, played a role -- even observing the tests at the Chengdu base as some amateur Chinese army enthusiasts have claimed -- then it might indicate a difficult transition of power between the two in the run-up to the 18th Community Party Congress in 2012. Should Hu and Xi become embroiled in a direct power struggle (in truth, an unlikely possibility), each would undoubtedly seek to garner support from "patriotic" conservatives at home by painting themselves as defenders of China from the American hegemon; but this would limit their ability to engage and compromise with the United States. 

AT: Diplomacy Checks

Diplomacy will merely delay the US while China modernizes. 
Haddick 1/7, Robert, Managing Editor of the Small Wars Journal [“Gates China Syndrome” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/07/this_week_at_war_gates_china_syndrome?page=0,1] 

Gates continues to hope that a sustained military-to-military relationship between the United States and China will allow both sides to discuss their intentions and thus avoid dangerous misunderstandings. But he and other U.S. policymakers have to reckon with the possibility that China intends to use the upcoming period of retrenchment at the Pentagon to close the gap with U.S. military power in the region. If that's the case, U.S. policymakers will need to rethink their assumptions.
China Space Wep Now

Space weaponization inevitable—the PLA is explicitly interested in quickly developing space weapons 

MacDonald 08—consultant on technology and national security policy management @ The Council on Foreign Relations, senior director for science and technology @ the National Security Council, Assistant Director of National Security @ the White House Office, BSE in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Public and International Affairs @ Princeton University [Bruce, the Council on Foreign Relations Special Report, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security,” September 2008, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, DavidK]
China has been developing a significant military and civilian space capability since 1955. This effort was led by Tsien Hsue-shen, a brilliant U.S.-trained rocket scientist who cofounded the U.S. Jet Propulsion Laboratory at Caltech, but whom the United States deported to China during the excesses of the McCarthy era. While Dr. Tsien helped China develop ballistic missiles to improve its nuclear deterrent, Beijing has mainly concentrated on economic development in the past three decades: Of Deng Xiaoping’s “Four Modernizations,” national defense 7 received the least priority. Recently, though still focused on economic growth, China has been building its military strength, including multiple offensive counterspace options, with the U.S. Department of Defense noting China’s “multidimensional program to generate the capability to deny others access to outer space.”3 Well aware of its military inferiority to the United States, China is likely doing what countries in comparable security situations do: developing military capabilities targeted against the vulnerabilities of its stronger potential adversary. The United States’ relative space advantage will probably shrink as China strengthens its space capabilities over the next ten to twenty years. The voluminous People’s Liberation Army (PLA) literature on space conflict underscores that PLA officers are explicitly interested in space weapons. But Chinese military writings are no more likely to accurately reflect Beijing’s policy than midlevel U.S. military writings would Washington’s official policy. However, arguments that this PLA literature is merely academic lost some credibility in the aftermath of China’s 2007 ASAT test. 

Weaponization inevitable – tests, proven capability, and PLA intentions

Wall, 5/12 – SPACE Senior Writer (2011, Mike, “Washington Worries China Will Challenge U.S. Dominance in Space,” http://www.space.com/11646-china-space-policy-united-states.html, ISB)

 U.S. power brokers aren't sure how to handle China's rapidly expanding space capabilities, according to testimony at a congressional hearing yesterday (May 11). China recently demonstrated the ability to destroy satellites on orbit, and it's ramping up plans for a space station and a possible manned lunar landing in the next decade or so. At a hearing on "The Implications of China's Military and Civil Space Programs," a range of experts discussed what these developments might mean for the United States. While opinions and viewpoints varied, a few key themes emerged, including the need to engage with China to better understand just what the nation hopes to achieve in space. "There's still a lack of clear understanding of what Beijing's goals are, and how we interact with those," Ben Baseley-Walker of the Secure World Foundation, a non-profit organization committed to space sustainability, told SPACE.com. Baseley-Walker attended the hearing, which took place at the Capitol in Washington, D.C. China's space capabilities ramping up In 2007, China destroyed one of its own satellites on orbit during an anti-satellite test, showcasing an ability that makes the United States and other nations nervous. Since then, the country has conducted other tests advancing its military space capabilities, including a 2010 missile-interception demonstration. Beijing is also ramping up its human spaceflight program. In 2003, China became the third nation to launch a person into space, and it has flown several manned missions since. The country also hopes to build a large space station between 2015 and 2022, according to hearing panelist Alanna Krolikowski, a visiting scholar at George Washington University's Space Policy Institute. And, beyond that, China appears to be gearing up for a manned lunar landing. The nation's human spaceflight program aims to complete an in-depth concept study on the subject by about 2020, Krolikowski said at the hearing. These developments have some politicians and policy experts worried. They think China may be positioning itself to challenge outright the United States' dominance in space, which currently gives America a huge advantage on the battlefield. “What concerns me most about the Chinese space program is that, unlike the U.S., it is being led by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA)," Congressman Frank Wolf (R-VA) testified at the hearing. "There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture."

US-China space conflict inevitable – China is rapidly acquiring capabilities, have demonstrated hostile intent, and China will assert sovereignty claims over space

Space and Missile Defense Report, 7 – Space & Missile Defenses, ProQuest Technology Journals (October, “China Will Attack U.S. Space Assets In Any War; Pentagon Must Field Defenses”)
China will drop its adherence to rules barring war in space, in any future conflict with the United States, and attack U.S. space assets, so American forces need to field space defense systems, a noted analyst reported. And Chinese leaders are taking actions signaling they may take on U.S. forces in active combat. "In event of conflict with China, we can expect to see [Chinese] military operations carried out across all the domains of war: land, sea, air, space, and the electromagnetic spectrum" with information warfare and cyber warfare, according to Larry M. Wortzel, a commissioner on the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission (but these views are his own), and a retired Army colonel. Wortzel spoke at a forum of the American Enterprise Institute conservative think tank, a session that focused on his report. The United States must be able to defend itself against such attacks, he continued. "There are ... sound reasons to prepare to defend American interests in space," as well as to attempt to negotiate mutual threat reduction measures, "and to pursue programs that will ensure that the U.S. military will have access to space -- and space-based logistical support -- in any future conflict," Wortzel stated. His comments came after China early this year used a ground- based missile to demolish one of its own aging weather satellites, an impressive demonstration of anti-satellite capability, and also "painted" and temporarily disabled a U.S. military satellite with a ground-based laser. "Any military operations [that the People's Liberation Army (PLA) initiates] in space will be part of a more coordinated attack on an enemy's knowledge and command systems," Wortzel predicted. While the Chinese communist dictatorship is a secretive government that hides its intentions, Wortzel said much can be inferred from actions of the Asian giant. For example, China is laying the legalistic groundwork now for later military aggression in space, he stated. He argued that "the PLA and the Chinese Central Commission will likely justify any of its actions in advance by conducting what it calls 'legal warfare,'" Wortzel asserted. China on the one hand will play along and observe rules saying that space is a commons that should remain peaceful, without warfare. But as soon as China goes to war with another power such as the United States, then suddenly all bets are off, and China will ignore any rules. Wortzel predicted that in any conflict, "altitude limits on space control will be off." Just as China summarily claims jurisdiction over the de facto independent nation of Taiwan, so too China will claim that its sovereign territory extends upward without limit into outer space, rejecting any notion that satellites of other nations have a right to free, peaceful and unfettered passage over Sino territory, according to Worzel. "By observing the military capabilities China is acquiring and reading its literature, we know that China's leaders are preparing as though they might have to fight the United States," he reported. China also will attempt to play off views of some members of Congress and others in the United States that criticize any so- called weaponization of space, he stated. 

Old rules don’t apply—ASAT tests by both the US and China has ushered in a new era of space weaponization 

MacDonald 08—consultant on technology and national security policy management @ The Council on Foreign Relations, senior director for science and technology @ the National Security Council, Assistant Director of National Security @ the White House Office, BSE in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Public and International Affairs @ Princeton University [Bruce, the Council on Foreign Relations Special Report, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security,” September 2008, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, DavidK]
On January 11, 2007, China launched a missile into space, releasing a homing vehicle that destroyed an old Chinese weather satellite. The strategic reverberations of that collision have shaken up security thinking in the United States and around the world. This test demonstrated that, if it so chose, China could build a substantial number of these antisatellite weapons (ASAT) and thus might soon be able to destroy substantial numbers of U.S. satellites in low earth orbit (LEO), upon which the U.S. military heavily depends. On February 21, 2008, the United States launched a modified missile-defense interceptor, destroying a U.S. satellite carrying one thousand pounds of toxic fuel about to make an uncontrolled atmospheric reentry. Thus, within fourteen months, China and the United States both demonstrated the capability to destroy LEO satellites, heralding the arrival of an era where space is a potentially far more contested domain than in the past, with few rules.1 Having crossed a space Rubicon with their ASAT demonstrations, neither nation can un-invent these capabilities. 

Top Chinese military commanders call offensive militarization in space historically inevitable 

AFP 09 [Defense Talk.com, “China commander says space weapons inevitable,” November 3, 2009, http://www.defencetalk.com/china-commander-says-space-weapons-inevitable-22844/, DavidK]
Beijing: A top China air force commander has called the militarization of space an "historical inevitability", state media said Monday, marking an apparent shift in Beijing's opposition to weaponising outer space. In a wide-ranging interview in the People's Liberation Army (PLA) Daily, air force commander Xu Qiliang said it was imperative for the PLA air force to develop offensive and defensive operations in outer space. "As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space... this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back," Xu told the paper. "The PLA air force must establish in a timely manner the concepts of space security, space interests and space development. "We must build an outer space force that conforms with the needs of our nation's development (and) the demands of the development of the space age." Superiority in outer space can give a nation control over war zones both on land and at sea, while also offering a strategic advantage, Xu said, noting that such dominance was necessary to safeguard the nation. "Only power can protect peace," the 59-year-old commander said in the interview given to coincide with this month's 60th anniversary of the founding of the PLA air force.
China is developing BMD systems and challenging the U.S in space dominance 

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

According to the Defense Department, “China has the most active ballistic missile program in the world. It is developing and testing offensive missiles, forming additional missile units, qualitatively upgrading certain missile systems, and developing methods to counter ballistic missile defenses.” 46 PRC missile modernization efforts build upon current capabilities that encompass ballistic missiles able to target the United States as well as Japan and other regional U.S. allies. For example, China has over 46 Dong-feng 4, Dong-feng 5, and Dong-feng 31 intercontinental ballistic missiles, approximately 35 intermediate-range (Dong-feng 3, and Dong-feng 21) missiles, and hundreds of short-range rockets currently deployed. 47 Between 990 and 1,070 SRBMs are deployed opposite Taiwan, and the People’s Liberation Army is increasing this force by more than 100 missiles each year. 48 At the same time, China is in the midst of a massive, multi-year strategicmilitary modernization program, encompassing air power, naval, and land force capabilities, air defense, and electronic-, information- and space-warfare technologies. 49 As part of this effort, China is upgrading its existing ballistic missile arsenal. This includes the deployment of its Dong-feng 31 and Dong-feng 31A ICBMs with multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) warhead technology designed to defeat primitive anti-missile systems, priority solid-fuel propellant research intended to provide Beijing with immediate “launch on command” capabilities, and the transformation of its strategic offensive forces from large, stationary missiles to more versatile road- and rail-mobile variants. Notably, a successful flight test of China’s new submarine-launched version of the Dong-feng 31, the Julang 2, was conducted in June 2005. The Julang 2 has a range of up to 9,600 kilometers and, according to the U.S. Air Force’s National Air Intelligence Center, “will, for the first time, allow Chinese [missile submarines] to target portions of the United States from operating areas located near the Chinese coast.” These capabilities are even more troubling in light of remarks made by Chinese Major General Zhu Chenghu, who declared that nuclear weapons would have to be used if the United States intervened militarily in a conflict over Taiwan. In addition, China has also begun to undermine American space dominance and is developing asymmetrical options to exploit perceived U.S. vulnerabilities in space. These include a variety of space-denial capabilities, as well as space assets and launch systems that will significantly augment Beijing’s space operations. For example, in the wake of its successful October 2003 launch of the Shenzhou V spacecraft, China is developing advanced military capabilities as part of an exo-atmospheric “deterrent” force even while Beijing warns against any U.S. weaponization of space. In January 2007, China successfully destroyed a Chinese weather satellite using a direct-ascent, anti-satellite weapon, indicating its ability to attack satellites operating in low-earth orbit. Beyond the hit-to-kill technology demonstrated in this operation, the PRC is also developing technologies to “jam, blind, or otherwise disable satellites.” China has also developed a range of “nano-satellite” technologies for space warfare, apparently for the purpose of crippling American space assets. Other Chinese advances in space include the Ziyuan 1 and Ziyuan 2 remote-sensing satellites and the development, through a joint venture between China’s Tsinghua University and the United Kingdom’s University of Surrey, of a constellation of seven mini-satellites (weighing between 101 and 500 kilograms) with 50-meter-resolution remotesensing payloads. Furthermore, there is growing evidence that China is increasingly interested in developing an EMP capability, both as a theater weapon for use in a potential Taiwan conflict and as a strategic asset to counter the United States. Beijing’s space achievements also include the Shenzhou VII, the third Chinese manned spaceflight, together with China’s first spacewalk in September 2008. 57 In addition, China is working on in-orbit rendezvous and docking procedures (which also have direct applications for ASAT and space-denial missions), and exploring the prospects for a manned space station. The Shenzhou VII mission and spacewalk will provide China with docking techniques required for the construction of a space station that will reportedly be accomplished by joining two Shenzhou vehicles together. Moreover, the PRC has an elaborate lunar exploration program that includes an unmanned moon lander, a sample return mission, and an eventual human mission to the moon. For these missions, Beijing is developing a new Long March V booster. The timetables for the Chinese unmanned moon landing, a sample return mission, and a manned lunar mission are believed to be 2012, 2015, and 2017, respectively. China’s manned moon mission is approximately three years ahead of the U.S. target date for returning to the moon. Another extremely troubling development is the PRC’s increasing efforts in the realm of cyber warfare, particularly as a means to attack U.S. infrastructure, computers, and associated networks. Such asymmetrical efforts underscore Beijing’s understanding of the increasing role played in U.S. military operations by command, control, communication, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C 4 ISR) systems. The objective of the PRC is to establish electronic dominance early in any conflict scenario in order to disrupt and downgrade the utility of such assets, while simultaneously taking steps to ensure that an adversary cannot deny China access to its own information systems. The inescapable conclusion is that Chinese strategic force modernization, space denial and anti-access capabilities, and cyber warfare activities provide clear evidence of a strategy aimed at degrading the ability of the United States to project power and support its allies in the region and thus undermining the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent. To address these challenges, the United States must ensure that it remains the preeminent space power.
AT: NFU Blocks Use
China’s nuclear policy is irrelevant—it is likely that China would first strike in space.
MacDonald 08—consultant on technology and national security policy management @ The Council on Foreign Relations, senior director for science and technology @ the National Security Council, Assistant Director of National Security @ the White House Office, BSE in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Public and International Affairs @ Princeton University [Bruce, the Council on Foreign Relations Special Report, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security,” September 2008, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, DavidK]
It is unclear whether China’s offensive counterspace capabilities are intended for deterrence or as usable weapons of war, though deterrence is repeatedly discussed. As a possible precedent, China’s strategic nuclear policy has been one of minimum deterrence and declared “no first use.” The small Chinese nuclear force is not meant to wage war, but is capable of destroying a few cities, a capability that allows China to resist potential foreign coercion. However, space and nuclear deterrence are not the same. Because the effects are not as devastating as the detonation of a nuclear weapon, crossing the space weapons “threshold” is easier, especially if the effects are temporary. Some PLA writings suggest China is considering a “no first use” space weapons policy, though the lower level of destruction in space conflict makes it more likely China would preempt in space if it were advantageous to do so.

China Modernizing Now

China is modernizing its forces

Haddick 1/7, Robert, Managing Editor of the Small Wars Journal [“Gates China Syndrome” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/07/this_week_at_war_gates_china_syndrome?page=0,1] HURWITZ
For Gates, the U.S.-China military relationship benefits both sides and should logically be a high priority for both countries. Unfortunately, Chinese behavior on this issue does not support that view. In recent years, China has viewed Gates's desire for the relationship as mostly a U.S. interest, which Beijing has alternately granted and then withdrawn as a bargaining chip. The most recent such power play occurred a year ago after the Obama administration approved a weapon sale package to Taiwan. After much pleading from Gates in 2010, Beijing agreed to restart the meetings. With the Chinese having broken off the relationship in the past, another flare-up seems likely to cause a new shutdown in the channel. It seems clear that Gates and his Chinese counterparts assign different values to the military-to-military relationship. If the United States is to avoid an arms race with China, it may need a different approach than merely assuming that the Chinese also want to avoid that race. Chinese policymakers may have concluded that the coming decade is no time for China to restrain its military production. Important new Chinese systems such as an anti-ship ballistic missile, a fifth-generation stealth fighter, new submarine models, and an aircraft carrier are completing their research and development phases. By contrast, the U.S. government is under severe financial strain and will have to impose more cuts in weapons procurement. It did not help Gates's negotiating leverage when, just prior to his departure for Beijing, photographs of tests of China's new stealth fighter appeared in the media and Adm. Robert Willard, Gates's commander in the Pacific, announced that China's medium range anti-ship ballistic missile -- the so-called "aircraft carrier killer" -- had achieved "initial operational capability." Gates, by contrast, held a press conference at the Pentagon three days before his departure to Beijing where he announced more spending cuts. 

Chinese military is exerting increasing control – threatens relations

Thomson 1/17, Drew, director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center [“Hu’s Really in Control in China?” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/17/hu_s_really_in_control_in_china?page=full] HURWITZ

But the PLA's reluctance to engage the United States mocks the rest of the bilateral relationship. Gates's visit to Beijing was squeezed into the calendar ahead of Hu's visit to Washington, ostensibly to help ensure the success of Hu's state visit. Although the PLA carried out its orders and received Gates, the Chinese military's lack of enthusiasm was apparent in the lack of progress in restarting the relationship. Gates had invited various PLA generals to visit the United States and proposed establishing a "2+2" dialogue mechanism -- pairing civil and military counterparts at the same meeting -- replicating a model that has proved effective with Japan and South Korea. The PLA, unfortunately, received these proposals tepidly, only agreeing to consider them, rather than accepting them outright. 

In this complex environment, Hu's visit to Washington is an opportunity to reinforce the importance of dialogue and engagement, made all the more important following Gates's uncomfortable meetings in Beijing. But President Barack Obama should be cautious that, when it comes to Beijing, he may no longer be dealing with an executive in full control of all sectors of his government. Indeed, the Chinese have many ways -- and perhaps now many stakeholders who know how -- to say "no" without using the term. 

China Expanding Navy Now
China dramatically expanding its naval power. 

Glosney and Saunders 10, Michael, instructor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School and was China Security Fellow at the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Phillip, Distinguished Research Fellow and Director of Studies for the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

First, Ross overlooks recent changes in China's threat environment. Continental concerns were dominant during most of China's history and did constrain naval development, leading China to adopt an approach of "attach[ing] importance to land and treat[ing] the sea as unimportant" (zhongluqinghai). 2 Recent improvements in China's continental threat environment, however, have reduced constraints on its ability to develop sea power. These constraints should be determined empirically, not assumed based on geography (p. 48). Virtually all Chinese and U.S. analysts agree that China's continental threat environment has improved dramatically. In the mid-1980s, Chinese leaders shifted the focus of China's "military strategic guidelines" (junshi zhanluie fangzhen) from the Soviet Union to broader regional threats, placing greater importance on the sea. 3 In the post-Cold War era, China solved all of its land border disputes except those with Bhutan and India, and it stabilized relations with continental neighbors through confidence-building measures, strategic partnerships, and regional organizations. 5 According to two Chinese experts, "The security environment on China's northwest and southwest land border is the best since 1949 and maybe even the best in China's history," providing China the opportunity to "concentrate its resources on developing sea power." 6 In addition to downplaying these improvements, Ross exaggerates future threats to China and overstates the cost of internal security missions. He cites "revived Russian ground forces," "[the danger India could present to China] if India should stabilize its conflict with Pakistan," and a "united Korea" as potential threats (p. 55). These may become challenges in the long term, but China would have time to adjust. Moreover, although the People's Liberation Army (PLA) plays a role in frontier defense, internal security, and other domestic missions,  it serves as the "last line of defense" with much less expensive security forces bearing primary responsibility. 8 As continental pressures on China have diminished, strategic pressures from the sea have become more salient. In addition to Taiwan independence, China's greatest perceived security threats come from the naval and air forces of the United States and its allies. China has maritime disputes with several neighboring countries, most notably in the East China Sea and South China Sea. Even Ye Zicheng, whom Ross cites as an advocate of China's continental orientation, has observed that "currently, the main threats to China's national security are from a maritime direction." 10

China will expand – economic interests

Glosney and Saunders 10, Michael, instructor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School and was China Security Fellow at the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Phillip, Distinguished Research Fellow and Director of Studies for the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Second, Ross adopts a narrow conception of China's national interests that minimizes the impact of China's integration into the world economy and the expansion of its national interests. Fundamental changes in the structure of the Chinese economy have made maritime interests much more important for China's development and for regime survival. 11 China is now the world's largest exporter and third largest importer (behind the United States and Germany). Its trade dependence almost doubled in the last decade (from 40 percent in 2000 to 73 percent during the 2006-08 period), giving China the second largest ratio of international trade to gross domestic product in the world. Some 80-90 percent of this trade is carried by ship. 13 In his brief discussion of economics, Ross understates China's dependence on overseas oil and dismisses the importance of seaborne energy imports. Although imported oil represents only 10 percent of China's total energy consumption, its transportation and some industrial sectors are completely dependent on it. China's growing demand for energy is projected to increase the country's dependence on imported oil from approximately 50 percent today to 75 percent by 2030. 14 Ross suggests that an "increasing share" of China's imported oil will come from overland sources, but 86 percent of its oil imports currently arrive by ship. 15 In 2007 China also became a net importer of gas. Projected growth in China's overall gas demand will also increase its dependence on imported gas, much of which will be carried by liquefied natural gas tankers. 16 Ross suggests that only extremist naval nationalists view China's national interests as expanding. Yet Chinese leaders and researchers regularly acknowledge the growing importance of "overseas interests" (haiwai liyi) as a result of increases in trade, overseas investment, Chinese companies "going out" (zouchuqu), and Chinese citizens living abroad. 17 These issues have become an important focus of official meetings on China's foreign affairs. Moreover, expanding the focus from national security to regime security highlights the connection that Chinese leaders see between continued economic growth and regime survival. Most recent geopolitical analyses by Chinese military officers and civilian strategists explicitly take these changes into account. These experts, as a result, often refer to China as both a land power and a sea power. Other characterizations include "land-sea hybrid country" (luhai fuhe guojia), "nation of both sea and land" (hailu jianbei guojia), and "continental and coastal country" (dalu binhai guojia). 18

China is expanding naval power to confront regional threats—not the US
Glosney and Saunders 10, Michael, instructor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School and was China Security Fellow at the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Phillip, Distinguished Research Fellow and Director of Studies for the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Ross characterizes a Chinese decision to develop aircraft carriers as a transition to a "carrier-centered navy" (pp. 61, 80). We believe that the PLAN is much more likely to develop a limited power-projection capability that increases China's ability to defend regional interests in contingencies not involving the United States, to protect expanding overseas interests, to perform nontraditional missions, to conduct military diplomacy, to demonstrate international responsibility, and to increase China's prestige. Such a limited power-projection force is unlikely to include more than a few aircraft carriers or to be organized into carrier strike groups challenging the U.S. Navy for control of the sea. Ross's focus on a "carrier-centered navy" and defining the utility of naval forces in terms of challenging the U.S. Navy leads him to dismiss such rationales. Chinese authors make a number of arguments consistent with this kind of limited power-projection force. They not only cite the maritime threats discussed above but also point to new demands on the PLA to protect China's expanding overseas interests. Hu Jintao's 2004 "New Historic Missions" (xin de lishi shiming) and increasing emphasis on "nonwar military operations" (feizhanzheng junshi xingdong) directed the PLA to undertake a range of nontraditional security operations. These new missions and tasks require new capabilities, including some power-projection capabilities. 27

***Deterrence/Realism
Space Deterrence True

Space dominance effectively deters by protecting capabilities and preventing adversaries from developing equivalent tech

Fox, 8 – Lieutenant, US Air Force (Scott M., “ DETERRING AND DISSUADING IN SPACE: A SYSTEMS APPROACH,” Strategy Research Project, pdf)

Ignoring the obvious role of defeating an adversary once deterrence has failed, what is the role of space control operations in the areas of deterrence and dissuasion as defined earlier? The defensive capabilities and operations that protect our space systems and capabilities combined with offensive capabilities to prevent a potential adversary from benefiting from those same types of capabilities may ultimately dissuade that state- or non-state actor from acquiring or developing the capabilities necessary to challenge and threaten our vital space capabilities. Additionally, given the changes to the concept of deterrence set forth in the 2006 NSS, both offensive and defensive space control operations can apply to a policy designed to deter an adversary from challenging our space capabilities. Protection, prevention, and negation capabilities all provide a piece of that “credible threat” necessary to deny benefits and impose costs while encouraging restraint by convincing the potential adversary that restraint will result in an acceptable outcome. Determining that space control operations play a role in both deterrence and dissuasion, however, is not end of the process. Identifying where space control efforts should focus in order to deter or dissuade and recognizing the potential for second- and third-order effects are really the goal and a systems approach to that analysis provides a solid framework for that analysis.

The real possibility of space warfare makes deterrent strategies vital and effective

Chilton & Weaver, 9 – commander, US strategic command Offutt, AFB, commander, Air Force Space Command; senior advisor for Strategy and Plans in the USSTRATCOM J5 (Spring,  Kevin and Greg, “Waging Deterrence in the Twenty-First Century,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, pdf)

The importance of military space capabilities to the effective functioning of modern armed forces will continue to increase throughout the twenty-first century. The development of counterspace capabilities is already underway in several nations, making active warfare in the space domain a real possibility. Deterring attacks on US and allied space assets poses several important challenges. First, we must act overtly and consistently to convince competitors that they will reap little benefit from conducting space attacks against us or our allies. Those who might contemplate such attacks in a future conflict need to understand three things: their efforts to deny us access to our military space assets will likely fail, our military forces are ready and able to fight effectively and decisively without such access if necessary, and we possess the means and the will to ensure that they would pay a price incommensurate with any benefit they seek to attain through such attacks. As made clear above, the threat of cost imposition is an important aspect of American space deterrence strategy. Our threatened responses to an attack on our space assets need not be limited to a response in kind. Our competitors must clearly understand that we consider our space assets as sovereign and important to our national security interests. Furthermore, the importance of maintaining space as a safe and secure global commons to all nations’ future economic development may result in the United States treating the initiation of counterspace activities by a foreign power as a significant escalation of a future conflict. Regardless of our initial level of national interest in a given conflict, such an escalation could dramatically increase the US stake in the outcome. Our increased stake could alter our willing­ ness to escalate the scope and level of violence of our military operations. In other words, an attack on US space assets as part of a regional conflict might be viewed as more than a regional issue by the United States and, therefore, elicit an escalated response. 

Deterrence theory has been rigorously tested – applying it in the 21st century is key to avert disaster

Chilton & Weaver, 9 – commander, US strategic command Offutt, AFB, commander, Air Force Space Command; senior advisor for Strategy and Plans in the USSTRATCOM J5 (Spring,  Kevin and Greg, “Waging Deterrence in the Twenty-First Century,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, pdf)

Deterrence was an essential element of national security practice long before the Cold War and the introduction of nuclear arsenals into inter­ national affairs. For millennia, states have sought to convince one another that going to war with them was ill advised and counterproductive, and they sometimes responded to deterrence failures in a manner intended to send powerful deterrence messages to others in order to reestablish and enhance deterrence in the future. The advent of nuclear weapons did change the way states viewed warfare, however. The avoidance of nuclear war—or for that matter, conventional war on the scale of World War I or World War II—rather than its successful prosecution became the military’s highest priority. This spurred a tremendous flurry of intellectual activity in the 1950s and 1960s that sought to develop a fully thought-out theory of deterrence as well as a massive national effort to put that theory into practice to deter (and contain) the Soviet Union. Just as the beginning of the Cold War did not create the utility of deterrence as an element of national security strategy, the end of the Cold War did not eliminate it. As we move forward into the twenty-first century, it will be to the United States’ advantage to lay the groundwork necessary to ensure that its deterrence strategies and activities are effective in the future. The concept of deterrence is sound, and we have the means necessary to implement it against the full range of threats that are reasonably susceptible to deterrence. The challenge that remains before us is to allocate the resources and create the processes necessary to proactively and successfully “wage deterrence” in the twenty-first century. It is a task that is nonpartisan in nature—one that can be sustained over the years through the commitment of the highest levels of our government.
Years of rigorous scholarship and testing prove deterrence’s empirical validity

Signorino & Tarar, 4 – Associated prof of political science at the University of Rochester, director, theory and statistics research lab; Associate prof of political science at Texas A&M ((3/29, Curtis S. Signorino,; Ahmer Tarar, “A Unified Theory and Test of Extended Immediate Deterrence,” http://www.wprod.rochester.edu/college/psc/signorino/research/SignorinoTarar2006_AJPS.pdf)

What factors affect deterrence success or failure? The deterrence literature is one of the most exhaustive in international relations, and the logic of deterrence has been extensively studied within both government and academia by scholars from a variety of disciplines. Scholars have investigated the impact of conventional and nuclear balance of forces, interests at stake, reputation from past crises, crisis bargaining strategies, military alliances, geographic contiguity, degree of uncertainty, international system structure, and domestic politics (Alexandroff and Rosencrance 1977; Betts 1985, 1987; Fearon 1994a; George and Smoke 1974; Hopf 1994; Huth 1988, 1990; Huth and Russett 1984, 1993; Huth, Gelpi, and Bennett 1993; Langlois 1991; Mearsheimer 1983; Mueller 1989; Paul 1995; Waltz 1981, 1990; Weber 1990).1 The logic of deterrence is continuously put under the microscope of rigorous empirical testing, and subsequently refined. It is no wonder, then, that even the informal rational deterrence literature tends to be transparent in its logic, with much attention paid to the sequencing of moves and to the incentives and expected behavior of other states (see, for example, George and Smoke 1974, 101-3). 

Space Realism True

XYZ

Space is NOT a blank canvas—it is entwined with terrestrial politics for decades. 
Sheehan, 7 - Professor of International Relations, University of Swansea. He has taught courses on the international politics of space for the past twenty years, and is the author of numerous books including: International Security: An Analytical Survey; National and International Security; The Balance of Power: History and Theory (also published by Routledge); Arms Control: Theory and Practice; and The Arms Race (Michael, “The International Politics of Space,” Routledge, pdf)

Nor should the military signiﬁcance of the exploitation of space be underestimated. Clausewitz famously declared that war is ‘a continuation of politics with an admixture of other means’. So too is the exploration and utilisation of outer space. There have been times in the past 50 years when public perceptions of space have seemed to contrast a pristine idealism of space exploration represented by agencies like NASA and ESA, with the sordid programmes of the armed forces, determined to sully the celestial realm with their efforts at the ‘militarisation’ of space. This is a misleading perspective. Space has always been militarised. Military considerations were at the heart of the original efforts to enter space and have remained so to the present day. Efforts to turn space into an entirely non-militarised ‘sanctuary’ may be commendable, but if they were achieved, they would not be a successful defence of space from the looming threat posed by militarisation. Rather they would represent a dramatic reversal of policy, the recreation of the human realm of outer space in a form that has never in fact existed since the dawn of the space age. Space and politics are, and always have been, inseparably interlinked. The central driving force for all space programmes has been political objectives. Space programmes have reﬂected and implemented the prevailing national and international ideologies of the time, whether they be power politics, communist internationalism, European integration, national self determination or anything else. Space policy cannot be divorced from politics and never has been. In 1972, as the United States prepared to send Apollo 17, the last manned mission to the Moon, the Black September group, who were responsible for the Munich Olympics massacre in the same year, threatened to sabotage the launch.

Realism means space weaponization is inevitable – criticisms of hegemony result in inaction and nuclear war. It is better to overact than under respond.
Cooper 9 – Analyst Assistant at National Research Council (Brent, “Lost in Space: A Realist and Marxist Analysis of US Space Militarization”, http://www.scribd.com/doc/38214957/Lost-in-Space-A-Realist-and-Marxist-Analysis-of-US-Space-Militarization//ts)
In international relations, neorealism asserts that states seek a power balance that maximizes their security. The weaponization of space is most often viewed as the logical extension of the military sphere in order to protect national security interest. Under classical realism however, power is the goal of states. Leaders are also presumed to have a dominant role in state policy, contrasted with states as the primary actors in neorealism. In 1961, Lyndon B. Johnson famously said “control of space means control of the world.” This was not a proposition for world domination though; rather it can be analyzed more accurately through the neorealist lens that perceived Soviet space secrecy and imperialist ambitions as a threat to the United States. As Kenneth Waltz states, neorealism includes the notion of realpolitik but only insofar as states seek a reasonable amount of power to ensure security. Furthermore, in an anarchic world, states must provide for their own security. It is therefore the prerogative of the U.S as world superpower and provider of global public goods to maximize its own power as its pertains to security. The current reservations of the U.S to embrace space weaponization fully can be explained by the neorealist notion of balance of power. As Waltz explains, states will try to gain an advantage without provoking other states into action. NMD proponents are pushing the limits of militarization of enemies and allies alike are responding. The potential ‘security dilemma’ that ensues is a flaw in this philosophy that critics point out and neorealists concede. Evidence of a potential new arms race can be seen by taking a look at China. In the book Space: The Frontiers of Modern Defense, Indian author K.K Nair explains how the space mission of China’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA) entails two aspects: information support, and a battlefield aspect which corresponds to the US’ ‘counter-space operations.’ Neorealists also contend that economic power can easily be transformed into a military power through fungibility. Thus, regardless of wheether or not China’s motives are economic or security based, it seems the US is not willing to take the chance of allowing China to rival the US in military supremacy. The US- China Economic and Security Review Commission produced a report in 2006 that affirmed that China is pursuing anti-satellite weaponry. The commission chairman, Larry Wortzel, Boldly states that “there’s no doubt the Chinese will put weapons into space” with the intent of destroying US logistics and communications satellites. This explicit statement of the perceived threat lends heavily to the nerorealist explanation of China’s (and other’s) military ambitions as a threat to the US security and interests. Neorealists are preoccupied with potential threats and the zero-sum nature of the international system. For the reasons of China’s economic growth, as well as its states space aspirations, neorealists would predict the US to react by strengthening its space-based defenses. A group of neoconservative missile defense proponents, led by Donald Rumsfeld, have been painting China as a threat since the mid 1990’s. A specific example of the nerorealist paranoia feulling the weapons in space regime is given by erroneous allegations that were made by The NY Times in 1998 regarding the sale of US satellite secrets to China. Once this fear was reified it irrevocably “changes the xisting satellite export paradigm,” writes Joan Johnson- Freese in Space as a Strategic Asset. Under reoralism, this suspicion of other states encourages alliance behavior between states with mutual military interests. Thus, the pressure exerted on Canada by the US to subscribe to a broad missile defense program reflects this. However, Canada has remained steadfast in the face of threat claims by the US and therefore neorealism as a policy is stopped at the US border, so to speak. However, Canada may also have other motives in this area. Foreign policy of the US (and Canada alike) can often be ascribed to many notable think tanks. A pro-NMD 'documentary' was recently released by the conservative D.C.-based think tank The Heritage Foundation. The propagandists trailer is replete with all the glamour of a Hollywood action movie featuring stereotypical Islamic terrorists and ominous music with glorified military special effects. This is a perfect example of what Maj Howard D. Belote, USAF, is referring to when comments that the participants in the Air Force's space weaponization debate tend to "ignore context and lapse into zealotry."21 It is important to note that the Foundation was a leader in the conservative movement during Ronald Reagan's presidency and influenced the SDI program.22 The documentary, titled 33 Minutes: Protecting America in the New Missile Age and released in March 2009, is more easily interpreted from a classical perspective as it assumes that states seek power and that aggression is natural. The website states that "We need to overcome the complacency of politicians, the spurious arguments of academics, and the narrow minded interests of government in order to defend Americans from this potential nuclear holocaust."23 To this effect, neorealists like Waltz contend that overreaction is better than miscalculation because at worst overreaction results in increased superfluous defense spending and perhaps some limited warfare, where as miscalculation can result in considerable strategic losses or direct conflict2" That is good news for the defense contractors though. Neorealists recognize the vital role military technology plays25 but simply neglect the role that corporations play in the space weaponization process. This leads us to a Marxist analysis of the space weaponization regime.

Realism is true in space – empirics prove

Sheehan, 7 - Professor of International Relations, University of Swansea. He has taught courses on the international politics of space for the past twenty years, and is the author of numerous books including: International Security: An Analytical Survey; National and International Security; The Balance of Power: History and Theory (also published by Routledge); Arms Control: Theory and Practice; and The Arms Race (Michael, “The International Politics of Space,” Routledge, pdf)

As with the skies in the early twentieth century, space evolved from being seen simply as an environment in which the use of force on the ground might be aided, to a dimension in which combat would take place, as each side sought to exploit the military use of space, and deny its use to the enemy. The logic of the inevitability of such developments is in line with the realist approach to international relations, and it is similarly a self-fulfilling prophecy to the extent that states act as if it was true. Neorealism can also be felt to be validated by the convergence in goals that has occurred over the same period. By the mid-1980s the various space programmes had obvious similarities, but also important differences. A key feature of the neorealist explanation of international relations is the argument that the security dilemma compels states to behave in essentially similar ways if they are to survive and prosper. The constraints of the system drive states to become functionally alike in the security realm. There is evidence to support this claim in the evolution of several space programmes in the past three decades. The programmes of Japan and the European Space Agency, for example, originally had no military dimension, while those of China and India lacked a manned presence in space, nor did any of these national and international programmes seem to feel that these absences constituted a signifi cant weakness. In the past two decades, however, the various programmes have become increasingly similar in terms of their content and objectives. Europe and Japan have now added a military dimension, while China has acquired a manned programme and India has announced its intention to do so. These developments appear to validate the neorealist argument that states in the international system differ in capability, but exhibit a similarity in objectives and process, and indeed are obliged to do so by the nature of the system.25 Neorealists like Waltz argue that states are obliged to be functionally alike, that they tend to operate with a similar range of instruments and to use them in remarkably similar ways, constrained only by the comparative resources available to them. 

Generic Deterrence True

Deterrence is not a self-fulfilling prophecy—it creates huge incentives for collective security.  
Lupovici, 8 – Post-Doctoral Fellow @ Munk Centre for International Studies, University of Toronto (Amir, “Why the Cold War Practices of Deterrence are Still Prevalent: Physical Security, Ontological Security and Strategic Discourse,” http://www.cpsa-acsp.ca/papers-2008/Lupovici.pdf )

 Since deterrence can become part of the actors’ identity, it is also involved in the actors’ will to achieve ontological security, securing the actors’ identity and routines. As McSweeney explains, ontological security is “the acquisition of confidence in the routines of daily life—the essential predictability of interaction through which we feel confident in knowing what is going on and that we have the practical skill to go on in this context.” These routines become part of the social structure that enables and constrains the actors’ possibilities (McSweeney, 1999: 50-1, 154-5; Wendt, 1999: 131, 229-30). Thus, through the emergence of the deterrence norm and the construction of deterrence identities, the actors create an intersubjective context and intersubjective understandings that in turn affect their interests and routines. In this context, deterrence strategy and deterrence practices are better understood by the actors, and therefore the continuous avoidance of violence is more easily achieved. Furthermore, within such a context of deterrence relations, rationality is (re)defined, clarifying the appropriate practices for a rational actor, and this, in turn, reproduces this context and the actors’ identities. 

Therefore, the internalization of deterrence ideas helps to explain how actors may create more cooperative practices and break away from the spiral of hostility that is forced and maintained by the identities that are attached to the security dilemma, and which lead to mutual perception of the other as an aggressive enemy. As Wendt for example suggests, in situations where states are restrained from using violence—such as MAD (mutual assured destruction)—states not only avoid violence, but “ironically, may be willing to trust each other enough to take on collective identity”. In such cases if actors believe that others have no desire to engulf them, then it will be easier to trust them and to identify with their own needs (Wendt, 1999: 358-9). In this respect, the norm of deterrence, the trust that is being built between the opponents, and the (mutual) constitution of their role identities may all lead to the creation of long term influences that preserve the practices of deterrence as well as the avoidance of violence. Since a basic level of trust is needed to attain ontological security, 21 the existence of it may further strengthen the practices of deterrence and the actors’ identities of deterrer and deterred actors. 
In this respect, I argue that for the reasons mentioned earlier, the practices of deterrence should be understood as providing both physical and ontological security, thus refuting that there is necessarily tension between them. Exactly for this reason I argue that Rasmussen’s (2002: 331-2) assertion—according to which MAD was about enhancing ontological over physical security—is only partly correct. Certainly, MAD should be understood as providing ontological security; but it also allowed for physical security, since, compared to previous strategies and doctrines, it was all about decreasing the physical threat of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, the ability to increase one dimension of security helped to enhance the other, since it strengthened the actors’ identities and created more stable expectations of avoiding violence.

Deterrence is empirically successful at checking wars
Moore, 4 – Director of the  Center for Security Law at the University of Virginia, Honorary Editor of the American Journal of International Law (John Norton, “Solving the War Puzzle: Beyond the Democratic Peace,” page 27-31)
As so broadly conceived, there is strong evidence that deterrence, that is, the effect of external factors on the decision to go to war, is the missing link in the war/peace equation. In my War/Peace Seminar, I have undertaken to examine the level of deterrence before the principal wars of the twentieth century.10 This examination has led me to believe that in every case the potential aggressor made a rational calculation that the war would be won, and won promptly.11 In fact, the longest period of time calculated for victory through conventional attack seems to be the roughly six reeks predicted by the German General Staff as the time necessary ) prevail on the Western front in World War I under the Schlieffen Plan. Hitler believed in his attack on Poland that Britain and France could not take the occasion to go to war with him. And he believed his 1941 Operation Barbarossa against the Soviet Union that “[w]e have only to kick in the door and the whole rotten structure will come crashing down."12 In contrast, following Hermann Goering's failure to obtain air superiority in the Battle of Britain, Hitler called off the invasion of Britain and shifted strategy to the nighttime bombing of population centers, which became known as the Blitz, in a mistaken effort to compel Britain to sue for peace. Calculations in the North Korean attackon South Korea and Hussein’s attack on Kuwait were that the operations would be completed in a matter of days. Indeed, virtually all principal wars in the twentieth century, at least those involving conventional invasion, were preceded by what I refer to as a "double deterrence absence." That is, the potential aggressor believed that they had the military force in place to prevail promptly and that nations that might have the military or diplomatic power to prevent this were not dined to intervene.  This analysis has also shown that many of the perceptions we have about the origins of particular wars are flatly wrong. Anyone who seriously believes that World War I was begun by competing alliances drawing tighter should examine the al historical record of British unwillingness to enter a clear military alliance with the French or to so inform the Kaiser! Indeed, this pre-World War I absence of effective alliance and resultant war contrasts sharply with the laterrobust NATO alliance and absence of World War III.14

Considerable other evidence seems to support this historical analysis as to the importance of deterrence. Of particular note, Yale Professor Donald Kagan, a preeminent United States historian who has long taught a seminar on war, published in 1995 a superb book On the Origins of War and the Preservation of Peace.15 In this book he conducts a detailed examination of the Peloponnesian War, World War I, Hannibal's War, and World War II, among other case studies. A careful reading of these studies suggests that each war could have been prevented by achievable deterrence and that each occurred in the absence of such deterrence.16 Game theory seems to offer yet further support for the proposition that appropriate deterrence can prevent war. For example, Robert Axelrod's famous 1980s experiment in an iterated prisoner's dilemma,

which is a reasonably close proxy for many conflict settings in international relations, repeatedly showed the effectiveness of a simple tit for tat strategy.17Such a strategy is at core simply a basic deterrent strategy of influencing behavior through incentives. Similarly, much of thegame-theoretic work on crisis bargaining (and danger of asymmetric information) in relation to war and the democratic peace assumes the importance of deterrence through communication of incentives.18 The well-known correlation between war and territorial contiguity seems also to underscore the importance of deterrence and is likely principally a proxy for levels of perceived profit and military achievability of aggression in many such settings.
It should further be noted that the democratic peace is not the only significant correlation with respect to war and peace, although it seems to be the most robust. Professors Russett and Oneal, in recently exploring the other elements of the Kantian proposal for "Perpetual Peace," have also shown a strong and statistically significant correlation between economically important bilateral trade between two nations and a reduction in the risk of war between them. Contrary to the arguments of "dependency theorists," such economically important trade seems to reduce the risk of war regardless of the size relationship or asymmetry in the trade balance between the two states. In addition, there is a statistically significant association between economic openness generally and reduction in the risk of war, although this association is not as strong as the effect of an economically important bilateral trade relationship.° Russett and Oneal also show a modest independent correlation between reduction in the risk of war and higher levels of common membership in international organizations.20 And they show that a large imbalance of power between two states significantly lessens the risk of major war between them.21 All of these empirical findings about war also seem to directly reflect incentives; that is, a higher level of trade would, if foregone in war, impose higher costs in the aggregate than without such trade,22 though we know that not all wars terminate trade. Moreover, with respect to trade, a, classic study, Economic Interdependence and War, suggests that the historic record shows that it is not simply aggregate levels of bilateral trade that matters, but expectations as to the level of trade into the future.23 This directly implicates expectations of the war decision maker as does incentive theory, and it importantly adds to the general finding about trade and war that even with existing high levels of bilateral trade, changing expectations from trade sanctions or other factors affecting the flow of trade can directly affect incentives and influence for or against war. A large imbalance of power in a relationship rather obviously impacts deterrence and incentives. Similarly, one might incur higher costs with high levels of common membership in international organizations through foregoing some of the heightened benefits of such participation or otherwise being presented with different options through the actions or effects of such organizations.
These external deterrence elements may also be yet another reason why democracies have a lower risk of war with one another. For their freer markets, trade, commerce, and international engagement may place them in a position where their generally higher level of interaction means that aggression will incur substantial opportunity costs. Thus, the "mechanism" of the democratic peace may be an aggregate of factors affecting incentives, both external as well as internal factors. Because of the underlying truth in the relationship between higher levels of trade and lower levels of war, it is not surprising that theorists throughout human history, including Baron de Montesquieu in 1748, Thomas Paine in 1792, John Stuart Mill in 1848, and, most recently, the founders of the European Union, have argued that increasing commerce and interactions among nations would end war. Though by themselves these arguments have been overoptimistic, it may well be that some level of "globalization" may make the costs of war and the gains of peace so high as to powerfully predispose to peace. Indeed, a 1989 book by John Mueller, Retreat From Doomsday,24 postulates the obsolescence of major war between developed nations (at least those nations within the "first and second worlds") as they become increasingly conscious of the rising costs of war and the rising gains of peace.
In assessing levels of democracy, there are indexes readily available, for example, the Polity III25 and Freedom House 26 indexes. I am unaware of any comparable index with respect to levels of deterrence that might be used to test the importance of deterrence in war avoidance?' Absent such an accepted index, discussion about the importance of deterrence is subject to the skeptical observation that one simply defines effective deterrence by whether a war did or did not occur. In order to begin to deal with this objection and encourage a more objective methodology for assessing deterrence, I encouraged a project to seek to develop a rough but objective measure of deterrence with a scale from minus ten to plus ten based on a large variety of contextual features that would be given relative weighting in a complex deterrence equation before applying the scaling to different war and nonwar settings.28 On the disincentive side of the scale, the methodology used a weighted calculation of local deterrence, including the chance to prevent a short- and intermediate-term military victory, and economic and political disincentives; extended deterrence with these same elements; and contextual communication and credibility multipliers. On the incentive side of the scale, the methodology also used a weighted calculation of perceived military, economic, and political benefits. The scales were then combined into an overall deterrence score, including, an estimate for any effect of prospect theory where applicable.2 This innovative first effort uniformly showed high deterrence scores in settings where war did not, in fact, occur. Deterring a Soviet first strike in the Cuban Missile Crisis produced a score of +8.5 and preventing a Soviet attack against NATO produced a score of +6. War settings, however, produced scores ranging from -2.29 (Saddam Hussein's decision to invade Kuwait in the Gulf War), -2.18 (North Korea's decision to invade South Korea in the Korean War), -1.85 (Hitler's decision to invade Poland in World War II), -1.54 (North Vietnam's decision to invade South Vietnam following the Paris Accords), -0.65 (Milosevic's decision to defy NATO in Kosovo), +0.5 (the Japanese decision to attack Pearl Harbor), +1.25 (the Austrian decision, egged on by Germany, to attack Serbia, which was the real beginning of World War I), to +1.75 (the German decision to invade Belgium and France in World War I). As a further effort at scaling and as a point of comparison, I undertook to simply provide an impressionistic rating based on my study of each pre-crisis setting. That produced high positive scores of +9 for both deterring a Soviet first strike during the Cuban Missile Crisis and NATO's deterrence of a Warsaw Pact attack and even lower scores than the more objective effort in settings where wars had occurred. Thus, I scored North Vietnam's decision to invade South Vietnam following the Paris Accords and the German decision to invade Poland at the beginning of World War II as -6; the North Korean/Stalin decision to invade South Korea in the Korean War as -5; the Iraqi decision to invade the State of Kuwait as -4; Milosevic's decision to defy NATO in Kosovo and the German decision to invade Belgium and France in World War I as -2; and the Austrian decision to attack Serbia and the Japanese decision to attack Pearl Harbor as -1. Certainly even knowledgeable experts would be likely to differ in their impressionistic scores on such pre-crisis settings, and the effort at a more objective methodology for scoring deterrence leaves much to be desired. Nevertheless, both exercises did seem to suggest that deterrence matters and that high levels of deterrence can prevent future war.

Following up on this initial effort to produce a more objective measure of deterrence, two years later I encouraged another project to undertake the same effort, building on what had been learned in the first iteration. The result was a second project that developed a modified scoring system, also incorporating local deterrence, extended deterrence, and communication of intent and credibility multipliers on one side of a scale, and weighing these factors against a potential aggressor's overall subjective incentives for action on the other side of the scale.3° The result, with a potential range of -5.5 to +10, produced no score higher than +2.5 for eighteen major wars studied between 1939 and the 1990 Gulf War.31 Twelve of the eighteen wars produced a score of zero or below, with the 1950-53 Korean War at -3.94, the 1965-75 Vietnam War at -0.25, the 1980-88 Iran-Iraq War at -1.53, and the 1990-91 Gulf War at -3.83. The study concluded that in more than fifty years of conflict there was "no situation in which a regime elite/decision making body subjectively faced substantial disincentives to aggressive military action and yet attacked."32

Alt. to Deterrence Worse

The K paves the way for the violent militarization of all realms of society – deterrence solves 

Long, 8 – PhD from MIT, Assistant Professor, Columbia School of International and Public Affairs, previously worked as an associate political scientist for the RAND Corporation, serving in Iraq as an analyst and advisor to the Multinational Force Iraq and the U.S. military (Austin, “DETERRENCE: From Cold War to Long War,” RAND, http://stopnwo.com/docs2/long-austin_rand_deterrence_from_cold_war_to_long_war.pdf)

Even as Iraq and Afghanistan strain the U.S. military, other potential threats remain on the horizon. The choice is therefore likely to be between massive expansion of the U.S. military, with all the costs that would entail, or of relying on some combination of deterrence and reliance on proxies to deal with a substantial portion of these threats. For the reasons noted earlier, that massive expansion of the U.S. military proved fleeting during the Korean War, it seems unlikely to happen now or in the near future absent a catastrophic shock, such as a nuclear attack on the United States. This leaves deterrence as the only option for many future threats.

Even if expansion of the national-security apparatus were possible, it is not necessarily a good idea. The United States may well find itself in the position of “self-inflicted competitive strategy.” This is the situ- ation Schelling described and on which Marshall elaborated, in which adversaries can counter—with less—every dollar spent on national security, leading to quickly declining marginal returns. While it is too early to really talk of “the costs of American empire,” continued expansion of national-security ends and means may change the situation. In some cases, the vast resources of the United States may make such self- inflicted competitive strategy worthwhile, but these situations must be carefully evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

National missile defense is an example of such a self-inflicted competitive strategy, costing far more to counter missiles than it does to develop and produce them. Nonetheless, it is possible to argue that a limited defense is worthwhile, given the potential consequences of a WMD attack. However, great care should be taken in evaluating how much should be spent on such endeavors.

Finally, as during the Cold War, the drive to expand the power of the national-security apparatus can be corrosive to U.S. society. It can lead to abridgement of freedoms, the alteration of the economy, and a host of other such unintended consequences. RAND terrorism ana- lyst Brian Jenkins has eloquently noted that excessive concern about national security “can turn us into a herd cowering before imagined horrors, vulnerable to doomsayers and demagogues, ready to pawn liberty for security” (Jenkins, 2006, p. 153). The shadow of the garrison state did not disappear with the end of the Soviet Union, so deterrence will remain vital to U.S. strategy.

The alt to deterrence is the Sovietization of the US, creating endless violence

Long, 8 – PhD from MIT, Assistant Professor, Columbia School of International and Public Affairs, previously worked as an associate political scientist for the RAND Corporation, serving in Iraq as an analyst and advisor to the Multinational Force Iraq and the U.S. military (Austin, “DETERRENCE: From Cold War to Long War,” RAND, http://stopnwo.com/docs2/long-austin_rand_deterrence_from_cold_war_to_long_war.pdf)

Before discussing policies intended to make deterrence credible, a brief discussion of why deterrence was important in the first place is appropriate. This may seem obvious in retrospect, but a strategy based on deterrence was not a foregone conclusion. The postwar grand strategy of containment with its reliance on nuclear deterrence was not the only strategy available. The United States could have prepared much more fully for a protracted conventional war or done more to prepare for fighting a nuclear war (through active and passive defenses, for exam- ple) or both. That it did neither of these was not an accident. Rather, fear of becoming what sociologist Harold Lasswell termed a “garrison state” limited the drive for resource extraction that such an effort would have entailed (see Lasswell, 1941). U.S. grand strategy was not an optimal strategy for national security; rather, it was a “strategic synthesis” in response to both international threat and domestic pressures.1
Several brief examples illustrate this point. First, despite its perceived importance to future war (conventional and, to a lesser extent, nuclear), universal military training was never adopted (Friedberg, 1992, pp. 125–128). Similarly, efforts to introduce massive civil- defense programs (advocated in many cases by RAND analysts) were never enacted, despite the significant reduction that civil defense offered in U.S. vulnerability to nuclear attack.2 Any version of containment other than significant reliance on nuclear weapons would have required taking such major steps as these, which few were willing to countenance. In short, other strategies would have required a remaking of U.S. society beyond all recognition, essentially producing a United States that was a mirror image of the USSR.

As another alternative, the United States could have launched a preventive war on the Soviet Union before the Soviets developed a significant nuclear capability. This would have obviated the need for both containment and deterrence. It was even considered by some and advocated by a few in the United States. Preventive war would have eliminated the Soviet threat once and for all, though at high cost. As discussed more next, this strategy was ultimately rejected, as were subsequent plans to launch preventive war on China before it went nuclear in 1964.3
Deterrence based on nuclear weapons, in contrast to other strategies, promised to allow the United States to rely on sophisticated but relatively small forces in being. These forces would consist primarily of the nuclear forces of the Strategic Air Command (SAC) and a standing conventional force in Europe. These forces, while massive by U.S. historical standards, were sustainable without radical societal change. Resource extraction and social alterations, such as the peacetime draft, could be minimized, and the long-run health of the country ensured. Nuclear weapons, though a source of vulnerability for the United States, could be combined with a deterrence strategy to provide security at a reasonable cost. The increase in peacetime military forces and the fear of atomic annihilation that deterrence brought with it were a large price to pay, but less than the alternatives.4 To paraphrase Churchill, deterrence was the worst strategy, except for all the others.

Space Deterrence Inevitable

Space deterrence inevitable – absent the plan, China still pursues deterrence strategy in space

Chase, 3/25 - Associate Research Professor and Director of the Mahan Scholars Program at the United States Naval War College (11, Michael S., “Defense and Deterrence in China’s Military Space Strategy,” The Jamestown Foundation, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=37699&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=25&cHash=e3f0fcd233f563e2364ad7bc49425244)

In addition to defense, Chinese military writers also emphasize the growing importance of space deterrence. For example, Peng Guangqian and Yao Youzhi highlight space deterrence as one of the key types of strategic deterrence, placing it on par with nuclear deterrence, conventional deterrence, information deterrence, and "People’s War Deterrence" [18]. Other Chinese writers contend that China is still developing its space deterrence strategy. According to Bao Shixiu, "Currently, China does not have a clear space deterrence theory to guide its actions for countermeasures." Nonetheless, he argues, the rough outlines of China’s approach approximate Chinese thinking on deterrence in other areas and its overall "active defense" strategy. "The basic necessity to preserve stability through the development of deterrent forces as propounded by Mao and Deng remains valid in the context of space," Bao writes [19].

China’s development of a space deterrence strategy can thus proceed from a starting point that draws on the strategic guidance of Mao and Deng and resembles Cold War deterrence theory, at least at a general level. Chinese writers, like their Western counterparts, conclude that strategic deterrence requires a country to meet three basic conditions: the possession of deterrent capabilities; the will to use them; and the ability to communicate to an adversary that it has the capabilities and the determination to use them if necessary. Yet, Bao argues that space force deterrence will differ from nuclear deterrence in some key respects. According to Bao, "[although] there will be a taboo on the use of space weapons, the threshold of their use will be lower than that of nuclear weapons because of their conventional characteristics. Space debris may threaten the space assets of other ‘third party’ countries, but the level of destruction, especially in terms of human life, could be far less than nuclear weapons or potentially even conventional weapons."

Within this broad context, Bao outlines a Chinese approach to space deterrence, one in which "an active defense will entail a robust deterrent force that has the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on an adversary" [20]. According to Bao, "under the conditions of American strategic dominance in space, reliable deterrents in space will decrease the possibility of the United States attacking Chinese space assets." Specifically, he writes, China "will develop anti-satellite and space weapons capable of effectively taking out an enemy’s space system, in order to constitute a reliable and credible defense strategy." This suggests that in addition to denying an enemy the ability to use its space systems in a war with China and countering the possibility of space-based missile defense capabilities undermining China’s nuclear deterrent, another of the missions for China’s counter-space capabilities could be protecting China’s own space systems by deterring an adversary from attacking them.

AT: Cold War Relic

Wrong – deterrence predates the Cold war and still applies today 

Long, 8 – PhD from MIT, Assistant Professor, Columbia School of International and Public Affairs, previously worked as an associate political scientist for the RAND Corporation, serving in Iraq as an analyst and advisor to the Multinational Force Iraq and the U.S. military (Austin, “DETERRENCE: From Cold War to Long War,” RAND, http://stopnwo.com/docs2/long-austin_rand_deterrence_from_cold_war_to_long_war.pdf)

In examining prior research on deterrence, the question of its relevance is almost immediately raised. The Cold War was a time of intense bipolar competition between enormously powerful rival states that were also ideological opposites. The long war appears murkier, involving possible peer or near-peer competitors, regional adversaries, and nonstate actors, such as insurgents, terrorists, tribal groups, criminals, and militias. At the same time, the United States towered over all other states in almost every measure of military capability. Given these radical differences, can cold-war deterrence tell us anything about deterrence in the post-9/11 era?

The answer is a qualified yes. Deterrence may have assumed a paramount place in the nuclear standoff that the Cold War eventually became, but it was by no means a new phenomenon. Thucydides, in his History of the Peloponnesian War, quoted Hermocrates of Syracuse:

Nobody is driven into war by ignorance, and no one who thinks that he will gain anything from it is deterred by fear. The truth is that the aggressor deems the advantage to be greater than the suffering; and the side [that] is attacked would sooner run any risk than suffer the smallest immediate loss . . . [W]hen there is mutual fear, men think twice before they make aggressions upon one another. (Thucydides, 1998, book IV, pp. 59–62).
Deterrence, though not nearly so refined a concept as later analysis would make it, thus clearly predates not only the nuclear age and cold war, but the modern era itself.

Because deterrence is a long-standing concept, the issue of applying cold-war research on deterrence to future challenges becomes one of separating the general phenomenon from the specific circumstances. This problem is one of historical analogy and the careful use of history. History for social scientists serves the purpose that experimentation serves in the physical sciences, yet it cannot be manipulated in the same way. This reasoning by historical analogy is a common social-science and policy-analysis technique.1

The bipolar nature of U.S.-Soviet competition combined with the level of perceived threat on both sides is perhaps the most obvious of the specific circumstances. It seems likely (if a bit obvious) that lessons from the Cold War will be most applicable to situations that most resemble this competition. Determining resemblance then requires categorization of deterrence relationships to tell which most resemble the cold-war environment.

AT: Deterrence is Immoral

Deterrence is the most moral system – tailors response and mandates careful analysis, preventing hit and misses
Colby, 7 – staff member in the Office of the Director of National Intelligence @ RAND, member of the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction (Elbridge, “Restoring Deterrence,” Orbis v. 51 no. 3 Summer 2007, Wilson Web)
In between these two extremes, deterrence is a security policy that offers a way forward for the United States that is not only more effective because more tailored, but is also more moral. It is more moral because a deterrent posture would entail a strategy that is more proportionate, more necessary, more responsive, and, ultimately, more just. Indeed, deterrence comports with the fundamental human intuition that it is generally only moral to fight when attacked. In this it complies with the classical conception of just war, which mandates that wars only be conducted when one's cause is just, waged by a legitimate authority, motivated by a right intent, fought with a real prospect of success, conducted proportionately, and undertaken only as a last resort. Deterrence satisfies these criteria. It is a defensive strategy that responds to invasions or attacks, and is therefore just; it sets out relatively clear guide- lines for when it mandates that the government fight, and, therefore, is governed by legitimate authority. It is driven by a desire to protect, deter, and avenge, and is therefore motivated by right intent; its realistic red lines and threats are backed up by the awesome power of the United States, and therefore likely to succeed; and it responds when attacked and asks from the rest of the international community only respect for its marked out positions rather than revolutionary transformation, and is therefore proportional. 22 Finally, by its nature it is undertaken as a last resort rather than preventively. 23 It was the fundamental moral attractiveness of this position that continually frustrated both Soviet efforts to decouple Europe from the American nuclear umbrella during the Cold War and occasional American efforts to roll back the Soviet empire.

But theorizing about war and peace cannot remain at the level of abstraction. It must bear moral responsibility for actual consequence and the power of contingency, as Max Weber pointed out. 24 And deterrence, defense by calculation, uniquely satisfies the moral requirement that leaders, whatever their benevolent intentions, are basically responsible for the consequences that contingency produces from their actions. This it does by grounding a nation's security on its own credible threats-not on either changing the world through force, as neo-conservatives advocate, nor by hoping that a more peaceful world will emerge, as the left proposes. Both of these extremes ground security on radical changes in the way the world operates, and, therefore, necessarily enmesh us in the rest of the world's affairs, thereby exponentially expanding our vulnerability to all the permutations that chance and contingency may produce. Deterrence, rather, narrows our profile, and thereby reduces our exposure to risk.

***Heg Advantage

Space K2 Military Power

The totality of US military infrastructure is dependent on space assets – any risk that China will attack means we should act to protect them

Tellis, 7 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (7/23, Ashley J., “China’s Space Weapons,” pdf,  http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2007/07/23/china-s-space-weapons/v52)
The advanced military might of the U.S. is inordinately dependent on a complex network of space-based command, control, communications, and computer-driven intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities that enables American forces to detect different kinds of targets and exchange militarily relevant information. This network is key to the success of American combat operations. These assets, however, are soft and defenseless; while they bestow on the American military definite asymmetric advantages, they are also the source of deep vulnerability. Consequently, Chinese strategists concluded that any effort to defeat the U.S. should aim not at its fundamental strength -- its capacity to deliver overwhelming conventional firepower precisely from long distances -- but rather at its Achilles' heel, namely, its satellites and their related ground installations. Consistent with this calculus, China has pursued, for over a decade now, a variety of space warfare programs, which include direct attack and directed-energy weapons, electronic attack, and computer-network and ground-attack systems. These efforts are aimed at giving China the capacity to attack U.S. space systems comprehensively because, in Chinese calculations, this represents the best way of "leveling the playing field" in the event of a future conflict.

Space Weaponization I/E

Space race inevitable – Even if we are dominant, Russia, China, India and Japan all are advancing

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

Although the United States remains at the forefront of space technology and exploration, America’s continued preeminence is not assured. Other states are engaged in programs intended to enable them to become twenty-first century space powers capable of challenging the United States. At least 35 countries have space research programs designed to augment existing space capabilities or lead to their first deployments in space. For example: • India announced in June 2008 that it will boost its defense presence in space by developing a military space program to complement its already robust civilian space program. In October 2008, India launched its first lunar mission. • Japan has launched four surveillance satellites and plans to launch two more in 2009. Japan also operates a satellite known as the Advanced Land Observing Satellite (ALOS), which is believed to provide positioning data to the Japanese military. Japan’s parliament also passed a new space law in May 2008 that allows for non-offensive use of space to support national security. • Russia has used its Soyuz rockets for commercial space launches since 1999. • The European Union is building a 30-satellite navigation network, called Galileo, that – with the possible participation of China and other countries – has the potential to far exceed the precision of the U.S. global positioning system. Galileo is scheduled for completion by 2013. With extensive Russian military help, Iran has a spy satellite, the Mesbah, in geostationary orbit, which could potentially provide Iran with strategic intelligence that could be used in a future attack, for example, against Israel. 15 In January 2005 Iran and Russia signed a $132-million deal for Russia to manufacture and launch a telecom satellite, the Zohreh, by 2009. 16 Iran attempted to place a satellite into orbit in August 2008, only to see the launch vehicle fail, but analysts believe they will apply valuable lessons in their next attempted launch. 17 As these examples suggest, knowledge about space systems, including the means to counter them, is becoming more widely available, and perhaps so too is the ability to disrupt U.S. space systems. What is clear is that whether or not the United States moves forward in space, other countries will do so. 

Weaponization inevitable—China, India, and Russia are all developing offensive capabilities

MacDonald 08—consultant on technology and national security policy management @ The Council on Foreign Relations, senior director for science and technology @ the National Security Council, Assistant Director of National Security @ the White House Office, BSE in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Public and International Affairs @ Princeton University [Bruce, the Council on Foreign Relations Special Report, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security,” September 2008, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, DavidK]
While China represents the most prominent challenge to U.S. space assets, it is not the only one. Russia and others7 are taking another look at space to counter U.S. military capability, and friendly countries such as India are reexamining space’s role in this new era, in at least partial response to China’s 2007 test. India’s army chief of staff has stated that “the Chinese space program is expanding at an exponentially rapid pace in both offensive and defensive content,” and another Indian general has observed that “with time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets and inevitably there will be a military contest in space.”8 Such actions could possibly trigger responses from other regional adversaries as well.

Space Wep inevitable – 

a.) Human nature 

Mueller 2 – senior political scientist at the RAND specializes in research related to military and national security strategy (Karl, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?”, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html)

  The simplest inevitability argument is that warfare and armaments are intrinsically uncontrollable because people are warlike and states ultimately will do whatever they believe to be in their self-interest.[12]  In short, weapons and warfare abhor a vacuum, and will spread wherever humanity goes.[13]  In some cases, adherence to this belief is based upon skepticism about, or even deep visceral revulsion for, negotiated arms control.[14]  The premise that states are selfish rational actors in an anarchic world actually predicts little about what their specific policies will be in the absence of additional information or assumptions. In fact, warfare and states’ preparations for war are often limited by a wide variety of rational considerations, most of which have little to do with formal arms control negotiations.  Deploying space weapons would involve a variety of potential political costs and benefits, both domestic and international, and is far from unreasonable to think that states might shy away from such a course even if it promised to increase their absolute military capabilities, depending on the complete set of incentives and disincentives facing them.  As the space weapons debate itself proves, the norm of space as an unweaponized sanctuary that has evolved during the past forty-five years is far from politically insignificant. Of course, the more important a military innovation appears to be to a state’s security, the more likely it is to be adopted, even if the price for doing so is fairly high, while it is relatively easy to give up military opportunities of limited value.  For example, the longstanding success of the multilateral 1957 treaty prohibiting military bases in Antarctica, often cited as an example of an effective sanctuary regime, would be more impressive if the signatory powers had strong incentives to establish bases on that continent.  Yet even so it flies in the face of the idea that weaponization will follow wherever people go; the argument that space weapons in particular will have military utility too great to resist is a different proposition from the contention that weapons always spread everywhere, and will be later in this essay.

b.) Possible space prospects

Mueller 2 – senior political scientist at the RAND specializes in research related to military and national security strategy (Karl, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?”, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html
Far and away the best argument that space weaponization is inevitable, and the only such argument that can plausibly stand on its own, is that the military utility of space weapons for the United States and/or its enemies will soon be so great that the imperative of protecting national security will make space weaponization impossible for rational statesmen to resist. Exactly what these weapons would do, and how, varies from one weaponization vision to another, but the standard expectation is that space weapons would eventually defend friendly satellites against enemy attack, attack enemy space weapons and other satellites that perform important military functions, shoot down long-range ballistic missiles, and conduct attacks against enemy air and surface forces and other terrestrial targets.[33] Some weaponization advocates anticipate that space weapons will ultimately supplant many, or even most, types of terrestrial military forces; others have more modest expectations, but all predict that space weapons will be the best, and in some cases the only, systems available to fulfill at least some key military roles. The core of this inevitability argument is that even (or especially) if the United States chooses not to build space weapons, other countries will certainly do so, in large part because of the great and still growing degree to which U.S. military operations depend upon what has traditionally been known as “space force enhancement”: the use of satellites to provide a vast array of services including communications, reconnaissance, navigation, and missile launch warning, without which American military power would be crippled. This parallels the argument that the importance of satellites to the U.S. economy will make them an irresistible target, except that military satellites are far more indispensable, and successful attacks against a relatively small number of them could have a considerable military impact, for example by concealing preparations for an invasion or by disrupting U.S. operations at a critical juncture.[34] Rivals of the United States might also find space-to-earth weapons to be a very attractive way to counter U.S. advantages in military power projection.

c.) Empirical

 Mueller 2 – senior political scientist at the RAND specializes in research related to military and national security strategy (Karl, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?”, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html
The second argument that space must surely be weaponized is that the previous examples of the evolution of sea and air power reveal a striking pattern leading in this direction, which the exploitation of space is also following.  According to an influential recent commander of U.S. Space Command, for example,If we examine the evolutionary development of the aircraft, we see uncanny parallels to the current evolution of spacecraft. . .  The potential of aircraft was not recognized immediately.  Their initial use was confined to observation . . . Until one day the full advantage of applying force from the air was realized and the rest is history.  So too with the business of space. . . .  [Military] space operations, like the land, sea, and air operations that evolved before them, will expand [into] the budding new missions already included in the charter of U.S. Space Command of space control and force application as they become more and more critical to our national security interests.[16]
FIX

Iran is capable of weaponizing space

Oberg 1 – NBC Space consultant, space engineer (James, “Space Power Theory,” Maxwell AFB, USAF Air University) 

A nation does not need to be a space-faring nation to have anti-space capabilities. Space assets include the ground segment, the space segment, and most importantly the link segment. A state-actor or a non-state actor (such as demonstrated by Falun Gong's hijacking of a PRC communicatons satellite) can attack a nation's space assets by attacking any or all of these segments. In Iran's case, they possess missiles. They possess warheads. And they may soon possess a nuclear device. Together these can be used in a SCUD-derived launch vehicle or a more sophisticated launch vehicle to attack satellites in low earth orbit. These attacks can be directed at specific satellites or all satellites depending on whether high-explosives or nuclear devices are used - the satellite can be taken down by a direct hit or by the explosion and debris from the explosion; a satellite can be taken down by a nuclear device either through the direct explosion or through total dose and dose-rate radiation effects; debris and radiation effects will affect not only the targeted satellite but satellites in a whole band of orbits - radiation effects could also affect satellites in higher orbits and disrupt space and terrestrial communications through scintilation and distortion of the ionosphere. Iran, any other terrorist-sponsoring nation, or terrorist group could also attack ground-based space assets and disrupt command and control of our space assets; jam communications links, or take command and control of satellites. Iran has demonstrated the ability to jam satellite communications. Iran has the growing capability to and the demonstrated intention of disrupting US utlization of space, hence they are a threat. 

India Wep Inevitable

India is weaponizing space now—responding to regional threats—our ev cites Indian military and political officials 

Gopalaswamy and Kampani 11- *Senior Research Scholar @ Cornell University Judith Reppy Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies, defense fellow @ the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, PhD in Mechanical Engineering, ** Stanton Nuclear Security Fellow @ Stanford University’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, PhD Government, Cornell University, M.A. International Relations @ American University, B.A. in History, Delhi University [Bharath, Gaurav, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Piggybacking Anti-Satellite Technologies on Ballistic Missile Defense: India’s Hedge and Demonstrate Approach,” April 19, 2011, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2011/04/19/piggybacking-anti-satellite-technologies-on-ballistic-missile-defense-india-s-hedge-and-demonstrate-approach/3l6, DavidK]
In January 2007 China successfully tested an anti-satellite missile system. That test, although primarily meant as a warning shot across America’s bow, also helped concentrate New Delhi’s mind to begin fashioning policy responses to the militarization of space. The former head of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO), Dr. Kasturirangan, typified India’s response when he noted: “obviously we start worrying…India has spent a huge sum to develop its capabilities and place assets in space…there is a need to look at means to securing these.”1 The scientific advisor to the Indian defense minister also warned that China’s test could possibly lead ISRO and the Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO) to collaborate in developing satellite kill technologies.2 The debate was subsequently joined in by the chief of India’s air force Air Chief Marshal Naik who made a forceful case for building anti-satellite weapons on the grounds that, “Our satellites are vulnerable to anti-satellite weapon systems because our neighborhood possesses one.”3 These and other statements do not imply that India has an instituted anti-satellite weapon (ASAT) program. But they strongly suggest that Indian government agencies have begun exploratory efforts aimed at possibly instituting one. During the past three decades, the stakeholders in India’s space program have been primarily civilian. Remote sensing, weather forecasting, telecommunications, and broadcasting consumed the bulk of ISRO’s attention.4 But starting in the last decade, the Indian military’s space footprint has begun to expand. Among India’s 23 active satellites, 10 fly in geostationary earth orbits (GEO) and 13 in low earth orbits (LEO).5 Among the latter, at least three satellites, the Cartosat 2A, the RISAT 2, and a technology experimental satellite, are speculated to have military applications. Both the Indian Air Force and the Indian Navy have plans to acquire dedicated satellites for communications and net-centric operations. Plans are also afoot to build a constellation of satellites for navigation purposes.  The Indian military’s embrace of the information-hungry revolution in military affairs will thus heighten dependence and also its vulnerability to potential disruption of space-based assets. It is therefore no surprise that Air Chief Marshal Naik refers to ASAT weapons as “one of our challenges of future war capability.”8

India has ASAT technology in the status quo and is developing more

Hindustan Times 10-[Hindustan Times, Indo-Asian, News Service, “India has anti-satellite capability: DRDO,” February 10, 2010, http://www.hindustantimes.com/India-has-anti-satellite-capability-DRDO/Article1-507449.aspx, DavidK]
The Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO) Wednesday said that India had anti-satellite capability but it would not demonstrate it by hitting a real satellite. DRDO chief and Scientific Advisor to the defence minister, V.K. Saraswat, asserted that India had the building blocks ready for anti-satellite capability. "With the successful testing of Agni-III, we have the propulsion system which can be used to propel a kill vehicle in the orbit. We have the capability required to guide a kill vehicle towards the satellite," he told reporters here. "We have the capability for interception of satellite. But we do not have to test because it is not our primary objective. There are repercussions of satellite interception like debris flying in the space. "Today we can validate the anti-satellite technology on ground through simulation. There will be no direct hit of satellite. If the nation wants, we can have it ready," Saraswat added.

India and China will weaponize inevitably—regional security issues push them towards both BMD and ASAT development 
HSNW 10 [Homeland Security Newswire, “China and India pursue anti-satellite kill technology,” January 13, 2010, http://www.homelandsecuritynewswire.com/china-and-india-pursue-anti-satellite-kill-technology, DavidK]
India and China are forging ahead with technology that could be used to kill satellites. An official from India’s Ministry of Defenseannounced on 3 January that the country is developing a “kill vehicle” with laser vision that could home in on and destroy satellites in orbit. David Shiga writes that on Tuesday, China announced it had carried out a successful missile defense test the previous day. China did not release details of the test, but said it involved a missile interceptor. The Chinese test came three years to the day after it fired a missile in a test that destroyed one of its own satellites in Earth orbit, creating thousands of pieces of high-speed debris that continue to continue to threaten other satellites. As Jeffrey Lewis, an analyst for the New America Foundation based in Washington, D.C.,points out , there is not much difference between missile defense and anti-satellite technology. Both involve missiles, sometimes called “kinetic energy” interceptors, that can be precisely targeted at fast-moving objects in order to slam into and destroy them . The Indian announcement made that link explicit, describing the work on anti-satellite technology as part of the country’s own missile defense program, carried out against a backdrop of military tensions with Pakistan.
India is massively developing its space weapons now—they are responding to China 

MeriNews 08 [MeriNews, “India looking to develop anti-satellite missile?” June 13, 2008, http://www.merinews.com/article/india-looking-to-develop-anti-satellite-missile/135676.shtml, DavidK]
’The Government’s decision to set up an Integrated Space Cell is a long over-due step in the right direction. India has been consistent in insisting on the use of space only for peaceful purposes. It has remained committed to its policy of non-weaponisation of space. Yet it cannot remain indifferent to the offensive counter-space systems that have emerged in close proximity to our country, namely in China. Space-based offensive and defensive capabilities have now become important, with many countries, particularly China, developing new capacities as far as such weapons are concerned.’ Establishment of an Integrated Space Cell is a precursor for the creation of the National Aerospace Command, which would track objects in Earth’s orbit that might pose threat to Indian satellites and also keep an eye on the non-scientific and non-civilian activities carried out in the space. The decision to form such a body came after China’s anti-satellite test in January, 2007. Although United Resolutions (UN) resolutions prohibit use of outer space for military activities, but the Chinese officials claimed that they didn’t violate any international rules, but the move certainly rung alarm bells in India thus prompting efforts for an ‘equalising measure’. Although India is committed to peaceful use of outer space but, acknowledging the ‘dangers’ posed by China India, in addition to setting up space monitoring agency, is exploring options of developing anti-satellite missile as a ’strategic deterrence’. In this effect the chairman of Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO) talked about a possible collaboration with Department of Defense Research & Development (DRDO). While working around international pressures and technological constraints India has been increasing the range of its ballistic missiles, it is also made vital breakthroughs in state-of-the-art rocket technology – Scramjet. Although the scramjet engines are currently undergoing tests some, like Clayton KS Chun of US Army War College, believe that India already possesses technological platforms, which could be used for development of anti-satellite missiles. Chun writes in his book, ’Shooting Down a Star: Program 437, the US Nuclear ASAT System and Present Day Copycat Killers’: ’India’s first indigenously developed missile, the Prithvi, has provided the basic technology for further ballistic missile development. As a result of these efforts, the Indian government has several on-going ballistic missile systems in development that could launch an Anti Satellite Weapons (ASAT) device.’ India would like to demonstrate its anti-satellite weaponry for the purpose of deterrence against potential Chinese threat against its assets in space, but it would be interesting to see if the international pressure would allow India to do so. India runs the risk of imposition of trade sanctions over technological goods and knowledge in addition to global condemnation, although some Western powers would like the idea of India countering China’s military might as many see India, world’s largest democracy, as an ally. India has taken the right step by establishing a Space Cell to monitor its assets now the DRDO and ISRO need to collaborate for design and testing to a dedicated anti-satellite weapon even if such a device isn’t tested it could still prove work as a strong deterrent.
India has been developing ASATs as part of its BMD program

Chun 2k-Professor of National Security and Strategy @ the US Air Force University, PhD @ USAF [Clayton, Space Debate.org, “India is Developing Missiles that Could Launch an Anti-Satellite Weapon,” April 2000, http://www.spacedebate.org/evidence/1436, DavidK]

India's first indigenously developed missile, the Prithvi, has provided the basic technology for further ballistic missile development. As a result of these efforts, the Indian government has several on-going ballistic missile systems in development that could launch an ASAT device. The Prithvi is a derivation from the Soviet SA-2 SAM. It is a short-range, surface- to-surface missile with a range of less than 100 nautical miles and a payload of 1,000 kilograms. The Indian Defence Research and Development Laboratory began design work on the Prithvi in 1983. India first launched the missile in 1988. It has been deployed as part of the Indian Army's weapons arsenal. 
Russia Weaponization Now

Russia is rapidly reviving their space weaponization program - they will challenge US satellites

Shachtman 6/13 (Noah, Editor of Wired.com’s national security section, the Danger Room, “Look Out Above! Russia May Target U.S. Sats With Laser Jet,” 2011, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2011/06/is-a-russian-laser-aiming-for-u-s-satellites/, EMM)

Back in the early 80s, Soviet engineers began outfitting an Ilyushin-76 jet with a laser cannon. Two models of the “Falcon-Echelon” planes were flown — presumably as counterweights to U.S. efforts to construct a fleet of missile-zapping jets. But when the Soviet Union collapsed, the Falcon-Echelon program perished, as well.

Or so it seemed at the time. Now, there’s mounting evidence that the Russian military has revived the Soviet-era laser project. And in this new incarnation, according to The Space Review, the ray gun is aimed up — toward American satellites.

In many ways, the Beriev A-60 is reminiscent of the Airborne Laser Test Bed, the U.S. military’s laser-equipped 747 jet. Both planes feature a bulbous nose and odd-looking bumps in the fuselage. The ALTB’s nose opens up to give the ray gun inside a free path to blast oncoming missiles.

The A-60’s nose doesn’t seem to have any openings, however. Instead, there’s a “large bulge on the upper back of the aircraft [that] is apparently a sliding port for a 1-megawatt laser turret,” space historian Dwayne A. Day writes for The Review. “The laser is clearly intended to fire up, at something above the plane, rather than to the sides or down, to engage ground targets or other aircraft.”
The emblem on the side of the plane gives a clue what the intended target might be, overhead. In it, a falcon zaps a spacecraft as it travels over the North Pole and towards Russia. Day identifies the spacecraft as the Hubble Space Telescope.

A statement given to the Interfax news agency last year provides further evidence. According to an unnamed official, the A-60 system is “designed to transmit laser energy to remote sites in order to counter the infrared opto-electronic tools of the enemy.” In other words, the laser is supposed to blind American spy satellites.

Weaponization inevitable—Russia is rapidly modernizing its space weapons and ICBMs 

The Independent 09 [“Russia Building Anti-Satellite Weapons,” March 5, 2009, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/russia-building-antisatellite-weapons-1638270.html, DavidK]

Russia is working on anti-satellite weapons to match technologies developed by other nations and will speed up modernization of its nuclear forces, a deputy defense minister was quoted as saying today. The statement by Gen. Valentin Popovkin signaled the government's intention to pursue its ambitious plans to strengthen the military despite the money crunch caused by a worsening financial crisis. He said the military will procure enough new missiles to deploy near Poland if the US goes ahead with its European missile defense plans. Popovkin said Russia continues to oppose a space arms race but will respond to moves made by other countries, according to Russian news reports. "We can't sit back and quietly watch others doing that; such work is being conducted in Russia," Popovkin was quoted as saying. Russia already has some "basic, key elements" of such weapons, he said without elaboration. Popovkin, who previously was the chief of Russian military Space Forces, reportedly made the statement at a news conference in response to a question about US and Chinese tests of anti-satellite weapons. In February 2008, a US Navy ship launched a missile that hit a dying spy satellite. The test boosted the credibility of missile defense advocates. In 2007, China destroyed one of its own defunct satellites with a ballistic missile. The Kremlin has criticized US plans for space-based weapons, saying they could trigger a new arms race. Russia and China have pushed for an international agreement banning space weapons, but their proposals have been rejected by the United States. As part of missile defense plans developed by the previous US administration, the Pentagon worked on missiles, ground lasers and other technology to shoot down satellites. George W. Bush's administration plan to locate missile defense sites in Poland and the Czech Republic put it at odds with Russia, which opposed the move as a threat to its security. President Barack Obama has signaled that he might forgo an anti-missile system in Eastern Europe if Russia helps end a standoff over Iran's nuclear ambitions. The Kremlin has welcomed Washington's moves to improve ties, but Russian officials continue to emphasize the need for modernization of Russian military arsenals. Popovkin said the military this year will procure several dozen new short-range Iskander missiles. Russia has threatened to send such missiles to its westernmost Kaliningrad region if the U.S. locates missile defense sites in Poland and the Czech Republic, but media reports said the military now only has a few such missiles. Popovkin said the government budgeted 1.5 trillion rubles ($42 billion) for weapons purchases this year. He said a quarter of that sum will be spent on strategic nuclear forces. The military will use the money to put more than 10 new intercontinental ballistic missiles on line by year's end, Popovkin said — a much faster pace of deployment than in previous years. "We are giving priority to strategic nuclear weapons in order to be able to inflict irreparable damage to anyone who would attack us," Popovkin was quoted as saying. Popovkin said the military also intends to complete tests of the Bulava intercontinental ballistic missile and put it into service by the year's end. Russian leaders have boasted of its capability to penetrate missile defenses and described it as a key part of the military's future nuclear arsenal. But the Bulava, intended for Russia's nuclear submarines, has failed in five of its 10 test launches. "Any weapon may fail during tests," Popovkin was quoted as saying. "We were forced to increase the number of tests because of a series of failures. We have checked the entire production chain and found a number of flaws." Popovkin said the Russian air force will receive about 50 new planes and 50 military helicopters this year. The figure is significantly higher than the total number of combat aircraft commissioned by the military since the 1991 Soviet collapse. He also said a next-generation fighter jet is set to make its maiden flight in August. Popovkin said the military will also focus on obtaining high-precision weapons and will procure new ships to protect Russia's interests in the Arctic, where several nations have conflicting claims on the ocean shelf believed to contain rich energy resources. He also said the military will beef up its forces in the south in response to Russia's war with Georgia last August.

Russia weaponization space now and already has ASAT capability—not just a response to the US 

Zak 10-Writer on US-Russian Space Cooperation @ the Eisenhower Institute, Contributing Editor of Astronomy and Cosmonautics Journal @ Moscow Polytech Society,  B.A. in Journalism @ Moscow State Univeristy, B.A. in Public Communications @ Syracuse University, Space reporter @ BBC, IEEE Spectrum, and Air & Space Smithsonian [Anatoly, Russian Space Web.com, “The Naryad Program,” March 1, 2010, http://www.russianspaceweb.com/naryad.html, DavidK]
Even after the retirement of its original anti-satellite system, Russia did not give up the capability to develop and deploy anti-satellite weapons. Following the end of the IS program, a brand new anti-satellite system was emerging on the drawing board during the first half of the 1980s. This time it was seen as a segment of a comprehensive antimissile defense shield -- the Soviet response to Ronald Reigan's Strategic Defense Initiative, or "Star Wars." In May 1987, Michael Gorbachev, who succeeded Yuri Andropov and Konstantin Chernenko as the Soviet leader, arrived to Baikonur for a long-awaited visit. Among the technologies, demonstrated to Gorbachev at the site was the IS spacecraft and the prototype of a next-generation anti-satellite platform called "Naryad" (Sentry). The system was under development by the KB Salyut design bureau led by D. A. Polukhin, and, reportedly, included UR-100N-type silo-based missiles carrying "kill vehicles" capable of intercepting orbiting satellites up to the altitude of 40,000 kilometers, which would be much higher than the previous system. The capability to intercept ballistic warheads during various stages of flight or even hit targets on the ground was also rumored. The government authorized the construction of several experimental vehicles for the project with the first tests planned around 1987. General Zavalishin, who showed Gorbachev around the exhibit in Baikonur in May 1987, used the opportunity to advocate the resumption of the orbital anti-satellite tests. Zavalishin reminded Gorbachev about similar work in the US and he promised to cover up the ASAT launches so nobody would ever suspect the tests were actually taking place. As Zavalishin recalls, in response "...Gorbachev went into incoherent and wordy explanations, which concluded with a polite, but resolute refusal."(100) Ironically, only few days after this conversation, on May 15, 1987, the first heavy-lift Energia rocket blasted off from Baikonur, carrying the Skif DM (Polyus) spacecraft, which was later described as the prototype of a "battle station" in space. Among other things, the Polyus could reportedly carry anti-satellite weapons. Due to a software glitch, the 90-ton-class spacecraft has never made it into orbit. Although the large scale Soviet "Star Wars" program had never materialized, the Naryad project lingered on, even during the post-Soviet chaos. The system was based on the silo-based Rockot vehicle and its Briz upper stage, which also acquired a commercial role in post-Soviet Russia. According to Russian sources, the first sub-orbital launch of the Rockot booster on November 11, 1990, carried the Naryad-V payload. During the first decade of the 21st century, the real status of the Naryad project remained unclear, however small bits of information leaking into the open Russian press allowed speculation that it was "on the table." For example, the account of President Putin's visit to Khrunichev enterprise published on January 23, 2002 in Krasnaya Zvezda newspaper, the mouthpiece of the Defense Ministry, mentioned the availability of the Naryad system as a potential response to the US decision to withdraw from the antimissile defense treaty. The project also came up again during one of Khrunichev's anniversary gatherings in the decade of 2000. Although many military space projects from the Soviet period have been documented in open Russian sources, the history of the Naryad project remained mostly under wraps, beyond declassification of its existence and its name. In the meantime, reports from Russia have continuously showed that increasing military budgets have afforded Russian authorities to jump-start some dormant weapons development programs. In 2007, China conducted a satellite intercept and a year later, the US "responded" with a thinly veiled demonstration of the capability to shut down orbiting satellites. These developments likely prompted the Russian government to launch a media campaign advertising the nation's old and new anti-satellite assets. In March 2009, the Kremlin disseminated through official media channels details about various programs, which the country could use for anti-satellite purposes. According to the Russian military officials, the country "retained basic assets" in Naryad-VN and Naryad-VR systems. There was no explanation what was the difference between two sub-systems. At the same time, a government-controlled Russia Today TV channel quoted deputy defense minister Vladimir Popovkin as saying that Russian military was developing anti-satellite weapons in response to US and China conducting the same activities. "We can’t sit and watch others do it. I can only say similar works are done in Russia too," Popovkin said. He added that Russia needed the capability to shoot down satellites in case "somebody put weapons into space." In January 2010, the commander of the Russian space forces Oleg Ostapenko echoed previous statements, telling the official ITAR-TASS news agency that Russia would be able to respond to threats from space. "The USSR was developing inspection and strike spacecraft," Ostapenko said, "...Our policy - there should be no war in space, but we are military people and should be ready for everything. Our activities in this direction would be dependent on others, but trust me, we would be able to respond quickly and adequately." 
Iran Weaponization Now
Iran is rapidly developing its space program that uses technology that could be used to deliver WMD

NewsCore 11 [NewsCore, “Iran Plans to Send Monkey Into Space,” June 16, 2011, http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2011/06/16/iran-plans-to-send-monkey-into-space/, DavidK] 

TEHRAN – Iran plans to send a live monkey into space in the summer, the country's top space official said after the launch of the Rassad-1 (Observation-1) satellite, state television reported Thursday. "The Kavoshgar-5 rocket will be launched during the month of Mordad [July 23 to August 23] with a 285-kilogram [630-pound] capsule carrying a monkey to an altitude of 120 kilometers [74 miles]," according to Hamid Fazeli, the head of Iran's space organization. In February, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad unveiled a space capsule designed to carry a live monkey into space along with four new prototypes of home-built satellites the country hopes to launch before March 2012. At the time, Fazeli touted the launch of a large animal into space as the first step toward sending a man into space, which Tehran claims is scheduled for 2020. Iran sent small animals into space -- a rat, turtles and worms -- aboard its Kavoshgar-3 rocket in 2010. Fazeli also announced plans for the launch in October of the Fajr reconnaissance satellite, with "a life span of a year and a half and to be placed at an altitude of 400 kilometers," the website reported. On Wednesday, the Islamic Republic successfully put its Rassad-1 satellite into orbit. Rassad-1, which orbits the Earth 15 times every 24 hours and has a two-month life cycle, will be used to photograph the planet and transmit images, media reports said. Originally scheduled to launch in August 2010, the satellite was built by Malek Ashtar University in Tehran, which is linked to the country's elite Revolutionary Guards. Iran, which first put a satellite into orbit in 2009, has outlined an ambitious space program amid Western concerns. Western powers fear that Iran's space agenda might be linked to developing a ballistic missile capability that could deliver nuclear warheads, but Tehran has repeatedly denied that its contentious nuclear and scientific programs mask military ambitions. 

Iran’s space program is improving—they are a danger to US space assets

The Week 11 [The Week, “Iran’s escalating space program: how worried should we be,” June 17, 2011, http://theweek.com/article/index/216443/irans-escalating-space-program-how-worried-should-we-be, DavidK]

Iran says it launched a satellite into orbit this week, renewing worries that it could soon be capable of firing long-range nuclear missiles. The Rasad-1 reconnaissance satellite, the second one Iran has sent into space, weighs only 100 pounds, which means the rocket that carried it still lacks the power and sophistication an intercontinental ballistic missile requires. Still, security experts are concerned; the apparently successful mission marks a significant step forward for Iran's space program, which next hopes to put a live monkey into orbit. How worried should we be? The danger from Iran is rising: Tehran's scientists are just a few steps away from enriching uranium to the point where it's suitable for a nuclear bomb, says Caroline B. Glick in The Jerusalem Post. And this launch indicates that Iran is also making huge strides toward developing intercontinental ballistic missiles. Iran is a distant enemy for Europe and the U.S. now, but once it has both nukes and the missiles to deliver them, Tehran will "constitute a clear and present danger." 
Iran is pursuing ASAT technology now 
Mazol 09-M.A. in International Security @ the George Washington University, Research Associate @ the George C. Marshal Institute, National Security Analyst @ SAIC, B.A. in Political Science @ University of Richmond [George C. Marshal Institute Policy Book, “Persia in Space: Implications for U.S. National Security,” February 1, 2009, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/626.pdf, DavidK] 

Iran could utilize its space-launch capability in other ways besides building long-range ballistic missiles to threaten the U.S. and its friends and allies. Tehran might mimic the Chinese and develop an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability. The ASAT presents a challenge to the American military's "Achilles heel: its space based assets and their related ground installations." On January 11, 2007, the Chinese military destroyed an aging weather satellite in LEO using an MRBM. The ballistic missile's "kill vehicle" collided with the satellite at an altitude of 864 kilometers. The Chinese realize both the importance and vulnerability of American military space assets. One People's Liberation Army (PLA) analyst concluded U.S. military space assets constitute its "soft ribs" and "for countries that can never win a war with the United States by using the method of tanks and planes, attacking the U.S. space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice." Iran may take the necessary steps, including developing a kinetic kill vehicle, to build up an ASAT program (perhaps, with Chinese assistance).

Iran’s space program is dual use—they are using it for military capabilities 

Hsu 10- B.A. in History @ University of Pennsylvania, M.A. in Journalism @ New York University, Senior Staff Writer @ TechMediaNetwork, writer @ InnovationNewsDaily, Space.com, Astrobiology Journal, and Fox News [Jeremy, Fox News, “Iran’s space program cover for military buildup?,” November 10, 2010, http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2010/11/10/irans-space-program-cover-military-buildup/, DavidK]

Iran has its sights set on putting an astronaut on the moon by 2025, after becoming the first Islamic nation to put its own payload into space last year. But the grand goal of getting to the moon may be among the least of the benefits Iran expects to reap from its expanding space program. Iran's motivations for a space program are most likely practical: developing possible ballistic missile technology and building international prestige as a message to friends and enemies alike, analysts say. "They will clearly use dual-use technology for a military buildup, and as long as they at least dabble in human spaceflight, they get advantageous press coverage on that as well," said Joan Johnson-Freese, professor of National Security Studies at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I.

Iran Will Launch a SPH

Iran could launch an EMP attack on the US in space—would devastate our satellites and cause a space Pearl Harbor 

Mazol 09-M.A. in International Security @ the George Washington University, Research Associate @ the George C. Marshal Institute, National Security Analyst @ SAIC, B.A. in Political Science @ University of Richmond [George C. Marshal Institute Policy Book, “Persia in Space: Implications for U.S. National Security,” February 1, 2009, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/626.pdf, DavidK] 
Also, Iran could punch America's soft ribs by launching an Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP) attack in space. In 2001, the Rumsfeld Commission warned that the United States could face a "space Pearl Harbor." The consequences of a space Pearl Harbor would be particularly harmful to the United States given our dependence on space. As space defense analyst Robert Butterworth notes: "Far more than any other country, the U.S. depends on space for national and tactical intelligence, military operations, and civil and commercial benefits. A 'scorched space' attack…would hurt the U.S. most of all." This option is particularly salient in light of Iranian reluctance to suspend its nuclear program. Iran could elect to detonate a nuclear weapon (or multiple weapons) in space, causing an EMP. In this worst-case-scenario the mere ability to wreak havoc on U.S. satellites in orbit affords the Iranians significant leverage. The Claremont Institute's Brian Kennedy reminds us, "Twice in the last eight years, in the Caspian Sea, the Iranians have tested their ability to launch ballistic missiles in a way to set off an EMP."

Heg Sustainable

No other power can replace the US

Kaplan 10, Robert, national correspondent for The Atlantic, senior fellow at the Centre for a New American Security and a member of the US government's Defence Policy Board  [“The American empire is in obvious decline,” 12/14, Lexis] HURWITZ

The Soviet collapse also unleashed economic and social chaos in Russia itself, as well as the further unmooring of the Middle East. It was no accident that Iraq's Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait less than a year after the Berlin Wall fell, just as it is inconceivable that the United States would have invaded Iraq if the Soviet Union, a staunch patron of Baghdad, still existed in 2003. And had the Soviet empire not fallen apart or ignominiously withdrawn from Afghanistan, Osama bin Laden never would have taken refuge there and the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, might not have happened. Such are the wages of imperial collapse. Now the other pillar of the relative peace of the Cold War, the United States, is slipping, while new powers such as China and India remain unready and unwilling to fill the void. There will be no sudden breakdown on the part of the United States which, unlike the Soviet Union, is sturdily maintained by economic and political freedom. Rather, America's ability to bring a modicum of order to the world is simply fading in slow motion. The days of the U.S. dollar as the world's reserve currency are numbered, just as American diplomacy is hobbled by wide-ranging security leaks that are specific to an age of electronic communication, itself hostile to imperial rule.

AT: Kaplan

Kaplan still concludes in favor of hegemony

Kaplan 10, Robert, national correspondent for The Atlantic, senior fellow at the Centre for a New American Security and a member of the US government's Defence Policy Board  [“The American empire is in obvious decline,” 12/14, Lexis] HURWITZ

Americans rightly lack an imperial mentality. But lessening American engagement with the world would have devastating consequences for humanity. The disruptions we witness today are but a taste of what is to come should the U.S. flinch from its international responsibilities.
***Add-Ons

Space Development/Colonization

Space weaponization is key to spur space development and colonization

McKnight 3 (John, PhD Candidate @ Arizona State University, Adjunct Professor of Law @ ASU’s Sandra Day O’Connor School of Law, “ Let's Weaponize Space,” Jan 30, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03d.html, EMM)

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 defending them, vigorously and effectively.

Beyond contemporary defense needs, future individuals and communities in space must have effective means of self-defense. By its terms, the proposed treaty ban would cover personal and police weapons, introducing the specter of violent predation by sociopaths or criminal gangs in future habitats.

As previously noted in this column (2.10, Saluting the Flag of Convenience, orbital habitats may be terribly vulnerable to external attack, from Terrestrial nations or from other locations in space. Habitats without the means of effective territorial defense will be hostages to the political demands of any power capable of fielding orbital weapons or troops.

Extinction - we have to go to space

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. 

***CP Answers
Arms Control/COC CP

Newest ev proves Chinese ASAT tests aren’t defensive and they will never submit to arms control treaties – it’s only a front to justify continued weaponization

Gertz, 3/9 - national security editor and a national security and investigative reporter for The Washington Times (2011, Bill, “Inside the Ring,” Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/mar/9/inside-the-ring-846232496/)

China used a top-secret SC-19 anti-satellite (ASAT) missile in a test last year against a target missile as part of a missile-defense system that remains shrouded in secrecy.

The ASAT missile was fired against a new medium-range missile and details were disclosed in a State Department cable made public recently by WikiLeaks that included an outline of a diplomatic protest note to Beijing about both Chinese weapons programs.

The cable provides the first detailed U.S. assessment of what defense officials say is a major strategic advancement in China’s military buildup. It reveals that China’s anti-satellite system was developed for use not only against satellites but is part of a larger strategic missile-defense system.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates offered to hold strategic talks with China on missile defenses, as well as space, nuclear and cyberweapons, during a recent visit to Beijing. The offer was rebuffed by China’s defense minister, who said only that it would be studied.

Defense officials and private specialists said the cable further highlights official Chinese government duplicity in opposing U.S. missile defenses and promoting an international agreement to limit weapons in space at the same time it is secretly working on its own space weapons and missile defense programs.
Code of Conduct fails – empirically proven

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

In the post-ABM Treaty era, the United States can and should take several steps to assure its continued military and commercial access to space, including the deployment of space-based missile defense interceptors. While reaffirming the “peaceful uses of space” requirement set forth in the Outer Space Treaty, the United States should reject efforts to counter its present advantages in space by agreements that would further restrict the use of space. Furthermore, the United States should reject bilateral or multilateral efforts that would have the tangential effect of restricting American space activities. One example is the November 2002 Hague Code of Conduct (HCOC) signed by the United States and Russia, among others. The Russians, however, have already contravened this specific agreement by announcing that they would no longer provide advance notice of ballistic missile launches to other signatories of the HCOC. The HCOC’s entirely legitimate purpose is to minimize the consequences of a false missile attack warning by calling on member states to “exercise maximum possible restraint” with respect to ballistic missile and space launch vehicle launches and provide other member states with advance warning of such launches. This agreement, however, should not be expanded to an interpretation that regulates space launches to such an extent that it is applied to systems now being designed to provide “better, faster, cheaper” access to space.

PLA writings prove that diplomacy won’t work

MacDonald 08—consultant on technology and national security policy management @ The Council on Foreign Relations, senior director for science and technology @ the National Security Council, Assistant Director of National Security @ the White House Office, BSE in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Public and International Affairs @ Princeton University [Bruce, the Council on Foreign Relations Special Report, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security,” September 2008, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, DavidK]
China is possibly seeking a full space war-fighting capability and not just a finite deterrence posture. However, PLA writings make clear what Chinese diplomacy does not: the PLA envisions conflict in space and is preparing for it. Accordingly, the United States needs to assess how robust a program of space offense China plans. Caution suggests the United States must prepare itself for the possibility that China could soon have an arsenal of ASAT weapons, though it is not a foregone conclusion. This uncertainty compels the United States to hedge its risks, but carefully, and not in such a way as to create a self-fulfilling prophecy. Far more U.S. attention and understanding of this issue is needed.
The CP fails – our adversaries’ intentions are not to coexist peaceably, but to undermine US heg at all costs – specifically the PLA overwhelms any of their “China peaceful” args

Brown, 9 - BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University [Singapore] (Spring, Trevor, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air and Space Power Journal)
Perhaps there remains a belief in the US strategic community that "the deployment of U.S. space weapons is likely to make space assets--including commercial communications and broadcast satellites--even more vulnerable, since no other country is pursuing, let alone deploying, space attack weapons." (16) Such notions were shattered when China conducted its first successful ASAT test in January 2007, suggesting that it had spent many years developing ASAT capabilities. The United States--as well as the rest of the world, for that matter--should not allow itself to be duped. The record shows that although officials in the Chinese Communist Party rail against military space as a threat to peace and stability, the People's Liberation Army busies itself with the acquisition of space weapons.
The notion that the United States can keep space from becoming a "shooting gallery" by agreeing to a comprehensive ban on space weapons is naive. (17) The hard truth is that as long as US economic and military power depends on massive, complex, and expensive sets of vulnerable space assets, the incentive for any potential foe to develop ways of attacking them remains too great to be overcome by any international agreement. (18) If, however, such an agreement can constrain the United States from developing and deploying effective countermeasures, foes would have every reason to pressure Washington into limiting its own actions. (19) As space technology spreads, the incentives for small and medium states to seek space-warfare capabilities increase, and the destruction of a major US satellite would represent both a substantive and symbolic victory over the United States. (20) There is, therefore, no question of whether to proceed with space weapons--only a question of how to do so with the requisite political skill in order to retain soft power while expanding hard power.

Russia and China will cheat to get ahead in tech capabilities

Brown, 9 - BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University [Singapore] (Spring, Trevor, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air and Space Power Journal)
Some people speak as if they believe that a country can choose whether to pursue national security through arms or through arms control. (11) But Russia's interest in banning space weapons is motivated by a desire to stunt the growth of US military space programs in order to buy time for covertly advancing its own space-weapons program and achieving technological parity." Russia bases its opposition to space weaponization not on a scrupulous set of principles but on strategic objectives. Two scholars contend that "to understand whether Russia could indeed change its position on the weaponization of space, we need to go beyond official statements and discussion among Russian military experts. The course of the military space program in Russia will be determined primarily by the availability of the resources required to support the program and by the ability of the industry and the military to manage development projects for the military use of space." (12)

Despite China's repeated calls for a ban on all space weapons, historical evidence suggests that little separates Chinese and Russian motivations for such bans. "Because a broad interpretation of space weapons would rule out almost all U.S. missile defense systems, Chinese officials who want to limit U.S. missile defense deployments would advocate a ban that used this interpretation." (13) Interestingly, after the Clinton administration scrapped the Strategic Defense Initiative in 1993, China redoubled its efforts in military space and gained ground on the United States. (14) By 1999 "China's test of a spacecraft intended for manned flight demonstrated a low-thrust rocket propulsion system that could be used to make warheads maneuver to defeat a BMD [ballistic missile defense] system." (15)

ABL CP

Doesn’t solve - ABL is too difficult to operate during times of crises and has poor accuracy

IFPA 9 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Sponsored by the American Foreign Policy Council, the Marshall Institute, Heritage, Claremont, Missouri State University, et al, “Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century’s 2009 Report,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)

Nevertheless, notable logistical and operational problems and enemy countermeasures could diminish the impact of airborne lasers. For example, ABL operations during a crisis or war will depend on the ability to provide relative safety to the aircraft via protective escort (similar to that given the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) and the Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS) aircraft) and air superiority. Whether an enemy would allow this to happen, making his ballistic missiles more vulnerable, or have the incentive to launch the missiles before ABLs were deployed, is not clear. An adversary could also elect to wait out a crisis, believing that the ABL fleet could not sustain 24-hour patrols for a protracted period. Apart from the extensive assets and support team needed for protective escort and air superiority, in order to remain on station for extended intervals the ABL would also require nearby facilities for the storage and production of chemical laser fuel, unique maintenance capabilities (such as for laser and beam control and fire control components), and specialized ground support personnel. Such a support/logistics tail could well result in overflight, basing concerns, and sovereignty issues.
Another problem confronting the ABL is atmospheric turbulence, which produces small, irregular, constantly moving pockets of air, or “cells.” Each cell has a density and temperature slightly different from the average in the beam. Since air has a refractive index that depends on density, and it bends a beam of laser light by differing amounts depending on the density, the passage through the turbulent atmosphere tends to send parts of the laser beam in different directions. This spreads the laser beam and reduces its intensity, weakening its ability to penetrate the skin of the missile. 
ABL doesn’t solve - not enough range - we need to shoot down missile in boost-phase to deter conflict

Dinerman 8 (Taylor, Space Writer, “ Space-based missile defense and the psychology of warfare,” September 8, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1205/1, EMM)

In future wars, those who are fighting against the West—today Iran or North Korea, tomorrow, who knows?—will use ballistic missiles not only to terrorize enemy civilian populations but to build morale among their own forces and people. Missile defense is the key to winning this critical psychological battle. As long as their missiles are being shot out of the sky, claims that they are hurting the enemy and thus filling people’s need for revenge can be shown to be utterly empty. This, however, cannot be done with terminal phase defense weapons. To hit a missile or a warhead that is descending towards its target may be a feat of technological skill, but it does nothing to decrease the emotional satisfaction that comes from striking a hated enemy. Midcourse interceptors such as the US GBI or the Israeli Arrow are better, but the best way to publicly humiliate those who are launching Scud-type missiles is to shoot them down as soon after they leave the launch pad as possible. The only weapon now in development that will—in theory—be able to do this is the Airborne Laser (ABL), which the Missile Defense Agency plans to test next year. This is indeed a promising system, but it has its limits. Its range is, according to unclassified reports, about 300 kilometers, and the US only plans to build, at most, seven aircraft. If the goal is to prevent the enemy from using its missile attacks to build its own side’s morale and thus lengthen the war, another solution must be found. Space-based interceptors, such as a new version of the Brilliant Pebbles program that was canceled in 1993, could, in combination with space- and ground-based sensors, knock down missiles of this type in the boost phase. Significantly, they would do so over the launching country’s own territory and at least some of the citizens would witness the destruction of their leader’s vengeance weapons. This news would spread through word of mouth. This might be one of the keys to undermining their will to make war and help shorten the conflict. 

ABL is a failure - our evidence assumes the newest tests

Wolf 10 (Jim, Reuters, “Airborne laser fails 2nd shootdown test in a row,” Oct 21, http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/10/21/us-missile-usa-laser-idUSTRE69K3RZ20101021, EMM)
(Reuters) - A converted Boeing Co 747 equipped with a powerful laser failed to shoot down a mock enemy ballistic missile, the Pentagon's Missile Defense Agency said on Thursday, the system's second botched flight test in a row.

Preliminary indications are that the so-called Airborne Laser Test Bed tracked the target's exhaust plume but did not hand off to a second, "active tracking" system as a prelude to firing the high-powered chemical laser, said Richard Lehner, an MDA spokesman.

"The transition didn't happen," he said. "Therefore, the high-energy lasing did not occur."

Boeing produces the airframe and is the project's prime contractor, while Northrop Grumman supplies the high-energy laser and Lockheed Martin Corp has been developing the beam- and fire-control systems.

Defense Secretary Robert Gates scaled back the program into a research experiment last year.

About $4 billion has gone into it since the Boeing-led team won the contract for it in 1996. The system is designed to focus a super-heated, basketball-sized beam on a pressurized part of a boosting missile long enough to cause it to fail.

For fiscal 2011 that began October 1, President Barack Obama asked Congress for $98.6 million for all of the Defense Department's directed energy research, including the Airborne Laser Test Bed.

Previously, the flying raygun had been under development as a potential part of a layered U.S. ballistic missile shield against weapons that could be fired by countries such as Iran and North Korea. Pentagon planners initially envisaged using the aircraft to shoot down ballistic missiles near their launch pads.

"The reality is that you would need a laser something like 20 to 30 times more powerful than the chemical laser in the plane right now to be able to get any (safe) distance from the launch site to fire," Gates told the House of Representatives Appropriations Defense subcommittee last year after scaling it back.

CP links to arms race

Claremont Institute 11 (Missilethreat.com, run by the Claremont Institute, “ WikiLeaks: Anti-Satellite Contest Between U.S. & China,” Feb 7, http://www.missilethreat.com/archives/id.7404/detail.asp, EMM)
In February of 2008, seasoned national security observers mused that the shoot-down of a malfunctioning satellite by the U.S. was a direct response in kind (really, a demonstration of comparable capability) to the similar display of capability by China a little over a year earlier. Wikileaks has now confirmed those musings. The U.S. objected immediately and strenuously to the Chinese shoot-down of a satellite more than 20 years after the U.S. had conducted any similar exercise. Before shooting down its own satellite in 2008, the U.S. notified Beijing that any interference with space-based U.S. assets could result in a wide range of responses, including the use of military force. The Chinese have cited the development of a U.S. airborne laser as partial impetus for the aggressive ASAT test. An airborne laser that can intercept missiles in their boost phase while they are in airspace over the country that launched them is considered to be an "offensive" missile defense system by the Chinese.
Any Non-Space BMD CP

EMP Weapon CP

EMP’s don’t solve - they’re slow, inaccurate, have low range, and aren’t versatile and destroy our own satellites as well.

Summers 2k (Thomas, Major of the USAF, “ HOW IS U.S. SPACE POWER JEOPARDIZED BY AN ADVERSARY’S EXPLOITATION, TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS, EMPLOYMENT AND ENGAGEMENT OF LASER ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS?,” Air Command and Staff College @ Airforce University, April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/acsc/00-172.pdf, EMM)

In addition to nuclear bomb EMP sources, conventional EMP devices built with explosively driven, high-power microwave technology produce less intense, short nanosecond bursts composed primarily of microwaves with frequencies from 100 MHz to 100 GHz.6 A conventional EMP device can be constructed using a compact pulsed power source (gigawatt range), an electrical energy converter and a high-power microwave device such as a “vircator” (virtual cathode oscillator).7 The conventional EMP device offers at least two advantages over nuclear explosion driven EMPs. First, a conventional EMP device can be triggered in a shorter amount of time and can put more output energy into the microwave frequencies above 100 MHz than a nuclear explosion generated EMP. Since many modern electronics operate in these microwave ranges, the conventional driven EMP can inflict great damage. Second, a conventional EMP device can be designed to focus the EMP in a particular direction whereas a nuclear explosion driven EMP emits radiation in all directions. However, even a focused EMP produced by a conventional device would probably only have lethal ranges of hundreds to thousands of meters, of course depending on the strength of the power source and atmospheric absorption.8

In evaluating nuclear explosion and conventional driven EMP weapons against satellites, one can note several observations. Due to the indiscriminate nature of nuclear explosion driven EMPs, these weapons would most likely only be appropriate in total war situations of national survival because they offer no flexibility.9 On the other hand, conventional driven EMP weapons offer some flexibility since the EMP can be somewhat focused in a small region. Both EMP weapons have moderate responsiveness and timeliness since they could be launched on demand (if delivered by some type of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)) and possibly reach enemy satellites in less than 30 minutes.10 Due to the difficulty in aiming or pointing the EMP burst in a specific direction, EMP weapons are not very precise. Since EMP weapons can simultaneously damage the desired target and friendly satellites, these weapons have low selective lethality. In addition, because the EMP effect is highly situational dependent, such as what type of electrical or electronic equipment is attacked, the damage of an engagement is unpredictable. In sum, limited flexibility, poor precision and unpredictable lethality makes EMP weapons poor ASAT weapons for less than total war. 

Microwave Weapon CP

Microwaves are comparatively worse than laser ASATs - they’re unable to hit most targets, are bulky, and have low precision.
Summers 2k (Thomas, Major of the USAF, “ HOW IS U.S. SPACE POWER JEOPARDIZED BY AN ADVERSARY’S EXPLOITATION, TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS, EMPLOYMENT AND ENGAGEMENT OF LASER ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS?,” Air Command and Staff College @ Airforce University, April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/acsc/00-172.pdf, EMM)

A high-powered microwave (HPM) device also produces electromagnetic radiation travelling at the speed of light that could be used as a weapon against satellites. Although not as strong as nuclear explosion driven EMP weapons, HPM weapons create a narrower band of microwave electromagnetic radiation (MHz to GHz range) by coupling fast, high energy pulsed power supplies to specially designed microwave antenna arrays.11 Microwaves have the advantage of virtually unimpeded transmission through the atmosphere (all-weather capability) and significant damage capability to modern electronics.12 Unfortunately, HPM devices are line-of-sight weapons meaning the HPM system must “see” their target to engage. Contrary to most EMP weapons, HPM systems can aim and direct beams defined by the shape of their microwave antenna array, but may require an antenna or array of phased antennas with an area measured in acres.13 However, even at low powers, HPM weapons are capable of disrupting or jamming communications when pointed at adversary’s receiving stations or platforms.14 Also, the beam diameters for HPM weapons are several meters and do not require extreme pointing and tracking accuracies to inflict significant damage.15 Extended dwell times (time on target) also make HPM attractive ASAT weapons.

In evaluating HPM weapons against satellites, several observations are evident. If a space-based HPM system were available, the all-weather characteristics and speed of light delivery would make this weapon high in timeliness and responsiveness. However, due to several similarities to nuclear explosion driven EMP weapons and line-of-sight targeting requirements, HPM weapons have low flexibility and precision characteristics. Just as with EMP weapons, HPM weapons have unpredictable selective lethality. In sum, limited flexibility, poor precision and unpredictable lethality make HPM weapons moderate ASAT weapon candidates.

Nuclear Particle Beam CP

Particle beams are bad ASATs - unproven, difficult to build and operate, and have awful flexibility and lethality

Summers 2k (Thomas, Major of the USAF, “ HOW IS U.S. SPACE POWER JEOPARDIZED BY AN ADVERSARY’S EXPLOITATION, TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENTS, EMPLOYMENT AND ENGAGEMENT OF LASER ANTISATELLITE WEAPONS?,” Air Command and Staff College @ Airforce University, April, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/acsc/00-172.pdf, EMM)

Particle beam weapons, whether charged or neutral, depend on exotic technology and have not proven their full capabilities or usefulness as ASAT weapons. Weapons-class particle beams require millions of volts of electrical potential, very powerful steering magnets and long accelerating tunnels. Current technology accelerator devices with these capabilities weigh in the hundreds of tons and require large power sources to operate. In general, particle beams have the potential to penetrate satellites and destroy internal systems, such as electronics, at speeds approaching the speed of light.16 Let’s examine the attributes of charged and neutral particle beams as potential ASAT weapons.

Charged particle beams (CPB), such as negatively charged electrons or positively charged protons, are not necessarily very useful weapons due to their natural limitations. CPBs cannot travel through the atmosphere and into space due to ionization and nuclear interactions, cannot propagate for any appreciable range (only a few kilometers) due to diffusion and cannot be accurately pointed due to the influence of the Earth’s magnetic field.17

Conversely, neutral (uncharged) particle beams, which cannot be accelerated unless they first exist as a CPB in an accelerator, show more promise as ASAT weapons. A neutral particle beam (NPB) weapon can produce a beam of neutral atomic particles by subjecting hydrogen or deuterium gas to a large electrical charge.18 The electrical charge produces negatively charged ions that are accelerated through a long vacuum tunnel by a large electrical potential. The electrons are then stripped from the negative ions at the end of the tunnel to make high speed neutral atomic particles that form the NPB. The NPB then proceeds in a straight line once they’ve been accelerated and magnetically pointed just before neutralization in the accelerator. Since the NPB is virtually invisible and difficult to detect, beam control is challenging. The NPB causes damage to its intended target by delivering its kinetic energy directly into the atomic and subatomic structure of the target, heating and damaging the target from within.19 Unfortunately, NPBs don’t propagate well through the atmosphere due to nuclear interaction effects between the neutral particles and air molecules, but they might achieve useful weapon ranges in space.20 For example, the beamexperiment-aboard rocket (BEAR) test confirmed basic particle beam physics and possible weapons applications. However, according to the project managers at the Los Alamos National Laboratory, many engineering challenges remain.21

Due to the weight, size, power requirements and inherent complexity of a NPB weapon, close evaluation makes this system an unlikely candidate as an ASAT weapon. Even if placed in space, the timeliness and responsiveness of a NPB weapon would be low to moderate as the weapon waited to see the target due to the line-of-sight target restrictions. NPBs are only moderate in flexibility and selective lethality since they can inflict temporary to permanent damage. Since NPBs are strongly affected as they pass through the atmosphere, precise engagement would probably only be achievable if the system were space based and engaged in space-to-space force applications. 

***Disad Answers

Arms Racing DA
U.S must be first to space – only way to check back arms race

Mueller 3 – senior political scientist at the RAND specializes in research related to military and national security strategy, particularly coercion and deterrence Corporation (Karl, “Totem and Taboo”, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf)

The pro-weaponization perspective that generally appears least extreme, though it is not necessarily the one that shares the most common ground with space sanctuary theory, is that of the space racers. These are more or less reluctant space weaponization advocates, who may accept that sanctuary is desirable in the abstract, but who believe that space weaponization is inevitable, and that this makes it imperative for the United States to lead the way in the development and deployment of space weapons. 18 The space racer perspective is shared by many, including both academic theorists who are attracted to restraint in armament but pessimistic about its prospects, and military leaders who are reluctant to see defense resources diverted from other areas into space weapons, but who are similarly skeptical about the chances of avoiding this. 19 Because the thesis that space weaponization is inevitable is tied to many of the pro-weaponization perspectives, the next section of this paper will examine it in some detail, and the present discussion will focus simply on its implications. For space racers, the most important consideration with respect to space weapons is that the United States should not allow other countries to surpass, or even to rival it, in this arena of military competition. Being the leading space power may offer significant military advantage, or it could simply be an important source of national prestige and international political influence. 20 In either case, the United States must keep ahead of the pack, and in the end must be the first state to weaponize space, for even if that is unpleasant, it will surely be better than being the second state to do so. Moreover, if weaponization is inevitable and if leading the way is imperative, any political costs associated with being the first state to violate the sanctuary of space will have to be paid sooner or later, and delaying will not avert having to pay the price. 

Chinese ASAT test and subsequent responses non-uniques arms race DA

Denmark, 10 - Fellow with the Center for a New American Security [By Abraham M. and Dr. James Mulvenon CNAS, Jan, Contested Commons: The Future of American Power in a Multipolar World  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS%20Contested %20Commons%20Capstone_0.pdf]

In an environment where all the stray bullets, mortars and bombs do not simply fall to Earth, but continue to fly around the world for decades, rendering much of the surface of the Earth uninhabitable. Similarly, orbits littered with debris from a kinetic anti-satellite campaign would be useless for the satellites upon which the global economy depends. This fragility represents an Achilles’ heel for the space commons and the U.S. military. The relative dependence of the U.S. on space makes its space systems potentially attractive targets. Many foreign nations and non-state entities are pursuing space-related activities. … An attack on elements of U.S. space systems during a crisis or conflict should not be considered an improbable act. If the U.S. is to avoid a “Space Pearl Harbor” it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems. Burgeoning ASAT Capabilities: A growing number of states have recognized American reliance on space, have access to space, and are developing capabilities to exploit U.S. vulnerabilities. 77 Recent developments demonstrate that access to, and use of, space is becoming increasingly contested. These developments threaten the American way of war, given the U.S. military’s use of space for everything from logistics to Command, Control, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (C3ISR). These developments also threaten the space commons in general: China successfully tested a direct-ascent anti-satelite missile in January 2007, which created over 35,000 pieces of debris larger than 1 centimeter. 78 China also reportedly used lasers to temporarily blind an American satellite in 2006. Russia provided Iraq with GPS jammers in 2003, • which were somewhat successful in countering American precision-strike weapons. 80 Several states and non-state actors have used radio and cyber capabilities to disrupt or degrade an adversary’s space capabilities. Indonesia jammed a Chinese-owned satellite. Iran and Turkey have jammed satellite broadcasts of national dissidents. 81 In 2003, Iran jammed satellite broadcasts of Voice of America, and in March of that year, Iran jammed GPS signals. In 1999, hackers attacked a British satellite via cyberspace. In 2008, Brazilian hackers were arrested for using homemade communications dishes to “hijack” transponders on a U.S. Navy satellite. 82 More recently, the Iranian government reportedly jammed U.S. satellite and radio broadcasts during the protests surrounding its 2009 presidential election. The threshold to access space is lowering, allowing several countries to develop indigenous abilities to access and operate in space. While these efforts are primarily commercial and civilian in focus, many new space programs have military components. In May 2008, Japan’s legislature passed a law ending a ban on the use of its space program for defense. France’s new defense white paper calls for doubling investment in space assets, including spy satellites. In late June, India announced that it would “optimize space applications for military purposes,” and one of its most senior military officers candidly stated: “With time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets, and inevitably there will be a military contest in space. ” 83 Space may, in the coming decades, be more accessible to non-state actors. The high costs associated with developing, putting into orbit, and maintaining assets in space have, to date, kept space a domain for states, but costs are falling. Private companies have been attempting to develop relatively cost-effective space platforms for commercial launch purposes. The companies Scaled Composites and Virgin Galactic have developed a craft, White Knight Two, which they hope will carry a manned space capsule into orbit. In future years, it is possible (if not likely) that advanced high-altitude flight capabilities demonstrated by the White Knight Two will proliferate, making low orbit accessible for actors that do not have the resources to develop a full-fledged space program. The implications of new actors operating within the space commons are potentially significant. Long the domain of the United States and the Soviet Union, space in the coming decades will become more crowded, with inexperienced actors who may not have responsible mentorship of the space commons in mind. Indeed, some may use space to strike at the United States and the international system, a kind of terrorism in zero gravity.

Space BMD Arms Race DA

Space BMD prevents arm racing and instability - your authors’ arguments are unfounded theories

IFPA 9 (Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Sponsored by the American Foreign Policy Council, the Marshall Institute, Heritage, Claremont, Missouri State University, et al, “Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century’s 2009 Report,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)

American missile defense will cause an arms race; will cause nuclear proliferation in such places as North Korea and Iran; will threaten the military “integrity” of China and Russia and thereby challenge their places in the world, and will as a consequence be destabilizing to world peace. America must not be allowed to acquire missile defense.

These are the screeds of a community of missile defense opponents that daily pepper the media and public policy worlds. They have been part of the nation’s rhetorical landscape for over 40 years, and for thirty of those years these pronouncements were protected and made valid by the ABM Treaty’s prohibition of missile defense. They have been repeated so often for so long that for some Americans these utterances have become conventional wisdom that carries the ring of truth to be accepted as a matter of course without challenge.

Therefore, these arguments must be taken seriously. Until the U.S. withdrawal from the treaty, it had been a losing proposition to refute them, not because they are difficult to refute, but because any serious challenges to them have been irrelevant. What would be the point of challenging the “evils” of missile defense when the ABM Treaty was in place to prevent missile defense? With the treaty gone, this changes. Refutation should be vigorously pursued.

The flaw in these views is that they have little or no basis in fact. They are instead based on philosophy and emotion and for some political advantage, where fact itself is irrelevant. The fact that there is no real basis in fact is obvious and to deny this is clear evidence of the dogmatic nature of missile defense opponents who use these arguments.

To begin with, arms races stem from competition for offensive weapons and while it is true that some arms races are designed in part to overcome someone’s defenses, the converse that the absence of defenses breeds the absence of offensive weapons is without historical basis. Indeed, this proposition is supported by irrefutable evidence that the United States never has had missile defenses for its population, much less its military installations (save for selective use of limited “point” defense, such as the Patriot). But that reality has not prevented either nuclear proliferation or nuclear arms buildups; it has in all probability been the reverse.

The evidence also is clear that the past 40 years, most especially the last decade, have seen relentless buildups and bold moves to spread the use of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, as witness evolving events in Russia, China, North Korea, and Iran (discussed elsewhere in this report). One of the few times there has been a significant slowing of momentum was in the brief period 1985-93,  which was the height of missile defense development in the United States. In other words, if anything, a credible missile defense – even in development stage – is much more likely to help slow an arms race and discourage proliferation because it raises the costs and lowers the chances of success for aggressor nations or terrorist groups to try to find ways to overwhelm an effective missile defense system with their offensive weapons. In this sense it can become a deterrent and thus contribute to stability. Arguably, there is some evidence of this likelihood, in that at least some of the reasons for the Soviet Union’s collapse was due to an inability to keep up with U.S. technological developments in this field. Even as the USSR was scaling itself down, it was engaging in ways to share missile defense technology and use – an effort that was discontinued by the U.S. government after 1993.10 
Space arms race is inevitable regardless of whether or not the US deploys SBMD

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

While in effect, the ABM Treaty served as a critical impediment to U.S. deployment of space-based missile defense. With the treaty’s termination in 2002, new opportunities for space-based missile defense have emerged. However, the key obstacles to space defenses remain more political than technological in nature. For example, certain constituencies continue to voice vehement opposition to space-based missile defenses in the mistaken belief that they could result in the weaponization of space. This assumption is the result of the dubious logic that if the United States refrains from the deployment of space-based missile defense, other nations will behave in similar fashion. There is no empirical basis for expecting such international reciprocation, however. Whatever the United States chooses to do (or not to do), China, among other nations, seems determined to pursue space programs and, at least in the case of Beijing, to establish itself as a space superpower. The Chinese direct-ascent launch against its own weather satellite in January 2007 illustrates the difficulty inherent in restricting the weaponization of space by international treaty. We could have great difficulty even agreeing on what constitutes a space weapon. Is it a missile launched from earth against an object in space? If so, how would it be possible to differentiate between a missile for this purpose and a missile for other purposes?

No arms race - countermeasures by others are too costly and SBMD solves 

Frederick 9 – Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and , School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Lorinda, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html)

Potential adversaries may develop countermeasures in response to the US fielding of an SBMD because the latter would make their capabilities ineffective. R&D of countermeasures, which takes time and money, may result in reduced payload and/or range of the missile. These monetary and performance costs may be enough to deter an adversary from attempting countermeasures. One countermeasure against nonkinetic SBMD capabilities—hardened missiles—could have a reduced payload due to the added weight of the hardening material and additional fuel needed to reach the required distances. The adversary could also field more missiles to saturate the missile defense architecture.49 The saturation point depends upon the numbers of both space-based and terrestrially based interceptors deployed. Because decoys and countermeasures are deployed after boost phase, SBMD could lighten the load for midcourse and terminal-phase defenses. The adversary could also shift from ballistic missiles to cruise missiles but would pay a penalty in terms of speed, reach, and destructive potential. These penalties, in combination with existing cruise missile defenses, could make an attack less likely to succeed. Space sensors designed to trigger SBMD could also trigger TMD to intercept cruise missiles. SBMD could increase the effectiveness of the current BMD architecture even if the adversary employs countermeasures. Credible capabilities have the potential to deny an adversary’s objectives and therefore may deter him from employing ballistic missiles altogether. Key political decisions help explain the progress (or lack thereof) made towards exploring and developing the potential of SBMD.

Soft Power DA
Alt cause - Afghanistan

Zachary, 09 a member of the In These Times Board of Editors, is the author of the memoir Married to Africa and The Diversity Advantage: Multicultural Identity in the New World Economy. Professor of journalism at Stanford University and fellow at the German Marshall Fund, the case for an immediate withdrawal from Afghanistan, 10.9.20, G. Pascal
http://www.towardfreedom.com/global-news/1717-the-case-for-an-immediate-withdrawal-from-afghanistan
Morality must return to the center of America's relations with the world. Afghanistan could become, as Obama likes to say, "a teaching moment," for this president and his wider constituency, the citizens of the planet. The Bush presidency damaged both the image of the United States as a role model for promoters of democratization around the world, and further entrenched a darker counter-view of America as a reactionary force in world affairs. The Obama presidency creates an opening to restore the brighter side. In continuing the war in Afghanistan, Obama risks destroying his chances to redeem the United States in the eyes of the world. By ending the Afghan war, quickly and decisively, the president will match his rhetoric of hope with reality. He will also save U.S. lives and create new openings for negotiation, diplomacy and regional solutions to problems in distant lands. 

Soft power fails – no influence and it’s inherently unsustainable

Kennedy, 8 - professor of history and director of international security studies at Yale University (Paul, “Soft power is on the up. But it can always be outmuscled”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/nov/18/usa-obama-economy-military)

About a decade and a half ago certain scholars began to call attention to the importance of "soft power" in world affairs, which they defined as the capacity to win friends abroad and persuade other nations to agree to policies that you want. It was very different by nature from "hard power" - that is, military strength and economic muscle - but it was nonetheless real. Thus the crumbling USSR under Brezhnev was weakened by being culturally and ideologically unattractive to other peoples, except perhaps to the crumbling regimes of Cuba and North Korea. By contrast, a US boasting lots of soft power - the English language, Hollywood, the Wall Street way of doing business, democracy, the Bretton Woods institutions - gained from this additional measure of power and influence. Yet there has always been one feature to "soft power" that has made it less substantive than military capacity or economic resilience: you can lose it or gain it - or even regain it - very swiftly indeed. The Bush administration has been a spectacular example of how the US could rapidly destroy its attractiveness once it appeared bent on unilateralist, heavyhanded, neoconservative actions, and didn't seem to care about world opinion. Little wonder, then, that outside the US there was such jubilation when Barack Obama was decisively voted in. Phew! The nightmare is over. And soft power will prevail again. Before the world begins to think Obama can walk on water, we ought perhaps to reflect on what the recovery of US attractiveness and soft power cannot do. Here, alas, we have to return to the horrid world of "hard" power: economic reality and geopolitical reality. Soft power cannot pay for foreign oil and gas, imported cars, electronic goods, kitchenware and children's toys. Soft power cannot staunch General Motors' global disintegration, just as it could not stop the collapse of Lehman Brothers. Soft power seems to have very little influence over the wildly fluctuating exchange value of the dollar: when the trade deficit worsens, so does the greenback; and when hedge funds pull back monies from Brazil and Canada the dollar rises, like a cork on the tide, at least for a while. If Asia's appetite for Boeing's planes falls away, no amount of Obama charm will stop that. More important still, if Asia decides it is too risky to continue buying American treasury bonds - and Ben Bernanke and Henry Paulson are planning to put an awful lot more of them out on the market during the coming months - then White House glamour will count for little. There is more. American soft power cannot handle the longer term secular shifts in the world's economic balances, any more than could the replacement of a rather disturbing Disraeli with a somewhat nicer Gladstone stop the diminution of Victorian Britain's relative global influence. The international financial system is no longer as it was at Bretton Woods, when only one country could recreate the world's trading and currency systems. There is a larger lesson from the recent desperate efforts by central bankers - in Britain, Germany, the European Bank, Japan, Switzerland - to shore up a few crucial banks, country by country. The lesson is that the US followed, reluctantly. It did not lead. The same trend is evident at the IMF, yet another American institution slipping away from its founder's half-century dominance. How the world turns. We have come back to a multipolar system, whether US neocons or liberal imperialists like it or not. The same is true on the military-strategic playing fields. How exactly, one wonders, would revamped US soft power be applied to counter the assertiveness of an increasingly nationalistic Russia, smarting at its imperial collapse and intent on balancing the influence of the world hegemon? We may not like Vladimir Putin but, judging from domestic opinion polls, he is even more popular among Russians than Obama is among Americans. What can Hollywood and democratic peace theory do to missiles installed in Kaliningrad? What can the president-elect's undoubted charms do in the face of China and India's remarkable maritime expansion, with their silent submarines, long-range rocketry and satellite capacity? The probable answer is not much. No wonder they are keeping the lights on late in the night in the China Maritime Studies Centre at the Naval War College in Rhode Island. To those folks, soft power doesn't count for much. To them, it is the old story of covenants without swords. The sweeping election of Obama has generated extraordinary goodwill; who, apart from the most purblind, has not been excited? But such positivity must be tempered by the realisation that he comes into office during one of the most difficult and troubled periods in modern history; that he is to run a country far less dominant, relatively, than at the time of Wilson, Truman and Kennedy; and that, while his international attractiveness is strong, great nations cannot survive on soft power alone. 
Military force is key – soft power is insufficient to prevent conflict
Greenwald, 10 - policy adviser and online editor at the Foreign Policy Initiative. (July/August, Abe, “The Soft-Power Fallacy,” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=all)

Like Francis Fukuyama’s essay “The End of History,” soft-power theory was a creative and appealing attempt to make sense of America’s global purpose. Unlike Fukuyama’s theory, however, which the new global order seemed to support for nearly a decade, Nye’s was basically refuted by world events in its very first year. In the summer of 1990, a massive contingent of Saddam Hussein’s forces invaded Kuwait and effectively annexed it as a province of Iraq. Although months earlier Nye had asserted that “geography, population, and raw materials are becoming somewhat less important,” the fact is that Saddam invaded Kuwait because of its geographic proximity, insubstantial military, and plentiful oil reserves. Despite Nye’s claim that “the definition of power is losing its emphasis on military force,” months of concerted international pressure, including the passage of a UN resolution, failed to persuade Saddam to withdraw. In the end, only overwhelming American military power succeeded in liberating Kuwait. The American show of force also succeeded in establishing the U.S. as the single, unrivaled post–Cold War superpower.
Following the First Gulf War, the 1990s saw brutal acts of aggression in the Balkans: the Bosnian War in 1992 and the Kosovo conflicts beginning in 1998. These raged on despite international negotiations and were quelled only after America took the lead in military actions. It is also worth noting that attempts to internationalize these efforts made them more costly in time, effectiveness, and manpower than if the U.S. had acted unilaterally.
Additionally, the 1990s left little mystery as to how cataclysmic events unfold when the U.S. declines to apply traditional tools of power overseas. In April 1994, Hutu rebels began the indiscriminate killing of Tutsis in Rwanda. As the violence escalated, the United Nations’s peacekeeping forces stood down so as not to violate a UN mandate prohibiting intervention in a country’s internal politics. Washington followed suit, refusing even to consider deploying forces to East-Central Africa. By the time the killing was done, in July of the same year, Hutus had slaughtered between half a million and 1 million Tutsis. And in the 1990s, Japan’s economy went into its long stall, making the Japanese model of a scaled down military seem rather less relevant. All this is to say that during the presidency of Bill Clinton, Nye’s “intangible forms of power” proved to hold little sway in matters of statecraft, while modes of traditional power remained as critical as ever in coercing other nations and affirming America’s role as chief protector of the global order. If the Clinton years posed a challenge for the efficacy of soft power, the post-9/11 age has exposed Nye’s explication of the theory as something akin to academic eccentricity. In his book, Nye mentioned “current issues of transnational interdependence” requiring “collective action and international cooperation.” Among these were “ecological changes (acid rain and global warming), health epidemics such as AIDS, illicit trade in drugs, and terrorism.” Surely a paradigm that places terrorism last on a list of national threats starting with acid rain is due for revision.

   AT: Warming Scenario

Soft power doesn’t solve warming – no genuine motivation
Spencer, 8 –  Ph.D. in meteorology, Principal Research Scientist at the University of Alabama, former Senior Scientist for Climate Studies at NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center recipeint of NASA’s Exceptional Scientific Achievement Medal for their global temperature monitoring work, U.S. Science Team leader for the Advanced Microwave Scanning Radiometer flying on NASA’s Aqua satellite (Ro, “Climate Confusion,” p. 152 -3)

Congress has had a nasty habit of passing legislation based upon either lobbying groups who have co-opted some like-minded experts, or the testimony of an actor who happened to play an expert in a movie. As my wife likes to point out, scientists are usu- ally a Uttle understaffed in the common sense department, and so we can get mixed up in all kinds of poUcy battles.

There. is actually a support group for such experts-the Union of Concerned Scientists. "Hi, my name is Jason, and I'm a con- cerned scientist' "Hi, Jason!"

Al Gore has proposed a variety of policy approaches to the global warming problem. It is too early to tell whether any of them make enough sense to contribute substantially to solving the problem without doing even greater harm from unintended con- sequences. But if Gore's suggestions at the end of his movie An Inconvenienl Trulh are any indication, we are simply in for more feel-good gestures. Turning off the lights when you leave the room, using compact fluorescent bulbs, and buying a hybrid car might make sense economically, but don't be fooled into believing that they are going to make any measurable difference in future global temperatures.

While these feel-good conservation approaches seem to be popular, I suspect that it is only because we like to feel good.
With the Kyoto Protocol doomed to failure to either meet its goals for emissions reductions, or to reduce future warming even if it met its goals, a couple of our senators have had the bright idea to go ahead and push for a similar plan for failure here in the United States.
The McCain-Lieberman Climate Stewardship Act, also called "Kyoto-lite;' would be a wonderful opportunity to make it look like the U.S. is doing something about global warming without actually having to accomplish anything toward that goal. As of this writing b 0 07) it has failed to pass, but its supporters still hold out hope. If it does pass, there will be a lot of self-congratulatory pats on the back. But, Uke the Kyoto Protocol, there will be essentially no warming-reducing gain to show for the resulting economic pain.

Greenhouse effect can’t explain the regional heating variations – natural warming of the oceans means they can’t solve

Compo and Sardeshmukh, 7 – (Gilbert P. Compo, PhD, CIRES (cooperative institute for research in environmental science) research scientist studying atmospheric and oceanic variations ranging from climate change to storm tracks using climate models, observational and reanalysis datasets and Prashant D. Sardeshmuk, Ph.D. Princeton University, Director and Senior Research Scientist, CIRES Climate Diagnostics Center, “Oceanic inﬂuences on recent continental warming,” National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association, http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/psd/people/prashant.d.sardeshmukh/publications/Compo_Sardeshmukh_2009.pdf) 

The general warming trend of near-surface temperatures  since the late nineteenth century appears to have intensiﬁed  since the mid-1970s (Stott et al. 2006; Knutson et al. 2006),  and emerged unambiguously from a background of simulated natural climate variability after about 1990 (Stott  et al. 2006). Global climate models with prescribed variations of greenhouse gases (GHGs), aerosols, and solar  forcing are now proving successful at capturing the global  mean as well as some regional aspects of these temperature  variations (Stott et al. 2006; Knutson et al. 2006; Hegerl  et al. 2007).  Figure 1a illustrates the global extent of the recent  observed warming as the 1991–2006 average minus the  1961–1990 average. The near-ubiquity of the warming,  especially over the continents, is striking. To what degree  is this directly attributable to local GHG increases? For the  planet as a whole, there is little doubt that the inhibition of  outgoing longwave radiation by such increases leads to  radiative heating of the surface (i.e. the greenhouse effect),  with the warming subsequently modiﬁed by water vapor  and other feedbacks (Houghton et al. 2001). But does this  also apply locally to each region in Fig. 1a? The primary  conclusion of our study is that it does not. Indeed we ﬁnd  compelling evidence from several atmospheric general  circulation model simulations without prescribed GHG,  aerosol, and solar forcing variations (Table 1) that the  continental warming in Fig. 1a is largely a response to the  warming of the oceans rather than directly due to GHG  increases over the continents (Table 2).
2 Observational and atmospheric model data  The four most recently updated observed air and sea surface  temperature (SST) datasets were combined in an  unweighted average to create Fig. 1a and Table 2. Although  these datasets [HadCRUT3v (Brohan et al. 2006), HadISST1 (Rayner et al. 2003), National Aeronautics and Space  Administration (NASA) GISTEMP Combined at 250 km  resolution (Hansen et al. 2001), and National Oceanic and  Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Merged Land, Air,  and SST (MLASST) (Smith and Reynolds 2005)] are based  on overlapping sources and methods, they show some  differences in their estimates of temperature variability. We therefore used an unweighted blend to estimate the  observed temperature variations.  Our study also makes use of several AGCM simulations  generated at modeling centers in the United States  (Table 1). AGCM integrations with prescribed observed  SSTs are a standard method of investigating atmospheric  variability on interannual (e.g., Lau 1997; Sardeshmukh  et al. 2000; Shukla et al. 2000), decadal (e.g., Hoerling and  Kumar 2003; Seager et al. 2005), and multi-decadal time  scales (e.g., Rodwell et al. 1999; Schneider et al. 2003;  Sexton et al. 2003; Hurrell et al. 2004; Deser and Phillips  2008). This experimental design forms the basis for the  several hundred multi-decadal AGCM integrations with  prescribed SSTs that have been performed as part of the  CLIVAR International ‘‘Climate of the Twentieth Century’’ Project (Folland et al. 2002). Our study uses two sets  of ensemble integrations with speciﬁed observed SSTs and  different atmospheric initial conditions available for the  period 1961–2006, one generated at the International  Research Institute (IRI) using the European/ECHAM4.5 spectral model, and the other at NASA using the NASA  NSIPP gridpoint model at two different horizontal resolutions. The NSIPP high-resolution model also had speciﬁed  time-varying sea ice (Table 1). Schubert et al. (2004b)  found little difference between the NSIPP model’s climatology or variability at the two resolutions; we therefore  combined those runs to reduce sampling errors. An additional set of 8 NASA model simulations at the lower  horizontal resolution, with both prescribed SST and CO2  variations was also available. The CO2 variations were as  in Johns et al. (2003).  To complement these simulations, we used 54 additional  model simulations extending only up to 2000. Each was  generated using prescribed observed SSTs and different  atmospheric initial conditions (Table 1). An additional  10-member set of NCAR/CAM3 model simulations with  prescribed radiative forcings was also available, and is  referred to here as the NCAR/CAM3 Intergovernmental  Panel on Climate Change forcings (IPCC) ensemble. These  simulations had the same speciﬁed time-varying boundary  conditions as the NCAR/CAM3 integrations, but also  speciﬁed anthropogenic and natural radiative forcings as in  Meehl et al. (2006). The forcings included time-varying  solar irradiance and volcanic aerosols, anthropogenic sulfate aerosols, tropospheric and stratospheric ozone, wellmixed GHGs (CO2, CH4, N2O), halocarbons, and black  carbon aerosols. 

   Democracy Impact Defense

Democratic peace theory is wrong - no causality

Rosato 3 (Sebastian, PhD, Asst. Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, Former Research Fellow at the International Security Program, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory,” Nov, American PoliSci Review Vol 97 No 4, Muse)

Democratic peace theory is probably the most powerful liberal contribution to the debate on the  causes  of  war and peace.  In  this paper  I  examine  the causal  logics  that underpin  the  theory  to determine whether  they offer compelling explanations for  the  finding  of mutual democratic  pacifism. I find that they do not. Democracies do not reliably externalize their domestic norms of conflict resolution and do not trust or respect one another when their interests clash. Moreover, elected leaders  are not  especially accountable  to peace loving publics  or pacific  interest groups, democracies are not  particularly  slow  to mobilize  or  incapable of  surprise attack, and open political  competition does  not  guarantee  that a democracy will reveal private information about its level of  resolve  thereby avoiding  conflict. Since the evidence  suggests  that the  logics do not operate as  stipulated by  the  theory's proponents,  there are good  reasons to believe that while there is  certainly peace  among  democracies,  it may not be  caused by  the democratic nature of  those states.

Squo Solves and No Brink: Democracy has expanded globally even without U.S. promotion and will continue to

Mandelbaum 7 (Michael, Christian Herter Professor of American Foreign Policy at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, “Democracy Without American Subtitle: The Spontaneous Spread of Freedom,” Foreign Affairs, September/October)

Yet the failure of Washington's democracy promotion has not meant the failure of democracy itself. To the contrary, in the last quarter of the twentieth century this form of government enjoyed a remarkable rise. Once confined to a handful of wealthy countries, it became, in a short period of time, the most popular political system in the world. In 1900, only ten countries were democracies; by midcentury, the number had increased to 30, and 25 years later the count remained the same. By 2005, fully 119 of the world's 190 countries had become democracies.  The seemingly paradoxical combination of the failure of U.S. democracy promotion and the successful expansion of democracy raises several questions: Why have the deliberate efforts of the world's most powerful country to export its form of government proved ineffective? Why and how has democracy enjoyed such extraordinary worldwide success despite the failure of these efforts? And what are the prospects for democracy in other key areas -- the Arab countries, Russia, and China -- where it is still not present? Answering these questions requires a proper understanding of the concept of democracy itself.  DEMOCRATIC GENEALOGY  What the world of the twenty-first century calls democracy is in fact the fusion of two distinct political traditions. One is liberty -- that is, individual freedom. The other is popular sovereignty: rule by the people. Popular sovereignty made its debut on the world stage with the French Revolution, whose architects asserted that the right to govern belonged not to hereditary monarchs, who had ruled in most places at most times since the beginning of recorded history, but rather to the people they governed.  Liberty has a much longer pedigree, dating back to ancient Greece and Rome. It consists of a series of political zoning ordinances that fence off and thus protect sectors of social, political, and economic life from government interference. The oldest form of liberty is the inviolability of private property, which was part of the life of the Roman Republic. Religious liberty arose from the split in Christendom provoked by the Protestant Reformation of the sixteenth century. Political liberty emerged later than the other two forms but is the one to which twenty-first-century uses of the word "freedom" usually refer. It connotes the absence of government control of speech, assembly, and political participation.  Well into the nineteenth century, the term "democracy" commonly referred to popular sovereignty alone, and a regime based on popular sovereignty was considered certain to suppress liberty. The rule of the people, it was believed, would lead to corruption, disorder, mob violence, and ultimately tyranny. In particular, it was widely thought that those without property would, out of greed and envy, move to seize it from its owners if the public took control of the government.  At the end of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth, liberty and popular sovereignty were successfully merged in a few countries in western Europe and North America. This fusion succeeded in no small part due to the expansion of the welfare state in the wake of the Great Depression and World War II, which broadened the commitment to private property by giving everyone in society a form of it and prevented mass poverty by providing a minimum standard of living to all. Even then, however, the democratic form of government did not spread either far or wide.  Popular sovereignty, or at least a form of it, became all but universal by the second half of the twentieth century. The procedure for implementing this political principle -- holding an election -- was and remains easy. In the first three-quarters of the twentieth century, most countries did not choose their governments through free and fair elections. However, most governments could claim to be democratic at least in the sense that they differed from the traditional forms of governance -- monarchy and empire. The leaders did not inherit their positions, and they came from the same national groups as the people they governed. These governments embodied popular sovereignty in that the people controlling them were neither hereditary monarchs nor foreigners.  If popular sovereignty is relatively easy to establish, the other component of democracy, liberty, is far more difficult to secure. This accounts for both the delay in democracy's spread around the world in the twentieth century and the continuing difficulties in establishing it in the twenty-first. Putting the principle of liberty into practice requires institutions: functioning legislatures, government bureaucracies, and full-fledged legal systems with police, lawyers, prosecutors, and impartial judges. Operating such institutions requires skills, some of them highly specialized. And the relevant institutions must be firmly anchored in values: people must believe in the importance of protecting these zones of social and civic life from state interference. The institutions, skills, and values that liberty requires cannot be called into existence by fiat any more than it is possible for an individual to master the techniques of basketball or ballet without extensive training. The relevant unit of time for creating the social conditions conducive to liberty is, at a minimum, a generation. Not only does the apparatus of liberty take time to develop, it must be developed independently and domestically; it cannot be sent from elsewhere and implanted, ready-made. The requisite skills and values can be neither imported nor outsourced.  While the British Empire did export liberty to India, the British governed the Indian subcontinent directly for almost a century. In many other places where the British ruled, democracy failed to take hold. In the twenty-first century, moreover, the age of empire has ended. Nowhere are people eager, or even willing, to be ruled by foreigners, a point the U.S. encounter with Iraq has illustrated all too vividly. Seen in this light, the spread of democracy in the last quarter of the twentieth century seems not only remarkable but almost inexplicable. For if the institutions of liberty, which are integral to democratic governance, take at least a generation to build, and since nondemocratic governments try, in order to preserve their own power, to ensure that the institutions and practices of liberty never take root, how can democracy be established at all?  THE MAGIC OF THE MARKET  The worldwide demand for democratic government in the modern era arose due to the success of the countries practicing it. The United Kingdom in the nineteenth century and the United States in the twentieth became militarily the most powerful and economically the most prosperous sovereign states. The two belonged to the winning coalition in each of the three global conflicts of the twentieth century: the two world wars and the Cold War. Their success made an impression on others. Countries, like individuals, learn from what they observe. For countries, as for individuals, success inspires imitation. The course of modern history made democracy seem well worth emulating.  The desire for a democratic political system does not by  itself create the capacity for establishing one. The key to establishing a working democracy, and in particular the institutions of liberty, has been the free-market economy. The institutions, skills, and values needed to operate a free-market economy are those that, in the political sphere, constitute democracy. Democracy spreads through the workings of the market when people apply the habits and procedures they are already carrying out in one sector of social life (the economy) to another one (the political arena). The market is to democracy what a grain of sand is to an oyster's pearl: the core around which it forms.  The free market fosters democracy because private property, which is central to any market economy, is itself a form of liberty. Moreover, a successfully functioning market economy makes the citizens of the society in which it is established wealthier, and wealth implants democracy by, among other things, subsidizing the kind of political participation that genuine democracy requires. Many studies have found that the higher a country's per capita output, the more likely that country is to protect liberty and choose its government through free and fair elections.  Perhaps most important, the free market generates the organizations and groups independent of the government -- businesses, trade unions, professional associations, clubs, and the like -- that are known collectively as civil society, which is itself indispensable to a democratic political system. Private associations offer places of refuge from the state in which individuals can pursue their interests free of government control. Civil society also helps to preserve liberty by serving as a counterweight to the machinery of government. Popular sovereignty, the other half of modern democratic government, also depends on elements of civil society that the free market makes possible, notably political parties and interest groups.  Finally, the experience of participating in a free-market economy cultivates two habits that are central to democratic government: trust and compromise. For a government to operate peacefully, citizens must trust it not to act against their most important interests and, above all, to respect their political and economic rights. For governments to be chosen regularly in free elections, the losers must trust the winners not to abuse the power they have won. Likewise, trust is an essential element of markets that extend beyond direct local exchange. When a product is shipped over great distances and payment for it comes in installments that extend over time, buyers and sellers must trust in each other's good faith and reliability. To be sure, in a successfully functioning market economy, the government stands ready to enforce contracts that have been breached. But in such economies, so many transactions take place that the government can intervene in only a tiny fraction of them. Market activity depends far more on trust in others to fulfill their commitments than on reliance on the government to punish them if they fail to do so.   The other democratic habit that comes from participating in a market economy is compromise. Compromise inhibits violence that could threaten democracy. Different preferences concerning issues of public policy, often deeply felt, are inevitable in any political system. What distinguishes democracy from other forms of government is the peaceful resolution of the conflicts to which these differences give rise. Usually this occurs when each party gets some but not all of what it wants. Compromise is also essential to the operation of a market economy. In every transaction, after all, the buyer would like to pay less and the seller would like to receive more than the price on which they ultimately agree. They agree because the alternative to agreement is no transaction at all. Participants in a free market learn that the best can be the enemy of the good, and acting on that principle in the political arena is essential for democratic government.   PROMOTING MARKETS, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY  From this analysis it follows that the best way to foster democracy is to encourage the spread of free markets. Market promotion is, to be sure, an indirect method of democracy promotion and one that will not yield immediate results. Still, the rapid spread of democracy over the past three decades did exhibit a distinct association with free markets. Democracy came to the countries of southern Europe and Asia and to almost every country in Latin America after all of them had gained at least a generation's worth of experience, sometimes more, in operating market economies.  Viewed in this light, however, promoting democracy indirectly by encouraging the spread of free markets might seem unnecessary. Countries generally need no urging to recast their economies along free-market lines. Today, virtually all countries have done so, for the sake of their own economic growth. So important and so widespread had the goal of economic growth become in the second half of the twentieth century that the capacity to foster it had emerged as a key test of the political legitimacy of all governments. And the history of the twentieth century seemed to demonstrate conclusively that the market system of economic organization -- and it alone -- can deliver economic growth.   The free market, in this account, acts as a kind of Trojan horse. Dictatorships embrace it to enhance their own power and legitimacy, but its workings ultimately undermine their rule. Indeed, this line of analysis would seem to suggest not only that a foreign policy of deliberate market promotion is superfluous but that the ultimate triumph of democracy everywhere is assured through the universal voluntary adoption of free-market economic institutions and policies.   That, however, is not the case. The continued spread of democracy in the twenty-first century is no more inevitable than it is impossible, as is demonstrated by the decidedly varying prospects for this form of government in three important places where it does not exist: the Arab world, Russia, and China.  THE FUTURE OF FREDOM  The prospects for democracy in the Arab countries are poor. A number of features of Arab society and political life work against it. None is exclusive to the Middle East, but nowhere else are all of them present in such strength. One of them is oil. The largest reserves of readily accessible oil on the planet are located in the region. Countries that become wealthy through the extraction and sale of oil, often called petro-states, rarely conform to the political standards of modern democracy. These countries do not need the social institutions and individual skills that, transferred to the realm of politics, promote democracy. All that is required for them to become rich is the extraction and sale of oil, and a small number of people can do this. They do not even have to be citizens of the country itself.   Furthermore, because the governments own the oil fields and collect all the petroleum export revenues, they tend to be large and powerful. In petro-states, the incentives for rulers to maintain control of the government are therefore unusually strong, as are the disincentives to relinquish power voluntarily. In these countries, the private economies, which elsewhere counterbalance state power, tend to be small and weak, and civil society is underdeveloped. Finally, the nondemocratic governments of petro-states, particularly the monarchies of the Middle East, where oil is plentiful and populations are relatively small, use the wealth at their disposal to resist pressures for more democratic governance. In effect, they bribe the people they rule, persuading these citizens to forgo political liberty and the right to decide who governs them.   Arab countries are also unlikely candidates for democracy because their populations are often sharply divided along tribal, ethnic, or religious lines. Where more than one tribal, ethnic, or religious group inhabits a sovereign state in appreciable numbers, democracy has proved difficult to establish. In a stable democracy, people must be willing to be part of the minority. But people will accept minority status only if they feel confident that the majority will respect their liberty. In countries composed of several groups, such confidence is not always present, and there is little reason to believe it exists in Arab countries. The evidence of its absence in Iraq is all too clear.   For the purpose of developing democratic governments, Arab countries labor under yet another handicap. For much of their history, Arab Muslims saw themselves as engaged in an epic battle for global supremacy against the Christian West. The historical memory of that rivalry still resonates in the Arab Middle East today and fuels popular resentment of the West. This, in turn, casts a shadow over anything of Western origin, including the West's dominant form of government. For this reason, liberty and free elections have less favorable reputations in the Arab Middle East than elsewhere. In view of all these obstacles, whatever else may be said about the Bush administration, in aiming its democracy promotion efforts at the Arab world it cannot be accused of picking an easy target.   The prospects for democracy in Russia over the next two to three decades are brighter. Russia today has a government that does not respect liberty and was not chosen through free and fair elections. The absence of democracy is due to the fact that seven decades of communist rule left the country without the social, political, and economic foundations on which democratic government rests. But Russia today does not confront the obstacles that barred its path to democracy in the past.  The communist political and economic systems have disappeared in Russia and will not be restored. Russia is also largely free of the historically powerful sense that the country had a cultural and political destiny different from those of other countries. Russia's population no longer consists, as it did until the industrialization and urbanization of the communist era, largely of illiterate peasants and landless agricultural workers. Today, the average Russian is literate, educated, and lives in a city -- the kind of person who is eventually likely to find democracy appealing and dictatorship unacceptable.   The revolutions in transportation and communication have made it far more difficult for Russia's rulers to close the country off from the outside world. In particular, Russians today are far more aware of the ideas and institutions of the democracies of the world than they were during the centuries when absolute monarchs ruled the country and during the communist period. Finally, Russia in the twenty-first century faces far less danger of attack by its neighbors than ever before. Monarchs and commissars from the sixteenth century through most of the twentieth justified gathering and exercising unlimited power on the grounds that it was necessary to protect the country from its enemies. That rationale has now lost much of its force. A countervailing force must be set against these harbingers of a more democratic future for Russia, however. The country's large reserves of energy resources threaten to tilt Russia in the direction of autocratic government. Post-Soviet Russia has the unhappy potential to become a petro-state. Russia's democratic prospects may therefore be said, with only modest exaggeration, to be inversely related to the price of oil.   Of all the nondemocratic countries in the world, the one where democracy's prospects matter most is China -- the world's most populous country and one that is on course to have, at some point in the twenty-first century, the world's largest economy. The outlook for democracy in China is uncertain. Beginning in the last years of the 1970s, a series of reforms that brought many of the features of the free market to what had been a communist-style economy set in motion a remarkable quarter-century-long burst of double-digit annual economic growth. Although the core institution of a free-market economy, private property, has not been fully established in China, the galloping pace of economic growth has created a middle class. As a proportion of China's huge population it is small, but its numbers are increasing rapidly. More and more Chinese live in cities, are well educated, and earn a living in ways that provide them with both a degree of independence on the job and sufficient income and leisure time for pursuits away from work.  Along with the growth of the economy, the sorts of independent groups that make up civil society have proliferated in China. In 2005, 285,000 nongovernmental groups were officially registered with the government -- a tiny number for a country with a population of 1.3 billion -- but estimates of the number of unofficial groups ran as high as eight million. Furthermore, twenty-first-century China emphatically fulfills one of the historical conditions for democracy: it is open to the world. Communist China's founding leader, Mao Zedong, sought to wall China off from other countries. His successors have opened the country's doors and welcomed what Mao tried to keep out.  The dizzying change that a quarter century of economic reform and its consequences have brought to China has therefore installed, in a relatively short period of time, many of the building blocks of political democracy. As Chinese economic growth proceeds, as the ranks of the country's middle class expand and civil society spreads, the pressure for democratic change is sure to increase. As it does, however, democracy advocates are just as certain to encounter formidable resistance from the ruling Chinese Communist Party (CCP).  Although it has abandoned the Maoist project of exerting control over every aspect of social and political life, the party remains determined to retain its monopoly on political power. It squelches any sign of organized political opposition to its rule and practices selective censorship. Explicit expressions of political dissent and any questioning of the role of the CCP are prohibited. Its efforts to retain power are not necessarily doomed to fail. The CCP has greater staying power than the ruling communist parties of Europe and the Soviet Union enjoyed before they were swept away in 1989 and 1991. Because it has presided over a far more successful economy than did its European and Soviet counterparts, the CCP can count on the tacit support of many Chinese who have no particular fondness for it and who do not necessarily believe it has the right to govern China in perpetuity without limits on its authority.  Popular indulgence of communist rule in China has another source: the fear of something worse. Recurrent periods of violence scar China's twentieth-century history. The Chinese people certainly wish to avoid further bouts of large-scale murder and destruction, and if the price of stability is the continuation of the dictatorial rule of the CCP, they may reckon that this is a price worth paying. The millions who have done particularly well in the quarter century of reform -- many of them educated, cosmopolitan, and living in the cities of the country's coastal provinces -- have reason to be wary of the resentment of the many more, mainly rural, residents of inland China whose well-being the economic boom has failed to enhance. The beneficiaries may calculate that CCP rule protects them and their gains. Finally, the regime can tap a widespread and potent popular sentiment to reinforce its position: nationalism. For example, it assiduously publicizes its claim to control Taiwan, a claim that seems to enjoy wide popularity on the mainland.  Whether, when, and how China will become a democracy are all questions to which only the history of the twenty-first century can supply the answers. Nonetheless, two predictions may be hazarded with some confidence. One is that if and when democracy does come to China -- as well as to the Arab world and Russia -- it will not be because of the deliberate and direct efforts at democracy promotion by the United States. The other is that pressure for democratic governance will grow in the twenty-first century whatever the United States does or does not do. It will grow wherever nondemocratic governments adopt the free-market system of economic organization. Such regimes will adopt this system as part of their own efforts to promote economic growth, a goal that governments all over the world will be pursuing for as far into the future as the eye can see.  

Space Debris DA
Space deterrence key to preventing debris
SWF, 9 – staff writers, Secure World Foundation (SWF) is headquartered in Superior, Colorado, with offices in Washington, D.C. and Vienna, Austria. SWF is a private operating foundation dedicated to the secure and sustainable use of space (4/24, “Space Deterrence Concept Critical To US Space Asset Security,” http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Space_Deterrence_Concept_Critical_To_US_Space_Asset_Security_999.html)

A fundamental workshop observation is that the U.S. faces the key issue of what the face of 21st century deterrence might look like. In a post- Cold War era, the number, range, and variety of players has increased significantly, and space is perhaps the most globalized of political and military arenas.

As such, there is much debate as to what the face of deterrence for space should look like, and how large a role it should play in overall US strategic thinking in protection its space assets.

"Maturing the discussion of space deterrence is important because deterrence ultimately provides the best protection of space and enhances U.S. national security", says Colonel Sean McClung, Director of the National Space Studies Center at Maxwell Air Force Base.

McClung adds: "Successful space deterrence can prevent conflicts that create massive debris fields and result in a universal inability to effectively use the space environment."

Other events on this topic, most notably those of the National Defense University and the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, highlight the currency of this theme and its consideration by the upper echelons of political and military thinkers.
Status quo solves - NASA’s implemented a new policy to clean up and limit debris - evidence from before 2010 is moot

Selding 10 (Peter, Space News Writer, “NASA May Move Orbital Debris Mitigation Off Back Burner,” July 23, http://www.spacenews.com/civil/100723-nasa-orbital-debris-mitigation.html, EMM) 

BREMEN, Germany — NASA’s Orbital Debris Program Office expects to begin active work on how to remove debris in orbit on the strength of the new U.S. National Space Policy, according to the office’s chief scientist. Nicholas L. Johnson said the office, which assembles data from the U.S. Air Force-run Space Surveillance Network, has been working on these issues for years, but only on an informal basis, with few resources and no formal mandate. That changed on June 28, when President Barack Obama issued an updated space policy that specifically orders NASA and the U.S. Defense Department to “pursue research and development of technologies and techniques … to mitigate and remove on-orbit debris.” Attending the 38th Congress of the Committee on Space Research (Cospar) here July 18-25, Johnson said it is too early to tell exactly how the new policy will be transformed into programs and budgets. But the specificity of the wording, he said, gives reason to conclude that NASA will be able to increase its efforts. In addition to asking NASA and the Defense Department to research debris mitigation — making satellites and rockets less likely to break up in orbit, and removing satellites from the orbital highways upon retirement — the policy’s inclusion of orbital debris removal may take the NASA office in a new direction.

No impact - tracking solves and even weapons firing doesn’t cause much debris - your authors grossly exaggerate

Hackett 7 (James, Washington Post Writer, “ Much ado about space debris,” April 25, Lexis, EMM)

China's deliberate destruction of one of its own satellites in a January test of an anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon has led to much hand-wringing about the creation of space debris, reinvigorating the opponents of weapons in space. Orbiting debris is dangerous, but the danger has been greatly exaggerated and is no reason for new unenforceable arms control agreements. When the space age began 50 years ago there were no man-made objects in space. Since then, Space Command has tracked more than 25,000 objects of baseball size or larger. More than 10,000 have fallen into the atmosphere and disintegrated or landed, but in 50 years not one person anywhere on Earth has been killed or injured by falling debris. Space debris is only slightly more likely to strike one of the 850 active spacecraft. Most are in low Earth orbit below about 800 miles. These operational spacecraft are only 6 percent of the objects tracked. The rest is space junk that includes inactive satellites, spent rockets, debris from exploding rockets and just plain trash. Space Command monitors debris to identify threats and alerts operators of satellites to move out of the way if they appear to be in danger. Some 80 percent of debris orbits between 500 and 600 miles altitude. The Chinese test, at 527 miles, created more debris right where traffic is heaviest. Air Force Space Command is tracking more than 1,000 pieces of debris from the Chinese test, plus 14,000 that were there before. So far, none has hit an active spacecraft. In fact, over the last 50 years there have been only three documented debris impacts with operational spacecraft, and none have been destroyed. A Space Command Web site describing the Space Surveillance Network that tracks debris notes there is only a small amount in the low orbits of the space shuttle and space station, and gives a worst-case estimate of 1 chance in 10,000 years of a piece of debris of baseball size or larger hitting either one. Even in the debris-heavy area around 500 miles altitude, Space Command says normally there are only three or four objects orbiting in an area equivalent to the airspace over the continental United States up to an altitude of 30,000 feet. Thus, it states, the likelihood of a collision is very small. Now there are reports U.S. intelligence agencies knew about and monitored Chinese preparations for the ASAT test, but senior administration officials decided to say nothing to deter Beijing in orderto protect intelligence methods. That shows that despite the anguish about space debris the creation of more was not considered a serious danger. Most debris eventually migrates down and burns up in the atmosphere. The main efforts are to avoid existing debris, design spacecraft and rockets that will not explode in space, limit the release of debris on orbit, and at the end of their mission de-orbit satellites or move them to parking orbits where there is little traffic. The Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee (IADC) is an international governmental group that promotes good conduct in space. Most space-faring nations are members, including the United States, Russia, China and the European Space Agency, which together have created some 95 percent of space junk. The IADC was supposed to meet in Beijing in late April, but after creating a new debris field, China postponed the meeting until November. Now an earlier meeting at a new location is under consideration. It will be interesting to see if China explains its anti-satellite test. By conducting the test without advance notice to anyone, Beijing ignored the concerns of governments and commercial satellite operators alike, and violated a cardinal rule of the IADC by creating a lot of long-lived debris at a relatively high altitude. Though the danger is not as great as many believe, China's action has led to renewed calls for a ban on tests in space that might cause debris. That would be a mistake. Banning weapons or tests in space could adversely affect our ability to protect our armed forces on land and sea from satellite reconnaissance and targeting. 
The link is small - the US doesn’t produce much debris and is already engaged in cleanup - and national security outweighs anyway

USSD 7 (US State Department, “Study on Space Policy: Report on the International Security Advisory Board,” April 27, Accessed on Spacedebate.com, http://www.spacedebate.org/evidence/3003/, EMM)

The United States is party to the Convention on International Liability for Damage Caused by Space Objects, the Return of Objects Launched into Outer Space and also the Agreement on the Rescue of Astronauts and the Return of Astronauts. The United States has been the world's leader in raising awareness about the dangers of man-made space debris and in developing ways of dealing with this consequence of human activity in space. The National Space Policy commits the United States to seek the minimization of space debris by government and nongovernment activities. The United States should continue to play a strong leadership role in the Inter-Agency Debris Coordination Committee, at the United Nations, and elsewhere, for the minimization of man-made space debris. 

At the same time, it should be recognized that space debris produced by human activity is quite low compared to that produced by nature. To minimize does not mean stopping all activities that would or might produce some debris. It is a relative not an absolute matter. U.S. national security requirements could take precedence over the goal of minimization of space debris –for example, the testing and use of ballistic missile defense interceptors against objects in space that would threaten populations, armed forces, and infrastructure. 

China Relations DA
Leaked statements prove US-Sino relations over space are uniquely low—Obama arguments don’t apply—he has the same fears as Bush

GSN 11 [Global Security Newswire, “Leaks Reveal Chinese-U.S. Anti-Satellite Tensions,” February 3, 2011, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110203_5787.php, DavidK]

The Bush administration quietly castigated China over its 2007 antisatellite test one month before the United States shot down one of its own orbiters, the London Telegraph yesterday quoted leaked U.S. diplomatic communications as saying (see GSN, Jan. 28). China eliminated one of its orbiting satellites in January 2007 (see GSN, Jan. 19, 2007); the United States carried out a similar operation the following year (see GSN, Feb. 21, 2008). “The United States has not conducted an antisatellite test since 1985,” the State Department noted in January 2008. “A Chinese attack on a satellite using a weapon launched by a ballistic missile threatens to destroy space systems that the United States and other nations use for commerce and national security. Destroying satellites endangers people,” the Bush administration said in a formal protest. “Any purposeful interference with U.S. space systems will be interpreted by the United States as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict," the document warns. "The United States reserves the right, consistent with the U.N. Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military.” Washington hinted at military implications of its own antisatellite maneuver, which was conducted ostensibly to prevent the contents of the satellite's fuel tank from causing environmental damage, according to the Telegraph. The U.S. Embassy in Beijing obtained “direct confirmation of the results of the antisatellite test” from the U.S. Pacific Command, according to records obtained by the openness organization Wikileaks. A U.s. Defense Department spokesman said yesterday, though, that "the United States did not engage our own satellite to test or demonstrate an antisatellite (ASAT) capability. The purpose was to prevent the satellite's hydrazine fuel from causing potential harm to life on the ground." The U.S. satellite shootdown prompted an "angry" response from Beijing, documents indicate. China's assistant foreign minister in one case suggested the Pentagon's antimissile effort was both “defensive” and “offensive” since “it includes lasers that attack a missile in launch phase over the sovereign territory of the launching country" (see GSN, Jan. 11). The United States in a January 2010 cable expressed concern about possible antisatellite intentions behind a Chinese test missile interception that month. The test used an SC-19 missile involved in Beijing's 2007 antisatellite demonstration. “This test is assessed to have furthered both Chinese ASAT (antisatellite) and ballistic missile defense technologies,” the document states. The Obama administration had the same fears as its predecessor about China's possible military ambitions in space, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said. Potential future space-based military threats have increasing prompted concerns among Western governments, according to the Telegraph. British Defense Secretary Liam Fox last year warned that an electromagnetic pulse, caused by the detonation of a nuclear weapon near the edge of earth's atmosphere, could knock out crucial electrical systems (see GSN, Sept. 21, 2010; London Telegraph , Feb. 2).

China relations inevitably low - this evidence is future predictive

Scissors 1/19, Derek, fellow in the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation [“The Year of Opportunity,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/19/the_year_of_opportunity?page=0,0] 

The only reason the exchange rate garners attention is that it appears to be easily tied to the salient political topic of job losses. Given the tense political climate awaiting America in 2012, that conversation isn't going away. Obviously, 2012 is an election year in the United States, presidential as well as congressional. Control of the Senate will again be in play, spurring more simple-minded China-bashing of the type seen last year. The presidential race could act as gasoline on that fire. Obama has hardly demonstrated a commitment to free trade, and the Republican nomination will draw a huge number of candidates, including fiery populists. The tone of the American political debate could be as anti-China as it has been since Tiananmen. Meanwhile, in fall 2012, the Chinese Communist Party will select its next set of top leaders. And none of the incoming leadership will want to be accused of having bowed to U.S. pressure. In other words, China, too, is going to be more recalcitrant and possibly even hostile in 2012. Next year will therefore see more American aggressiveness over the exchange rate, as candidates fall over each other to be more outraged. It could also see contemptuous Chinese dismissals of even legitimate American economic concerns. Trade sanctions will be introduced in Congress and proceed toward law. We can only hope that the coincidence of these dual political transitions and high U.S. unemployment doesn't make 2012 the year a serious bilateral trade conflict finally breaks out. Looking forward to that, from the vantage point of a less pressured time, it's crucial to act fast. The new U.S. House of Representatives is not yet as obsessed with the exchange rate as the previous, and the presidential race is still more curiosity than calamity. On the Chinese side, Hu Jintao and his Politburo Standing Committee are better able to make notable decisions than they will be in 2012. This lull in bilateral relations is not a general improvement. The relative quiet of 2011 must be exploited to make progress that can sustain Sino-American relations through the rough waters ahead. Happily, there are multiple fronts on which to make progress, including North Korea, Iran, freedom of the seas, and so on. 

U.S – Sino relations low – Conflict over Thailand 

Symonds 7-2 – Journalist for wsws (Peter, 2, “US-China rivalry compounds Thai election tension”, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2011/jul2011/thai-j02.shtml)

As Thailand prepares to go to the polls on Sunday, the result threatens to unleash further political unrest after five years of a bitter power struggle within the Thai ruling elites between supporters and opponents of former Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra. A major factor adding fuel to these internal tensions is the sharpening rivalry between the United States and China. Under the Obama administration, the US has aggressively intervened in Asia by strengthening military ties throughout the region and encouraging regional allies to take a tougher stance against China on contentious issues, such as maritime disputes in the South China Sea. Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Kurt Campbell has already indicated that the US intends to actively intervene in Thailand. Speaking to the Centre for Strategic and International Studies on May 31, he declared that he would like to see “a more consequential engagement” in Thailand. After referring to the election, Campbell added: “Overall, we believe that as a treaty ally, that this is a relationship that we need to focus on more and the course of the next few months is likely to be decisive.” A comment by Council of Foreign Relations fellow Joshua Kurlantzick on June 9 hinted at the methods that the Obama administration might use—the cynical banner of “human rights” that is being exploited to justify the bombing of Libya and other US interventions around the world. “To be sure, Thailand’s political crisis is an internal matter and the United States can only exercise so much leverage over another country’s domestic politics. But Washington could begin to treat Thailand more like other countries with serious human rights problems.” Kurlantzick warned that Bangkok had already “become more comfortable with China’s rising power than most other countries in South East Asia.” He continued: “The United States should not be worried that criticism will push it entirely into China’s camp. Washington still has significant leverage in South East Asia. Bangkok still cannot get from the China relationship what it obtains from the United States, in terms of high-level military ties and training, as well as effective intelligence cooperation.” This renewed focus on Thailand stems from a sense in Washington that China has been able to use its economic muscle to strengthen its influence in Bangkok to the detriment of longstanding strategic ties with the US. Campbell’s comments indicate that the US is not about to allow the potential for exacerbating political turmoil to deter it from reasserting a dominant role in Bangkok.

US-China relations low now

Nye 1/18, Joseph, Professor at Harvard University [“Viewpoint: China's hubris colours US relations” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-12209538] HURWITZ 

When Barack Obama became US president, one of his top foreign policy priorities was to improve relations with China. Yet on the eve of President Hu Jintao's state visit to Washington, US-China relations are worse, rather than better. Administration officials feel their efforts to reach out to China have been rebuffed. Ironically, in 2007, President Hu Jintao had told the 17th Congress of the Communist Party that China needed to invest more in its soft, or attractive, power. From the point of view of a country that was making enormous strides in economic and military power, this was a smart strategy. By accompanying the rise of its hard economic and military power with efforts to make itself more attractive, China aimed to reduce the fear and tendencies to balance Chinese power that might otherwise grow among its neighbours. But China's performance has been just the opposite, and China has had a bad year and a half in foreign policy.

Sino-Russia Alliance DA
Sino-Russia alliance strong now - economics

Li 11 (Hao, International Business Times, “Oil cements China-Russia alliance,” 1/11, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/99736/20110111/oil-cements-china-russia-alliance.htm, EMM)
Much of China's economic success can be attributed to exports to the U.S. and foreign direct investments from the U.S. Now, economic relationships between these two countries have worsened -- trade imbalance and debt monetization are two issues -- and new realities may drive China back to the arms of Russia. The new reality is that China needs energy and Russia is only too happy to supply it. Russia is the second largest oil exporter (behind Saudi Arabia) and the largest oil producer in the world. Under the government of Vladimir Putin, the energy sector's size relative to the overall economy grew and became an increasingly important asset for Moscow. This burgeoning sector is responsible for the bulk of the Russian government's revenues and accumulation of foreign exchange reserves. It is a key foreign policy tool for Putin and funds his domestic policy. Energy production is simply too important for the Russian government, which is unlikely to cut back or cede control over it. China, for its part, may have already become the largest energy consumer in the world in 2009. While the U.S. still tops the world in oil consumption and imports, China in 2010 imported 239 million tons of oil, up 17.5 percent from 2009, reported the General Administration of Customs. Imports in 2010 accounted for 52 percent of China's total consumption. By 2020, analysts think that figure will jump to 65 percent. Having to import over 50 percent of one's oil is a "globally recognized energy alert level," said China Daily, a state-run newspaper. China's surge in oil and overall energy consumption reflects its huge manufacturing base and growing domestic consumer demand. Furthermore, China is already wary of its primary source of oil imports, which comprises of shipments from the Middle East. This route takes the precious cargo though the Strait of Hormuz, across the Indian Ocean, and up the Strait of Malacca. At any of these points, China-bound oil shipments face potential threats from foreign naval powers. It's thus easy to imagine China, one of the largest buyers of energy, and Russia, a leading exporter of it, becoming natural friends. Indeed, the Sino-Russian relationship is getting close and closer. Last November, China and Russian decided to dump the U.S. dollar and instead use their domestic currencies for bilateral trade. Since January 1 2011, Russia has also pumped 390,000 tonnes of crude oil to China. This Sino-Russo pipeline is expected to transport 15 million tonnes of crude oil per year until 2030. 
No spillover - even if China and Russia cooperate over space weapons it wouldn’t cause the other balancing their evidence cites

Bremmer 7 (Ian, President of Eurasia Group, the leading global political risk consulting firm, “ Should We Be Worried About Russia and China Ganging Up on the West?,” Aug 29, http://www.slate.com/id/2172874, EMM)
Yet the Russian and Chinese governments are highly unlikely to substantially align their foreign policies anytime soon. They will continue to cooperate when cooperation serves them, but their fundamental interests are not compatible.

First, Russia is one of the world's leading exporters of oil and gas. China's demand for both has grown enormously in recent years—and will continue to rise as its economy expands. The two countries are building a solid buyer-seller energy relationship.

But the differences in their foreign-policy goals emerge when we remember that Russia needs high energy prices, while China would like to see them fall. So many international conflicts today have potential implications for energy prices that Russia and China will frequently find themselves on different sides of key issues.

Neither government supports tough U.N. sanctions on Iran. But if Tehran were to retaliate against Western attempts to thwart its nuclear ambitions by deliberately pushing oil prices to new heights, Russia's economy would profit while China's would suffer. That's why Russia and China, no matter how forcefully they resist the imposition of severe U.N. sanctions, cannot view the international conflict over Iran in quite the same way.

Second, China's economic and military expansion inspires dread among Moscow's military and security elite, which fears, among other things, that Russia's resource-rich Far East could eventually become a zone of intense Sino-Russian competition. There are some 18 million ethnic Russians in Siberia; there are now about 300 million Chinese across the border in China's northern provinces. 
As Russians leave the sparsely populated eastern territories in search of opportunities in the country's increasingly prosperous cities, waves of (mostly illegal) Chinese migrants are moving in. The trend is likely to intensify, feeding an anti-Chinese xenophobia that has existed in Russia for centuries. The risk of interethnic violence is bound to grow, complicating relations between the two governments.

Third, state-owned Chinese firms have expressed interest in buying increasing volumes of Russian equities. Russia will happily accept the cash, but the Kremlin is loath to accept investment that gives any foreign power a stake in the so-called strategic sectors of the Russian economy.

Today, trade with Russia, estimated at around $40 billion, accounts for just 2 percent of China's trade total. According to Chinese customs data, U.S.-Chinese trade reached $262 billion in 2006. Trade with the European Union came in at around $272 billion. Given the importance of trade for the Chinese leadership's vision of China's future, these numbers reveal that Beijing's interest in any anti-Western alliance will remain limited.

Finally, the Russian and Chinese governments now see the world (and their roles in it) in fundamentally different ways. China is well on its way to becoming a status-quo power. The Chinese Communist Party's first priority is to safeguard its legitimacy at home by generating prosperity for the Chinese people.

To build that prosperity, Beijing has embarked on a "Go Out" foreign investment strategy meant to secure the reliable long-term supplies of energy and other resources on which future growth will depend. To ensure the strategy's success, China must maintain reasonably positive relations with the United States and the European Union, home to wealthy consumers who buy increasing volumes of China's manufacturing goods and companies that both invest in China and transfer new technologies to Chinese firms. International conflict—with America or any other powerful state—puts some of this commerce at risk.

For Moscow, on the other hand, the international status quo has become intolerable. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, demand has grown within Russian society for a more assertive role on the international stage, one that satisfies domestic demand for a forceful reassertion of Russia's historical importance.

Following a decade of relative poverty and rising fears that Western powers were encircling Russia and profiting from its weakness, President Vladimir Putin's government has embarked on a self-consciously aggressive new foreign policy. The steep rise in energy prices over the past four years finances the project.

But even Russia's anti-Americanism is limited. Moscow's relations with Western governments have reached their lowest point since the end of the Cold War. But Putin is not Ahmadinejad, and the Kremlin has no interest in becoming a pariah. The Kremlin forcefully insists that it has remained within the letter of international law in righting recent wrongs.

Russia and China will continue to find tactical advantage in working together on specific foreign-policy issues. The Shanghai Cooperation Organization is, in part, a tool designed for that purpose. Some of that coordination is bound to come at the West's expense. But the two countries' foreign policies will continue to diverge, limiting the likelihood of any anti-Western alliance. 

The Sino-Russian alliance is useless - no risk of countering US power or a destabilizing effect

Bin 7 (Yu, Senior Fellow @ the Shanghai Institute of American Studies and Prof of PoliSci @ Wittenburg University, “Crouching alliance, Hidden Angst?” October 10, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/crouching-alliance-hidden-angst, EMM)
Note: SCO = Shanghai Cooperation Organization (includes both China and Russia)
SHANGHAI: In mid-August, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) conducted a multi-state military exercise in Russia’s Volga-Urals region, code-named “Peace-Mission 2007.” The SCO allowed some 80 nations to observe rehearsal of the drill, but not the US, an omission that could command considerable outside attention, if not alarm. 

The joint exercise has prompted some analysts to suggest that Moscow and Beijing are not merely creating their own “space,” separate from that of the West, but are poised to shape this regional security group into a military alliance. Such speculation would be rash. 
Washington’s perspective about the SCO is divided: On one hand, both of the ongoing US anti-terror wars in Afghanistan and Iraq are fought close to SCO peripheries. But as the world’s only regional security group that does not include direct participation of the US, SCO is also a distant force for the world’s sole superpower, still in its “unipolar moment.”

Peace-Mission 2007 – involving some 4,000 troops and 1,000 pieces of large armament, including 80 aircraft – was unprecedented in many dimensions: It was the first SCO exercise in conjunction with its annual summit meeting, and the joint exercise involved armed forces of all of its member states – Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. China sent 1,600 troops and 45 aircraft to Russia, the longest force-projecting operation for the People’s Liberation Army. SCO members not only dispatched their best units, but also practiced with more integration. For example, generals gathered in the same situation room; all units interfaced through a Russian communication mechanism; and commandos of different SCO states boarded and dropped from the same choppers.

Despite many of these “firsts,” Peace-Mission 2007 was a far more realistic application of SCO’s military power to its declared anti-terrorist goal. Unlike Peace-Mission 2005, a joint exercise held in China, no strategic bombers participated this time. Both sides dispatched their fighter-bombers, plus attack helicopters. On the ground, only infantry fighting vehicles and other support vehicles were involved. Because of the inland setting, naval forces did not participate. In 2005, cruise missiles were launched from submarines, while marines hit the beaches for targets that looked more like regular military than stateless transnational terrorist groups.

Beyond military-technical issues, relations among SCO members, particularly Moscow and Beijing, are perhaps not as strong or harmonious as commonly perceived. A military alliance is the least likely outcome for SCO for several reasons. 
SCO is, first and foremost, a community of nations with diverse religious backgrounds of Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, Hindu and Confucianism. Beyond culture, the organization is a meeting place of the East and West; democracies and non-democracies; large and small nations; and relatively developed, newly industrialized, and less developed. In more tangible terms, this loosely-held entity occupies much of the Eurasian continent and represents almost half of the world’s population.

The economies of the key member and observer states relate more to the outside world than to one another: Russia’s energy, China’s manufacturing and India’s information technology. SCO is indeed a league of its own. Such vast geographic reach and the cultural mix have many implications for both the global system and member states themselves. For the foreseeable future, expect SCO to remain preoccupied with its own issues. Decision-making may never be swift, given the equal status of its member states and the consensus-building process.

Within SCO, Moscow and Beijing may not have entirely identical interests regarding Central Asia. Moscow may be more interested in stretching SCO military and security functions because of its stronger military presence in this former Soviet space. Beijing, however, is keen in exploring SCO’s economic and non-security-related potential. Although these two dimensions may supplement each other in managing regional affairs, Russia may not perceive Beijing’s rapid economic advancement into the region as entirely harmless. 

Space weaponization won’t unite China and Russia - empirically proven

Weitz 8 (Richard, Senior Fellow @ the Hudson Institute, “China and Russia Hand in Hand: Will it Work?” Jan, http://www.globalasia.org/l.php?c=e109, EMM)
Despite their overlapping interests in countering US military activities in space, Russia has been very circumspect about cooperating with China’s space program. On December 26, 2006, the head of the Russian Space Agency, Anatoly Perminov, acknowledged that the Russian Federation had an established policy of not sharing advanced space tech-nologies with China for fear of creating a formidable future competitor. According to Perminov, though the Chinese space program may lag decades behind that of Russia and the US, and still employs Soviet-era technologies, the Chinese were “quickly catching up.” He said Russia would cooperate on joint projects, such as exploring the moon or supporting the International Space Station, but would not sell or otherwise transfer space-related technologies to China.9 Besides concerns about preserving Russia’s leading position as a provider of commercial space services, the Russian position recognizes that many aerospace technologies have a direct military application. For example, China could use imported space technologies to develop improved military reconnaissance sat-ellites or long-range ballistic missiles. The authorities have not hesitated to punish Russian scientists (most notoriously, physicist Valentin Danilov) who have violated Moscow’s export controls on space technology. 

Furthermore, Russian leaders presumably do not want to jeopardize their country’s extensive collaboration with the US in civilian space activities, as well as potential opportunities for cooperating with NATO countries on certain space defense issues. Russian officials are undoubtedly aware that the recent Chinese anti-satellite test has generated efforts, especially within the US Congress, to tighten international restrictions on transfers of sensitive aerospace technologies to China. When Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov returned from a February 2007 visit to Washington, he stressed Moscow’s continued interest in co-operating with the US in space exploration, including implementing some bilateral agreements that “could be linked with plans on military use of space.”10 At present, neither Russia nor the US appears eager to act on Chinese desires to join the consortium developing the International Space Station.

As with space weapons, Beijing and Moscow have largely failed to coordinate their mutual opposition to the US deployment of missile defense systems in North America, Europe and Asia. Both China and Russia oppose the Bush administration’s efforts to construct national and regional ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems. Although the two countries explored a coordinated response to the Bush administration’s initial missile defense plans, the Putin government eventually decided in 2001 to acquiesce to the US decision to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. From 2001 to 2006, Chinese and especially Russian officials became increasingly uncomfortable with US BMD plans, but they expressed their opposition largely independently of each other. Russia sought to work with NATO on establishing a compatible European BMD architecture, but by 2006 Moscow had focused its efforts on preventing the US from deploying its BMD systems in Eastern and Central Europe. In contrast, Chinese officials concentrated their attention on the expanding US-Japanese BMD research and development program. A particular Chinese concern is that the system might eventually cover Taiwan, a development that could embolden Taiwanese separatist aspirations if it appeared to neutralize the threat of China’s growing fleet of medium-range missiles. 
***T Answers

Space Weapons
No brightline as to what a space weapon is – their interp limits out not just weaponization affs, but all of them. 

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

Distinctions among military, national intelligence, civil, and commercial programs are being increasingly blurred and in some cases are virtually seamless. The same overhead imagery used by an analyst inside the beltway could be downloaded and exploited by a soldier in Afghanistan. The same global positioning system (GPS) satellites providing a navigation signal to fighters on patrol over Iraq could guide hikers in the Rockies or provide timing to an electrical power grid… Commerce relies on [space capabilities] for the swift flow of information and transactions, and the national security arena depends on them for joint warfighting and protection of the homeland. 18 So, the problem of identifying space weaponization in terms of just exactly where and under what conditions it exists is highly complex, particularly as to how space weaponization can be defined in terms of international or space law. In this regard, Robert A. Ramey, who has been chief of space and international law at the U.S. Air Force Space Command, writes: [The] basic term space weapon lacks definition in international law. As a result, the concept it represents, which broadly speaking includes any implements of warfare in space, is difficult to isolate. Without this foundational definition, one cannot define phrases on which it might rely. The difficulty comes into particular focus by observing that any comprehensive definition of space weapons will include space systems equally used for nonmilitary, nondestructive, and nonaggressive purposes. Though space weapons may seem to include only a discrete class of armaments with easily definable characteristics, a closer examination “reveals a less obvious and more inclusive set of systems.

Weaponization affs include anything with the moon, lasers, asats, gps 

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, TS)

A space weapon is a device stationed in outer space (including the moon and other celestial bodies) or in the earth environment designed to destroy, damage, or otherwise interfere with the normal functioning of an object or being in outer space, or a device stationed in outer space designed to destroy, damage, or otherwise interfere with the normal functioning of an object or being in the earth environment. Any other device with the inherent capability to be used as defined above will be considered as a space weapon. 20
***Politics Both Ways
Weaponization Popular

Plan’s popular - public support and fear of China

Pfaltzgraff et al 9 (Robert, PhD and Professor of Int. Security Studies @ Tufts and President @ the IFPA, William Cleave, PhD and Professor @ Missouri State, Ilan Berman, VP for Policy @ the American Foreign Policy Council, Kiron Skinner, PhD and Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Henry Cooper, Chairman @ High Frontier, H. Baker Spring, Research Fellow @ Heritage, Jacquelyn Davis, PhD and Executive VP @ IFPA, Mead Treadwell, Senior Fellow @ Institute of the North, Daniel Fine, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, Robert Turner, Professor at University of Virginia, Robert Jastrow, PhD and Chairman of the Board @ the Marshall Institute, J.D. Williams, Vice Admiral of the USN, Thomas Karako, Director of Programs @ Claremont Institute, Paul Weyrich, CEO @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, Brian Kennedy, President @ Claremont Institute, Lowell Wood, PhD and Visiting Fellow @ Hoover, Jeff Kueter, President @ the Marshall Institute, Eric Licht, Senior Analyst @ the Free Congress Research and Education Foundation, R. Daniel McMichael, Secretary @ the Carthage Foundation and the Sarah Scaife Foundation, “Report of the Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century,” Prepared by the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf, EMM)
Despite the political obstacles, there is a desire within the general American public to maintain space superiority, including the deployment of space-based missile defense. If the United States is perceived as no longer dominant in space, many people will want to know how and why such dominance was lost and what needs to be done to restore it.

By the same token, there is a broad, but mistaken, belief that the United States is already defended by missile defense (which underscores the public’s support for missile defenses). Moreover, as noted above, China’s increasingly prolific space program could offer another catalyst to building an American consensus on missile defense. The fact that several other nations are manifestly interested in space and pursuing their own programs provides yet another important consideration for pressing forward with a robust U.S. missile defense program that prominently includes space. 
BMD Popular - General

Old links don’t apply - Congress recently changed their opinion and loves BMD

Spring 10 (Baker, Heritage Foundation, “Is Congress Turning the Corner on Missile Defense?,” May 14th, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/05/14/is-congress-turning-the-corner-on-missile-defense/, EMM)

Congress may be turning the corner on missile defense. It is reported that the House Subcommittee on Strategic Forces added $361.6 million to the Obama Administration’s inadequate $9.9 billion request for the overall missile defense program in fiscal year 2011. This is a significant departure from last year, where Congress, with the notable exception of the valiant effort by House Republicans to oppose it, acquiesced in the Obama Administration’s $1.6 billion reduction in the broader program. The increase in funding is to go to the following components of the broader missile defense program: 1) the Patriot PAC-3 interceptor; 2) the AN/TPY-2 missile defense radar; 4) the [SM-3] Standard Missile-3 interceptors; 5) the Airborne Laser; and 6) the U.S.-Israeli missile defense cooperation program. The increases, in large measure, were paid for by reductions in funding for a number of satellite programs. 
Plan’s Bipart - BMD is seen as key to national security
AP 5 (“Congress Mulls Funding for Missile Defense,” 4-4, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,152339,00.html, EMM)

Congress is weighing how much to invest in the fledgling ballistic missile defense system, which has suffered setbacks and whose cost could easily top the $150 billion partial price tag the Bush administration has estimated. The system is a political hot button because, at a time of budget deficit pressures, it's the most expensive defense research and development program. President Bush wants lawmakers to approve $9 billion for the system in the 2006 budget year — $1 billion less than the administration previously planned The program is meant to protect the country by launching interceptors from land or sea to shoot down missiles fired from overseas. The system is a substantially downscaled version of President Reagan's effort in the mid-1980s, which critics dubbed "Star Wars" for its futuristic weaponry. Its first eight interceptors have been installed in underground bunkers in Alaska and California. Testing of the system and production of more missiles are continuing. At a time of worries over the weapons programs of North Korea and Iran, many Republicans and Democrats say they think the system will eventually be an effective line of defense and that a limited ability to shoot down missiles is better than none. These lawmakers fear Bush's latest request won't be enough to continue developing it at the current pace. "The threat remains real. The American people want their homeland defended, and if they felt these reductions would jeopardize them, they would not be happy with us," said Sen. Jeff Sessions, R-Ala., chairman of the Senate Armed Services strategic forces subcommittee. Rep. Terry Everett, R-Ala., chairman of the House Armed Services subcommittee that oversees missile defense, compared the program's expense to the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. "One strike against this country cost us about $83 billion, not counting the human suffering," Everett said, using an estimate by the General Accountability Office, an investigative agency of Congress. Still, he acknowledged, "This stuff costs an awful lot of money and we have to have results."
BMD and defense systems popular – huge bipart support 

Sieff 7 – UPI Senior News Analyst (Martin, “Democrats For Missile Defense”, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Democrats_For_Missile_Defense_999.html//ts)

An op-ed last week in Space News provided significant support for our assessment that the new Democrat-controlled 110th Congress wants to praise ballistic missile defense, not bury it. In it, Ellison, one of the most influential proponents of the Bush administration's BMD program, not only comes to the conclusion that Democrats and Republicans in Congress now agree on almost all funding issues associated with BMD, he also pointed out that after decades of opposing, or appearing to oppose, any costly and ambitious U.S. ballistic missile defense program on principle, the Democrats have now embraced it. The article by Riki Ellison, president and founder of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, was originally published on June 5 in Space News. At a time of growing international tensions, especially with Russia and China, this robs the Republicans of a monopoly on an increasingly popular issue. "Throughout the past 25 years, missile defense has been perceived and considered a Republican platform position. Now the Democratic majority in Congress is challenging this perception and reality," Ellison wrote. Ellison acknowledged that the majority Democrats in the U.S. House of Representatives had just approved a defense appropriations bill for fiscal year 2008 that included more than $10 billion in funding for BMD programs. "More remarkable was the overall House vote of 397 to 27 to add an additional $200 million for missile defense above the President George W. Bush's 2008 budget request," he wrote. Ellison noted that the House therefore approved no less than 96 percent of what the Bush administration had asked for to continue funding BMD. And the request looks likely to be passed into law with little -- if any -- attempt to scale it back. On May 24 the Senate Armed Services Committee, which is now also controlled by Democrats, approved a very similar appropriations bill for $10.1 billion in BMD funding. And as Ellison pointed out, the Senate committee's markup "included an additional $75 million above the administration request to come in at 98 percent of the president's request for missile defense." Ellison justly concluded, "This is quite a statement of support for missile defense by the Democrat-controlled House and Senate. "Most notably the Democratic majority has fully funded all of the current and soon to be deployed U.S. systems. ... (Therefore) a bipartisan response to ballistic missile threats as well as support for our military's missile defense clearly has become a matter of fact and not a consequence of partisan politics." There are many reasons for the dramatic shift in the Democrats' congressional position on BMD that Ellison notes. Democratic congressmen from states where lucrative and job-rich contracts for BMD development are placed, especially California, can be expected to be alert to these concerns. It is no secret that House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Rep. Ellen Tauscher, chair of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee, are both California Democrats. Within days of Boeing, Lockheed Martin and Northrop Grumman, the three main contractors for the Airborne Laser, announcing they were joining together to argue against funding for further ABL research and development, including a crucial upcoming test, being cut from the 2008 defense appropriations legislation, Tauscher had restored it in a revision of an earlier markup. The big defense contractors still carry powerful clout, especially when they are working together -- and the Democrats on Capitol Hill know it. The terror attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, and the ongoing war in Iraq have brought home to Americans that the world remains a dangerous place, and it is getting more so all the time. Also, after 12 years in the political wilderness, congressional Democrats now hold real power, and therefore real responsibility again in running both chambers of the U.S. Congress. This has affected their changing perceptions of BMD as well. But most of all, though no congressional Democrat will understandably every publicly admit it, the biggest reason for their change on BMD is because of President Bush. His hard-charging determination on developing the program has brought real results.
Bipartisan support for space BMD
Stratfor 8 (Provides intelligence on global business, economic, security and geopolitical affairs. , “United States: The Weaponization of Space”, http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/united_states_weaponization_space//ts)

The United States’ satellite intercept demonstrated what STRATFOR has argued for some time — that ballistic missile defense (BMD) ultimately is about space. A defensive BMD interceptor was used in an inherently offensive role (one it would almost necessarily play as an interceptor capable of hitting a ballistic missile warhead hundreds of miles above Earth would be up to the easier task of hitting a satellite at the same altitude). BMD could well push the first “weapon” into space. The Missile Defense Agency is still working to secure funding from Congress for a space test bed to explore the role of space systems in BMD. While congressional funding is in question, there is broad bi-partisan support for BMD. And for strategic, intercontinental BMD, space is inherently superior to terrestrial basing for interceptors in terms of coverage, flexibility and response time. Put another way, while near-term funding for such projects remains questionable, those projects are the logical ultimate trajectory of the deliberate pursuit of BMD now underway.
BMD Popular - GOP
Plan popular - GOP

Babbin 09-Deputy Undersecretary of Defense in President George Bush’s Administration, Political Commentator @ The National Review AND The American Spectator, L.L.M. @ Georgetown, J.D. @ Cumberland, B.E. @ SIT [Jed, “Obama Slow-Rolls European Ballistic Missile Defense,” 9/17/2009, http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=33596, DavidK]

President Obama today announced the cancellation of the Bush administration’s plan to build ballistic missile defenses in Europe, a series of radars in the Czech Republic and ten missile interceptors in Poland. Defense Secretary Robert Gates -- the author of the Bush-era plan -- spoke after the president. Gates said that the cancellation of the earlier plan was a reflection of cost savings and changes in technology. Gates emphasized that these moves were in response to new intelligence reports that the Iranian long-range missile threat was years off and that the short-range missile threat, especially the Shahab-3 missile Iran is perfecting, was more immediate. Instead of the Bush plan, Obama said he was negotiating with our NATO allies -- and apparently Russia -- to put in place a new plan in several parts. First, improved SM-3 interceptor missiles could be placed in Eastern Europe to answer the intermediate-range missile threat. Second, U.S. navy Aegis destroyers equipped with phased-array radar and armed with SM-3 missile interceptors could be stationed in the waters between Iran and Europe. Unanswered is the problem of delay, especially in the Aegis fleet. We have too few Aegis-equipped and SM-3 armed vessels now to provide flexible missile defenses in areas such as Hawaii and Japan, under threat of North Korean missiles. How many more Aegis ships can be built -- and how quickly -- to protect Eastern Europe? That question remains unanswered. And that compels the conclusion that Obama is slow-rolling missile defense, with every intention of not completing it. Several Republican senators issued statements condemning Obama’s action. "President Obama's decision to abandon critical missile defense systems raises grave concerns," said U.S. Senator Jim DeMint (R-S.C.), member of the Foreign Relations Committee and Chairman of the Senate Steering Committee. "Our top priority must be the security of America and our allies, not the appeasement of Moscow and Tehran. Breaking our word to friends in Poland and the Czech Republic in exchange for the supposed good will of Vladimir Putin is naive and sets a dangerous precedent. This action and others have signaled weakness to our friends and enemies.” “Today, on the 70th anniversary of Russia’s invasion of Poland, President Obama has signaled to our European allies that the United States will suddenly and inexplicably walk away from our commitment, turning our back on our allies in an apparent effort to appease Russia,” said U.S. Sen. Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.), a member of the Armed Services Committee. “This callous and cavalier decision leaves our friends out on a limb, high and dry. President Obama’s announcement is indicative of a larger hostility towards our nation’s longstanding missile defense plans. Through a series of actions, the Obama Administration is dismantling this important program, and, in the process, undermining our national security and exposing our country to serious missile threats from foreign nations like Iran and North Korea.” “I have long viewed the deployment of a layered ballistic missile defense as an urgent priority, vital to the future of our country’s national security,” said U.S. Sen. Jim Inhofe (R-Okla.), a senior member of the Armed Services committee and a member of the Foreign Relations Committee. “The Obama... Administration’s decision to cancel the third missile defense site scheduled to be deployed in Poland and the Czech Republic is short-sighted and leaves America and our allies vulnerable to the growing missile threat from Iran. Iran has developed short and medium range missiles capable of hitting targets in the Middle East and southeastern Europe. Our only true defense is an effective layered defensive capability to shoot down ballistic missiles that threaten this country, our allies and our deployed forces around the globe.” 
BMD Popular - Kyl

Kyl strongly supports BMD systems with ASAT capability

Kumar 08-PhD in Disarmament Studies @ Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi [Neha, South Asia Post, “The US space based missile defense: arms race in South Asia”, October 31, 2008, http://www.southasiapost.org/2008/20081031/focus.htm, DavidK]
THE US Congress has approved $ 5 million on 17 October 2008 for conducting study on space based ballistic missile defense systems. Sen. Jon Kyl, Arizona Republican said ‘Approval of the study highlights the need to provide comprehensive protection from growing threat of missile attack and to limit the vulnerability of vital satellites to attack.’ The US military is increasingly dependent on high speed satellites, global positioning systems, navigation for precision guided munitions and high resolution imagery so as to attain victory in war. Gulf War I was the clear demonstration of the US dependence on space assets for conducting successful attack. Given this dependence, the US wants to prevent any possible attack on its space assets by development of space based BMD capability. The other reason for the US interest
Military Spending Not Controversial

Defense spending is a sacred cow - insulated from normal budget debate
Politics Daily 10 [“Congress on Military Spending Cuts: Not Now, Maybe Never”, May 13, 2010, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/05/13/congress-on-military-spending-cuts-not-now-maybe-never/, DavidK]
Last week Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked that Congress help pare down Pentagon costs. This week he got the answer: a loud raspberry. One key problem is the military's skyrocketing personnel costs -- for pay, health care and generous benefits. The cost of the military's health insurance, whose premiums haven't been raised since 1995, is "eating us alive,'' Gates has said. Pay is another driver of rising costs. Both the Pentagon and Congress have lavished generous annual raises on military personnel well above increases for comparable civilian pay and wages. This year, an Army private first class, unmarried and in the first year of his or her service, will draw $35,948 in pay with $3,355.43 of that tax-free. That's not counting a slew of other benefits, ranging from reduced-cost health care to free college courses. In contrast, the average male wage earner, 16-24 years old, earns $24,596, according to the U.S Bureau of Labor Standards. No one, of course, would argue that young Americans who put their lives on the line should be underpaid. But that's the problem, as Gates discovered this week: It is politically popular to say yes to defense spending -- and political suicide to say no.

BMD Unpopular

There’s strong momentum against BMD

Defense News 9
(January 30, 2009,  “SASC Chair: Cuts, Acquisition Reform Coming”, Defense News, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3926970)

Confronted by two costly wars and a collapsing economy, the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee is preparing to trim military spending on weapons, committee chairman Sen. Carl Levin said Jan. 30. Sen. Carl Levin declined to name specific weapons that are likely to be on the chopping block. "We are going to cut weapons systems," Levin said during a news conference in an ornate Armed Services Committee hearing room. "That's not just me speaking. The secretary of defense and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs [of Staff] have spoken about [how] we have got to face the reality that there's going to be a reduction somewhere in the defense budget," said Levin, D-Mich. "We don't want to reduce personnel; we don't want to shortchange personnel" amid a war, he said. "So we've got to look to the future and make savings there. There's the fact of life." Levin declined to name specific weapons that are likely to be on the chopping block. But he said "I'd love to see" cuts to the missile-defense program. Too much money has been spent on missile defense systems before adequate, realistic testing has been done, he said. 
Space Wep Unpopular

Plan is unpopular

Sheenan, ‘7 – Mike, prof of IR @ university of Swansea (The International Politics of Space, page 121. Series: Space Power and Politics, ed. Everett C Dolman and John Sheldon,  both @ School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, USAF Air. )

While there may be clear military rationales in favour of the weaponisation of space by the United States, it is a decision that would have considerable political implications. It is also true that to date there have always existed powerful cultural and political domestic obstacles in the United States to such a development. Even at the outset of the space age leading US politicians speculated on the idea of space as a force for peace rather than a theatre of war. House Majority Leader McCormack suggested in 1958 that the exploration of space had the potential to encourage a revived understanding ‘of the common links that bind the members of the human race together and the development of a strengthened sense of community of interest which quite transcends national boundaries’.84 President Kennedy similarly suggested that it was ‘an area in which the stale and sterile dogmas of the Cold War could be literally left a quarter of a million miles behind’.85 US National Space Policy states that the United States is committed to the exploration and use of outer space ‘by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefi t of all humanity’.86 US national space policy does allow for the use of space for the purpose of national defence and security, but nevertheless, the weaponisation of space would seem to run counter to a very long-standing national policy. Similarly, the US National Security Strategy declares that uninhibited access to space and use of space are essential to American security. Space policy objectives include protecting US space assets, ‘preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction to space, and enhancing global partnerships with other space-faring nations across the spectrum of economic, political and security issues’.87 It is also notable that the US armed forces are aware of the need to respect the concept of space as a ‘global commons’, so that if ‘the United States impedes on the commons, establishing superiority for the duration of a confl ict, part of the exit strategy for that confl ict must be the return of space to a commons allowing all nations full access’.88 Current US military space doctrine is careful to emphasise the political implications of military operations in space and the need to be sensitive to legal issues. USDD 2-1.1, Counterspace Operations, insists that ‘in all cases, a judge advocate should be involved when considering specifi c counterspace operations to ensure compliance with domestic and international law and applicable rules of engagement’. 89 

AT: Defense Spending Sacred Cow

Military spending is no longer a sacred cow - Congress is now hostile to BMD spending
Garofalo 10 (Pat, July 8th, “Conservatives Profess Support For Defense Budget Cuts, But Still Want Weapons The Pentagon Calls Unnecessary”, http://thinkprogress.org/2010/07/08/isakson-palin-defens/)

With the country facing unsustainable long-term structural deficits in the coming years, more and more lawmakers have been willing to broach the once untouchable subject of cutting defense spending to save money. House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-MD) said a few weeks ago that “any conversation about the deficit that leaves out defense spending is seriously flawed before it begins.” Rep. Paul Ryan (R-WI) added that “there are billions of dollars of waste you can get out of the Pentagon, lots of procurement waste. We’re buying some weapons systems I would argue you don’t need anymore.” Sen. Johnny Isakson (R-GA) tried to sing the right notes yesterday, saying with regard to defense spending that “there are savings everywhere. We should be looking, as a Congress, toward finding savings.” However, Isakson that bristled at the notion that a program the Pentagon has repeatedly said it doesn’t want should be cut: One expenditure, the second engine for the F-35 program, did receive Isakson’s support. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has recommended President Obama veto any defense spending bill that includes funding of the second engine. “The second engine makes sense from a standpoint of having a redundant system to protect the aircraft,” he said. Gates has called the second engine “costly and unnecessary,” while U.S. Air Force Secretary Michael Donley has referred to it as “another rock” on top of the F-35 program. Isakson is hardly alone in paying lip service to cutting defense spending while opposing actual cuts in weapons systems that no one wants. Rep. Mike Pence (R-IN) has said “if we are going to put our fiscal house in order, everything has to be on the table. We have to be willing to look at domestic spending, we have to be able to look at entitlements, and we have to look at defense.” But Pence also supports the second engine.
***Random Stuff

China Green Tech Stuff

China is not trying to overtake the US with green tech
Levi 1/19, Michael, David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and the environment at the Council on Foreign Relations [“Tilting At Wind Turbines,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/19/tilting_at_wind_turbines?page=full] HURWITZ
Among the newest worries is the fear that China is poised to beat the United States in what many have claimed is the premier technological competition of the early 21st century: the race to develop and manufacture the clean energy technologies that will power the post-fossil-fuel world. "I am more convinced than ever that when historians look back at the end of the first decade of the 21st century, they will say that the most important thing to happen was not the Great Recession, but China's Green Leap Forward," New York Times columnist Tom Friedman wrote last week. Energy Secretary Steven Chu recently devoted an entire speech, complete with frightening PowerPoint slides, to the Chinese juggernaut, declaring China's rapid clean energy advances a "Sputnik moment" and calling on the United States to respond. These warnings are grossly overblown. China is not crushing the United States in a clean energy race. And this myth isn't merely wrong -- it is also dangerous. Unwarranted fears of a clean energy competition threaten to spur a protectionist wave in the United States while squelching cooperation between the two countries -- all of which will make it much tougher to develop the robust clean energy economy that the world needs. The numbers, it's true, look scary. According to Bloomberg New Energy Finance, China led the world in clean energy investment last year at $51.1 billion, up 30 percent from 2009. The United States runs a trade deficit in clean energy products with China that, according to the AFL-CIO, cost U.S. workers 8,000 jobs in 2010. A team of Harvard University researchers reported in November that the Chinese government spent $11.8 billion on energy technology research, development, and demonstration (RD&D) in 2008, while the United States spent barely a third as much. These figures, however, are misleading. Yes, China spent more money buying wind turbines and solar panels than any other country last year. But consumption does not necessarily translate into technological leadership -- if it did, the United States would have little to worry about in most product categories. Massive deployment of clean energy will give the Chinese government leverage with foreign firms (because Beijing will be able to demand concessions in exchange for market access) and provide opportunities for incremental innovation. But the cutting edge is, in most cases, far away: The Chinese innovation system still has enormous difficulty moving ideas from the laboratory to commercial application. The AFL-CIO employment analysis, for its part, is extraordinarily narrow. Many clean energy products manufactured in China incorporate sophisticated materials and components made in the United States, which means that U.S. manufacturers can often benefit from their Chinese counterparts' gains. The Harvard report, while more careful, also paints only a partial picture. Much U.S. RD&D happens in the private sector, which means it doesn't register in the researchers' government-to-government comparison. The Chinese economy, by contrast, is dominated by government and state-owned enterprises; as a result, a much larger fraction of its spending shows up in the analysis. No one has good numbers that describe the full picture, but it's certainly too early to conclude that the United States is far behind. But don't broader trends reinforce the doom-and-gloom message? According to Chu's speech, China has jumped from 15th to fifth in global patent rankings and from 14th to second in published research articles, while passing the United States as the leading source of global high-tech exports. But none of these statistics tells the full story. 

China inflates the numbers with plagiarism and bad science

Levi 1/19, Michael, David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and the environment at the Council on Foreign Relations [“Tilting At Wind Turbines,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/19/tilting_at_wind_turbines?page=full] HURWITZ
As my colleague Adam Segal argues in his fascinating new book Advantage, Chinese patent numbers are inflated by perverse incentives: Universities and enterprises encourage people to file for patents even when they have little or no real intellectual property to protect. He also points out that Chinese scientific journals are rife with plagiarism and fraud. That's not unrelated to the impressive publication counts: When institutional pressures reward publication at all costs, the result is both high quantity and low quality. 

The purported Chinese dominance in high-tech exports, meanwhile, is the product of statistical sleight of hand. Chu's figures describe the total value of Chinese exports. That gives China credit for the full price tag of every product it exports -- even if it's only responsible for its final assembly. (If China imported a Mercedes and painted it green, it would rack up tens of thousands of export dollars.) A careful analysis would focus instead on value added, which is what drives profits and wages. And on that score, the United States is still firmly in the lead. 

The prophets of doom back up their figures with tales of woe. The sob story of the day is Evergreen Solar, a Massachusetts-based company that announced last week that it would shut down its solar module-manufacturing factory in the face of stiff competition from China. But lost in the noise was another report that Evergreen would boost investment in its U.S.-based R&D efforts. 

Moreover, while the shutdown is clearly bad for employees at Evergreen's Devens, Mass., plant, it's not entirely clear that it's bad for U.S. manufacturing workers in general. U.S. firms and workers still dominate the most lucrative parts of the solar value chain, particularly the production of the ultrapure silicon that ultimately goes into solar panels. (In the long term, China might compete there too, but most observers believe that day is still a ways off.) By bringing down the price of those panels, Chinese firms expand the global market in ultrapure silicon, benefiting U.S. firms and workers in the process. The ultimate balance between jobs created and killed is difficult to pin down, but the net result is far murkier than it might seem. 

China needs the US for investment in green tech to be worthwhile

Levi 1/19, Michael, David M. Rubenstein senior fellow for energy and the environment at the Council on Foreign Relations [“Tilting At Wind Turbines,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/19/tilting_at_wind_turbines?page=full] HURWITZ
To be sure, the United States has little reason to rest on its laurels. U.S. spending on energy R&D is pathetic relative to investment in other high-tech areas. Moreover, absent strong U.S. government policy to encourage deployment of more clean energy at home, opportunities to learn by doing in the United States will be few. U.S. policymakers should also be clear-eyed when facing real Chinese dangers: Beijing has used its big domestic market to pressure foreign firms to turn over their most prized technologies, something that will ultimately hurt the U.S. economy. And while China sometimes attracts U.S. firms because of genuine competitive advantage resulting from things like cheap labor and land, it also uses questionable -- and possibly illegal -- trade barriers and subsidies (such as its rules requiring local content in many clean energy projects). Washington should push back when Beijing goes too far. But U.S. leaders must not lose sight of the bigger picture. Neither China nor the United States alone has the resources required to drive down the cost of clean energy to a point where markets for it will flourish. Shortsighted pursuit of victory in an imagined clean energy race will backfire, keeping costs high and public appetite for clean energy down. Without that demand, there will be no clean energy race to be won. 

Beijing acts poor to get out of environmental regulation

Larson 1/19, Christina, Foreign Policy contributing editor and a Schwartz fellow at the New America Foundation [“The China Paradox,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/19/the_china_paradox?page=full] HURWITZ

Of course, Beijing is often also able to exploit these seeming incongruities. 

China has long been adept at strategically playing the poor-country card. In the lead-up to the 2009 U.N. climate summit in Copenhagen, China's leaders deflected international pressure to accept greater emissions-reductions commitments in part by reminding the West how vast were the lifestyle differences between cappuccino-sipping New Yorkers and Burberry-wearing Londoners and those of subsistence farmers in China's western provinces, struggling to eke out meager wheat harvests from a parched and desolate landscape and whose families huddled in one-room homes lit by bare light bulbs hanging from the ceiling-- in other words, how far much of China still has to go to catch up to the developed world, and how much energy that will take. 

Meanwhile, even as China's $332 billion sovereign wealth fund is investing heavily abroad, Beijing continues to reap generous funding from such multinational organizations and NGOs as the Gates Foundation and the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria. As former U.S. ambassador on global HIV/AIDS Jack Chow wrote last year in Foreign Policy, China has been awarded nearly $1 billion in grants from the Global Fund -- making it the fourth-largest recipient of funds behind Ethiopia, India, and Tanzania. 

China Economy Stuff

China’s economy means rising against U.S

Prasad 1/17, Eswar, Senior Professor of Trade Policy at Cornell University [“Rebalancing the US-China Relationship,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2011/0113_us_china_prasad.aspx] HURWITZ

Nevertheless, China has used its growing economic might to gain enormous strategic advantage in a number of areas. It successfully seized the high ground in the debate on global imbalances by accusing the U.S. of taking irresponsible monetary policy actions that hurt other countries; this argument has resonated with many emerging markets that are bearing the brunt of capital flows fueled by cheap money in the U.S. and other advanced economies. China has also used its economic leverage to build partnerships with a number of advanced and emerging market economies that back China’s policies as they see its strong growth as important for their own success. These developments have been aided by the defensive position that the U.S. has found itself in—as the epicenter of the global financial crisis and as a country with massive rising levels of public debt. The U.S. is also viewed as getting a free pass on its fiscal profligacy and excess consumption as it is the issuer of the main global reserve currency, a tenuous situation that persists perhaps only for want of alternative robust reserve currencies backed up by deep and liquid financial markets. From the U.S. perspective, a number of irritants continue to plague its bilateral relationship with China. Chinese currency policy, which involves the central bank’s heavy intervention in the foreign exchange market to prevent the renmimbi from appreciating against the dollar and other currencies, has been blamed for making a major contribution to the U.S. trade deficit and to global current account imbalances. The U.S. has concerns that the Chinese government is blocking access of U.S. manufacturers and financial institutions to its fast-growing markets, unfairly subsidizing Chinese exporters, and hurting American manufacturers through its policy of indigenous innovation (which favors Chinese firms in government procurement of technology) and weak enforcement of intellectual property rights.

Obama taking economic action now

Prasad 1/17, Eswar, Senior Professor of Trade Policy at Cornell University [“Rebalancing the US-China Relationship,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2011/0113_us_china_prasad.aspx] HURWITZ
On trade, the Obama administration has taken an aggressive approach. It has instituted unilateral trade measures against a few Chinese imports and has also taken a number of challenges of China’s trade policy to the World Trade Organization. More recently, the U.S. has taken direct actions to protect the competitive interests of its firms. For instance, to counter a Chinese company’s bid, the U.S. Export-Import Bank provided cheap financing to Pakistan Railways to boost General Electric’s bid to get a contract for supplying trains. Such measures are intended to send a clear signal to China that the U.S. is willing to level the playing field by matching Chinese policies that run afoul of international norms and standards. With its actions and words, the Obama administration has signaled that it wants to deal with China on equal terms and will not back off from conflict where it feels that China is subverting the established rules of the game. President Hu's remarks on the eve of his trip to Washington signal China's desire to develop a more productive relationship with the U.S. on equal terms. The remarks reveal a sense of growing confidence that, while China faces a number of domestic challenges in its own development, it is now in the driver's seat in global economic matters ranging from supporting world growth to pushing reforms of the international monetary system. 

Random Heg Stuff

Defense cuts undermine air and naval dominance

Kaplan 10, Robert, national correspondent for The Atlantic, senior fellow at the Centre for a New American Security and a member of the US government's Defence Policy Board  [“The American empire is in obvious decline,” 12/14, Lexis] HURWITZ

Then there is U.S. military power. Armies win wars, but in an age when the theatre of conflict is global, navies and air forces are more accurate registers of national might. (Any attack on Iran, for example, would be a sea and air campaign.) The U.S. navy has gone from nearly 600 warships in the Ronald Reagan era to fewer than 300 today, while the navies of China and India grow apace. Such trends will accelerate with the defence cuts that are surely coming in order to rescue the United States from its fiscal crisis. The United States still dominates the seas and the air and will do so for years ahead, but the distance between it and other nations is narrowing.

The US is losing hegemony in East Asia

Kaplan 10, Robert, national correspondent for The Atlantic, senior fellow at the Centre for a New American Security and a member of the US government's Defence Policy Board  [“The American empire is in obvious decline,” 12/14, Lexis] HURWITZ

North Korea already plows onward with its nuclear weapons program, even as it lobs artillery shells on a South Korean island, demonstrating the limits of both U.S. and Chinese power in a semi-anarchic world. During the Cold War, North Korea was kept in its box by the Soviet Union while the U.S. navy dominated the Pacific as though it were an American lake. Now China's economic dominance of the region, coupled with our distracting land wars in the Middle East, is transforming the western Pacific from a benign and stable environment to a more uncertain and complex one.

Public will prevents further land campaigns

Kaplan 10, Robert, national correspondent for The Atlantic, senior fellow at the Centre for a New American Security and a member of the US government's Defence Policy Board  [“The American empire is in obvious decline,” 12/14, Lexis] HURWITZ

Looming over all of this is the densely crowded global map. Across Eurasia, rural populations have given way to megacities prone to incitement by mass media and to destruction by environmental catastrophe. Lumbering, hard-to-deploy armies are being replaced with overlapping ballistic missile ranges that demonstrate the delivery capabilities of weapons of mass destruction. New technologies make everything affect everything else at a faster and more lethal rate than ever before. The free flow of information, as the WikiLeaks scandal makes clear, and the miniaturization of weaponry, as the terrorist bombings in Pakistani cities make clear, work against the rise and sustenance of imperial orders. The American empire has always been more structural than spiritual. Its network of alliances certainly resembles those of empires past, and the challenges facing its troops abroad are comparable to those of imperial forces of yore, though the American public, especially after the debacles in Iraq and Afghanistan, is in no mood for any more of the land-centric adventures that have been the stuff of imperialism since antiquity.

China Carriers Stuff

Chinese carriers are the greatest threat to American hegemony in Asia

Sainsbury 10, Michael, China Correspondent for the Australian [“Chinese carriers will pose greatest threat,” 11/16, Lexis] 

ONE of Australia's most senior military officers has warned that the appearance of the first Chinese aircraft carrier within the next five years poses the ``greatest risk'' to regional harmony. He adds that Australia runs the risk of ``martyrdom'' in the case of any China-US conflict. The warnings come amid unease across Asia about China's growing military power -- particularly the rapidly expanding People's Liberation Navy -- and its new-found aggression in territorial disputes with neighbours such as Japan and Vietnam. Each of the Pacific nations will manage China's carrier ambitions differently, but the US response will set the regional tone,'' Brigadier General John Frewen wrote in an essay published in the US's Joint Force Quarterly's third-quarter edition. For Australia, the choices include retaining US security dependence, thereby risking a form of martyrdom, or pursuing greater defence self-sufficiency. The debate about genuine self-sufficiency has not been held in any substantial way.'' The essay won the US Secretary of Defence's National Security Essay Competition for this year, the first time the award has been given to a non-US officer. The paper has emerged as Australia's most senior military officers prepare to travel to China for the annual Defence Strategic Dialogue.
China will expand its naval presence – perceived threats

Glosney and Saunders 10, Michael, instructor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School and was China Security Fellow at the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Phillip, Distinguished Research Fellow and Director of Studies for the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

In "China's Naval Nationalism: Sources, Prospects, and the U.S. Response," Robert Ross seeks to explain why "China will soon embark on a more ambitious maritime policy, beginning with the construction of a power-projection navy centered on an aircraft carrier." 1 Ross argues that geopolitical constraints should lead China, a continental power, to pursue access denial as its optimal maritime strategy. He relies on "naval nationalism" to explain China's development of naval power-projection capabilities, which he describes as a suboptimal choice given China's geopolitical position. We argue that "naval nationalism" is an underdeveloped and unconvincing explanation for China's pursuit of expanded naval capabilities. Instead, China's development of a limited naval power-projection capability reflects changes in China's threat environment and expanded Chinese national interests created by deeper integration into the world economy. In our critique, we first identify flaws in Ross's geopolitical analysis. Second, we discuss shortcomings in his causal argument. Lastly, we briefly present Chinese rationales for the development of limited power-projection capabilities, which are consistent with a proper understanding of Chinese interests.

China will expand at sea – changing threat environment, economic freedom, and security interests

Glosney and Saunders 10, Michael, instructor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School and was China Security Fellow at the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Phillip, Distinguished Research Fellow and Director of Studies for the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Ross's analysis overlooks both recent changes in China's threat environment and its global economic integration. In addition, it artificially limits Chinese interests and arbitrarily restricts the range of potential Chinese naval strategies. As a result, his analysis underemphasizes China's increasingly important maritime concerns and interests. This oversight leads Ross to exaggerate the degree to which geopolitical constraints should force China to behave as a typical continental power. First, Ross overlooks recent changes in China's threat environment. Continental concerns were dominant during most of China's history and did constrain naval development, leading China to adopt an approach of "attach[ing] importance to land and treat[ing] the sea as unimportant" (zhongluqinghai). 2 Recent improvements in China's continental threat environment, however, have reduced constraints on its ability to develop sea power. These constraints should be determined empirically, not assumed based on geography (p. 48). Virtually all Chinese and U.S. analysts agree that China's continental threat environment has improved dramatically. In the mid-1980s, Chinese leaders shifted the focus of China's "military strategic guidelines" (junshi zhanluie fangzhen) from the Soviet Union to broader regional threats, placing greater importance on the sea. 3 In the post-Cold War era, China solved all of its land border disputes except those with Bhutan and India, 4 and it stabilized relations with continental neighbors through confidence-building measures, strategic partnerships, and regional organizations. 5 According to two Chinese experts, "The security environment on China's northwest and southwest land border is the best since 1949 and maybe even the best in China's history," providing China the opportunity to "concentrate its resources on developing sea power." 6 In addition to downplaying these improvements, Ross exaggerates future threats to China and overstates the cost of internal security missions. He cites "revived Russian ground forces," "[the danger India could present to China] if India should stabilize its conflict with Pakistan," and a "united Korea" as potential threats (p. 55). These may become challenges in the long term, but China would have time to adjust. Moreover, although the People's Liberation Army (PLA) plays a role in frontier defense, internal security, and other domestic missions, 7 it serves as the "last line of defense" with much less expensive security forces bearing primary responsibility. 8 As continental pressures on China have diminished, strategic pressures from the sea have become more salient. 9 In addition to Taiwan independence, China's greatest perceived security threats come from the naval and air forces of the United States and its allies. China has maritime disputes with several neighboring countries, most notably in the East China Sea and South China Sea. Even Ye Zicheng, whom Ross cites as an advocate of China's continental orientation, has observed that "currently, the main threats to China's national security are from a maritime direction." 10 Second, Ross adopts a narrow conception of China's national interests that minimizes the impact of China's integration into the world economy and the expansion of its national interests. Fundamental changes in the structure of the Chinese economy have made maritime interests much more important for China's development and for regime survival. 11 China is now the world's largest exporter and third largest importer (behind the United States and Germany). Its trade dependence almost doubled in the last decade (from 40 percent in 2000 to 73 percent during the 2006-08 period), giving China the second largest ratio of international trade to gross domestic product in the world. 12 Some 80-90 percent of this trade is carried by ship. 13 In his brief discussion of economics, Ross understates China's dependence on overseas oil and dismisses the importance of seaborne energy imports. Although imported oil represents only 10 percent of China's total energy consumption, its transportation and some industrial sectors are completely dependent on it. China's growing demand for energy is projected to increase the country's dependence on imported oil from approximately 50 percent today to 75 percent by 2030. 14 Ross suggests that an "increasing share" of China's imported oil will come from overland sources, but 86 percent of its oil imports currently arrive by ship. 15 In 2007 China also became a net importer of gas. Projected growth in China's overall gas demand will also increase its dependence on imported gas, much of which will be carried by liquefied natural gas tankers. 16 Ross suggests that only extremist naval nationalists view China's national interests as expanding. Yet Chinese leaders and researchers regularly acknowledge the growing importance of "overseas interests" (haiwai liyi) as a result of increases in trade, overseas investment, Chinese companies "going out" (zouchuqu), and Chinese citizens living abroad. 17 These issues have become an important focus of official meetings on China's foreign affairs. Moreover, expanding the focus from national security to regime security highlights the connection that Chinese leaders see between continued economic growth and regime survival. Most recent geopolitical analyses by Chinese military officers and civilian strategists explicitly take these changes into account. These experts, as a result, often refer to China as both a land power and a sea power. Other characterizations include "land-sea hybrid country" (luhai fuhe guojia), "nation of both sea and land" (hailu jianbei guojia), and "continental and coastal country" (dalu binhai guojia). 18 Third, Ross arbitrarily restricts the range of China's potential naval strategies. His realist focus on great power war leads him to emphasize the question of whether countries can build a "battle-capable surface fleet" (p. 54) able to reach "military parity with the [dominant] maritime power" (p. 53). This implies that naval power-projection capabilities have value only if they produce supremacy over the most powerful maritime adversary. This all-or-nothing approach overlooks the potential utility of a more limited power-projection capability that could protect significant Chinese interests. China (like most countries) is concerned about a range of maritime threats, many of which do not involve the United States.

Security concerns drive Chinese naval expansionism

Glosney and Saunders 10, Michael, instructor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School and was China Security Fellow at the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Phillip, Distinguished Research Fellow and Director of Studies for the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Ross explicitly dismisses two missions prominent in Chinese arguments in support of a limited power-projection capability that could protect sea lines of communication (SLOCs) and defend maritime sovereignty. We agree that a limited PLAN power-projection force could not defend Chinese SLOCs against the U.S. Navy, but a carrier might help to deter potential threats from Japan, India, and pirates. Ross is also unconvinced by Chinese arguments about defending China's maritime sovereignty because he expects U.S. intervention in any conflict. The United States is not a direct claimant in these disputes, however, and it has defined its interests in terms of freedom of navigation rather than taking a position on underlying sovereignty disputes. China could hope to develop sufficient naval power-projection capabilities to prevent others from challenging Chinese sovereignty and seizing resources. 28 Although Ross focuses exclusively on war-fighting and traditional security missions, PLA officers offer a broader list of potential roles for naval power-projection capabilities. These include humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, counterpiracy, noncombatant evacuation, peacekeeping operations, antiterrorism, military diplomacy, peacetime presence, and crisis response. 29 PLA officers and experts repeatedly cite the flexibility (jidongxing) of an aircraft carrier as an important advantage. 30 A limited power-projection capability could also help to demonstrate that China is a responsible major power willing to take on more international burdens as it becomes more powerful. The 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami appears to have been a turning point in the Chinese leadership's support for an aircraft carrier. The U.S. Navy's rapid assistance not only highlighted the political value of naval forces, but also showed that China had a long way to go before it could participate effectively in such missions. 31 Some power-projection capabilities are a prerequisite for China to assume greater international responsibility, share international burdens, and provide global public goods. 32 China's 2008 deployment of four ships to participate in counterpiracy operations in the Gulf of Aden showed how even a limited power-projection capability could pay international dividends.

China’s naval  expansion is destabilizing the region

Glosney and Saunders 10, Michael, instructor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School and was China Security Fellow at the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Phillip, Distinguished Research Fellow and Director of Studies for the Center for Strategic Research in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

We agree with Ross that geography is a potential constraint on China's ability to develop naval power, but its constraining effect has declined as continental threats have eased and as threats to China's expanding maritime interests have become more salient. We also agree that nationalist support would play some role in a likely Chinese decision to build a few aircraft carriers. We do not view nationalism as the principal cause of this decision, however, and Ross presents no direct or persuasive evidence that this is the case. Ross rightly highlights unrealistic claims about some purported benefits of naval modernization in the Chinese debate, but other arguments about the potential value of a limited naval power-projection capability appear more reasonable, given a proper understanding of Chinese interests. Chinese statements and writings on the development of an aircraft carrier and other maritime issues are part of an ongoing strategic debate about China's security environment, Chinese interests, and appropriate military choices. Explaining China's defense modernization choices requires a sophisticated and nuanced examination of the leadership's decisionmaking process. Such an approach should not only include analysis of how the Chinese government assesses its threat environment and defines its interests, but should also include serious consideration of guns versus butter trade-offs, civil-military relations, and service politics. China's limited transparency makes this type of analysis difficult, but these are the issues that experts must address to understand and explain China's military modernization. Although the limited naval power-projection capability we see as likely would prove less destabilizing than the "carrier-centered navy" Ross describes, even a limited capability could produce heightened regional concern and spirals of instability. To minimize damage to bilateral and regional relations, Chinese civilian and military leaders will need to explain to a skeptical region why such capabilities are needed and take concrete measures to show that such a power-projection force not only will be limited and employed in a constructive manner, but will not challenge regional stability. 

Successful ground forces allow Chinese naval expansion

Ross 10, Robert, Professor of Political Science at Boston College and Associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Glosny and Saunders suggest that because China has recently experienced a benign threat environment, it can reallocate its resources to distant-ocean maritime defense. They argue that the improvement in Chinese border security reflects successful diplomacy and cooperation between China and its neighbors. Further, they claim that the resolution of border disputes allows China to look forward to continued territorial security. This argument, however, misconstrues the sources of national security. Capabilities, not diplomacy, create security. In this respect, border disputes do not cause security conflicts. Rather, security conflicts cause border disputes. Many border disputes remain latent because of the imperative of strategic cooperation. Once relative capabilities change and security conflict develops, border disputes become salient. Escalated border conflict is a symptom of conflict, not its cause. This is the history of the Sino-Soviet border dispute. On the other hand, escalated great power conflict and war frequently occur despite the absence of border disputes.

The source of China's overall border security is not successful diplomacy or even the intrinsic weakness of its neighbors, but rather China's successful development of its ground force capability and the corresponding imperative for China's neighbors of cooperation with China. For example, the Sino-Vietnamese balance of forces is very different today than it was in 1979, when the People's Liberation Army (PLA) encountered significant difficulties in its effort to "teach Vietnam a lesson." This change has compelled Hanoi to cooperate with China's strategic interests in Indochina. China's current allocation of resources and its ground force modernization, not cooperative diplomacy, contributes to Chinese security. Given that China has thirteen territorial neighbors, including some with large standing armies, nuclear weapons, or both, as well as increasingly disaffected minorities along its porous inner-Asian frontiers, a significant reallocation of resources away from its ground force capability could jeopardize China's current advantageous strategic environment.

China is expanding – seeks imperial prestige

Ross 10, Robert, Professor of Political Science at Boston College and Associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Next, Glosny and Saunders critique my analysis of the role of nationalism in China's naval policy. First, they argue that the literature on nationalism and foreign policy indicates that prestige strategies are predominantly associated with political transitions. They are incorrect. It is true that there is significant scholarship that associates great power use of force with domestic political transitions. Prestige strategies, however, encompass more than simply the use of force. My article does not address China's use of force. Rather, it addresses the role of nationalism in Chinese defense acquisitions. There is an extensive literature that explains the expansive naval ambitions of numerous great powers with the quest for international prestige. In my article, I offer many examples of this dynamic and many citations. China is simply the latest case. Second, Glosny and Saunders are critical of my analysis of the role that nationalism plays in China's naval policy because I do not explain the elite decisionmaking process by which nationalism is incorporated into Chinese policymaking. I fully concur, but such criticism could be leveled at a large proportion of security studies scholars. Decisionmaking in all authoritarian countries and in many democratic countries is not sufficiently transparent to allow detailed research into policymaking regarding the use of force, deterrence, and weapons acquisition decisions. I sincerely wish I had the materials to enable a detailed understanding of CCP Politburo decisions regarding defense policy, but I share with both Western scholars and Chinese academics a lack of access to such materials.

China’s aircraft carriers won’t challenge the US – they’re just for secondary missions

Ross 10, Robert, Professor of Political Science at Boston College and Associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Finally, Glosny and Saunders argue that China can effectively deploy a power-projection navy for multiple missions, thus justifying its diversion of financial resources from existing priorities to the development of carrier-based naval capability. Glosny and Saunders concede that China will not be able to use greater naval power to defend sea-lanes and choke points in the face of superior U.S. capabilities. Its naval capability is too far behind that of the United States, and it lacks advanced power-projection technologies. This acknowledgment, however, undermines Glosny and Saunders's earlier analysis. The capability to contend with U.S. naval forces would be necessary to defend the very interests that Glosny and Saunders argue in the first section of their letter create the imperative for China naval expansion--alleged Chinese dependency on seaborne oil imports and foreign trade. If an expanded Chinese naval capability will be unable to contend with U.S. naval forces, then it will be unable to guarantee China's access to foreign markets and oil. And if China's naval development cannot defend such international economic interests, then its future navy would be reduced to defending secondary interests, interests that do not require significant maritime air capability and thus do not explain the diversion of significant resources to the development of a power-projection navy. Glosny and Saunders cite Chinese authors to argue that China could use a carrier force to fulfill secondary missions such as counterpiracy, humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, and peacekeeping. True, an aircraft carrier can be used for many "non-traditional" missions, including UN peacekeeping. Far more efficient and cost-effective means to conduct such operations are available, however, so that such interests do not justify the expense of building a carrier and the associated reallocation of resources from the defense of more vital interests, including the security of the CCP and China's territorial security. The United States uses its aircraft carriers for these missions because it possesses carriers. It did not build them for these missions. Rather, it built and maintains its carrier force to deter challenges to its strategic maritime interests and, if necessary, to fight and win a maritime war. Should China build an aircraft carrier for secondary, nonstrategic missions, it would be for the associated great power prestige that would accrue given its mere possession of an aircraft carrier. That China's naval nationalists use these humanitarian missions to justify the development of an aircraft carrier does not make these missions sufficiently important to require China's reallocation of resources from the defense of pressing security interests. Once again, Glosny and Saunders are mistaken in their analysis because they too readily accept the self-serving arguments of Chinese advocates for an expansive naval capability. If China seeks to fulfill its great power responsibilities and pursue nontraditional security interests, then Japan presents a model of rational weapons acquisition. Rather than develop a carrier force, it has constructed an effective and relatively inexpensive maritime helicopter platform (DDH-161 Hyuga class) that is well suited to such missions as humanitarian relief and antipiracy. Faced with pressure from both the rise of mass nationalism and the PLA Navy, however, Chinese leaders have opted to build an aircraft carrier. They are seeking international prestige, rather than simply the ability to fulfill China's reputed humanitarian responsibilities.

No conflict over the spratly islands – strategically useless

Ross 10, Robert, Professor of Political Science at Boston College and Associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Glosny and Saunders also argue that China could use an expanded naval capability to deal with challenges from regional states, including potential challenges from the Japanese navy and from declarations of sovereignty by Malaysia and the Philippines to the Chinese-claimed Spratly Islands in the South China Sea. This analysis also fails to grasp the role of the U.S. Navy in these countries' China policies. These local powers can challenge China because they enjoy the protection of U.S. extended deterrence commitments, which are based on U.S. maritime supremacy in the western Pacific and in the South China Sea. To coerce these countries to acknowledge Chinese territorial claims, China will have to develop sufficient naval capabilities to challenge U.S. maritime supremacy. Glosny and Saunders acknowledge that this is not a realistic Chinese objective; yet their suggestion that China could use force against Malaysia and the Philippines over the disputed islands without risking U.S. engagement fails to grasp the strategic context of U.S. extended deterrence credibility in East Asia and the likelihood of U.S. intervention to defend these countries from the use of force by China, regardless of the casus belli. My conversations with Chinese security specialists indicate that Chinese leaders are well aware of the risk of conflict with the United States should China use force against other claimants to the Spratly Islands. 4 Moreover, the Spratly Islands are strategically and economically worthless, and China has tolerated the challenges to its sovereignty claim for nearly forty years. Chinese assertions that the PLA Navy should develop a carrier force to deal with sovereignty challenges from local powers are the hollow justification of naval nationalists arguing for an a priori policy preference for aircraft carriers.

China is expanding – naval nationalism

Ross 10, Robert, Professor of Political Science at Boston College and Associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University [“Debating China’s Naval Nationalism,” Fall, Lexis] 

Since the end of the Cold War and China's emergence as a rising economic power, Chinese leaders have allocated increasing financial resources to the development of a naval capability. During this same period, they have turned away repeated requests from the navy to allocate funding to construct an aircraft carrier. Their focus has been on developing an effective access-denial capability to enhance China's coastal security, an effort that has been very successful. China's acquisition of both Russian and domestically produced diesel submarines and of Russian aircraft and surface-to-air missiles has made a cost-effective and significant contribution to Chinese security. Its development of an antiship ballistic missile capability may further contribute to its coastal water defense capability. The success of China's access-denial strategy is reflected in the increasing concern of the U.S. Navy regarding the growing difficulty of operating in the western Pacific. Thus far, China's maritime defense policy has been driven by a prudent assessment of Chinese capabilities and interests. On the other hand, the allocation of significant resources to the development of a power-projection navy of dubious value will divert Chinese resources from funding for China's territorial security and domestic stability missions, as well as from its funding and deployment of submarines and other weaponry for its access-denial capability. U.S. naval personnel frequently welcome the development of a Chinese aircraft carrier, insofar as construction and deployment of Chinese carriers would divert resources from China's effective access-denial capability in favor of a second-rate carrier capability that would offer an easy wartime target for U.S. forces. The Chinese people's nationalist ambition for an aircraft carrier is understandable. Combined with the persistent PLA Navy's demands to possess an aircraft carrier, such naval nationalism is a powerful force driving China's naval buildup. Similar nationalist ambitions have driven the capital ship acquisitions of many previous great powers. After thirty years of impressive economic growth and the corresponding development of national pride, the Chinese people desire the international prestige and status commensurate with China's domestic and international successes. An aircraft carrier would be one reflection of Chinese success. That such naval ambitions are understandable, however, does not necessarily make naval expansionism an effective defense policy. That China's leadership is intent on developing an aircraft carrier and a maritime power-projection capability, despite their great expense and limited strategic utility and despite the resource demands of more vital security interests, is a reflection of the leadership's growing reliance on appeasing widespread nationalist sentiment to maintain its popular legitimacy and the security of the Chinese Communist Party.
Russia Stuff

The US would win a war with Russia – strategic weakness

Freidman 9, George, Founder and Chief Executive Officer of STRATFOR [“The Coming Conflict With Russia,” Fall, The Journal of International Security Affairs] 

On the northern European plain, no matter where Russia’s borders are drawn, it is open to attack. There are few significant natural barriers anywhere on this plain. Pushing its western border all the way into Germany, as it did in 1945, still leaves Russia’s frontiers without a physical anchor. The only physical advantage Russia can have is depth. The farther west into Europe its borders extend, the farther conquerors have to travel to reach Moscow. Therefore, Russia is always pressing westward on the northern European plain, and Europe is always pressing eastward. Russia had its guts carved out after the collapse of Communism. St. Petersburg, its jewel, was about a thousand miles away from NATO troops in 1989. Now it is less than one hundred miles away. In 1989, Moscow was twelve hundred miles from the limits of Russian power; today, it is about two hundred miles. In the south, with Ukraine independent, the Russian hold on the Black Sea is tenuous, and it has been forced to the northern extreme of the Caucasus. The Americans occupy Afghanistan, however tentatively, and Russia’s anchor on the Himalayas is gone. If there were an army interested in invading, the Russian Federation is virtually indefensible. Russia’s strategic problem is that it is a vast country with relatively poor transportation. If Russia were simultaneously attacked along its entire periphery, in spite of the size of its forces, it would be unable to easily protect itself. It would have difficulty mobilizing forces and deploying them to multiple fronts, so it would have to maintain an extremely large standing army that could be predeployed. This pressure imposes a huge economic burden on Russia, undermines the economy, and causes it to buckle from within. That is what happened to the Soviet state. Nor is protecting its frontiers Russia’s only problem. The Russians are extremely well aware that they are facing a massive demographic crisis. Russia’s current population is about 145 million people, and projections for 2050 are for between 90 million and 125 million. Time is working against it. Russia’s problem will soon be its inability to field an army sufficient for its strategic needs. Internally, the number of Russians compared to other ethnic groups is declining, placing intense pressure on Russia to make a move sooner rather than later. In its current geographical position, it is an accident waiting to happen. Given Russia’s demographic trajectory, in twenty years it may be too late to act, and its leaders know this. It does not have to conquer the world, but Russia must regain and hold its buffers—essentially the boundaries of the old Soviet Union. 

Russia will seek to expand its sphere of influence now

Freidman 9, George, Founder and Chief Executive Officer of STRATFOR [“The Coming Conflict With Russia,” Fall, The Journal of International Security Affairs] 

Between their geopolitical, economic, and demographic problems, the Russians have to make a fundamental shift. For a hundred years the Russians sought to modernize their country through industrialization, trying to catch up to the rest of Europe. They never managed to pull it off. Around the year 2000, Russia shifted its strategy. Instead of focusing on industrial development as they had in the past century, the Russians reinvented themselves as exporters of natural resources, particularly energy, but also minerals, agricultural products, lumber, and precious metals. By de-emphasizing industrial development, and emphasizing raw materials, the Russians took a very different path, one more common to countries in the developing world. But given the unexpected rise of energy and commodity prices, this move not only saved the Russian economy but also strengthened it to the point where Russia could afford to drive its own selective reindustrialization. Most important, since natural resource production is less manpower-intensive than industrial production, it gave Russia an economic base that could be sustained with a declining population. It also gave Russia leverage in the international system. Europe is hungry for energy. Russia, constructing pipelines to feed natural gas to Europe, takes care of Europe’s energy needs and its own economic problems, and puts Europe in a position of dependency on Russia. In an energy-hungry world, Russia’s energy exports are like heroin. It addicts countries once they start using it. Russia has already used its natural gas resources to force neighboring countries to bend to its will. That power reaches into the heart of Europe, where the Germans and the former Soviet satellites of Eastern Europe all depend on Russian natural gas. Add to this its other resources, and Russia can apply significant pressure on Europe. Dependency can be a double-edged sword, however. A militarily weak Russia cannot pressure its neighbors, because its neighbors might decide to make a grab for its wealth. So Russia must recover its military strength. Rich and weak is a bad position for nations to be in. If Russia is to be rich in natural resources and export them to Europe, it must be in a position to protect what it has and to shape the international environment in which it lives. In the next decade, Russia will become increasingly wealthy (relative to its past, at least) but geographically insecure. It will therefore use some of its wealth to create a military force appropriate to protect its interests, buffer zones to protect it from the rest of the world—and then buffer zones for the buffer zones. Russia’s grand strategy involves the creation of deep buffers along the northern European plain, while it divides and manipulates its neighbors, creating a new regional balance of power in Europe. What Russia cannot tolerate are tight borders without buffer zones, and its neighbors united against it. This is why Russia’s future actions will appear to be aggressive but will actually be defensive. Moscow’s next steps Russia’s actions likely will unfold in three phases. In the first phase, Russia will be concerned with recovering influence and effective control in the former Soviet Union, recreating the system of buffers that the Soviet Union provided for it. In the second phase, Russia will seek to create a second tier of buffers beyond the boundaries of the former Soviet Union. It will try to do this without creating a solid wall of opposition, of the kind that choked it during the Cold War. In the third phase—really something that will have been going on from the beginning—Russia will try to prevent anti-Russian coalitions from forming. Here, it is important to step back and look at the reasons why the former Soviet Union stayed intact in the latter half of the twentieth century. The Soviet Union was held together not simply by force but by a system of economic relationships that sustained it in the same way that the Russian empire before it was sustained. The former Soviet Union shares a common geography—that is, vast and mostly landlocked, in the heart of Eurasia. It has extremely poor internal transport systems, as is common in landlocked areas where the river systems don’t match with agricultural systems. It is therefore difficult to transport food—and after industrialization, difficult to move manufactured goods. Think of the old Soviet Union as that part of the Eurasian landmass that stretched westward from the Pacific Ocean along the wastelands north of populated China, northwest of the Himalayas, and continued along the border with South Central Asia to the Caspian, and then on to the Caucasus. It was buffered by the Black Sea and then by the Carpathian Mountains. Along the north, there was only the Arctic. Within this space, there was a vast landmass, marked by republics with weak economies. If we think of the Soviet Union as a natural grouping of geographically isolated and economically handicapped countries, we can see what held it together. The countries that made up the Soviet Union were bound together of necessity. They could not compete with the rest of the world economically—but isolated from global competition, they could complement and support each other. This was a natural grouping readily dominated by the Russians. The countries beyond the Carpathians (the ones Russia occupied after World War II and turned into satellites) were not included in this natural grouping. If it weren’t for Soviet military force, they would have been oriented toward the rest of Europe. The former Soviet Union consisted of members who really had nowhere else to go. These old economic ties still dominate the region, except that Russia’s new model, exporting energy, has made these countries even more dependent than they were previously. Attracted as Ukraine was to the rest of Europe, it could not compete or participate with Europe. Its natural economic relationship is with Russia; it relies on Russia for energy, and ultimately it tends to be militarily dominated by Russia as well. These are the dynamics that Russia will take advantage of in order to reassert its sphere of influence. It will not necessarily re-create a formal political structure run from Moscow—although that is not inconceivable. Far more important will be Russian influence in the region over the next five to ten years, which will surge in three theaters of operation. 

Russia’s expanding its sphere of influence in Central Asia now

Freidman 9, George, Founder and Chief Executive Officer of STRATFOR [“The Coming Conflict With Russia,” Fall, The Journal of International Security Affairs] 

Central Asia is a vast region running between the Caspian Sea and the Chinese border. It is primarily Muslim and therefore part of the massive destabilization that took place in the Muslim world after the fall of the Soviet Union. By itself it has some economic value, as a region with energy reserves. But it has little strategic importance to the Russians—unless another great power were to dominate it and use it as a base against them. If that were to happen, it would become enormously important. Whoever controls Kazakhstan would be a hundred miles from the Volga, a river highway for Russian agriculture. During the 1990s, Western energy companies flocked to the region. Russia had no problem with that. It wasn’t in a position to compete, and it wasn’t in a position to control the region militarily. Central Asia was a neutral zone of relative indifference to the Russians. All of that changed on September 11, 2001, which redefined the geopolitics of the region. September 11th made it urgent for the United States to invade Afghanistan. Unable to mount an invasion by itself quickly, the United States asked the Russians for help. The Russians agreed to an American military presence in the region, thinking they had an understanding with the United States that this was a temporary situation. But as the war in Afghanistan dragged on, the United States stayed; and as it did so, it became more and more influential with the various republics in the region. Russia realized that what had been a benign buffer zone was becoming dominated by the main global power—a power that was pressing Russia in Ukraine, the Caucasus, and the Baltics. In addition, as the price of energy rose and Russia adopted its new economic strategy, Central Asia’s energy became even more significant. Russia did not want American forces a hundred miles from the Volga. Russia simply had to react. It didn’t act directly, but it began manipulating the political situation in the region, reducing American power. It was a move designed to return Central Asia to the Russian sphere of influence. And the Americans, on the other side of the world, isolated by chaotic Afghanistan, Iran, and Pakistan, were in no position to resist. The Russians reasserted their natural position. And tellingly, it was one of the few places U.S. naval power couldn’t reach. Central Asia is an area where the United States can’t remain under Russian pressure. It is a place where the Chinese could potentially cause problems, but—as we have seen in recent years—that is unlikely to happen. China has economic influence there, but the Russians, in the end, have both military and financial capabilities that can outmatch them. The Russians might offer China access to Central Asia, but the arrangements created in the nineteenth century and maintained by the Soviet Union will reassert themselves. Therefore, if current trends continue, Central Asia will be back in the Russian sphere of influence by early next decade—long before Russia’s major confrontation with Europe. 

Japan BMD Stuff

Chinese ASATs will cause Japanese support for BMD

Hitchens, 7 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information (Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space?, cs5_chapter2.pdf)

Likewise, the Chinese action may spur Japan not only to speed its efforts at developing missile defenses but possibly to develop military space capabilities. “It may fuel the argument that Japan should develop space technology for national defense, especially as it came in the midst of the North Korean nuclear crisis,” said Yasunori Matogawa, a professor of space engineering at the Institute of Space and Astronautical Science, part of the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency.47 Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe said Tokyo had demanded an explanation from the Chinese government; while Foreign Minister Taro Aso criticized Beijing for failing to give advance notice of the test which he doubted was for “peaceful use” of space.48 Japanese officials have continued to charge that the Chinese government has yet to give a full and credible account of the test and future plans.49

