***Spending DA
Spending Link
Plan costs at least 350 billion just to launch the satellites

Hitchens 3 (Theresa, Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information, “ Space-Based Missile Defense: Not So Heavenly,” Carnegie, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2003/07/24/space-based-missile-defense-not-so-heavenly/b9d, EMM)
MDA officials, and hawkish proponents of using space for missile defense, continue to assert that it is technically feasible to design such a system using only 300 to 600 interceptors and costing $50 billion.

A recent study by an illustrious panel of physicists begs to differ. Even though they themselves admit to using "extremely optimistic" technical parameters, the American Physical Society (APS) in a July 16 study found that a bare-minimum system would require at least 1,600 missiles. Such a limited system would be able to defend only the continental United States (not including Alaska) and be able to shoot down only one solid-fuel ICBM coming in from North Korea (the sort the Pentagon predicts Pyongyang and other countries are likely to have within 10 to 15 years).

And the U.S. interceptors would have to be substantially larger and faster than ever built before, not to mention larger and faster than currently estimated by MDA. All totaled, the interceptors would weigh 2,000 metric tons.

While the study, "Report of the American Physical Society Study Group on Boost-Phase Intercept Systems for National Missile Defense: Scientific and Technical Issues," did not provide any cost analysis, doing the math is fairly simple. Average launch costs have hovered for decades at about $22,000 per kilogram. A metric ton equals 1,000 kilograms. So, this best-case scenario for space-based missile defenses would cost $44 billion just to get the interceptors into orbit.

Some experts argue that, given the volume of space launches that would be required to boost the system, launch costs could conceivably over time come down to half that per kilogram sum: $11,000. If this is true, then such a system could be put into orbit for only $22 billion.

But here's the rub: The physicists themselves admit that the system described above is based on assumptions that are optimistic enough to border on unrealistic. Under more realistic technical parameters, a system to defend the continental United States against a North Korean launch would involve 3,600 orbiting interceptors, at a cost of either $99 billion, or using the lower launch cost figure, $49.5 billion. However, the study itself notes that even these "more realistic" assumptions are quite optimistic, not only in pushing the edge of what is technically feasible but also in that the space-based system described is one in which every element works perfectly 100 percent of the time --something unheard of in the annuals of U.S. weapons development.

There is more bad news. To cover Alaska, more than double the number of interceptors would be required to defend against a North Korean ICBM, thus more than doubling the cost (more than $198 billion or more than $99 billion).

To defend against a single shot from Iran (another of the countries labeled by U.S. President George W. Bush as part of the axis of evil, and a country with a ballistic missile program), the study found, is more difficult and would require more interceptors. The study found under its more realistic scenario, that 5,700 interceptors would be required, weighing 7,000 metric tons, equaling a launch cost of $154 billion (or $77 billion).

Some might say that such price-tags are not out of line for a future strategic system, given what the United States has spent on its nuclear arsenal. That may be so. But remember, these figures involve only the direct cost of launching the space-based interceptors. Such interceptors, which according to the study must be much faster and much larger than any to date, would have to be developed and built. More cost. In addition, a complex computerized system to control the interceptors would have to be developed. Yet more cost. Finally, a sophisticated new system of detecting, tracking and targeting ICBM launches and nearly instantaneously providing that data to the orbiting interceptors, would be required. Substantially more cost.
Dolman admits the plan costs hundreds of billions at minimum 

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

Conversely, if America were to weaponize space, it is not at all sure that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the necessary infrastructure is still too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum.

***Arms Racing DA
Weaponization Now (N/U to DAs)

The United States is weaponizing space now – recent tests prove

Hsu 10 – Contributor to Space.com (Jeremy, May 5, “Is a New Space Weapon Race Heating Up?”, http://www.space.com/8342-space-weapon-race-heating.html WSX)

A U.S. Air Force space plane and a failed hypersonic glider tested by the Pentagon represent the latest space missions to raise concerns about weapons in space. But while their exact purpose remains murky, they join a host of new space technology tests that could eventually bring the battlefield into space.

Some space technology demonstrations are more obviously space weapons, such as the anti-satellite missile capabilities tested by the U.S. and China in recent years. India has also begun developing its own anti-satellite program which would combine lasers and an exo-atmospheric kill vehicle, as announced at the beginning of 2010.

The U.S. military and others have also long developed and deployed more neutral space assets such as rockets and satellites for military purposes. In that sense, both the Air Force's X-37B robotic space plane and the HTV-2 hypersonic glider prototype of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) could represent similarly ambiguous technologies which may or may not lead to weapons. 

 "Space has been militarized since before NASA was even created," said Joan Johnson-Freese, a space policy analyst at the Naval War College in Newport, RI. Yet she sees weaponization as a different issue from militarization because "so much space technology is dual use" in terms of having both civilian and military purposes, as well as offensive or defensive use.

Such uncertainty regarding space technology can make it tricky for nations to gauge the purpose or intentions behind new prototypes, including the X-37B space plane or the HTV-2 hypersonic glider.

The U.S. military could even be using the cloak of mystery to deliberately bamboozle and confuse rival militaries, according to John Pike, a military and security analyst who runs GlobalSecurity.org. He suggested that the X-37B and HTV-2 projects could represent the tip of a space weapons program hidden within the Pentagon's secret "black budget," or they might be nothing more than smoke and mirrors.

Weaponization --> Prolif
Space weaponization causes rapid proliferation 
Krepon and Hyman 6 – founder of Stimson and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs.  (Michael, Katz, “Space weapons and proliferation”, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2555.pdf)

Will flight testing or deploying space weapons prompt arms races? This assertion figures prominently in the writings of both critics and boosters of space warfare initiatives. We contend that the arms race argument is weak and beside the point, since arms racing is not needed to negate the space weapons of a potential adversary. Advanced space-faring nations such as China and the Russian Federation could compete in making low Earth orbit inhospitable to satellites with modest investments and unsophisticated techniques. Any nation that possesses medium-range ballistic missiles, space tracking capabilities and the means to precisely insert a satellite into orbit also has the ability to destroy a satellite. Rather than engaging in an expensive arms race, states threatened by US space warfare initiatives are likely to respond in cost-effective ways to counter US weapons. The fundamental problem associated with space weapons is not their expense or their propensity to generate arms races. Instead, the fundamental problem associated with space weapons is how easily they can pollute space, and how much long-term and costly damage could result from relatively inexpensive investments. We argue that additional proliferation of nuclear weapons, rather than new arms races, is the most likely outcome in the event of renewed interest in space warfare. Proliferation will be a natural consequence of more nations feeling less secure as a result of space weapons. Furthermore, in the absence of united fronts against proliferation by major powers and by US friends and allies, international efforts to strengthen non-proliferation and disarmament norms are likely to fail, and hedging strategies against a more worrisome future are likely to multiply. The US Air Force’s Counterspace Operations doctrine, released in August 2004, embraces power projection in and through space by means of what the Pentagon calls “offensive counter-space” capabilities. The implications of US initiatives to pursue offensive counterspace capabilities for the non-proliferation regime—constructed during an era of bi-polar, Cold War competition—have not been carefully analysed. Military dominance confers many advantages. Paradoxically, success in preventing proliferation is not one of them. Instead, the dominance of one state could prompt others to seek insurance or deterrence in the form of proliferation. Successful non-proliferation policies are usually based on collective, not unilateral action, since collective action is usually more dissuasive and effective than unilateral enforcement. A dominant state may have difficulty in generating collective action if other states view the dominant power with concern, or if they view proliferation as less of a threat to them than to the dominant state. The problems of shaping a collective response are exacerbated if the dominant state pursues initiatives that are widely perceived as unwise. Our analysis suggests that the negative impacts of US military dominance on proliferation will be accentuated in the event that Washington also seeks dominant military capabilities in space. This pursuit will be widely viewed as unwise and dangerous, not only by potential adversaries, but also by most of Washington’s allies and friends. Consequently, US initiatives to flight-test and deploy space weapons are likely to hasten efforts to seek insurance or deterrence against US might. We view the advocacy of US space dominance as a useful prism to analyse why proliferation concerns are growing, and why efforts to strengthen nonproliferation and disarmament norms have encountered such great difficulty in recent years.

More ev- chinese and Russian prolif

Krepon and Hyman 6 – founder of Stimson and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs.  (Michael, Katz, “Space weapons and proliferation”, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2555.pdf)

Space has been blessedly free of weapons, and for the last two decades it has been free of anti-satellite tests as well. Political sensitivities against crossing these thresholds are heightened, and efforts to do so will be quite divisive in the United States, in allied countries and elsewhere. China and the Russian Federation, the two nations whose assistance the United States needs most to stop and reverse hard proliferation cases, are likely to be most sensitive to the Pentagon’s interest in space dominance. Space warfare initiatives are, therefore, not merely emblematic of the difficulties facing existing norms, agreements and institutions designed to prevent proliferation and disarmament. A direct, physical attack against a satellite would be an historic first in the annals of warfare. The implementation of new doctrine and new capabilities for space warfare would come at a time when non-proliferation and disarmament compacts are under severe strain, when hedging strategies are growing and united fronts to stop and reverse these trends are scarce. The pursuit of offensive space warfare initiatives would surely accelerate these negative trends.

Space Weaponization causes Prolif 

Krepon 4(Michael, Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option, Arms Control Today, http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-5378395_ITM, November 2004, KR)
Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush Administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush Administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized. 

Space weaponization triggers global proliferation. 

Katz-Hyman and Krepon 10. (Michael Katz-Hyman and Michael Krepon, Katz is a research assistant at Stimson and Krepon is the co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs. Space Weapons and Proliferation, The Stimson Institute. 12/17/10. NP. http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Space_Weapons_and_Proliferation.pdf DM) 

We argue that additional proliferation of nuclear weapons, rather than new arms races, is the most likely outcome  in the event of renewed interest in space warfare.  Proliferation will be a natural consequence of more nations  feeling less secure as a result of space weapons.  Adverse proliferation consequences could be both direct and  indirect.  China and Russia will likely feel most directly threatened by US space warfare initiatives.  Beijing will  likely increase its nuclear weapon requirements to counter increased threat perceptions without engaging in  an arms race, while Moscow will likely seek to adjust the contraction of its nuclear arsenal, to the extent the  Kremlin believes that its deterrent might be challenged by US initiatives. Indirect, horizontal proliferation is   likely to result from greater strains in major power relations and in US-alliance ties triggered by US initiatives  to dominate space.  In the absence of united fronts against proliferation by major powers and by US friends  and allies, international efforts to strengthen nonproliferation and disarmament norms are likely to fail, and  hedging strategies against a more worrisome future are likely to multiply.   
Weaponization --> Arms Race

China will respond with weaponization

MacDonald, 9, Senior Director of the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program with the USIP Center for Conflict Analysis and Prevention, MacDonald is an honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University.  He also received two Masters Degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs. [Bruce W. Macdonald, Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald-Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee, http://www.usip.org/experts/bruce-w-macdonald]
We should not seek offensive counterspace capability at the expense of effective steps to protect U.S. space capabilities. We must be very careful, if we acquire offensive capabilities, to do so in a manner that other nations will find as unthreatening as possible. Otherwise, we could create a self-fulfilling prophecy: as nations like China or Russia see evidence of U.S. attempted space hegemony, they would accelerate their own efforts, just as we would if the roles were reversed. Above all, we want to avoid the space policy and doctrinal near-vacuum we currently are in, where our space technology seems to shape our policy, rather than our policy shaping technical solutions. Space Pre-Eminence, Not Dominance, Should Be the U.S. Objective. It would be unwise for the United States to seek space dominance. There are many ways to attack space assets, and it is easier and cheaper to attack than to defend them, which would likely frustrate any sustained attempt at dominance and leave us worse off than we are now. In trying to maintain dominance, we would be at the mercy of unpredictably advancing space technologies that could favor China or others as well as us. In the face of likely Chinese and other resistance to such a provocative posture, we would constantly be trying to stay ahead technologically to maintain this dominance, demanding large expenditures. It would also be very unstable, especially if China achieved a breakthrough that threatened our dominance.

BMD and ASAT capabilities lead to regional instability and arms race

Kumar 8 – research officer at the institute of peace and conflict studies (Neha, “Us Anti-Satellite Weapon Test: Arms Race In Outer Space”, http://www.ipcs.org/article/military/us-anti-satellite-weapon-test-arms-race-in-outer-space-2499.html)

The US ASAT test could have a negative impact on arms control and lead to an arms race. Russia and China could also build ASAT weapons. Many strategic analysts believe that the US ASAT test was an answer to the China ASAT test in Jan 2007, which posed a danger to US satellites. The US is conveying a signal to China that its own ballistic missile defence system could also be used to counter Chinese ASATs. Hence, China will have to continue taking steps to improve its own security, which will affect the strategic balance in Southern Asia. This will have implications for India since China's ASAT capability could be used to attack Low Earth Orbit satellites (LEO) and challenge India's C4ISR architecture. Other concerns relate to proliferation. China has a history of transferring its missiles and nuclear weapons technology. China could, therefore, proliferate these technologies to Pakistan or to Middle East countries, which would be inimical to the strategic interests of both India and the United States. Russia and China also saw this demonstration as an effort by the US to sabotage arms control measures in outer space, which was jointly proposed by Russia and China in the UN recently. If this test results in an arms race in anti satellite weapons, it would harm the US more than any other country for the reason that the US has the largest number of satellites for military purposes compared to other countries in the world. It is time for the US to realize that its BMD or ASAT programs would do more harm than good. The rationale used for construction of the BMD does not seem to be rational because rogue states are not yet capable of building ICBMs. Such measures by global power leads to strategic instability, global arms race and raises doubt about US intentions and policies. Instead of developing BMD or ASAT, the US focus should be on arms control and measures to strengthen the global disarmament regime.

SBMD --> Nuclear War

Announcement of the plan guarantees preemptive strike - causes WW3

Hech 84 (Jeff, M.Ed. Higher Education –MA in Electronic Engineering - Editor @ Laser Focus World, Beam Weapons: The Next Arms Race, p. 10-11, EMM)

It’s only appropriate that the obstacles to developing beam weapons are high because the stakes involved are very high. The science-fictional scenario of orbiting antimissile battle stations would cause nothing short of a revolution in defense strategy. For some two decades we have been living with an uneasy balance of nuclear terror called “mutual assured destruction” or “MAD.” That balance is based on the knowledge that there is not effective defense against nuclear attack. If one side attacked, the other could launch a devastating counterattack—guaranteeing a nuclear holocaust. Under these ground rules a nuclear war cannot be won. Opponents of beam weaponry warn that their most insidious danger is that they might make a nuclear war appear “winnable.” That is, the side with a beam weapon system able to defend against nuclear attack might decide it could launch its own attack with impunity. Critics also warn of other dangerous scenarios in which beam weaponry could dangerously destabilize the balance of power even if the actual weapon system was ineffective. For example, one side might attack a weapon system under construction in space to make sure that it never became operational, thereby triggering an ultimate escalation to World War III. 
AT: Dissuasion Solves
Other nations won’t be dissuaded - the atom bomb race proves

Lowery 1-13 (Scott Lowery, Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued, January 13th 2011, http://ebookbrowse.com/lowery-why-the-weaponization-of-space-should-not-be-pursued-pdf-d49100654 EL)

It is clear that the weaponization of space is not inevitable. However, does the concern of foreign weaponization justify the pursuit of space weapons anyway? The answer is an emphatic no. Although doing so would seem to increase the asymmetric space advantage the US has, it would actually have a destabilizing effect and result in a decreased advantage. The idea of space weapons brings to mind visions of military omnipotence, with the US able to easily strike down any adversary without fear of retaliation. Such an ability would deter many conflicts. A similar rationale developed in the 1940s with the creation of the atom bomb. It too seemed to provide infinite power that would cause the rest of the world to kneel before the US or suffer unimaginable retaliation. This idea worked once, ending World War II. Once the atom bomb became public, it sparked a massive arms race as other nations developed nuclear power. The stockpiling of nuclear arms led to the Cold War, an era defined by a world on the brink of destruction and rapidly shifting political climates. It is not a large leap in logic to conclude that since space weapons offer advantages of similar magnitude to nuclear weapons, their development will cause a similar situation. Other nations will not stand idle as the US weaponizes space—they will follow suit. In the end, space will become a volatile political liability and the medium for a new Cold War–style weapons spiral.  

Space weaponization won’t dissuade enemies—it would motivate China to rise up and ensue destructive arms races - turns hegemony

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]
A third doctrinal option is sustained offensive U.S. space dominance. In this case, the United States would maintain such a powerful offensive and defensive counterspace capability that no other nation could compete with it. Such a capability would be highly sensitive to the motivations and responses of China and other CRINKIL countries. Even if China adopted a policy of minimum space deterrence, space dominance would be unstable because U.S. efforts to maintain it would by definition weaken China’s ability to deter. Chinese efforts to restore its deterrent would then spark responsive efforts by the United States to maintain dominance, and a serious arms competition in space would be inevitable unless one side gave up. Where a U.S. adversary was determined to maintain rough parity in offensive space capability, the resulting strategic space environment would be even more unstable. Sudden technological breakthroughs by either side, rarely predictable, would aggravate this dynamic. Such a dominant stance could theoretically convince a competitor like China that it should not even attempt to develop the capability to attack U.S. space systems, much less put such capabilities in space, but in reality such a result is highly unlikely. China’s burgeoning economy, its nonmilitary space programs, and its strong nationalist streak make it far more likely to continue to spend considerable resources on its satellites and counterspace capabilities. China would see such a U.S. doctrine as provocative, and it would likely stimulate a more determined Chinese response. Attempting to maintain space dominance would thus be very costly, destabilizing, and ultimately unsuccessful, compromising U.S. ability to pursue other military and nonmilitary priorities in the meantime.
Nations won’t view us as benign

Freese, 6 [Strategic Communication with China: What message about space?,  China Security. Vol. 1, No. 2 (2006): 37-57 ,Joan Johnson-Freese,  chair of the Department of National Security Studies at the Naval War College since August 2002, http://www.wsichina.org/space/attach/CS2_4.pdf]

The United States says it is interested in working with China “as a global partner.” Yet actions don’t match words when in functional areas such as space, it maintains a strategy that the United States might characterize as hedging, but many see as containment,38 trying to ignore the Chinese regarding cooperation in space while the other nations of the world are falling all over themselves to engage China. China, on the other hand, is making it clear it is open to cooperation. In fact, at the first International Association for the Advancement of Space Joan Johnson-Freese ~53~ Safety (IAASS) conference, held in Nice, France, in October 2005, an official from the government-run China Aerospace & Science Corporation (CASC) offered an open invitation to international cooperation on Chinese programs during a presentation. So, while engaging in a dialogue of ideas between people and institutions is one of the four fundamental premises of strategic communication, the United States has summarily rejected that premise regarding China and space. The message from the United States is clear in that regard. Whether it is the right message, however, is increasingly doubtful. In other areas, regarding U.S. intentions in space and the U.S. view of Chinese space activities, the message is less clear. The United States seems to be almost schizophrenic in denying any intentions regarding space weapons on one hand and having Air Force officials boast of their accomplishments and gee-whiz programs in that area, based on no apparent requirement, on the other. Further, holding and widely publicizing a space war game with China as the obvious ‘enemy’ could be interpreted as indicating U.S. plans. Was that the intent? Moreover, the United States makes arguments that come across as hypocritical. When the United States pursues certain technologies, remote sensing and communications, for example, it is for connectivity in a global world. When China pursues similar technology, nefarious intent is assumed because of its Communist government. In the area of smallsat and microsat technology, the pursuance of programs like the XSS is presented in the United States as defensive, while China’s small satellite program is viewed as an obvious step to developing an offensive ASAT capability. Even Chinese manned space activities are viewed by conservative analysts in the United States as inherently for military gain, though the United States was unable to capitalize on a manned program for military gain except indirectly and NASA has not been immune to the Pentagon imposing itself on its programs. Finally, the United States has made it clear that it is not interested in space arms control – while China and Russia have led the world in obtaining a majority vote at the United Nations – where the United States once again comes across as holding a position diametrically opposed to world opinion, and once again appears to focus on military answers to all questions of international relations. Consequently, it seems that China may currently hold a global advantage over the United States regarding strategic communications on space. Although U.S. policymakers may presume that as a democracy, U.S. intentions are inherently viewed as benign, opinion polls show this is a false presumption. While the United States may see itself as Han Solo or Obi-Wan Kenobi, much of the rest of the world, including China, hears the eerie voice of Darth Vader when the United States speaks of its plans in space.39 

Wep Kills Credibility/Heg

Space weaponization undermines trust in US restraint, kills heg

Spacey 98 [Major William L. Spacy II (BS, United States Air Force Academy; MS, Air Force Institute of Technology; MA, United States College of Naval Command and Staff. “Does The United States Need Space-Based Weapons? By William L. Spacy Ii A Thesis Presented To The Faculty Of The School Of Advanced Airpower Studies For Completion Of Graduation Requirements.”]

Today, the United States is in the enviable position of being the only superpower to survive the Cold War. Many models of political interaction would predict that a nation with so much power would prompt other nations to form alliances against it.158 The fact that this has not happened is arguably a result of past U.S. restraint in exercising power. For instance, during the Cold War the United States allowed the other North Atlantic Treaty Organization members much more say in the structure of the organization and its decision-making processes than was necessary given their dependence on the U.S. nuclear umbrella.159 This reluctance to aggressively use military power to further U.S. interests has prompted other nations to trust that the United States will not abuse its military superiority. A unilateral move to put weapons in space could undermine this trust.

Weps Kill Hard Power/Heg

Space weaponization undermines hardpower - makes the US net more vulnerable

Hitchens 10 [Hitchens, Theresa. Director, Center for Defense Information, Leader of Space Security Project in cooperation with the Secure World Foundation. The author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” Cited by Center for Nonproliferation Studies Mountbatten Centre for “International Studies Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs Occasional”]

Dr. Karl Mueller, a former Air Force analyst now at RAND, writes:. The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states’ significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power.2 On the other hand, a space race cannot be ruled out as a likely outcome—especially given that many countries with much fewer economic and technical resources than the United States are already going to space. A strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that could outweigh any short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. In particular, it would be costly in dollar terms to sustain orbital weapon systems and stay ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities. The price tag of space-weapon systems and protective measures would not be trivial for anyone choosing to pursue them— with maintenance costs a key issue.

First strike pressure makes this particularly true - deterrence will fail in space

Hitchens 10 [Hitchens, Theresa. Director, Center for Defense Information, Leader of Space Security Project in cooperation with the Secure World Foundation. The author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” Cited by Center for Nonproliferation Studies Mountbatten Centre for “International Studies Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs Occasional”]

The other related negative side effect of the inherent vulnerability of orbiting weapons is the pressure to use them first. The strategic dynamic of space-based weapons could perhaps be compared to that of nuclear intercontinental  30 ballistic missiles— offense-dominant weapons with inherent vulnerabilities (fixed sites). This is a recipe for instability, as the United States and Soviet Union soon found in their nuclear competition. Spurring other nations to acquire spacebased weapons, either ASATs or weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a global basis and thus negate what today is a unique advantage of being the world’s only military superpower.3 Along with military assets in space, U.S. commercial satellites would also become targets (especially because the U.S. military is heavily reliant on commercial providers, particularly in communications). In other words, the United States could be in the position of creating strategic and military problems for itself, rather than solving them.
Arms Race Impacts

It escalates and draws in every major power, including China, Russia, India, Pakistan, Iran, and Israel

Hitchens, 7 -- director of the World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information (Theresa, Disarmament Times, “An ASAT Arms Race: The Slippery Slope to Space Weaponization?.” http://disarm.igc.org/index.php?view=article&catid=60%3Adt2007summer&id=51%3Adt2007summerHitchens&option=com_content&Itemid=2\) 

Russia. Like the US, the former Soviet Union dabbled in a number of ASAT technologies during the Cold War. Russia remains a strong space power, and although its space programs suffered from chronic lack of funds during the 1990s, that situation is now being remedied thanks to Moscow’s influx of petro-dollars. Russia remains committed to its self-imposed ASAT moratorium and has declared that it will not be the first to use space weapons. Nonetheless, Russia would be hard pressed politically not to enter any developing ASAT arms race that included the US and China, and would fully have the capacity to compete.
India. India has a robust space program, and Indian Air Force leadership for years has been agitating for a military counterpart. Trade journal Defense News on April 9, 2007, reported that India has already begun developing ASAT weapons and has reinstated plans to establish an Aerospace Command to manage a cohesive military space program. It is clear that if India actually pursues such a path, Pakistan will certainly follow, likely engendering a wider Asian space arms race.
Israel. Israel is the only other nation where government and military officials have openly discussed consideration of ASATs and other techniques, such as sophisticated jamming, for disrupting satellites. Israel also has a fairly sophisticated satellite program, launching its own satellites since 1998 and maintaining its own military imaging and communications satellites. Thus, Israel too could be a player in any ASAT arms race; certainly Israeli officials have been eyeing Iran’s efforts to become a space power with alarm.

Space disruption collapses the global economy

Sénéchal 7 – PhD from Columbia

Thierry Sénéchal, PhD from Columbia University, 2007, “Space Debris Pollution: A Convention Proposal,” Protocol for a Space Debris Risk and Liability Convention, http://www.pon.org/downloads/ien16.2.Senechal.pdf

An Increasing Space Market with Higher Risks of Economic Disruptions The market for commercial space launchers has witnessed rapid growth over the past several years. If more space debris accumulates, the business is at risk. Today, more and more activities rely on well functioning communication equipment in space. Any disruption can have major consequential losses. World geopolitics has dramatically changed since the 1960‘s race to the moon. At the time, the U.S. and the Soviet Union competed with one another, both on Earth and in space.

And, increased debris collapses every major economic sector

Ansdell 10 – PhD Candidate @ GWU

Megan Ansdell, Graduate Student @ GWU, 2010, “Active Space Debris Removal,” Princeton Publications, http://www.princeton.edu/jpia/past-issues-1/2010/Space-Debris-Removal.pdf

Although the probability of catastrophic collisions caused by space debris has increased over the years, it remains relatively low and there have been only four known collisions between objects larger than ten centimeters (Wright 2009, 6). Nevertheless, the real concern is the predicted runaway growth of space debris over the coming decades. Such uncontrolled growth would prohibit the ability of satellites to provide their services, many of which are now widely used by the global community. Indeed, in a testimony to Congress for a hearing on “Keeping the Space Environment Safe for Civil and Commercial Uses,” the Director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University, Dr. Scott Pace, stated that, …space systems such as satellite communications, environmental monitoring, and global navigation satellite systems are crucial to the productivity of many types of national and international infrastructures such as air, sea, and highway transportation, oil and gas pipelines, ﬁnancial networks, and global communications (Pace 2009). 
Economic collapse causes nuclear war

Harris and Burrows 9

Mathew, PhD European History @ Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) and Jennifer is a member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf
Increased Potential for Global Conflict 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. 

***Politics DA

Space BMD Unpopular

There’s strong political inertial against space BMD - your author concedes

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)
The key impediments to the development of a more robust layered system that includes space-based interdiction assets have been more political than technological. A small but vocal minority has so far succeeded in driving the debate against missile defense and especially space-based missile defense. The outcome has been that political considerations have by and large dictated technical behavior, with the goal of developing the most technologically sound and cost-effective defenses subordinated to other interests. 

Space BMD is politically unacceptable

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 little prospect that space-based missile defense will be revived. At most, consideration is being given to limited experiments in the near future and a space test bed. The most likely explanation for this situation lies in the “weaponization of space” debate. According to the logic pyramid, the most promising missile defense technologies – space-based – are subordinated to the requirements of a political consensus against “weaponization of space.” Although they are most technologically feasible, as demonstrated elsewhere in this report, such technologies are least politically acceptable. 
***China Relations DA

Relations Strong Now

No China War

Walt 1/16, Stephen, Robert and Renée Belfer professor of international relations at Harvard University [“What I told Al Jazeera About China,” http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/01/14/what_i_told_al_jazeera_about_china] 

1. Is there a new Cold War between the United and China? In my opinion, no. There is growing concern about the relationship in both countries, and I think there is likely to be a rising security competition between the two, especially in Asia. But it's a far cry from the Cold War struggle between the United States and Soviet Union. That was really a battle to the death, where both states actively wanted to bring the other down. Nothing like that is occurring between the United States and China these days. The Cold War was also an intense ideological competition, where each side saw the other's political system as not merely different, but as the embodiment of evil. There are some differences in values between the United States and China, but it's not at nearly the same level as the Cold War. Lastly, the United States and USSR did not interact very much: trade and investment were quite low and there wasn't a lot of personal or cultural exchange between the two states. Again, the situation with China and the United States today is very different: there is a lot of trade and investments, thousands of students going back and forth every year, and and fairly high degree of elite engagement too. So while there is an emerging rivalry that I expect to become more intense, it isn't what I'd call a "Cold War." 2. Is President Obama's Asia policy a success? On balance, yes. Despite having allowed itself to get distracted by events elsewhere, I think the administration has done a fairly good job. President Obama's trip to Asia last year was quite successful. The security partnership with India is deepening, and the United States has managed relations with traditional allies such as Japan well. It has backed South Korea effectively in its delicate relationship with North Korea, and restored closer ties with Indonesia. Relations with Singapore are strong, and Secretary of Defense Gates and Secretary of State Clinton have made it clear that the United States intends to remain closely engaged in Asia for many years to come. Overall, they've done much better in East Asia than they have in Central Asia (Afghanistant/Pakistan) or the Middle East. 3. What are China's aims? China's objectives are not really that hard to understand. First, they want to continue to grow economically, because doing so is critical to the welfare of the Chinese people and to the stability and legitimacy of the government. Second, like any other country, China wants to maximize its security. It doesn't want to be vulnerable to events elsewhere, or to pressure from other major powers. This means it wants reliable access to raw materials, to energy, and to the world markets on which its prosperity increasingly depends. Over the long term, that means it would like to reduce the American role in Asia, because its leaders will feel they are safer if there isn't any major military adversary with a strong position in Asia. Americans wouldn't be happy is some world power had an array of alliances in the Western hemisphere; by the same logic, Beijing cannot be delighted by America's close ties with many Asian countries (not to mention Taiwan). This view isn't a sign of innate Chinese expansionism or aggressiveness; for a realist, it's how any great power would view this situation. Whether Beijing will achieve its various aims, of course, is another matter. 

***Russia/China Alliance DA

1NC
Space weapons cause the formation of a Russia/China alliance

Krepon 4 (Michael, Prof. of Politics @ Univ. of Virginia, “ Weapons in the Heavens:

A Radical and Reckless Option,” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689)

Even if space weapons are not used, their flight-testing or presence overhead, capable of impairing a country’s ability to see, hear, navigate, detect impending danger, and fight, would have profound implications for international relations. The medium of space is not country-specific. The placement of space weapons in low-Earth orbit will be of concern to any country over which the space weapon passes or could pass with orbital adjustments. Washington policymakers do not talk often or publicly about space warfare, and China and Russia continue to seek improved ties to the United States. There is, however, considerable awareness in Moscow and Beijing about the Pentagon’s plans and deep skepticism that the Pentagon’s interest in space warfare is directed solely at states such as North Korea and Iran. Instead, the Air Force’s new counterspace doctrine is widely viewed in the broader context of the Bush administration’s endorsement of pre-emptive strikes and preventive wars, open-ended national missile defense deployments, and the integration of improved broad-area surveillance and conventional deep-strike capabilities alongside U.S. nuclear forces, which remain on high states of alert. If U.S. counterspace programs proceed, Russia and China can be expected to forge closer ties, pursuing joint diplomatic initiatives to prevent the weaponization of space, alongside military research and development programs to counter U.S. military options. Instead of engaging in a Cold War-like nuclear arms race with Washington, Moscow and Beijing will compete asymmetrically, using less elaborate and expensive techniques, such as by trailing expensive U.S. space weapons and satellites with cheap space mines.[9] 

That kills hegemony and causes proliferation, Korean instability, China rise, and undermines US leadership in Asia
Blank 9 Stephen Blank, Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, March 2009, “Russia And Arms Control: Are There Opportunities For The Obama Administration?,” online: http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf 

Consequently, the danger is that this ideological strategic rivalry will harden, leading to a polarized, bilateral, and hostile division of Asia into blocs based on a Sino-Russian bloc confronting a U.S. alliance system led by alliances with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Some Western writers have already opined that Sino-Russian relations appear to be tending towards an anti-American alliance in both Northeast and Central Asia.235 But more recently both Asian and Western writers have begun to argue that such a polarization in Asia could be taking shape. The shared interest of perceiving America as an ideological and geopolitical threat has also united Moscow and Beijing in a common cause.236 Already in the 1990s, prominent analysts of world politics like Richard Betts and Robert Jervis, and then subsequent Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) studies, postulated that the greatest security threat to American interests would be a Russian-Chinese alliance.237 Arguably, that is happening now and occurs under conditions of the energy crisis that magnifies Russia’s importance to China beyond providing diplomatic support, cover for China’s strategic rear, and arms sales. That alliance would encompass the following points of friction with Washington: strategic resistance to U.S. interests in Central and Northeast Asia, resistance to antiproliferation and pressures upon the regimes in Iran and North Korea, an energy alliance, an ideological counteroffensive against U.S. support for democratization abroad, and the rearming of both Russia and China, if not their proxies and allies, with a view towards conflict with America.239 One South Korean columnist, Kim Yo’ng Hu’i, wrote in 2005 that, China and Russia are reviving their past strategic partnership to face their strongest rival, the United States. A structure of strategic competition and confrontation between the United States and India on the one side, and Russia and China on the other is unfolding in the eastern half of the Eurasian continent including the Korean peninsula. Such a situation will definitely bring a huge wave of shock to the Korean peninsula, directly dealing with the strategic flexibility of U.S. forces in Korea. If China and Russia train their military forces together in the sea off the coast of China’s Liaodong Peninsula, it will also have an effect on the 21st century strategic plan of Korea. We will now need to think of Northeast Asia on a much broader scale. The eastern half of Eurasia, including Central Asia, has to be included in our strategic plan for the future.240 Since then, Lyle Goldstein and Vitaly Kozyrev have similarly written that, If the Kremlin favors Beijing, the resulting Sino-Russian energy nexus—joining the world’s fastest growing energy consumer with one of the world’s fastest growing producers—would support China’s growing claim to regional preeminence. From Beijing’s point of view, this relationship would promise a relatively secure and stable foundation for one of history’s most extraordinary economic transformations. At stake are energy reserves in eastern Russia that far exceed those in the entire Caspian basin. Moreover, according to Chinese strategists, robust Sino-Russian energy links would decrease the vulnerability of Beijing’s sea lines of communication to forms of “external pressure” in case of a crisis concerning Taiwan or the South China Sea. From the standpoint of global politics, the formation of the Sino-Russian energy nexus would represent a strong consolidation of an emergent bipolar structure in East Asia, with one pole led by China (and including Russia) and one led by the United States (and including Japan).241 Russia’s tie to China certainly expresses a deep strategic identity or congruence of interests on a host of issues from Korea to Central Asia and could have significant military implications. Those implications are not just due to Russian arms sales to China, which are clearly tied to an anti-American military scenario, most probably connected with Taiwan. They also include the possibility of joint military action in response to a regime crisis in the DPRK.242 

Proliferation will cause global nuclear war

Taylor, 1  (Theodore, Chairman of NOVA, Former Nuclear Weapons Designer, Recipient of the US Atomic Energy Commission’s 1965 Lawrence Memorial Award and former Deputy Dir. of Defense Nuclear Agency, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, in “Breakthrough: Emerging New Thinking”, http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)

Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed.  Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.

Korean instability and proliferation causes global nuclear war

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.  

Decline of US leadership in East Asia causes global nuclear war

Goh 8 – Lecturer in International Relations in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the Univ of Oxford (Evelyn, International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, “Hierarchy and the role of the United States in the East Asian security order,” 2008 8(3):353-377, Oxford Journals Database)

The centrality of these mutual processes of assurance and deference means that the stability of a hierarchical order is fundamentally related to a collective sense of certainty about the leadership and order of the hierarchy. This certainty is rooted in a combination of material calculations – smaller states' assurance that the expected costs of the dominant state conquering them would be higher than the benefits – and ideational convictions – the sense of legitimacy, derived from shared values and norms that accompanies the super-ordinate state's authority in the social order. The empirical analysis in the next section shows that regional stability in East Asia in the post-Second World War years can be correlated to the degree of collective certainty about the US-led regional hierarchy. East Asian stability and instability has been determined by U.S. assurances, self-confidence, and commitment to maintaining its primary position in the regional hierarchy; the perceptions and confidence of regional states about US commitment; and the reactions of subordinate states in the region to the varied challengers to the regional hierarchical order.  4. Hierarchy and the East Asian security order Currently, the regional hierarchy in East Asia is still dominated by the United States. Since the 1970s, China has increasingly claimed the position of second-ranked great power, a claim that is today legitimized by the hierarchical deference shown by smaller subordinate powers such as South Korea and Southeast Asia. Japan and South Korea can, by virtue of their alliance with the United States, be seen to occupy positions in a third layer of regional major powers, while India is ranked next on the strength of its new strategic relationship with Washington. North Korea sits outside the hierarchic order but affects it due to its military prowess and nuclear weapons capability.  Apart from making greater sense of recent history, conceiving of the US' role in East Asia as the dominant state in the regional hierarchy helps to clarify three critical puzzles in the contemporary international and East Asian security landscape.  First, it contributes to explaining the lack of sustained challenges to American global preponderance after the end of the Cold War. Three of the key potential global challengers to US unipolarity originate in Asia (China, India, and Japan), and their support for or acquiescence to, US dominance have helped to stabilize its global leadership. Through its dominance of the Asian regional hierarchy, the United States has been able to neutralize the potential threats to its position from Japan via an alliance, from India by gradually identifying and pursuing mutual commercial and strategic interests, and from China by encircling and deterring it with allied and friendly states that support American preponderance.  Secondly, recognizing US hierarchical preponderance further explains contemporary under-balancing in Asia, both against a rising China, and against incumbent American power. I have argued that one defining characteristic of a hierarchical system is voluntary subordination of lesser states to the dominant state, and that this goes beyond rationalistic bandwagoning because it is manifested in a social contract that comprises the related processes of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference. Critically, successful and sustainable hierarchical assurance and deference helps to explain why Japan is not yet a ‘normal’ country. Japan has experienced significant impetus to revise and expand the remit of its security forces in the last 15 years. Yet, these pressures continue to be insufficient to prompt a wholesale revision of its constitution and its remilitarization. The reason is that the United States extends its security umbrella over Japan through their alliance, which has led Tokyo not only to perceive no threat from US dominance, but has in fact helped to forge a security community between them (Nau, 2003). Adjustments in burden sharing in this alliance since the 1990s have arisen not from greater independent Japanese strategic activism, but rather from periods of strategic uncertainty and crises for Japan when it appeared that American hierarchical assurance, along with US' position at the top of the regional hierarchy, was in question. Thus, the Japanese priority in taking on more responsibility for regional security has been to improve its ability to facilitate the US' central position, rather than to challenge it.13 In the face of the security threats from North Korea and China, Tokyo's continued reliance on the security pact with the United States is rational. While there remains debate about Japan's re-militarization and the growing clout of nationalist ‘hawks’ in Tokyo, for regional and domestic political reasons, a sustained ‘normalization’ process cannot take place outside of the restraining framework of the United States–Japan alliance (Samuels, 2007; Pyle, 2007). Abandoning the alliance will entail Japan making a conscience choice not only to remove itself from the US-led hierarchy, but also to challenge the United States dominance directly.  The United States–ROK alliance may be understood in a similar way, although South Korea faces different sets of constraints because of its strategic priorities related to North Korea. As J.J. Suh argues, in spite of diminishing North Korean capabilities, which render the US security umbrella less critical, the alliance endures because of mutual identification – in South Korea, the image of the US as ‘the only conceivable protector against aggression from the North,’ and in the United States, an image of itself as protector of an allied nation now vulnerable to an ‘evil’ state suspected of transferring weapons of mass destruction to terrorist networks (Suh, 2004). Kang, in contrast, emphasizes how South Korea has become less enthusiastic about its ties with the United States – as indicated by domestic protests and the rejection of TMD – and points out that Seoul is not arming against a potential land invasion from China but rather maritime threats (Kang, 2003, pp.79–80). These observations are valid, but they can be explained by hierarchical deference toward the United States, rather than China. The ROK's military orientation reflects its identification with and dependence on the United States and its adoption of US' strategic aims. In spite of its primary concern with the North Korean threat, Seoul's formal strategic orientation is toward maritime threats, in line with Washington's regional strategy. Furthermore, recent South Korean Defense White Papers habitually cited a remilitarized Japan as a key threat. The best means of coping with such a threat would be continued reliance on the US security umbrella and on Washington's ability to restrain Japanese remilitarization (Eberstadt et al., 2007). Thus, while the United States–ROK bilateral relationship is not always easy, its durability is based on South Korea's fundamental acceptance of the United States as the region's primary state and reliance on it to defend and keep regional order. It also does not rule out Seoul and other US allies conducting business and engaging diplomatically with China.  India has increasingly adopted a similar strategy vis-à-vis China in recent years. Given its history of territorial and political disputes with China and its contemporary economic resurgence, India is seen as the key potential power balancer to a growing China. Yet, India has sought to negotiate settlements about border disputes with China, and has moved significantly toward developing closer strategic relations with the United States. Apart from invigorated defense cooperation in the form of military exchange programs and joint exercises, the key breakthrough was the agreement signed in July 2005 which facilitates renewed bilateral civilian nuclear cooperation (Mohan, 2007). Once again, this is a key regional power that could have balanced more directly and independently against China, but has rather chosen to align itself or bandwagon with the primary power, the United States, partly because of significant bilateral gains, but fundamentally in order to support the latter's regional order-managing function.  Recognizing a regional hierarchy and seeing that the lower layers of this hierarchy have become more active since the mid-1970s also allows us to understand why there has been no outright balancing of China by regional states since the 1990s. On the one hand, the US position at the top of the hierarchy has been revived since the mid-1990s, meaning that deterrence against potential Chinese aggression is reliable and in place.14 On the other hand, the aim of regional states is to try to consolidate China's inclusion in the regional hierarchy at the level below that of the United States, not to keep it down or to exclude it. East Asian states recognize that they cannot, without great cost to themselves, contain Chinese growth. But they hope to socialize China by enmeshing it in peaceful regional norms and economic and security institutions. They also know that they can also help to ensure that the capabilities gap between China and the United States remains wide enough to deter a power transition. Because this strategy requires persuading China about the appropriateness of its position in the hierarchy and of the legitimacy of the US position, all East Asian states engage significantly with China, with the small Southeast Asian states refusing openly to ‘choose sides’ between the United States and China. Yet, hierarchical deference continues to explain why regional institutions such as the ASEAN Regional Forum, ASEAN + 3, and East Asian Summit have made limited progress. While the United State has made room for regional multilateral institutions after the end of the Cold War, its hierarchical preponderance also constitutes the regional order to the extent that it cannot comfortably be excluded from any substantive strategic developments. On the part of some lesser states (particularly Japan and Singapore), hierarchical deference is manifested in inclusionary impulses (or at least impulses not to exclude the United States or US proxies) in regional institutions, such as the East Asia Summit in December 2005. Disagreement on this issue with others, including China and Malaysia, has stymied potential progress in these regional institutions (Malik, 2006).  Finally, conceiving of a US-led East Asian hierarchy amplifies our understanding of how and why the United States–China relationship is now the key to regional order. The vital nature of the Sino-American relationship stems from these two states' structural positions. As discussed earlier, China is the primary second-tier power in the regional hierarchy. However, as Chinese power grows and Chinese activism spreads beyond Asia, the United States is less and less able to see China as merely a regional power – witness the growing concerns about Chinese investment and aid in certain African countries. This causes a disjuncture between US global interests and US regional interests. Regional attempts to engage and socialize China are aimed at mediating its intentions. This process, however, cannot stem Chinese growth, which forms the material basis of US threat perceptions. Apprehensions about the growth of China's power culminates in US fears about the region being ‘lost’ to China, echoing Cold War concerns that transcribed regional defeats into systemic setbacks.15 On the other hand, the US security strategy post-Cold War and post-9/11 have regional manifestations that disadvantage China. The strengthening of US alliances with Japan and Australia; and the deployment of US troops to Central, South, and Southeast Asia all cause China to fear a consolidation of US global hegemony that will first threaten Chinese national security in the regional context and then stymie China's global reach.  Thus, the key determinants of the East Asian security order relate to two core questions: (i) Can the US be persuaded that China can act as a reliable ‘regional stakeholder’ that will help to buttress regional stability and US global security aims;16 and (ii) can China be convinced that the United States has neither territorial ambitions in Asia nor the desire to encircle China, but will help to promote Chinese development and stability as part of its global security strategy? (Wang, 2005). But, these questions cannot be asked in the abstract, outside the context of negotiation about their relative positions in the regional and global hierarchies. One urgent question for further investigation is how the process of assurance and deference operate at the topmost levels of a hierarchy? When we have two great powers of unequal strength but contesting claims and a closing capabilities gap in the same regional hierarchy, how much scope for negotiation is there, before a reversion to balancing dynamics? This is the main structural dilemma: as long as the United States does not give up its primary position in the Asian regional hierarchy, China is very unlikely to act in a way that will provide comforting answers to the two questions. Yet, the East Asian regional order has been and still is constituted by US hegemony, and to change that could be extremely disruptive and may lead to regional actors acting in highly destabilizing ways. Rapid Japanese remilitarization, armed conflict across the Taiwan Straits, Indian nuclear brinksmanship directed toward Pakistan, or a highly destabilized Korean peninsula are all illustrative of potential regional disruptions.  5. Conclusion To construct a coherent account of East Asia's evolving security order, I have suggested that the United States is the central force in constituting regional stability and order. The major patterns of equilibrium and turbulence in the region since 1945 can be explained by the relative stability of the US position at the top of the regional hierarchy, with periods of greatest insecurity being correlated with greatest uncertainty over the American commitment to managing regional order. Furthermore, relationships of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference explain the unusual character of regional order in the post-Cold War era.  However, the greatest contemporary challenge to East Asian order is the potential conflict between China and the United States over rank ordering in the regional hierarchy, a contest made more potent because of the inter-twining of regional and global security concerns. Ultimately, though, investigating such questions of positionality requires conceptual lenses that go beyond basic material factors because it entails social and normative questions. How can China be brought more into a leadership position, while being persuaded to buy into shared strategic interests and constrain its own in ways that its vision of regional and global security may eventually be reconciled with that of the United States and other regional players? How can Washington be persuaded that its central position in the hierarchy must be ultimately shared in ways yet to be determined?  The future of the East Asian security order is tightly bound up with the durability of the United States' global leadership and regional domination. At the regional level, the main scenarios of disruption are an outright Chinese challenge to US leadership, or the defection of key US allies, particularly Japan. Recent history suggests, and the preceding analysis has shown, that challenges to or defections from US leadership will come at junctures where it appears that the US commitment to the region is in doubt, which in turn destabilizes the hierarchical order. At the global level, American geopolitical over-extension will be the key cause of change. This is the one factor that could lead to both greater regional and global turbulence, if only by the attendant strategic uncertainly triggering off regional challenges or defections. However, it is notoriously difficult to gauge thresholds of over-extension. More positively, East Asia is a region that has adjusted to previous periods of uncertainty about US primacy. Arguably, the regional consensus over the United States as primary state in a system of benign hierarchy could accommodate a shifting of the strategic burden to US allies like Japan and Australia as a means of systemic preservation. The alternatives that could surface as a result of not doing so would appear to be much worse.

***Debris DA

Debris Link

Space weaponization causes massive debris—would render space useless and kill the global economy and military readiness—backup systems won’t check 

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]
Offensive counterspace capabilities could permanently damage or destroy costly satellites and leave substantial harmful debris in space if they physically destroy the satellites. Space debris can collide with and destroy satellites and is an important element in thinking about space weapons. Like radioactive fallout from nuclear war, debris from space war can linger for many years. While the word “debris” sounds harmless based on common usage, most orbital debris moves at a speed of more than seventeen thousand miles per hour. Thus, relatively small debris pieces are highly destructive to a satellite in a collision. One only has to imagine what life would be like if thousands of bullets from World War II were still whizzing around to get some feel for the danger that debris growth poses for the future of space. At present, twelve thousand detectable debris pieces that are ten centimeters or larger orbit the earth, as well as millions of 6 China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security smaller pieces. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) estimates China’s 2007 ASAT test alone increased orbital debris by 10 percent, and its fallout will take more than one hundred years to reenter the atmosphere. The implications of these new counterspace developments for peacetime and crisis stability, as well as the conduct of warfare, are profound. The sudden major loss of satellite function would quickly throw U.S. military capabilities back twenty years or more and substantially damage the U.S. and world economies. While backup systems could partially compensate for this loss, U.S. military forces would be significantly weakened. 
Weaponization increases space debris - precludes all future use of space 

Primack 4( Joel September 2004, “Pelted by Paint, Drowned by Debris”, Bulletin of Atomic Sciences, September 2004, http://www.thebulletin.org/issues/2002/so02/so02primack.html)

Weaponization of space would make the debris problem much worse, and even one war in space could encase the entire planet in a shell of whizzing debris that would thereafter make space near the Earth highly hazardous for peaceful as well as military purposes. The nickname "Star Wars" for missile defense all too accurately reflects the popular fantasy about how things work in space. In the Star Wars movies and in hundreds of other popular science fiction films, we see things blow up in space and the fragments quickly dissipate, leaving empty space behind. But in reality, space does not clear after an explosion near our planet. The fragments continue circling the Earth, their orbits crossing those of other objects. Paint chips, lost bolts, pieces of exploded rockets--all have already become tiny satellites, traveling at about 27,000 kilometers per hour, 10 times faster than a high-powered rifle bullet. A marble traveling at such speed would hit with the energy of a one-ton safe dropped from a three-story building. Anything it strikes will be destroyed and only increase the debris. With enough orbiting debris, pieces will begin to hit other pieces, fragmenting them into more pieces, which will in turn hit more pieces, setting off a chain reaction of destruction that will leave a lethal halo around the Earth. To operate a satellite within this cloud of millions of tiny missiles would be impossible: no more Hubble Space Telescopes or International Space Stations. Even communications and GPS satellites in higher orbits would be endangered. Every person who cares about the human future in space should also realize that weaponizing space will jeopardize the possibility of space exploration. 

Weaponization Increases Space Debris

Zhang 5 (Hui, Senior Research Associate, Harvard University, Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China, Arms Control Association, Dec 2005, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1943)
China also fears the increasing population of space debris. Such debris, resulting from 50 years of space activity, already poses a considerable hazard to spacecraft. Under U.S. space weaponization plans, this crowding problem could worsen as a large number of space weapons could be deployed in LEO. The launching and testing of weapons would also increase space debris. Moreover, deploying space-based weapons in the increasingly crowded realm of LEO would leave less room for civilian systems.  Those problems would also occur during periods of peace. If a number of satellites were to be destroyed during the course of a war, some scientists warn, they would create so much debris that it would prevent future satellites from being stationed in space and generally limit space access. Indeed, pointing to the debris problem, Chinese scientists and officials have said that space weaponization should be considered an environmental threat as well as a security problem. 

***Soft Power DA

Soft Power Links

The plan sparks a rapid arms race and devastates US soft power, which outweighs and turns hard power in the context of space

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)
Russia and China believe that they must respond to this strategic challenge by taking measures to dissuade the United States from pursuing space weapons and missile defenses. Their response will likely include developing more advanced ASAT weapons, building more intercontinental ballistic missiles, extending the life of existing ballistic missiles, adopting countermeasures against missile defenses, developing other asymmetric capabilities for the medium of space, and reconsidering commitments on arms control. (5)

The military options for Russia and China are not very appealing since neither can compete directly with the United States in space on an equal financial, military, or technical footing. Consequently, their first and best choice is the diplomatic route through the United Nations (UN) by presenting resolutions and treaties in hopes of countering US space-weaponization efforts with international law. Although such attempts have thus far failed to halt US plans, they have managed to build an international consensus against the United States. Indeed, on 5 December 2007, a vote on a UN resolution calling for measures to stop an arms race in space passed by a count of 178 to one against the United States, with Israel abstaining. (6)

The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance. (7) In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power--the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them--which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce). (8)

The United States should not take its soft power lightly since decreases in that attribute over the past decade have led to increases in global influence for strategic competitors, particularly Russia and China. The ramifications have included a gradual political, economic, and social realignment, otherwise known as "multipolarism" and translated as waning US power and influence. "Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants.... When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries' domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions.... And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs." (9) Due to US losses of soft power, the international community now views with suspicion any legitimate concerns that the United States may have about protecting critical assets in space, making it far more difficult politically for the Air Force to make plans to offer such protection.

Soft Power High Now

Soft power has been restored - bin laden death

Marquand 5/2 (Robert, CSM, “Osama bin Laden's killing may reverse image of U.S. in decline,” 2011, http://www.alaskadispatch.com/article/osama-bin-ladens-killing-may-reverse-image-us-decline, EMM)
U.S. persistence in ending the decade-long hunt for Osama bin Laden may reverse a long-held perception in Europe that America is in decline -- both in terms of its soft power as well as its military clout. The news about the U.S. attack on a compound in Abbottabad, Pakistan, that killed Mr. bin Laden comes after a season of Arab uprisings that are largely democratic in sentiment, received support from U.S. and European leaders, and appeared to take place without Islamist or al-Qaeda backing. To some analysts, it holds out hope for the end of a chapter of global violent jihad started by bin Laden in the 1990s -- and may enhance a larger swing toward sympathy with democratic values and a larger antipathy toward extremism. "Seen from Europe, this is part of the return of America. The story a few years ago was America’s relative decline, but this shows a return," argues Dominique Moisi, a leading intellectual at the French Institute of International Relations. "We see that democracy prevails as an aspiration and democracy prevails as a force. The way bin Laden was disposed of, not by a drone or a missile ... that makes a difference."
Soft Power Solves Warming

Soft power key to solve warming

Hopkins, 8 - former captain in the U.S. Air Force, Hopkins led more than 100 joint-military intelligence specialists as a senior watch officer at Buckley Air Force Base. He also worked as an acquisition officer at Hanscom Air Force Base for the National Aerospace Systems program office. Currently, he's pursuing a graduate degree in sustainability at Harvard University and works with the Civil Society Institute as its specialist on the national security implications of climate change and resource depletion (8/26, Lyle, “Mixing climate change with the war on terror,” BAS, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/mixing-climate-change-the-war-terror)

Where then does Defense stand on its role in mitigating climate change? Buffeted byskyrocketing energy costs, lowered recruitment standards, and rising suicide rates, Defense officials have cooled on the idea of interventionist foreign policy. Predicted consequences of climate change, even under the best-case scenarios, include destabilization of countries already at the brink of failed-state status and an increase in refugee populations and weather disasters. Thus, not surprisingly, senior career officers are pushing back, calling for the reduced use of military operations and a move toward diplomacy and other social, cultural, and religious factors as a way to influence other countries. The Center for Naval Analysis report, which 11 retired three- and four-star generals from all the combat service branches endorsed, called explicitly for the use of soft power in response to climate threats.

Effective deployment of diplomacy is the single best way to solve warming

Hague, 9/27 (William Hague, Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs and Member of Parliament for Richmond, United Kingdom, “The Diplomacy of Climate Change,” 9/27/10)

But I particularly wanted to make the point to this audience and to circulate to a wider audience certain points about climate change this morning, which is perhaps the 21st century's biggest foreign- policy challenge, along with preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. I believe those two threats over the longer term are the biggest threats to the peace and security of the world.

A world that is failing to respond to climate change is one in which the values embodied in the United Nations will not be met, and it's a world in which competition and conflict would win out over collaboration.

We're at a very crucial point in the global debate on this subject. Many people are questioning, in the wake of Copenhagen, whether we should continue to seek a response to climate change through the U.N. and whether we can ever hope to deal with this enormous challenge.

And I will first argue today that an effective response to climate change underpins our security and prosperity; second, that our response should be to strive for a binding global deal, whatever the setbacks; and third, I will set out why effective deployment of foreign policy assets is crucial to mobilizing the political will needed if we're going to shape an effective response.

Now, Ban Ki-moon is right to have made climate change his top priority. Two weeks ago, I was talking about Britain's values in a networked world. I said then that a successful response to climate change must be a central objective of British foreign policy. And I said this not only because I believe action against climate change is in line with a values-based foreign policy, but because it underpins our prosperity and security.

You can't have food, water or energy security without climate security; they are interconnected and inseparable. They form four resource pillars on which global security, prosperity and equity stand. Each depends on the other. Plentiful, affordable food requires reliable and affordable access to water and energy. Increasing dependence on coal, oil and gas threatens climate security, increasing the severity of floods and droughts, damaging food production, exacerbating the loss of biodiversity, and in countries that rely on hydropower, undermining energy security through the impact on the availability of water.

As the world becomes more networked, the impact of climate change in one country or region will affect the prosperity and security of others around the world.

No one can have failed to be appalled by the devastating floods in Pakistan. They overwhelmed the capacity of government to respond and opened political space for extremists. While Pakistan has borne the brunt of the human impact, China too has been hit on a vast scale by a seemingly endless sequence of droughts, floods and deadly mudslides. The Russian drought last month damaged the wheat harvest, leading to an export ban. World prices surged, hitting the poorest hardest, and sparking riots over bread prices in far away Mozambique.

While no one weather event can ever be linked with certainty to climate change, the broad patterns of abnormality seen this year are consistent with climate-change models. They provide an illustration of the events we will be encountering increasingly in the future.

So the clock is ticking, and the time to act is now. We must all take responsibility for this threat and take robust action. But we must also be clear-headed about the difficulties of reaching agreement and not lose heart when the going gets tough.

The post-war leaders set up the United Nations in the aftermath of conflagration. They saw the pressing need for global solutions to global problems: cooperation not conflict, through frameworks and institutions embedded in the rule of law, and an international system that is fair and offers everyone a realistic prospect of security and prosperity.

Failure to respond to climate change is inimical to all these values, undermining trust between nations, intensifying competition for resources, and shrinking the political space available for cooperation. It is an affront to fairness, since it puts the greatest burden on those who have done least to cause the problem and are least able to deal with its consequences.

It is incompatible with the values and aspirations that the U.N. embodies. And it's incompatible with the values and aspirations of British foreign policy.

For more than 20 years, we've been striving to build an effective international response to climate change. But we have lacked the collective ambition required. We need to shift investment urgently from high-carbon "business as usual" to the low-carbon economy. This means building an essentially decarbonized global economy by mid- century.

At the same time, we must ensure development is climate resilient; otherwise, the changes in climate that are already unavoidable will block the path for hundreds of millions of people from poverty to prosperity. These changes also threaten to sweep away the investments in development we have made, and just as the bridges and schools in Pakistan were swept away.

To drive that shift in investment from low to high carbon, we need a global climate change deal under the United Nations.

Now, some have argued that we should abandon hope of doing so. They say Copenhagen proved it's all too difficult; we should focus instead on less inclusive and less demanding responses, such as coalitions of the willing. But we believe this would be a strategic error. It mistakes the nature of the task, which is to expand the realm of the possible, not to lower our ambition by accepting its current limits.

And we must recognize this at Cancun. One thing Copenhagen did give us was a set of political commitments, captured in the Copenhagen Accord, on which we can build. More than 120 countries have now associated themselves with that accord, and that represents a broad and growing consensus. We now need to ensure that we live up to the commitments we made to each other in the accord, and reach out even more widely.

Copenhagen, despite those accords, was a strategic setback, but it was not by any means the end of the road. We need to be clear why it failed to live up to high expectations and why it did not deliver a legally binding deal.

Many people say that it failed because of process: The diplomats and the politicians had created a negotiation that was too difficult and too complex. But this misses the point. International treaties are an outcome, not an input, of political bargains. If you've made the political commitment to deliver, you can make the process work to deliver.

The real reason Copenhagen did not deliver on high expectations was a lack of political will. Many in developing countries saw a gap between the words and the deeds of the industrialized economies. They questioned whether we really believed our own rhetoric. And to answer those questions, we each need to start at home.

That is why the coalition government to which I belong has committed itself to being the greenest government ever in the United Kingdom, and why, with others in Europe, we are calling on the European Union to commit to a 30-percent cut in emissions by 2020 without waiting for the rest of the world to act.

The UK is already the world leader in offshore wind, with more projects installed, in planning and in construction than any other country in the world. We're undertaking the most radical transformation of our electricity sector ever. We aim to provide over 30 percent of our domestic electricity from renewables by 2020. We have committed to build no new coal-fired power stations without carbon capture and storage technology, and we've announced our intention to continue the demonstration projects of that.

And because it's imperative that foreign and domestic policies are mutually reinforcing, we must ensure that our approach is coherent. Now, that's one reason we have established the new British National Security Council: to ensure this happens across the full range of issues, including climate change.

And that's why I work hand in glove with Chris Huhne, the British Energy and Climate Change secretary, and Andrew Mitchell, the International Development secretary, to ensure that our domestic action reflects our level of international ambition.

But we won't succeed, of course, if we act alone. We must aim for a framework that is global and binding. It needs to be global because climate change affects everyone. Only a response that allows everyone a voice will generate a sense of common purpose and legitimacy. Only a response that is binding will convince investors that we intend to keep the promises we make to each other. Businesses need clear political signals, so let's show them an unequivocal green light.

We are now a few weeks away from the 16th Conference of Parties on Climate Change in Cancun. And I commend the consultative and collaborative approach Mexico has taken ahead of this meeting. Thanks to their determination and foresight, we have a chance in Cancun to regain momentum and make progress on key issues such as forests, technology, finance and transparency of commitments. Cancun will -- may not get us all the way to a full agreement, but it can put us back on track to one.

That said, the negotiations can't succeed inside a bubble. The negotiators in the U.N. process can't themselves build political will. They have to operate on the basis of current political realities in the countries they represent. And it's those realities that limit the ambition that we can set in the -- in such negotiations, and it's those realities that we now need to shift.

There is no global consensus on what climate change puts at risk, geopolitically and for the global economy, and thus on the scale and urgency of the response we need. We must build a global consensus if we are to guarantee our citizens security and prosperity. That is a job for foreign policy.

A fundamental purpose here for foreign policy is to shift the political debate, to create the political space for leaders and negotiators to reach agreement. We didn't get that right before Copenhagen, and we must get it right now.

So we urgently need to mobilize foreign ministers and the diplomats they lead, as well as institutions such as the Council on Foreign Relations, to put climate change at the heart of foreign- policy thinking.

When I became foreign secretary in May, I said the core goals of our foreign policy were to guarantee Britain's security and prosperity. Robust global action on climate change is essential to that agenda. That is why the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office, under my leadership, is a vocal advocate for climate diplomacy. All British ambassadors carry the argument for a global low-carbon transition in their breast pocket or in their handbag. Climate change is part of their daily vocabulary, alongside the traditional themes of foreign policy. And they're supported by our unique network of climate attaches throughout the world.

The core assets of foreign policy are its networks and its convening power. Foreign policy can build political impulses to overcome barriers between sectors and cultures. In a networked world, diplomacy builds partnerships beyond government. And nowhere are those partnerships more vital than on climate.
So we must mobilize all our networks, not just across government but between governments, using organizations such as the Commonwealth as well. We must reach out, beyond, to NGOs, faith groups and businesses. And of all these, perhaps business engagement is the key to making a difference. It's business that will lead low-carbon transition. It's business that best understands the incentives needed to help us all prosper.

We must also harness scientific expertise in cutting-edge low- carbon technologies. The scientific community will develop the goods which will power the low-carbon economy and drive global ambition on climate change. And that's why the British government has a science and innovation network, which fosters collaborative research in the U.K. and other countries.

Now, what can the U.K. and the European Union do to make that fundamental shift and shape a global consensus on climate change? The most serious problem at Copenhagen, and the strongest brake on political will, was and is a lack of confidence in the low-carbon economy. Too few people in too few countries are yet convinced that a rapid move to low carbon is compatible with economic recovery and growth. They see the short-term economic and domestic stability risks before the opportunities and the longer-term risks of inaction.

There should be only one European response to that confidence gap. The EU, in my view, must accelerate its own progress and demonstrate that a low-carbon growth path makes us more competitive. I am convinced this is in the long-term interests of Europe's economy. We have learned painful lessons from the oil price shocks. We must modernize our infrastructure. The opportunities are out there. The global industry in low-carbon and environmental goods and services is already estimated to be worth up to 3.2 trillion pounds a year. Nearly a million British people are now employed in this sector, and that's why we are creating a green investment bank to ensure that we can properly support and develop low-carbon industry.

But we need to redouble our efforts, both in the EU (itself ?) and in our engagement with partners. Each of us as member states will be better able to accelerate if we're doing so together as the world's largest single market. And by opening up this effort through partnership with others, we can make it easier for them to accelerate, too.

So we'll be at the forefront of pushing for low-carbon modernization of Europe's infrastructure and energy policy. The European Union's budget until 2013 is set out in the current "financial perspective".

We will argue -- we will need to agree the financial perspective for the seven years after that, the period including our 2020 climate goals. And it's -- as ever, it's right that the EU budget should reflect the prevailing economic circumstances. It's also right that we direct the budget to today's challenges, not those of yesterday. And that means one that supports the transition to a low-carbon economy.

Action in Europe alone will not be enough. We need both the developed and developing world to take action. And this week Guido Westerwelle, the German foreign minister, and I have tasked our teams to come together to shape a coordinated, diplomacy-led effort on climate change, combining the strengths of our respective foreign services.

I've just put the case for bringing a new urgency for low-carbon transition within the EU. But together we should carry that urgency in external dialogues, whether they are with the United States, China or India.

The transition to low carbon will happen faster and maximize the benefit for all if the United States -- historically the world's largest emitter -- is at the leading edge. I recognize the political challenges that the U.S. administration faces and welcome President Obama's commitment to combat climate change. As he said in his State of the Union speech, "the nation that leads the clean-energy economy will be the nation that leads the global economy."

Whatever the outcome of the upcoming midterm elections in the U.S., there is scope for political unity around an economic agenda that targets new energy opportunities and new jobs. American business understands this new market and should want to lead it. But to make these new clean-energy investments at the required pace and on a sufficient scale, they need the right incentives.

On climate, as in so many areas, the world looks to the US for leadership, because it has the economic clout and diplomatic leverage to shift the global debate.

And I look forward to working with the U.S. administration and indeed with the Council on Foreign Relations to raise global ambitions and put us back on the path to sustainable growth.

A key challenge for Europe is to build an economic partnership with China that reinforces the steps China is taking towards a low- carbon economy. These steps include its recent announcement of the five provinces and eight cities that have been designated as China's low-carbon pilots. Together these pilots cover 350 million people, so an ambitious approach to these schemes, tenaciously implemented, could provide a critical boost to global confidence in the concept of low- carbon development and help put China on the path to sustainable prosperity.

It could also produce huge two-way investment and partnership opportunities. Europe should place itself at the heart of these, working with China to maximize the ambition and the opportunities and to build the shared technology standards that will shape a global low- carbon market.

In China's case, low-carbon opportunity is matched by urgent low- carbon need. The pace of growth in China means average Chinese per- capita emissions could soon eclipse those of Europe. So while China has taken some very welcome steps, without a commitment from China to further decisive action, the efforts of others will be in vain.

The emerging economies face a dilemma. Often they are the most vulnerable to the direct effects of climate change. But they are concerned that action against climate change will adversely affect their development. The challenge to all countries is to have a high- growth, low-carbon economy. Some, like Brazil, which derives nearly half its energy from clean and renewable resources, are rising to that challenge.  India is another, embodying in microcosm the challenge that climate change poses to us all. Threatened by food, water and energy insecurity, India has responded with ambitious plans to generate 20 gigawatts of solar power by 2022.  South Africa, a coal-dependent economy, the success of which is so important to growth and prosperity within the continent, has made a significant offer to deviate their emissions from the business-as- usual pathway.  The opportunity is for the emerging economies -- for the emerging economies is to make a direct leap to low carbon, avoiding the high- carbon lock-in that we see in the developed world: a new, sustainable pathway for prosperity and security. A global low-carbon economy is not an idealist's pipe dream but a 21st-century realist's imperative. Countries that adapt quickly to a carbon-constrained world will be better able to deliver lasting prosperity for their citizens. As a Permanent Security Council member, I'm determined that the U.K. will play its full part in that, not least by supporting climate finance for the poorest.  Collectively, we share a responsibility to those most vulnerable to the impact of climate change. Bangladesh, with its densely populated coastal region, is particularly susceptible to rising sea levels. Glacial melt, sea-level rises and El Nino-type events threaten the lives of millions across South America. And the very existence of many small island states is under threat.  We have a shared vision to meet the Millennium Development Goals. But in a world without action on climate change, that vision will remain a dream, and the efforts of the last 10 years would  So climate change is one of the gravest threats to our security and prosperity. Unless we take robust and timely action to deal with it, no country will be immune to its effects. However difficult it might seem now, a global deal under the U.N. is the only response to this threat which will create the necessary confidence to drive a low- carbon transition.

We must be undaunted by the scale of the challenge.  We must continue to strive for agreement. We must not accept that because there is no consensus on a way forward now, that there never will be one. And to change the debate, we must imaginatively deploy all of the foreign policy assets in our armory until we've shaped that global consensus.  A successful response to climate change will not only stabilize the climate, but open the way to a future in which we can meet our needs through cooperation, in accordance with the ideals of the United Nations. Failure to do so will enhance competitive tendencies and make the world more dangerous, so this is not actually a hard choice.  We have to get this right. If we do, we can still shape our world. And if we don't, the world will determine our destiny for us.

It’s the only way to solve warming – international efforts will fail without reinvigorated soft power

Council on Foreign Relations, 10 (11/29, “The Global Climate Change Regime,” http://www.cfr.org/climate-change/global-climate-change-regime/p21831)

While the failures at Copenhagen have set a new imperative for global action on climate change, little has been done to create progress or foster international agreement in that direction. The tension between developing and developed countries is fueled by ongoing disagreements over how to interpret a fundamental underpinning of the UNFCCC and Kyoto framework--namely, the principle of "common but differentiated responsibilities (PDF)" among industrialized (Annex I) and developing (non-Annex I) countries, particularly when it comes to establishing and achieving meaningful mitigation targets. The next UN climate change summit in Cancun, geared toward overcoming the deficiencies of Copenhagen and the international regime at large, is set for December 2010. However, the failure of major emitters to reach preliminary consensus at meetings in advance of the Cancun summit, such as the Major Economies Forum (MEF) and the informal UN talks in Tianjin, China, suggests that a comprehensive international framework may remain elusive.
Warming means extinction

Sify 10 - Citing Ove Hoegh-Gulberg, Professor @ University of Queensland and Director of the Global Change Institute AND Citing John Bruno, Associate Professor of Marine Science @ UNC (Sify News, “Could unbridled climate changes lead to human extinction?,” June 19th, http://www.sify.com/news/could-unbridled-climate-changes-lead-to-human-extinction-news-international-kgtrOhdaahc.html, EMM)

Sydney: Scientists have sounded alarm bells about how growing concentrations of greenhouse gases are driving irreversible and dramatic changes in the way the oceans function, providing evidence that humankind could well be on the way to the next great extinction.  The findings of the comprehensive report: 'The impact of climate change on the world's marine ecosystems' emerged from a synthesis of recent research on the world's oceans, carried out by two of the world's leading marine scientists.  One of the authors of the report is Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at The University of Queensland and the director of its Global Change Institute (GCI).  'We may see sudden, unexpected changes that have serious ramifications for the overall well-being of humans, including the capacity of the planet to support people. This is further evidence that we are well on the way to the next great extinction event,' says Hoegh-Guldberg.  'The findings have enormous implications for mankind, particularly if the trend continues. The earth's ocean, which produces half of the oxygen we breathe and absorbs 30 per cent of human-generated carbon dioxide, is equivalent to its heart and lungs. This study shows worrying signs of ill-health. It's as if the earth has been smoking two packs of cigarettes a day!,' he added.  'We are entering a period in which the ocean services upon which humanity depends are undergoing massive change and in some cases beginning to fail', he added. 

Soft Power Solves Terrorism

Multilat negotiations afforded by soft power key to solve the threat of terrorism

Nye, 4 - University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University, and former Dean of the John F. Kennedy School of Government has been on the faculty at Harvard since 1964. He has also served as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, Chair of the National Intelligence Council, and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology (4/13, Joseph S., “Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics”)

Terrorism isn’t new. It’s been around for decades, indeed centuries. But technology was giving terrorists agility and lethality that they hadn’t had before, the ability for an al Qaeda, for example, to communicate and organize across fifty or sixty police jurisdictions or national jurisdictions, and the ability to use miniaturized weapons or airplanes as weapons. 

This led to the privatization of war. On September 11th, transnational terrorists were able to kill more Americans than the government of Japan did with its attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941. And if terrorists get hold of weapons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear or biological, instead of the destruction of just two towers in the south of Manhattan, we might see the loss of the whole southern half of Manhattan. This would be profoundly challenging to our civilization, to people’s willingness to live in cities, to support cultural institutions like museums and theaters that are a part of cities. This privatization of war is a challenge well beyond anything we have faced. 

President Bush was right to reorient American foreign policy from the rather narrow realistic focus that he had campaigned on in 2000 to a broad new strategy that said that we do involve ourselves in nation-building, we do have to worry about poor weak states failing, we do have to treat terrorism and weapons of mass destruction as a new type of challenge. 

But the means chosen to implement this shift place much too much emphasis on American military preeminence and not enough on the other dimensions of power. Power always depends on context. To describe the context of power in the 21st century, I would use the metaphor of a three-dimensional chess game: on the top board of the three-dimensional game, the United States is the world’s only superpower, and we are unlikely to see a balance in military power for the next decade or two, or perhaps even more. 

But if you go to the middle board, of economic relations between states, there is already a balance of power. The United States cannot get a trade agreement or an antitrust solution if the European Union acts collectively, and without that balance and agreement, you can’t achieve the desired outcomes. It is a bit anomalous to call international economic relations “American hegemony” or “empire.” 

But if you go to the bottom board of transnational relations, problems across borders outside the control of governments, whether it’s infectious diseases or drug smuggling or terrorism, no one is in charge; power is chaotically organized or distributed. The only ways to deal with these issues is by cooperation among governments. To call that “American empire” or “American hegemony” or “unipolarity” makes no sense at all. You are taking a metaphor from the top board and applying it to the bottom board, and it doesn’t fit.

Soft power and cooperation is the only way to solve long term terrorism and prevent acquisition of dangerous weapons 
Nye, 4 - University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University, and former Dean of the John F. Kennedy School of Government has been on the faculty at Harvard since 1964. He has also served as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, Chair of the National Intelligence Council, and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology (Joseph, “American power in the 21st Century” pg. 114-15)
And the standing of the US plummeted in Islamic countries from Morocco through Turkey to Indonesia. Yet the US will need the help of such countries in the long term to track the flow of terrorists, tainted money, and dangerous weapons everywhere in the world. In the words of London’s Financial Times, “to win the peace, therefore, the US will have to show as much skiii in exerc ising soft power as it has in using hard power to win the war.”1 At the 2003 World Economic Forum in Davos, George Carey, former Archbishop of Canterbury, stood up and asked Secretary of State Cohn Powell why the United States seemed to focus only on its hard power rather than its soft power. Secretary Powell correctly replied that the United States needed hard power to win World War II but it followed up with the Marshall Plan and support for democracy. The Marshall Plan was a source of both hard and soft power, providing economic inducements as well as making America more attractive. And, of course, the attraction of American ideas and values was crucial to the US victory in the Cold War. The Soviet Union was still attractive in many parts of Western Europe after World War II, but it squandered its soft power with repressive policies at home and its invasions of Hungary and Czechoslovakia. As in the Cold War, success in the war on terrorism will require patience and the use of soft power. Military containment was only part of the answer. Internal transformation of the Soviet bloc was equally important. Some hard-line skeptics say that whatever the merits of soft power, it has little role to play in the current war on terrorism. Osama bin Laden and his followers are repelled, not attracted, by American culture, values, and policies. Military power was essential in defeating the Taliban government in Afghanistan, and soft power will never convert fanatics. True, but the skeptics mistake half the answer for the whole answer. Look again at Afghanistan. Precision bombing and special forces defeated the Taliban government, but US forces wrapped up less than a quarter of Al-Qaeda, a transnational network with cells in 60 countries. The United States cannot bomb Al-Qaeda cells in Hamburg, Kuala Lumpur, or Detroit. Success against them depends on close civilian cooperation, whether sharing intelligence, coordinating police work across borders, or tracing global financial flows. America’s partners work with it partly out of self- interest, but the inherent attractiveness of US policies can and does influence their degree of cooperation. 

Terrorism prompts multiple nuclear wars, including with Russia and China

Ayson, 10 - Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington (July, Robert, “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7)

A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves.

But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem.

It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well.

Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41

Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo?

In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack?

Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response.

As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide.

Extinction
Bostrum, 2 - professor of philosophy at Oxford (March, Nick, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” Journal of Evolution and Technology, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

Soft Power Solves EU Relations

US soft power sustains a globally important relationship with Europe 

Nye, 6 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, “Hard Power, Soft Power, and the Future of Transatlantic Relations,” edited by Thomas L. Ilgen – Professor of political studies at Pitzer College, PhD pg. 32-33)

Europeans can also use multilateral institutions to limit American soft power by depriving the United States of the legitimizing effects of such support. This was clearly the case when France and Germany set the agenda that denied the US a second Security Council resolution before the Iraq War. The US had to pay a higher price than necessary for the war both in soft power and in the subsequent costs of policing and reconstructing Iraq.  Europeans also invest more in their public diplomacy. The Europeans have a longer tradition and spend more. particularly in international cultural relations. France had the highest per capita spending at over 17 dollars, more than four times second-ranked Canada, followed by 13ritain, and Sweden. In comparison, American State Department funding for international cultural programs spending was only 65 cents per capita (Wyszomirski, 2003). In addition. European countries have been increasing their efforts to recruit students to their schools and universities from other parts of the world. While European soil power can be used to counter American soft power and raise the price of unilateral actions, it can also be a source of assistance and reinforcement for American soft power and increase the likelihood of the United States achieving its objectives. Soft power can he shared and used in a cooperative fashion. European promotion of democracy and human rights helps advance shared values that are consistent with American objectives. Most Europeans realize that multilateral diplomacy is possible even without a multipolar military balance, and they would be happy to share their soft power with the United States if the US would adopt a more cooperative approach to its foreign policy. The extent to which the growth of European soft power is an asset or a liability for the United States depends upon American policies and rests very much on America's own choices. European soft power can be used to help or hurt the United States, depending on how America behaves. 

That prevents a host of violent conflicts and war

Asmus, 3 (Ronald D.; Senior Fellow – Council on Foreign Relations) “Rebuilding the Atlantic Alliance” Foreign Affairs Sept/Oct l/n
Meeting in Washington in the spring of 1999, NATO leaders pledged to recast the transatlantic relationship to make sure it is as good at dealing with the problems of the next 50 years as it was in dealing with those of the last. September 11 has opened eyes in both the United States and Europe to those problems and may have heralded the beginning of a dangerous century. It is clearly desirable for both sides of the Atlantic to coalesce in meeting the challenges of this new era. If major instability erupts in either the region lying between Europe and Russia or in the greater Middle East, both the United States and Europe are likely to be drawn in to deal with it. Their ability to do so successfully will be much greater if they find a way to rebuild their alliance around a common framework and strategy.   There is little doubt that if leaders of the caliber of Truman and his European counterparts existed today, they would be setting a new strategic direction and rebuilding the alliance to meet precisely these challenges. Whether President Bush, Jacques Chirac, and German Chancellor Gerhard Schroder are up to the task remains to be seen. Progress may very well require regime change on one or both sides of the Atlantic. One thing, however, is clear: if today's leaders fail to achieve such progress, both the United States and Europe will be worse off. Transatlantic strategic cooperation is one reason why the second half of the twentieth century was so much better than the first. If the United States and Europe can agree on a common strategy to meet the challenges of the new era, the world will be much the better for it.

AT: Hard Power K2 Soft Power

Hard power fails - overreliance on military power undermines diplomatic leverage
Seib, 9- Director of the USC Center on Public Diplomacy, Philip Seib is a Professor of Journalism and Public Diplomacy and Professor of International Relations (Philip, “Toward a New Public Diplomacy”, pg. 8)
The case for soft power rests partly on the fact that hard power is insufficient to support American national interests adequately.  Professor Nye says, “The current struggle against international terrorism is a struggle to win hearts and minds, and the current over- reliance on hard power is not the path to success”—adding that the Bush administration specifically has depended too much on hard power and not enough on soft power.15  The CSIS Commission on Smart Power argued that “maintaining U.S. military power is paramount to any smart power strategy” but it also concluded that “U.S. foreign policy has tended to over-rely on hard power because it is the most direct and visible source of American strength.. . . U.S. foreign policy is still struggling to develop soft power instruments.”16  Military power used as a foreign policy instrument may not necessarily help us achieve our national objectives despite the fact that America has military capabilities that are unrivaled in the world. For example, on the military side, the United States in 1990 in its confrontation with Iraq over Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait clearly had overwhelming military power that it threatened to use in attempting to persuade Iraq to withdraw. Saddam Hussein however refused to withdraw and the United States had to use that military power as a foreign policy weapon to force Iraq to do so. The threat failed, and although the actual use of force succeeded, the Iraq problem was not resolved. Then in 2003, the United States again threatened Saddam and again when the threat did not work, American troops entered Iraq and changed the regime by force. The military action however did not bring about democracy and stability in Iraq and the region, goals that the Bush administration has claimed to have, and one result of the U.S. military actions in Iraq has been actually to diminish respect for the United States as the failure to achieve our states objectives has damaged the prestige and reputation of our country. In other words, the potential positive “soft power” impact of American military action did not materialize, and the military action turn into a soft power negative, undermining respect for the United States.

Soft power isn’t reliant on hard power – information age

Nye, 8 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. -  Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, co-founder of neoliberalist theory in IR, former Deputy to the Undersecretary of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology, former chair of the National Security Council Group on Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, former chair of  the National Intelligence Council, and former chair of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs,  “Public Diplomacy and Soft Power,” The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Volume 616 Number 1, p. 94-109,)

Politics has become a contest of competitive credibility. The world of traditional power politics is typically about whose military or economy wins. Politics in an information age “may ultimately be about whose story wins” (Arquila and Ronfeldt 1999). Governments compete with each other and with other organizations to enhance their own credibility and weaken that of their opponents. Witness the struggle between Serbia and NATO to frame the interpretation of events in Kosovo in 1999 and the events in Serbia a year later. Prior to the demonstrations that led to the overthrow of Slobodan Milosevic in October 2000, 45 percent of Serb adults were tuned to Radio Free Europe and VOA. In contrast, only 31 percent listened to the state-controlled radio station, Radio Belgrade (Kaufman 2003). Moreover, the domestic alternative radio station, B92, provided access to Western news, and when the government tried to shut it down, it continued to provide such news on the Internet. Reputation has always mattered in world politics, but the role of credibility becomes an even more important power resource because of the “paradox of plenty.” Information that appears to be propaganda may not only be scorned, but it may also turn out to be counterproductive if it undermines a country’s reputation for credibility. Exaggerated claims about Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction and ties to Al Qaeda may have helped mobilize domestic support for the Iraq war, but the subsequent disclosure of the exaggeration dealt a costly blow to American credibility. Similarly, the treatment of prisoners at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo in a manner inconsistent with American values led to perceptions of hypocrisy that could not be reversed by broadcasting pictures of Muslims living well in America. In fact, the slick production values of the new American satellite television station Alhurra did not make it competitive in the Middle East, where it was widely regarded as an instrument of government propaganda. Under the new conditions of the information age, more than ever, the soft sell may prove more effective than the hard sell. Without underlying national credibility, the instruments of public diplomacy cannot translate cultural resources into the soft power of attraction. The effectiveness of public diplomacy is measured by minds changed (as shown in interviews or polls), not dollars spent or slick production packages. 
AT: Gray

Their authors are wrong – whether or not soft power can be measured or used QUANTITATIVELY is irrelevant – soft power sets the underlying framework for international relations and enables us to avoid the negative effects of hegemony
Donnelly, 3 – (Thomas, AEI, defense and security policy analyst, is the director of the Center for Defense Studies, “Brave New World,” http://www.aei.org/outlook/16710)

 The theory has been given perhaps its fullest exposition by Joseph Nye of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, a former Pentagon official in the Clinton administration. Soft power, writes Nye in The Paradox of American Power, is an "indirect" way to exercise power.

A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other countries want to follow it, admiring its values, emulating its example, aspiring to its level of prosperity and openness. In this sense, it is just as important to set the agenda in world politics and attract others as it is to force them to change through the threat or use of military or economic weapons. . . . [Soft power] co-opts people rather than coerces them.[1]
To Nye, this is the power to set a political agenda and the framework of debate. "If I can get you to want to do what I want," he writes, "then I do not have to force you to do what you do not want to do." Soft power is the ability to entice and attract, and its success is measured by acquiescence or imitation.
The emergence of this theory of soft power has helped to solve one of the major social-science paradoxes of the past decade: the failure of a new nation or coalition to emerge as a balancer against American hegemony. Even so firm a believer in America's preeminence as Charles Krauthammer at first foresaw only a transitory unipolar moment, and a whole school of "neorealist" scholars predicted the inevitable demise of U.S. geopolitical primacy. Strategy journals regularly featured articles with titles like "The Unipolar Illusion: Why New Great Powers Will Arise" and "From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America's Future Grand Strategy."[2] But by the end of the 1990s, even academics had begun to doubt the reality of realist theory, and in a groundbreaking article, William Wohlforth made a comprehensive argument that "to describe this unprecedented quantitative and qualitative concentration of power [in the hands of the United States] as an evanescent 'moment' is profoundly mistaken."
 

US diplomacy is awesome and produces results.
Dickey 10 – (2010, Christopher, Paris Bureau Chief and Middle East Regional Editor for Newsweek Magazine, member of the Council on Foreign Relations, where he was formerly an Edward R. Murrow Press Fellow; of the Overseas Press Club of America; and of the Anglo-American Press Association of Paris, “Not Dead Yet,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/12/05/not-dead-yet.html)

 One of the great ironies of the latest WikiLeaks dump, in fact, is that the industrial quantities of pilfered State Department documents actually show American diplomats doing their jobs the way diplomats should, and doing them very well indeed. When the cables detail corruption at the top of the Afghan government, the Saudi king’s desire to be rid of the Iranian threat, the personality quirks of European leaders, or the state of the Russian mafiacracy, the reporting is very much in line with what the press has already told the public. There’s no big disconnect about the facts; no evidence—in the recent cables at least—that the United States government is trying to deceive the public or itself. And when it comes to taking action, far from confirming the increasingly commonplace image of a waning superpower and a feckless State Department, the WikiLeaks cables show that American diplomats draw on the full range of tools at their disposal, the soft power of persuasion and the hard power of economic and even covert military action, especially in the fight against Al Qaeda.
“Diplomacy is about a mix,” says Joseph Nye, a former head of the National Intelligence Council, who coined the term “soft power.” “The cables reveal how effective most American diplomats really are.” Do they always get what they want? No. There are endless compromises and work-arounds. But Harvard’s cold-eyed realist Stephen M. Walt notes that the cables leaked so far show that, still, “everybody around the world wants Uncle Sucker to solve their problems.” As Walt wrote on ForeignPolicy.com, “It is still striking how many pies the United States has its fingers in, and how others keep expecting us to supply the ingredients, do most of the baking, and clean up the kitchen afterwards.” Sir Christopher Meyer, former British ambassador to Washington, suggests with typical reserve that “the chaps in the field are doing pretty well,” while Roger Cohen, the veteran foreign correspondent and columnist for The New York Times, is absolutely frank in his admiration for the people writing those cables: “Let’s hear it for the men and women of the U.S. Foreign Service!”

***Code of Conduct CP Supplement
Generic Solvency

CP solves space weaponization, ASAT testing, and proliferation

Blazejewski 8 (Kenneth, Writer @ Strategic Studies Quarterly, MA Public Affairs @ Princeton and JD @ NYU, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations,” Spring, EMM)

I argue that the United States should take a proactive role in developing international rules for the military use of outer space. The United States can use its significant international influence to shape rules that preserve its national interests, such as deploying a limited ballistic missile defense (BMD) system but placing a ban on the testing of ASAT weapons. To maximize US long-term security, however, I would argue that the United States not deploy space weapons as part of a multilayered BMD shield or otherwise. Space weapons would not contribute to US security in the way that many proponents suggest. Ultimately, space weapons deployment is likely to expose US satellites to greater threat by encouraging foreign states to develop more advanced ASAT technology and expedite nuclear proliferation. Even when considered in isolation, the decision to forgo space weaponization is a wise one; when considered within the larger context of arms control negotiations, it clearly presents an opportunity to advance US long-term security. The United States should concede to negotiate on space weaponization with China in return for Chinese cooperation in other more critical areas of counterproliferation, such as the Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT) and the Proliferation Security  Initiative (PSI). Finally, the United States should continue to push for increased transparency in China’s military and space programs.

Negotiation would be effective and stop Chinese worst case scenario planning - strong consensus is on our side

Blazejewski 8 (Kenneth, Writer @ Strategic Studies Quarterly, MA Public Affairs @ Princeton and JD @ NYU, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations,” Spring, EMM)

The US refusal to engage in discussions on the weaponization of outer space imposes two significant costs. First, it increases Chinese uncertainty and suspicion, leading China to assume its worst-case scenario about US space weaponization. Second, it prevents the international community from developing new rules and norms in areas such as advancing situational awareness, coordinating launches, and deterring the further development and proliferation of ASAT weapons that could benefit US space assets. There is broad consensus that the United States can no longer afford to remain silent in the international debate on the weaponization of outer space. The Rumsfeld Commission, the US-China Commission,51 and many spacearms- control advocates all recommend greater US participation in setting rules for the use of outer space beyond the existing legal framework. 

We would control any negotiations - ensures we get what we want - China also would participate

Blazejewski 8 (Kenneth, Writer @ Strategic Studies Quarterly, MA Public Affairs @ Princeton and JD @ NYU, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations,” Spring, EMM)

For years China has pressured the United States to negotiate a new international agreement on space and space weaponization. If the United States now accepts this invitation, it may find that it has substantial leverage in  determining the parameters of the discussion. The United States should use this leverage to assure that the final agreement reflects its interests in space. One issue for the United States to consider is whether the CD is the best forum to negotiate rules on space. Admittedly, most member states recognize the CD as “the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum” and as such the appropriate forum for the discussion of space weaponization. But agreeing to PAROS discussions at the CD may place the United States in a defensive position. For years, China and other states have used the CD as a forum to lambaste the US position on space weaponization. At the CD, the United States risks appearing like a reluctant defendant facing a hung jury. More importantly, the current formulation of the discussion at the CD as “prevention of an arms race in outer space”—such as through the advancement of a limited BMD system—may subtly shape discussions against US interests. Preventing an arms race does not fully encompass the interests at stake in space. International discussions on space should consider not only preventing destabilizing actions in space but encouraging stabilizing actions in space as well. Moreover, a new agreement on space might address a wider array of issues than just the “space arms race,” including civilian space use and space debris. 

Multiple past Chinese actions prove they would agree to the CP and it would prevent miscalculation - also it would solve prolif

Blazejewski 8 (Kenneth, Writer @ Strategic Studies Quarterly, MA Public Affairs @ Princeton and JD @ NYU, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations,” Spring, EMM)

A second reason for US commitment not to place weapons in space is the negotiating leverage such a concession would provide. Of course, such leverage cannot be taken for granted. Rather, agreement not to weaponize outer space could be loosely conditional on making progress in other areas of US security. There are at least three areas where the United States could expect to gain concessions from China in return for a commitment not to weaponize space. First, China’s participation at the CD strongly suggests that it might be willing to begin negotiations on an FMCT, a top security priority of successive US governments, if the United States agrees to negotiate on space weapons.54 Since China’s commitment to the FMCT can facilitate the FMCT commitments of India and Pakistan, its participation is critical.55 Second, the United States can demand greater support from China on the Proliferation Security Initiative. The PSI, which seeks to  prevent illicit sea and air transport of fissile material, has been identified by the Bush administration as a key program in reducing the possibility of acquisition of nuclear weapons by a terrorist organization. To date, China’s muted opposition to the PSI stands as one of the greatest impediments to a fuller development of the initiative.56 Chinese cooperation could be vital to this program’s success. Third, the United States should demand greater transparency in Chinese military planning, especially with regard to ASAT and space-focused programs. Such transparency, long sought by US defense officials, would reduce the likelihood of potential conflicts over speculative intelligence and give the United States greater insight into how military decisions are made (and whether China indeed suffers from a stovepiped bureaucracy). I argue that progress in each of these three areas would represent a greater security gain than proceeding with the weaponization of space. If the United States is able to negotiate a quid pro quo in one or all of these areas in return for a commitment not to weaponize outer space, the agreement would represent a clear US net security gain.

AT: Cheating

5 factors unique to the CP make cheating unlikely and impossible

Blazejewski 8 (Kenneth, Writer @ Strategic Studies Quarterly, MA Public Affairs @ Princeton and JD @ NYU, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations,” Spring, EMM)

A third reason for the United States to agree not to launch weapons into outer space is that such an agreement need not threaten two stated US interests— protection of satellites and the development of a limited BMD system. Before turning to each of these issues, it is necessary to note two potential problems with a decision to forgo space weaponization. First, as stated above, there is no guarantee that China does not plan to develop its own robust ASAT and space weapons programs regardless of US activity in this area. “Space racers” doubt that a US commitment not to place weapons in space will influence China’s policy on space weaponization. Ultimately, cheating is a risk that countries run whenever they agree to be bound by a shared international agreement. However, certain factors significantly reduce this risk. First, while the secret development of space weapons technology might be possible, any effort to deploy or test space weapons will be clearly visible to the international community.57 Without the capacity to test, any space weapons program will be stifled at an early stage of development. Second, there is little reason to think that in the foreseeable future the technological capacity of the United States would fall far behind that of any state planning to launch space weapons. A commitment not to deploy weapons does not mean that all research and development must cease immediately. Once it becomes clear that a state is preparing to launch space weapons, the United States could respond by executing its own space weapons contingency plan. Third, as stated above, space weapons are relatively easy targets for ASAT attack, a feature that can work in the interests of the United States if others deploy first. 
 Fourth, a universal ban on space weapons would engender a normative framework that would justify a swift reaction by the United States, such as the deployment of its own space weapons or ASAT attack if another country violated the ban first. Finally, if the United States is able to negotiate for greater transparency in Chinese military planning, as suggested above, it would reduce the possibility of a surprise Chinese launch. 

AT: ASAT Test Means No Solvency
The ASAT test was done just to get the US to negotiate a treaty like the CP

Blazejewski 8 (Kenneth, Writer @ Strategic Studies Quarterly, MA Public Affairs @ Princeton and JD @ NYU, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations,” Spring, EMM)

On this account, China’s primary concern with US space weaponization is its contribution to a US multilayered missile defense shield. Indeed, China’s campaign for PAROS negotiation at the CD seems to intensify after each new development in United States BMD plans.20 Although China could respond to a BMD shield with effective countermeasures,21 future technological developments may permit the BMD system to vitiate China’s nuclear deterrent.22 In the case of a conflict over Taiwan, for example, a US space-based BMD system could prove very valuable to the United States. According to this view, if the United States decides to advance with such a BMD program, China will respond so as to maintain its nuclear deterrence. It will modernize its ICBM fleet (a program it has already initiated), develop further countermeasures to circumvent the BMD shield, and develop the means to launch multiple ASAT attacks. Ultimately, an arms race could ensue. This, however, would not be China’s chosen outcome. Its development of space weapons is merely a counterstrategy to what it views as likely US space weaponization.23 China would much prefer that the United States negotiate a PAROS agreement not to build the BMD shield.24 If this were the case, China’s January ASAT test would appear to be an attempt to get the United States to the negotiating table. By launching the ASAT, China sought to put the United States on notice that any attempt to weaponize outer space would lead to this mutually undesirable path. 

Generic China Cooperation Possible

China’s not willing to cooperate to avoid confrontation

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

Hu's remarks show that China views itself as dealing with the U.S. from a position of relative strength. He makes it clear that China intends to move forward on opening its markets, freeing up its exchange rate and restructuring its political system, but at its own pace and will resist U.S. pressures for more rapid or broader reforms. Hu acknowledges the potential flash points between the two countries but shows willingness to tackle these disagreements frontally in a spirit of broader cooperation rather than rancor. Whether the two countries can successfully manage the sources of bilateral tension remains to be seen but it is certainly a good omen that President Hu has chosen to take a conciliatory rather than confrontational tone before his meeting with President Obama. The state of the China-U.S. bilateral relationship is important as it sets the tone for a number of global issues, including reforming the international monetary system, breaking the deadlock on trade talks and tackling climate change. Away from the limelight, cooperation between the two countries has actually been rather productive on a number of fronts. For instance, the G-20 agreement on coordinated fiscal stimulus during the worst of the financial crisis was strongly supported by both countries. The two countries have also played important roles in the governance reform and recapitalization of the International Monetary Fund. And of course both countries have a shared interest in keeping peripheral European economies from running aground and weakening the euro. The leaders of the two countries clearly recognize the mutual benefits of a cooperative rather than conflicted relationship. Still, the relationship has to be tended carefully, by managing the sources of bilateral tension and emphasizing the long-term benefits of cooperation, in order to ensure that domestic political exigencies don’t trump rational collective policymaking on either side. 

AT: Realism/Sheehan

Your author concludes neg for the CP – cooperation is possible

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)

The neoliberal approach has clear utility in terms of the analysis of international organisations and of space-related regimes. A major driver of the development of neoliberal theory in the 1980s was the demonstrable fact that ‘levels of international cooperation were much higher than could be explained by neorealist theory’. 35 While agreeing that states were the key actors in international relations, neoliberals suggested that international organisations played a crucial role in the international system, particularly in the operation of international regimes, deﬁned as ‘sets of principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures’. The neoliberal rapprochement with neorealism produced a view of international relations in which states sought to develop and enforce international regimes based on rules and law, even while ‘political outcomes continue to be heavily inﬂuenced by power politics’.
***Defense CP

1NC

The United States federal government should adopt a space assurance strategy based on increasing capabilities to augment and surge space systems rapidly, complicate enemy detection and targeting, capitalize on allied and commercial systems, and to integrate the products of space and terrestrial sensors.

Defensive measures are comparatively more effective than weaponization - the aff causes a decline of hegemony and space warfare

Krepon and Clary 3 – *director of the South Asia and Space Security programs and **director for South Asian affairs in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Michael and Christopher, 2003, Stimson Center: “Space Assurance or Space Dominance? The Case Against Weaponizing Space” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=105601 WSX)

The coming debate over space weaponization will necessarily focus on two critical questions: How much would the weaponization of space help or hinder U.S. conventional military operations? And how much would it help or hinder global commerce, of which the United States is the principal beneficiary? In addition, the coming debate over space weaponization will take place in entirely different geopolitical and strategic contexts. Earlier debates were framed by the Cold War struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union, a contest in which both superpowers concluded that they had more to lose than to gain in a competition to weaponize space. The coming debate will take place at a time when the United States has no peer or near-peer competitors. In addition, U.S. military space initiatives will be viewed within the context of the Bush administration’s decision to elevate preemptive strikes and preventive war from options to central features of U.S. military doctrine. Future U.S. initiatives to weaponize space will increasingly be viewed through this prism by the rest of the world.

The argument presented here is that terrestrial U.S. military dominance would be impaired, rather than enhanced, by American initiatives to weaponize space. While the United States clearly has the ability to outspend competitors, and to produce more advanced types of space weaponry, weaker adversaries will have affordable, asymmetric means to counter U.S. initiatives in space, as well as on earth. The net result of an uneven competition to weaponize space would be that prudent U.S. defense planners could not count on protecting space assets, and that weaker adversaries could not count on the negation of U.S. advantages. Neither could be certain of the outcome of space warfare, but both adversaries would have to fear the worst. Because of the vulnerability of space assets to ASATs, both would need to assume a dangerous “hair-trigger” posture in space—unless the United States employed preemptive military means to prevent the launch or deployment of presumably hostile space assets belonging to other states.

The likely consequences of a dynamic, but uneven, space warfare competition are not hard to envision. Potential adversaries are likely to perceive American initiatives to weaponize space as adjuncts to a U.S. military doctrine of preemption and preventive war. Depending on the scope and nature of U.S. space warfare preparations, they could also add to Chinese and Russian concerns over the viability of their nuclear deterrents. U.S. initiatives to extend military dominance into space are therefore likely to raise tensions and impact negatively on U.S.-China and U.S.-Russia relations at a time when bilateral relations have some promising, but tenuous, elements. Cooperative relations with both countries will be needed to successfully combat proliferation, but Moscow and Beijing are unlikely to tender such cooperation if they perceive that U.S. strategic objectives include the negation of their deterrents. Under these circumstances, proliferation of weapons in space would be accompanied by terrestrial proliferation.

What compelling need is there to weaponize space when American military superiority is so extensive, and terrestrial developments to extend U.S. power projection capabilities are so promising? One argument is that portions of the earth’s surface are not quickly reached by conventional U.S. power projection capabilities, and that space-based weapons could remedy this apparent shortcoming. Perceived gains by somewhat longer and quicker reach into the interior of, say, Russia, China, or Iran must be weighed against the resulting impairment of U.S. diplomacy, non-proliferation efforts, and alliance ties. Moreover, space warfare initiatives would threaten commercial networks on which advanced industrial societies have become increasingly dependent. They could also impair the continuation of an extraordinary phase of scientific exploration that fosters new insights about the origins and future of our planet, our solar system, and the mysteries that lie beyond.

Conversely, those who support U.S. initiatives to dominate space are obliged to explain how the benefits of their preferred course of action exceed downside risks. Those who are adamantly opposed to U.S. initiatives to dominate space are obliged to advance an alternative posture. The alternative to space dominance proposed here is space assurance. A space assurance posture requires the adoption of defensive measures to lessen or compensate for satellite vulnerability as well as a hedging strategy against troubling initiatives undertaken by others. Steps to reduce or compensate for satellite vulnerability will be discussed next. 

Defensive posture offers protection and can deter enemies unlike space weapons 

Butterworth 8 – served on the staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense (Robert, November, “Fight for Space Assets, Don’t Just Deter”, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/614.pdf WSX)

If the Pentagon knows an important military system is vulnerable you’d think they would take every action to protect it, right? Not when it comes to national security satellites. Pentagon planners are looking toward deterrence instead of protection to safeguard critical services provided by space assets in times of peace, crisis, and war. Why they are doing so remains a puzzle, particularly when there are means ready to hand that can assure continued space support for the joint fight, even when space itself is contested. Perhaps the end of the Cold War has left the defense establishment with no recent familiarity with the dangerous complexities of deterrence policies.

Or perhaps there is a misreading of history, imagining a golden age in which space was a sanctuary because pitted adversaries acted on perceived common interests, rather than because technology did not yet enable selective attacks against enemy satellites without endangering one’s own. Or perhaps there is a hope that continued vulnerability will inspire future regimes of arms control and international monitoring. Or maybe slipshod language has muddied the conceptual clarity developed in years past. Deterrence, as Glen Snyder noted in 1961, aims to discourage “the enemy from taking military action by posing for him a prospect of cost and risk which outweighs his prospective gain. Defense means reducing our own prospective costs and risks in the event that deterrence fails. Deterrence works on the enemy’s intentions . . . [while] defense reduces the enemy’s capability to damage or deprive us . . . .”

Defenses offer protection, while deterrence threatens punishment. Defenses can succeed whether the enemy believes in them or not. Deterrence can only succeed if the enemy finds the threat of punishment to be believable, embodied in actual capabilities, and meaningfully related to the costs and risks of the action at hand. In practice, therefore, while the failure of deterrence might be obvious (although accidents, unauthorized actions, misperceptions, and misinterpretations can complicate even that determination), its success can almost never be shown without embracing a post hoc fallacy.

Defenses can deter, but deterrence policies cannot defend. Defenses can be tested and exercised; deterrence threats cannot: their efficacy depends on the perceptions and actions of a foreign government. That other government, Fred Ikle often remarked, might well involve a complexity of organizations, interests, personalities, and bureaucracies comparable to our own. And from Macarthur’s assurance that the Chinese would not come into Korea, to expectations that invading Iraq would look like the liberation of Paris, the record of American insight into those perceptions and complexities is demonstrably poor.

But wait—doesn’t the “assured destruction” policy during the Cold War show that deterrence policies need not be so uncertain and tenuous? Well, no. Assured destruction was part of a declaratory policy that differed appropriately from acquisition and execution policies, all three of which matured through successive administrations toward providing the national command authority with increasingly flexible options to respond effectively to a range of circumstances while limiting the potential for uncontrolled escalation. The 1981 Defense Guidance, for example, listed six nuclear objectives, among them the ability “to deny the Soviets (or any other adversary) their political and military objectives,” and “should deterrence fail, deny the Soviet Union (or any other adversary) a military victory at any level of conflict and force earliest termination of hostilities on terms favorable to the United States.”

Moreover, interviews and research in the early 1990s revealed several instances of mutual misperception of national security events and “messages” between the United States and the Soviet Union. The two had widely differing approaches to preparing for strategic warfare (despite what Soviet negotiators may have told U.S. foreign service officers).

All these considerations are especially problematic for U.S. military space systems. What action would one seek to deter—destruction of a satellite? Reversible interference with it? Jamming of uplinks? What threat of punishment would be believable and meaningful? Certainly not retaliation in kind: That would give the advantage to the attacker, because the U.S. has integrated space into the joint fight far more completely than any one else. Certainly not attacks on the enemy homeland: even if the U.S. would actually execute such attacks, the threat of doing so (for deterrence) would be impossibly difficult to make credible.

Fortunately these problems need cause no worry, because the U.S. can pursue programs of defense, rather than policies of deterrence. Nor need those defenses exacerbate concerns over warfare in space. Being able to augment and surge space systems rapidly, to complicate enemy detection and targeting, to capitalize on the “virtual armada” of allied and commercial systems, and to integrate the products of space and terrestrial sensors, can eliminate the military advantage an enemy might seek from attacking U.S. satellites, and none of those measures requires anything in the way of space-based weaponry. The U.S. needs space in warfare, not warfare in space. 

2NC Solvnecy

ASATs would not prevent a Space Pearl Harbor that would trigger a cascade effect of debris and make space unusable—defensive capabilities decrease motivation to attack

Weston, 9 – Major, USAF (Spring 2007, Scott, “Examining Space Warfare: Scenarios, Risks, and US Policy Implications”, Air and Space Power Journal,   Vol. 23, Iss. 1, Proquest)

Clearly, these scenarios are simplified. Yet, taking into account policy, doctrine, and current capabilities, one sees that they indicate that counterspace operations are useful within only a small piece of the large spectrum of warfare between terrorist attacks and nuclear exchanges. The fear of an adversary's creating a space Pearl Harbor does not fit the capabilities and constraints that exist in possible conflict scenarios with any opponent who would expect to derive strategic benefit from the attack. Of the conflicts that would utilize the spacebased weapons sought by those who advocate space dominance, we are left with limited, regional fights with nuclear and spacefaring nations as the only current, applicable scenarios for robust counterspace operations. Even in the most vivid dreams of such advocates, the development of space-based kinetic or directedenergy defenses against dominant space powers would not prevent jamming, laser, or ground-station attacks from denying or damaging space capabilities. In the worst case of unintended consequences, these new weapons in space would inspire attacks from other space-based weapons or from ground-based kinetic ASAT weapons, likely leading to a multiplication of space debris. The scenario of a space Pearl Harbor fails to take into account the fact that a kinetic attack against a single satellite becomes a debriscloud attack against all satellites in or crossing that orbit. Thus, what is presented as a handful of limited attacks against one nation becomes an indiscriminate attack against all present spacefaring nations - and could create a debris field that might render many valuable orbits unusable for decades or even centuries.41 Kinetic space weapons, therefore, have long-lasting environmental effects similar to those produced by the use of nuclear weapons on the ground, in that they create contaminated, idle regions. The main argument for US weaponization of space turns on the inherent vulnerability of space assets and the fundamental need for them to ensure national security and prevent another Pearl Harbor. Space-based weapons and ASAT systems seem to reduce vulnerability either through active defense or deterrence (though that assertion becomes questionable if one takes into account the likely weapons race that would result). They do nothing, however, to address the dependence of military forces upon such systems and create a requirement for a permanent "global fortress" in space. But recently, near-space technologies such as high-altitude unmanned aerial vehicles have shown potential for reducing military dependence upon space-based assets by performing command and control, communication, and ISR missions similar to those conducted by satellites.42 Sensible policy making requires debating the implications of trying to directly defend space assets versus developing alternar five military capabilities that would reduce our military reliance upon space and thus diminish the attractiveness of space assets as targets for our adversaries. Though long-term investments, both space-based defenses and nearspace vehicles create very different potentials for US space policy. 

Deterrence in space isn’t working now –A defensive posture that mitigates vulnerabilities is a better response to threats

Butterworth and Sheldon 8 – * served on the staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense and **Ph.D. and Marshall Institute Fellow and a visiting professor at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (Robert and John, November 13, “Deterrence in Space: Responding to Challenges to the U.S. in Outer Space, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf WSX)

The question is one of communication and shared understanding, not your real intention, but what the other side believes it to be. How can you be credible about that threat of revenge when that is the last option for a rational response? It is very difficult. It leads to lots of questions about nibbling at the edges, of escalation dominance, ties to allies, and all that stuff that we had to deal with during the period of the Cold War. But also, of course, as we saw, it requires serious amounts of money to put it together. And as I mentioned before, it wasn’t in fact our nuclear strategy, or if it was, it was so only for about two minutes when McNamara first talked about mutually assured destruction. But after that, we had something that was militarily much more sensible.

Those are key problems with the deterrence strategy that we saw in the nuclear era. How does it apply to space systems? Well, it is actually even trickier, I think. John’s paper elaborates on these sins in some better detail as well. Let me just summarize a few. One, we can’t do a tit-for-tat kind of strategy: if they hit our satellites, we’ll hit theirs. There is absolutely nobody in the world that depends on space to the degree that we do, that has so fully integrated space systems into theater and global military power. That is one of our great strengths and an asymmetrical advantage that the United States has. So if we take away the Chinese satellites or take away the Russian satellites, it has nowhere near the same effect and presumably won’t be as deter-ring as their efforts to target ours. If we fail to protect our satellites, that will have direct battlefield consequences, because those satellites are not just space support, they are an integral part of how we do business in the military today. It can be very difficult to identify who is attacking you, so if you have trouble with one of your satellite support systems, it could be quite tricky to decide whether it was Venezuela or Indonesia or China or whoever. It wasn’t that hard to decide who was launching ICBMs against us; that part was certainly easier during the Cold War.

What is important, I think, is that the inseparability of our space capabilities from our total national security relationship, whether it is theater power or global capa-bilities, means that we are going to have a different view of what is meaningful in terms of threats and capabilities than anyone else. We have to make sure that if we are going to pursue deterrence, that we have punishment that links up to whatever it is that we are trying to dissuade people from attacking, and that can be enormously difficult for us, because to be effective our deterrence strategies must take into account our overall context.

But we don’t have to worry about those, in fact, and this is my final point, be-cause we really don’t need them for our space systems. We have defense programs that are available. We have technology that doesn’t require miracles to be imple- mented. We can do a lot of strategic things to protect them and it is not going to cost us as much as the National Reconnaissance Program, for example, by a long shot. For example, we could try rapid augmentation and reconstitution of low earth orbit (LEO) satellites. That would in itself reduce the benefits of initial attack. We could have a quick-planned launch for our LEO birds and have silent spares, for example, for ones in higher orbits. That is an option. We could have tighter coordination with our allied and commercial systems and create a virtual armada that could preclude a sudden and debilitating strike against our systems and would also complicate the targeting of some-one who was trying to take after us in space. Those are near-term things that we could do actually starting this year.

A little further away, we can improve our space situational awareness, which is going to take a while, and improve our command and control for active measures, such as orbit adjustments or perhaps intercepting things that are on their way up to get us in higher orbits. We might also move toward a distributed architecture for our military support systems. What is interesting about this as well is not only that these things that are real defenses and don’t depend on the deterrent threat of punishment, but that they have also don’t put weapons in space nor do they invite warfare in space. We need space in order for warfare here on the ground, but we don’t particularly need warfare in space.

So in sum, I am urging you to consider only the capability to deny someone the military incentive to strike our space assets. That is the defense option, a response to more of the risks that might initiate attacks and that provides more options for limiting the consequences if those attacks should happen. The defense of our military assets in space is possible without requiring miracles of technology. They are sustainable and effective, no matter what other governments or their constituent elements believe. The defenses provide options that we want if the attacks do come anyway. And if an attack is then seen as too difficult to blind or deafen us, then presumably opponents will seek options other than attacks on our satellites. Now if you want to say then that they are deterred, fine. They might be inhibited, dissuaded, discouraged, diverted – I don’t care. But if they get it wrong and they do try to attack us, we have something that we can do about it and we can survive. So our mantra in responding to those would threaten our space assets, I think, should be, in keeping with the latest campaign, “No, you can’t.” If you seek defense, I think deterrence will look after itself. 

There is a clear choice now to focus on defensive counterspace or offensive counterspace

Coffelt 05 – Lieutenant Colonel, USAF (Christopher A., “Charting the Future of US Space Strategy and Policy,” School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, June 2005, http://www.hsdl.org/?view&doc=111160&coll=limited)

Many who look to the potential of battle in and among the stars often forget a key component of all modern-day space systems—that is, every space system, eventually, somehow, connects to the ground. The existence of the eventual terrestrial link is how a space system’s utility is derived, and presents a choke point which the us can exploit, degrade, disrupt, deny, or destroy. As discussed earlier, mission control centers, ground antennas and support networks, end-user terminals/equipment suites, etc., all represent lucrative, vulnerable targets which can deny an adversary’s access to space. Therefore, the US has sufficiency with current, conventional weapons to prosecute offensive counterspace operations to deny an adversary’s use of space if it deems it necessary, and has less need to pursue potentially destabilizing means of doing so. Similarly, it has sufficiency with these same conventional forces to conduct active defensive counterspace missions for suppression of adversary counterspace capability to protect us systems. us strategists must critically analyze the potential gains, losses, risks, and potential unintended consequences of technological solutions to complex national security issues. the decisions to adopt the h-bomb and mirv us nuclear missiles clearly demonstrate how military strategy can undermine grand strategy. Members of the defense establishment pursued these weapons because they genuinely believed they would provide greater security for the us. in addition to the great sums of national treasure invested to develop and field these capabilities, the us has spent untold billions more undoing their deployment to regain stability it had before their development and deployment. Technology is a wonderful tool, but is not a panacea for all us defense needs or a substitute for the intellectual rigors which properly frame defense issues, 298 

US congress, office of technology assessment, anti-satellite weapons, countermeasures, and arms control, ota-isc-281 (washington, d.c.: government printing office, september 1985), 11-12; air force doctrine document (afdd) 2-2.1, counterspace operations, 2 august 2004, 1-5, 25-34. 90 consider and weigh wide sets of potential alternatives, and deliberately set in motion a desired course of action to increase security and stability. lilienthal came to a similar conclusion in the throes of the debate over the h-bomb, noting in his journal: at present the issue seems to me fairly simple, and fairly conclusive: this would not further the common defense, and it might harm us, by making the prospects of the other course—toward peace—even less good than they now are…there is no scientific or non-military by-product—it is straight 299 gadget-making. stein similarly concludes that “more often than not—even for conventional weapons programs—the technical fix proves to be the illusory, short-lived, and at best a poor substitute for creative strategy and tactics.”300 

As seen, many times, the reliance on technology is often coupled with a tendency to favor the positive aim and offensive strategy. in crafting us space strategy, there should be no space hawks, space doves, inevitable weaponizers, or military realists—only strategists. categorizations of this type lead to single option set thinking and predispositions toward certain types of solutions. true strategists best serve the nation by avoiding many of the pitfalls described, and as objectively as possible seeking out good solutions which extend the us position of advantage for as long as possible in a controlled, stable security environment. The us must push the status quo without perturbing strategic stability and employ a strategy which retains the political, military, and economic advantages the us has worked so hard to get. Truman’s decision to pursue the h-bomb and subsequent statement that “we had no other course” is contrary to strategy—there is always another option.301
Offensive Strategy Fails

Turn—offensive strategies increase the motivation to first strike—preempt strikes and use it or lose it strategies

Morgan, 10 – senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation (2010, Forrest E., RAND Corporation, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf)

Given the importance of space systems to U.S. national security, some academics and security analysts have argued that the United States should “seize the high ground” and place counterspace weapons in orbit to impose space dominance in the event of a conflict with another spacefaring nation. While such arguments resonate with those acculturated in the U.S. military tradition, it is hard to conceive how placing counterspace weapons in orbit would do anything to defend U.S. satellites from enemy ground-based weapons or, for that matter, other weapons in space. Rather, given the inherent vulnerability of satellites, placing weapons in orbit would increase first-strike instability in space by threatening potential adversaries with weapons that cannot, themselves, be defended. Taking this step may also encourage other spacefaring nations to follow suit, ultimately resulting in a dangerously unstable strategic environment that would generate severe “useorlose” pressures in the event of a military confrontation, whether the crisis originated in space or the terrestrial domain. Terrestrial-based counterspace weapons also endanger first-strike stability, particularly if states that invest in them exhibit brandishing behaviors, publicizing intentions to use them at the onset of conflict. But pressures to use terrestrial-based weapons first would not be as great, because they would not be as vulnerable to enemy action as space-based weapons. Ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems that also have ASAT capabilities would likely affect first-strike dynamics in space in ways that mirror counterspace weapons. Systems with orbital components that could attack other satellites would, in a crisis with another spacefaring nation that also had ASAT capabilities, exert pressure on that state to strike first, in an effort to save its own satellites from first-strike losses.16 Similarly, terrestrial-based BMD weapons capable of intercepting satellites, might also be threatening to a spacefaring opponent in a crisis, but first-strike pressures would not be as great as they would be if either of the adversaries had weapons in orbit. In all of the foregoing cases, brandishing behaviors would make first-strike instability more severe, given space systems’ inherent vulnerabilities, as might explicit deterrent threats if they are not carefully tailored to support a coherent national strategy to enhance first-strike stability in space. 

Offensive weapons fail to prevent attacks—defensive capabilities solve better and avoid arms race

Blazejewski, 8 – in private practice, master’s degree in public affairs from the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University and his JD degree from NYU Law (2008, Kenneth S., “Space Weaponization and  US-China Relations”,  Air University, Strategic Studies Quarterly, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA509492&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

In addition, it is not clear that space weapons could provide effective defense for US satellites. Space weapons would be useless against a wide variety of assaults on satellites that may be within China’s reach. 65 For instance, China could cut off communication between US military forces and US satellites by means of electronic jamming, blinding satellites through the use of laser technology, or hacking into a satellite signal. Most obviously, space weapons would also fail to deter conventional attacks on satellite ground communication stations. Such attacks on ground stations are easier to execute than a ground-to-space ASAT assault. 66 The challenge for the United States is to defend its own satellites against a wide variety of potential threats without encouraging China to significantly step up its ASAT program. Various techniques and policies are capable of achieving this objective. 67 First, the United States could engage in the hardening and shielding of its satellites. Making satellites more resistant to laser attack, nuclear radiation, or hacking would contribute greatly to the defense of its satellite system. Similarly, the United States could equip satellites with the means to protect themselves from high-intensity laser beams or other harmful agents. Additionally, cheap decoy satellites could be deployed. The United States could also work to decrease dependence on individual satellites: creating redundancy by placing additional satellites in space can effectively limit the damage that any single attack can inflict. 68 Admittedly, many of these techniques are not without their drawbacks. For example, it might be difficult to hide satellites inside radar-reflecting balloons without impairing their own sensors and communications. Yet, increasing the research and resources directed towards this area might provide added passive satellite defenses.
Defense Good – Deterrence

A successful deterrence strategy depends on passive defenses - space weapons aren’t needed

Sheldon 8 – Ph.D. Marshall Institute Fellow and Visiting Professor School of Advanced Air and Space Studies Maxwell AFB (John, November, “Space Power and Deterrence: Are We Serious?”, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/616.pdf WSX)

Deterring Attacks on U.S. Satellite Systems

If U.S. policy makers are serious about deterring attacks on U.S. space systems, what might the requirements for an effective deterrence strategy look like? Furthermore, given the fact that under current political and geostrategic circumstances the U.S. weaponization of space is highly unlikely, how can U.S. policy makers deter attacks on U.S. satellite systems when the very satellites in question have little, if any, coercive capability?

In fact there are a number of measures that can be undertaken that can both deny the ability of an adversary to cause catastrophic damage to U.S. space power, and also lend credibility to any U.S. threat to respond to an attack on U.S. satellite systems using military and diplomatic means. These measures are as follows:

1. Deny the adversary the benefits of attacking U.S. satellite systems by installing whenever possible passive defenses on satellites, such as hardening against electromagnetic pulse attacks, measures to make jamming more difficult, and ablative shielding to help satellites both withstand attacks and survive space debris impacts. Eventually, as individual threats become more defined, active defenses should also be seriously considered.

2. In tandem with passive defenses, develop and accelerate programs for rapid launch of satellites to reconstitute lost systems, and to bolster constellations in times of crisis. Also needed are spare satellites in storage that can be launched at short notice. While the Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) program is seeking to address these issues with the use of small satellites, efforts should also be made to speed-up the time it takes to place large satellites in orbit.

3. Prioritize space situational awareness programs in order to build as quickly as possible a comprehensive picture of the space environment. If policy makers and commanders possess the ability to differentiate between purposeful attacks and natural environmental hazards then the potential for misperception and miscalculation is dramatically reduced. Furthermore, effective deterrence is strengthened by the fact that space situational awareness could potentially indicate the nature and origins of any attempted attack on a satellite.

4. More and more U.S. allies are developing significant national security space capabilities that, if properly integrated, can spread the risk of adversary attacks against satellite systems. For example, the benefits for an adversary of attacking U.S. satellite systems are substantially reduced if U.S. policy makers and commanders are able to seamlessly access the space capabilities of allies such as Germany, Italy, and the U.K. This measure could only work, of course, if allies had similarly seamless access to U.S. satellite systems — something that will require a substantial change in the secretive culture of the U.S. national security space community. Just as important, partnerships in space will only work if they reflect genuine partnerships on Earth. Several proposals arguing for greater collaboration with allies gloss over, or are ignorant of, the important nuances of alliance politics. If successful, however, this kind of international cooperation can complicate adversary plans and intentions, and creates more stakeholders in the orderly use of the space environment. Deterrence can be greatly reinforced if an adversary has to contend not only with a U.S. response, but with an international response also.

5. If the measures described above (all of which can be said to constitute a deterrence by denial strategy) fail, or are not sufficient in response to more gratuitous attacks against satellite systems, then a deterrence by punishment strategy can be exercised. At this juncture it is useful to note that a retaliatory deterrence strategy for the U.S. has little credibility given that, for the foreseeable future at least, the U.S. is the most space-reliant country today. Threatening to attack adversary satellites in response to attacks on our own may prove fruitless if the adversary in question does not leverage significant military, diplomatic and economic power through such systems.

This is not to say that the U.S. should not target adversary satellite systems — it is not too difficult to envision circumstances where, for example, an adversary reconnaissance satellite poses a threat to deployed U.S. forces and therefore must be neutralized. This issue aside, a deterrence by punishment strategy can utilize terrestrial military forces, as well as economic and diplomatic tools (and probably a combination of all of these) to punish the adversary striking counter-value targets. Land, sea, air, and cyber forces can all be used individually or in combination to strike targets of value to the adversary.

Similarly, economic and diplomatic sanctions can also be applied to appropriate adversary entities. Politically, the U.S. should maintain absolute flexibility in how it wields its deterrence by punishment instrument (if it chooses to wield it at all), but measures can be taken now that would signal to any adversary considering U.S. space systems as a legitimate target that the U.S. has the means and resolve to respond if it so chooses. For starters, the dysfunctional command and control arrangements between U.S. Strategic Command, Air Force Space Command, and the 14th Air Force must be modified so that the roles and missions of these organizations are unambiguously understood. The command and control arrangements between the commanders of these organizations today are tenuous and subject to debate and varying interpretations — something the U.S. should not have to contend with at the moment space systems are attacked. Once these command and control arrangements are fixed, further arrangements should be made between U.S. Strategic Command and the Combatant Commands and the individual services so that forces can be identified and notionally assigned to U.S. Strategic Command in order to carry out missions in support of a deterrence by punishment strategy. Additionally, resolve can be conveyed to potential adversaries by conducting realistic exercises involving senior executive leadership that tests these command and control arrangements. It must be stressed that a deterrence by punishment strategy need not involve space-based weapons, or indeed the targeting of satellites using terrestrial military forces.

These measures are by no means exhaustive, and are merely set out here as a springboard for further discussion and consideration. It must be noted that many of these measures would contribute to what Patrick M. Morgan calls a condition of general deterrence, whereby the measures are not aimed at any particular adversary.4 When threats to space systems from individual adversaries become defined, then tailored deterrence strategies can be developed including the identification of suitable countervalue targets in case a deterrence by punishment strategy should be pursued. In these cases, threats by individual adversaries can be deterred by signaling the capability to punish the adversary should it choose to carry out attacks against U.S. satellite systems. Dissuasion is possible before this situation even arises if the U.S. is able to unambiguously demonstrate clear and robust command and control arrangements that are able to not only assure the critical U.S. national security space mission, but can also be supported at short notice by the other Combatant Commands, the individual services, and other agencies.

Finally, and this bears repetition, deterrence is inherently uncertain and will probably fail at some point. This said, it poses less of a political and intelligence burden than its alternatives — preemption and prevention. These latter approaches can never be disavowed, as there will be occasions when they are of critical necessity, but these occasions should be rare.

Ultimately, however, Clausewitzian friction alone will impede attempts at deterrence just as much as it will impede the plans and intentions of the adversary. No amount of capability, organizational restructuring, or diplomatic skills can overcome friction entirely, but they can go a long way to mitigating its worst effects. Doing nothing while hoping for the best, however, will only court catastrophe and failure. There is no free-ride if U.S. policy makers are serious about deterring space attacks. Resources are required, and a modicum of political capital will probably have to be expended. The current financial crisis will have severe budget implications for many years to come, and the protection of U.S. satellite systems may fall victim to such cuts, but only to the detriment of U.S. national security. If U.S. national security space is truly as important as many of us are saying, then the political will should be there to secure the necessary funding for what must be done. Anything less than this is just hot air. 

An increased emphasis on defense is the best internal link to enhanced deterrence

Harrison et al. 09 – director of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies (Roger, Collins G. Shackelford, and Deron R. Jackson, “Space Deterrence:  The Delicate Balance of Risk,” Space and Defense, a scholarly journal of the US Air Force Academy for the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, Summer 2009, http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Space_Deterrence_files/Space_and_Defense_3_1%20Space%20Deterrence.pdf)

Although, as we have argued here, deterrence is never assured, the optimal approach for the U.S. in space is a “layered” approach, which combines the strengths of a number of deterrence strategies, avoids the weaknesses of each in isolation (especially in space), and deterrence, which combines the strengths of mutually reinforcing deterrence strategies while ensuring – as perhaps the key element in any space deterrence posture – that the U.S. can “fight through” even if deterrence fails, i.e. that our terrestrial forces will not be paralyzed even if the screen goes blank. This outcome cannot be achieved by assuming that space capabilities can only be replaced with space capabilities. It cannot be achieved if an adversary assumes that retaliation for attacks on space capabilities will be limited to space. It cannot be achieved if our forward planning does not account for interruption of space capability just at those times –on those fields of battle - where it is most necessary. And it cannot be achieved if the United States isolates itself technologically and politically, allowing others to establish the political agenda for space. New forms of deployment with more emphasis on defense may eventually solve the vulnerability problem and with it, the problem of deterrence. President Reagan’s vision of a defensive arms race may be applicable to space as well, but that won’t happen in the medium term. In sum, the Roman consul Flavius Vegetius Renatus is remembered for the phrase: if you would have peace, prepare for war. Our conclusions can be summarized in a similar phrase: if you would have peace in space, prepare for war without it. 

Space deterrence solves general deterrence

Morgan, 1o – senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation (2010, Forrest E., RAND Corporation, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf)

Although this assessment focuses specifically on deterrence and firststrike stability in space, it is important to appreciate the interdependencies between these factors and general deterrence and stability writ large. Given the extent to which space support enhances U.S. conventional military capabilities, an adversary weighing the risks and potential benefits of war with the United States might be encouraged toward aggression by the belief that attacking space systems would degrade U.S. warfighting capabilities enough to enable the attainment of objectives at acceptable costs. As a result, weaknesses in space deterrence can undermine general deterrence. Conversely, if a prospective adversary concludes that the probable cost-benefit outcome of attacking U.S. space systems is unacceptable, it is forced to weigh the risks and benefits of aggressive designs in the terrestrial domain against the prospects of facing fully capable, space-enhanced U.S. military forces. In sum, effective space deterrence fortifies general deterrence and stability. 

Defensive Good – International Backlash

Defensive capabilities solve international backlash and costs

Moltz, 7 – associate professor at Brown University (Fall/Winter 2007, James Clay, "The Past, Present, and Future of Space Security", Brown Journal of World Affairs, Vol. 14, No. 1, http://www.bjwa.org/article.php?id=hPl8Z0aEMcbTyW4Qy9PnxtcpfB4r6701R3h78oeO)

First, the Democratic-led Congress has become increasingly skeptical of plans for space-based missile defenses and of the need for other space-based weapons. It also questions their affordability. The current Congress is therefore working to revise U.S. military space policy and adopt a stance calling for greater openness to international cooperation as a tool for addressing space security threats. Second, the Chinese ASAT test has been a shock to the international system, releasing 35,000 pieces of debris, putting hundreds of spacecraft at risk of damage or destruction, and placing the United States on notice that “space dominance” strategies will be more complicated than their supporters once thought. More and more states, their space agencies, and their militaries now realize that greater action is needed to stem the rapidly worsening orbital debris problem. The international space industry is also putting unprecedented pressure on national legislatures and international organizations to enact concrete steps to protect their valuable assets in orbit. The passage by COPUOS of a voluntary debris convention at its June 2007 meeting puts states on record as opposing unnecessary debris generation, and it may also stimulate further steps. Notably, the Bush administration quietly eased its policy of no discussions on space security at the CD during its first session of 2007. Rather than stating its opposition (as in the National Space Policy), the administration now voiced its support for such talks in tandem with Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty negotiations, thus putting China and India (both FMCT holdouts) on the spot for blocking such efforts. While the change may in part simply be tactical, the positive rhetoric may help bring some progress toward addressing shared security problems in space. Third, many senior officials in the U.S. Defense Department have gradually come to realize that the most desirable stance for the United States in space is one of taking the technological high road: developing non-destructive methods of defending U.S. satellites and interfering with hostile spacecraft, as well as preparing for so-called “operationally responsive” space capabilities.9 The latter category refers to efforts to reduce reliance on single spacecraft for critical military support functions and to develop the ability to quickly replace any significant assets that might be damaged or destroyed in a time of war. This strategy is believed by its supporters to be more effective, more sustainable, more cost-effective, and less likely to generate hostile foreign reactions than previous concepts of “space dominance.” 

Defensive Good – Leadership

Defensive capabilities key to stopping space race, diplomacy, tech spinoffs, and space leadership

Schendzielos, 8 – major in the USAF, School of Advanced Military Studies (April 30, 2008, Major Kurt Schendzielos, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA485553)

The first and most obvious advantage of developing timely and responsive satellite defenses is that America’s critical space capability would be preserved. Some of the technologies like increasing redundancy or whipple bumpers and nanotechnology can provide additional protection not only against ASATs but against a whole host of natural electromagnetic and projectile events that occur every day. Since nature can sometimes represent the biggest threat to the largest number of U.S. satellites, the additional protection ensures the availability of space exploitation when needed. The expeditionary nature of the American military depends greatly upon space for command and control, and modern military battlefields almost require precision weapons, many of which are also dependent upon space assets. Unfettered space support is necessary for the U.S. military to continue to function as it has over the past decade and predicted to do so in the future. Many of the technologies presented as possible near-term candidates have been developed for terrestrial application. Just as the technology transfer can go from air assets to space assets, so can the applications of some of the technologies developed for protecting satellites. The miniaturization and autonomous processing that will inevitably precipitate from micro- and nano-satellite development can greatly aid unmanned aircraft development in addition to other air, sea, and ground platforms.163 Aircraft could be made lighter and more capable. Ships could conserve space for additional supplies and ground vehicles could be made more reliable and have more room to carry additional equipment or supplies. Nanotechnology shielding could produce new means of concealing military vehicles from a vast array of sensors including from electronic sniffers.164 Just as the space race of the 1960s produced a great deal of spin off technologies, not just for NASA, but for the U.S. military and for the civilian population as well. Similar spin offs can be reasonably expected from developing effective satellite ASAT defense. Lastly, building an overwhelming defense may actually discourage adversary nations from pursuing offensive capabilities against the U.S.165 “If a weapon is vulnerable, yet capable of dramatically affecting the outcome of a conflict, the state that possesses it has an even more powerful incentive to employ the weapon early on in a conflict”166 Conversely, if a weapon is vulnerable and not capable of affecting the outcome of a conflict, which satellite self-defense would achieve against current generation ASATS, then there would be little motivation to resort to ASATs. It has been noted that often treaties designed to limit the research, development or production of an offensive space capability are simply a means to try to balance the overwhelming advantage of one nation over another. Much of the motivation for treaty proposals concerning banning ASATs and space weaponization are presented by nations who do not have a large stake in space, but would like to curb the disparate advantage enjoyed by the major space powers. Producing an overwhelming space defense may actually cause the Chinese and other space adversaries to negotiate and seriously abide by effective and lasting prohibitions against ASATs and space weapons.

Defensive Good – Space Wars

Defensive precautions spend far less—enables US to outspend enemies and win space wars

Schendzielos, 8 – major in the USAF, School of Advanced Military Studies (April 30, 2008, Major Kurt Schendzielos, “Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA485553)

Second, there is a simple economic balance that prevents a space arms race from spiraling out of control, especially when matching adversarial offensive threats against competing domestic defensive capability. Secretary of the Air Force, Michael Wynne, explained the economic math, “’I can’t afford as a nation to just do an exchange ratio where they send up a $100 million [ASAT] missile and I send up a $1.5 billion satellite.’”162 What the U.S. could afford, however, is to spend $45 million to neutralize the effect of the $100 million ASAT in protection of the $1.5 billion satellite. Most of the defenses proposed would cost less than or equal to the cost of a destructive ASAT. If they are effective and negate the usefulness of the threat ASAT, then the adversary has to increase spending to improve their ASAT. Typically that improvement cost is proportional to cost of the original system, in this case starting at $100 million. The same generally holds true for the defensive improvements. Therefore, the next spiral in the arms race would equate to a $200 million ASAT to attack a $1.5 billion satellite protected by a $100 million defensive system. And, much like the cold war, the U.S. would be in a position to outspend most any foreseeable adversary and neutralize the threat. That is based upon the assumption, of course, that defensive improvements could keep pace with offensive improvements technologically. Outpacing the potential adversary threat is exactly the goal of this proposal. 

Space defense solves attacks—manages the perception that a pre-emptive attack is too costly and strengthens international recognition of US conventional retribution

Morgan, 1o – senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation (2010, Forrest E., RAND Corporation, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf) 

At the same time, the United States should engage in a comprehensive and coordinated effort to persuade potential adversaries that the probability of obtaining sufficient benefit from attacking space assets would not be high enough to make it worth suffering the inevitable costs of U.S. retribution. Part of such a strategy would entail perception management: The United States should, to the greatest extent possible, conceal vulnerabilities of its space systems and demonstrate the ability to operate effectively without space support. However, perception management can only go so far in the face of observable weaknesses. Therefore, the strategy should also pursue multiple avenues to make vulnerable U.S. space systems more resilient and defendable, thereby demonstrating tangible capabilities to deny potential adversaries the benefits of attacking in space. (See pp. 44–45.) Although satellites are inherently difficult to defend, there are a variety of options that the United States should explore for reducing the vulnerabilities of its space systems. Possibilities include making greater investments in passive defenses, exploring approaches to active defenses, dispersing capabilities across a larger number of orbital platforms, and developing terrestrial backups to space support. It may also be beneficial to disperse some U.S. national security payloads onto satellites owned by a range of other nations and business consortia friendly to the United States and also to engage in data-sharing arrangements with them. Such approaches would create an international security space infrastructure that is more robust than the sum of its individual systems, raise escalation risks for anyone contemplating attacks on that infrastructure, and strengthen international support for U.S. threats of punishment in response to attacks. (See pp. 45–48.) Current deficiencies in space situational awareness (SSA) are sources of particular concern. While many options exist for punishing space aggressors and reducing the benefits of their attacks, nearly all of them depend to some degree on improvements in SSA. Poor SSA undermines the credibility of threats of punishment in some scenarios, as the attacker may expect to have a reasonable chance of striking anonymously. All active defenses require better SSA than what current capabilities provide, and many passive defenses could also be improved with better SSA. Improving SSA should be one of the United States’ top priorities in its efforts to develop the capabilities needed for an effective space deterrence regime. (See p. 48.) 

A defensive space strategy is the stronger form of warfare

Klein 06 – BS, Georgia Institute of Technology; MS, Naval Postgraduate School, assistant air officer aboard the USS John C. Stennis, holds the title of Commander in the navy (John J. Klein, “Space Power:  An Ill-Suited Space Strategy,” Air & Space Power Journal, Fall 2006, Proquest)

	


	


Nevertheless, a maritime-inspired space strategy also provides insights not found in the current literature on space strategy. The most profound of them concern the proper role of offensive and defensive strategy. Offensive strategy in space becomes appropriate when political objectives necessitate wresting or acquiring something from the adversary; such operations frequently achieve political goals or establish a military advantage. In light of Clausewitz's and Corbett's belief that the offensive is the more effective form of warfare, the stronger space power should usually attempt offensive operations in space.28 A force that takes the offensive and looks for a decisive victory, however, will likely not find it since the enemy's most vital assets and forces will usually take defensive or other proactive measures when attack is imminent. For this reason, war fighters must exercise caution when deciding in favor of offensive operations; otherwise, they may throw away space-based systems on "ill-considered offensives."29

Defensive strategy, on the other hand, comes into play when political objectives necessitate preventing the enemy from achieving or gaining something. Because defensive operations by their very nature are the "stronger" form of warfare, less capable space forces should use them extensively until they can adopt an offensive strategy.30 A truly defensive posture awaits the blow from a position of advantage.31

***ABL CP

1NC

Text: The United States federal government should deploy Airborne Lasers for the purpose of ballistic missile defense and anti-satellite capability.

ABLs are comparatively more effective and don’t link to debris, arms racing, or spending
Day, 5 -- associate editor of Raumfahrt Concret (german aerospace magazine) and on Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences (Dwayne, the space review, June 6, “Blunt arrows: the limited utility of ASATs.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/388/1) CMR 

The US Air Force also recently began studying the possibility of utilizing the YAL-1A Airborne Laser for missions other than missile defense. The Airborne Laser (or ABL) is mounted in a modified 747-400F aircraft and uses a powerful laser to intercept ballistic missiles hundreds of miles away. It could theoretically be pointed up instead of sideways, and destroy a satellite, probably simply by overheating it so that its electronics fail. There are several operational advantages of this. One is that it does not create debris in orbit, just a dead satellite—although unlike the CCS, this is not reversible. Another advantage is that the weapon is paid for and operating for another mission, so any ASAT capability would be a bonus. However, ABL has run into numerous development problems of its own and has risked cancellation in recent years. If its missile defense mission is canceled, its ASAT mission would probably not justify the cost of operating the aircraft.

The advantage of both of these approaches to ASAT is that they are relatively inexpensive, either by utilizing commercial equipment or piggybacking on another mission. An additional advantage is that they are low visibility, not creating the kind of provocative threat that leads to international complaints, foreign or domestic calls for arms control, or a potential ASAT arms race.

2NC General Solvency

ABL is comparatively the most promising BMD system and is politically popular

Bolkcom and Hildreth 7 (Christopher, Specialist in National Defense @ CRS, and Steven, Specialist in National Defense @ CRS, “Airborne Laser (ABL): Issues for Congress,” July 9, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL32123.pdf, EMM)
Congress has provided strong funding support ballistic missile defenses in the face of growing concerns about the proliferation of missiles around the world. Of all the current efforts, most missile defense advocates believe the ABL shows the best near-term promise for destroying enemy ballistic missiles during their boost-phase. While the missile is still in the earth’s atmosphere, the airborne laser would seek to rupture or damage the target’s booster skin to cause the missile to lose thrust or flight control and fall short of the intended target before decoys, warheads, or submunitions are deployed. The expectation is that this would occur near or even over the enemy’s own territory. Second, although the United States has primarily pursued kinetic energy kill mechanisms for missile defense some 25 years, many defense analysts believe that if the United States chooses to pursue increasingly effective missile defenses for the longer term future, then alternative concepts such as high-powered lasers may be the answer.
ABL can function as an ASAT with minimal debris

Stupl and Neuneck 9 (Jon, Center for International Security and Cooperation @ Stanford, and Gotz, Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy @ University of Hamburg, “ Assessment of Long Range Laser Weapon Engagements: The Case of the Airborne Laser,” July 12, http://www.princeton.edu/sgs/publications/sgs/archive/18-1-SGA-Stupl-and-Neuneck-.pdf, EMM)
In addition to missile defense, the U.S. Air Force has also considered other applications for the ABL, including anti-satellite engagements.36 Those capabilities are not mentioned by the Missile Defense Agency, which is overseeing the ABL program at the moment. Anti-satellite (ASAT) laser engagements would be a revolutionary application, as they would in principle enable an option of attacks on satellites with only minor debris. At the moment, attacking satellites implies the use of missiles with kinetic or explosive warheads. A kinetic impact creates debris, which would be harmful to the attacker’s space assets, too. For that reason, space-faring nations are discouraged from using kinetic energy attacks. This fact enacts a kind of “natural” arms control. Lasers could change this situation if they are used to heat up satellites just to a point where their electronics are damaged or only to impair their sensors. Hence, attacks on satellites would be more likely, if laser DEW with anti-satellite capabilities are fielded in peacetime. In a time of crisis, this would create additional political instabilities, as satellites are important early warning and reconnaissance assets. 
AT: Not as Fast/Good as SBL

ABL is actually more powerful and useful than SBL

Garwin 3 (Richard, Physicist, “Space Weapons: Not Yet,” Pugwash Meeting No. 283, May 14th, http://www.fas.org/rlg/030522-space.pdf, EMM)
The airborne laser (ABL) under development and in early flight test (in contrast to the SBL for which no US program currently exists) might serve as a BPI capability against ICBMs launched from North Korea. In the spirit of a “capabilities based” system, it would to some extent complicate NK’s ICBM program: North Korea would need to deploy from the beginning countermeasures to mid-course and would have to consider countermeasures to an ABL BPI defense. Unlike the mid-course interceptors which once deployed would always be ready for use, the ABL would incur large operating costs to maintain a constant presence.

Another weapon of considerable interest is the Space Based Laser. These weapons could attack over long distances at the speed of light, although space mines and the ABL could be equally prompt. A SBL could also attack terrestrial targets, but only with suitable laser wavelengths to penetrate the atmosphere. The current candidate SBL lasers cannot attack ground or airborne targets.

AT: ABL Fails

Evidence from before 2010 is moot - the ABL has reached a milestone and is now highly effective

Skillings 10 (Jonathan, CNET, “Airborne laser zaps in-flight missile,” Feb 12, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11386_3-10452572-76.html, EMM)
Score one for the Airborne Laser.

In a milestone for the ambitious directed-energy project, now dramatically downsized, the Pentagon's Airborne Laser prototype weapons system destroyed a ballistic missile that was in flight. The shootdown took place February 11 off the central coast of California.

"The Airborne Laser Testbed team has made history with this experiment," said Greg Hyslop, vice president and general manager of Boeing Missile Defense Systems, in a statement released Friday. Boeing is the prime contractor for the Defense Department project.

The U.S. Missile Defense Agency was equally enthusiastic about the results. "The revolutionary use of directed energy is very attractive for missile defense," the agency said in a statement, "with the potential to attack multiple targets at the speed of light, at a range of hundreds of kilometers, and at a low cost per intercept attempt compared to current technologies.

Unfortunately for proponents, the achievement is rather bittersweet. Where the Pentagon once had plans to build as many as seven of the one-of-a-kind Airborne Laser aircraft, a modified Boeing 747-400F, the high cost and technical uncertainties of the program prompted Defense Secretary Robert Gates last spring to cancel plans to build a second plane. The Pentagon kept the existing one around as an R&D platform.

But as a proof of concept, the Airborne Laser most certainly crossed a threshold when it KO'd the missile earlier this month.
AT: Must Destroy in Boost Phase

ABL can now destroy missiles in boost-phase

Skillings 10 (Jonathan, CNET, “Airborne laser zaps in-flight missile,” Feb 12, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11386_3-10452572-76.html, EMM)

On the evening of February 11, an "at-sea mobile launch platform"--the MDA didn't specify whether it was surface ship or submarine--fired a short-range "threat representative" liquid-fueled ballistic missile while the 747 was in the vicinity.

Within seconds, the agency says, the aircraft detected the missile as it lifted off and used a low-energy laser (the Track Illuminator) to track it, followed by a second low-energy laser (the Beacon Illuminator) to assess and adjust for atmospheric disturbance. Then it engaged the powerhouse of the system, the megawatt-class High Energy Laser--Boeing calls it "the most powerful mobile laser device in the world"--which fires through a telescope located in the nose of the aircraft.

Within two minutes of the launch, while the missile's rocket motors were still firing, the chemical-derived High Energy Laser had heated a pressurized segment of the missile to "critical structural failure," the MDA said. The Track Illuminator and Beacon Illuminator are kilowatt-class solid-state lasers

A short while later, a second, solid-fueled short-range missile took off from solid ground on San Nicolas Island, Calif., and the ABL likewise engaged it with the High Energy Laser, though it stopped firing the laser before destroying that missile. The MDA says that the ABL had met all test criteria, and besides, it had destroyed a similar missile in flight a week earlier.

Catching a missile during the boost phase has always been a central tenet of the ABL program--it's those first seconds and minutes, when the missile is moving most slowly and predictably, that make for the most vulnerable target. But that also was a significant argument against the system: How could the U.S. count on having a laser-laden aircraft in the right place at the right time to catch an enemy missile at take-off? Indeed, in canceling the second aircraft, Gates called the program's proposed operational role "highly questionable.

Doesn’t Link to Ptix

The ABL is a sacred cow - no backlash to increasing deployment

Hodge 2/11 (Nathan, WSJ, “Pentagon Loses War to Zap Airborne Laser From Budget,” 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704570104576124173372065568.html, EMM)

But if the administration's budget request doesn't include funds to keep the Airborne Laser aloft, its defenders will step up. For Republicans in particular, the goal of shooting down enemy missiles remains a core national security objective.

"I don't think any of us are going to stand by and let the administration emasculate missile defense," said Rep. Trent Franks (R., Ariz.), a longtime supporter.

The Airborne Laser's survival is part of a venerable tradition. In mid-2002, then-Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld canceled the Crusader, a giant piece of mobile artillery, saying it wasn't right for the campaigns the military wanted to fight. Parts of the Crusader were then repackaged as the "Non Line of Sight Cannon," which was connected to the Army's Future Combat Systems program. It only truly died seven years after Mr. Rumsfeld's decision, when Mr. Gates canceled Future Combat Systems. (The FCS's overall cost: $18 billion.) 
***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.
***Other CPs

Japan-BMD CP Solvency
Text: The United States federal government should discontinue missile defense cooperation with Japan.

China views BMD coop with Japan as the linchpin of US space dominance – the CP is a key concession

Martel & Yoshihara, 3 - professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island; doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, and a research fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis in Massachusetts (William C and Toshi, “Averting a Sino-US Space Race,” The Washington Quarterly • 26:4 pp. 19–35)

At the same time that the United States views space dominance as a funda- mental tenet of its national security, China evidently views U.S. space dominance as a major threat to its geostrategic interests. These views inevitably breed a zero-sum competition, in which one side perceives any loss as a gain for the other, and could ultimately prove destabilizing for Sino-U.S. relations.  First, Beijing perceives the proposed U.S. missile defense system, which will be supported by an array of space systems and sensors, as a strategic menace to China and to international security.15  Many China watchers contend that this perception stems from anxieties that any conceivable system of missile defenses being developed by the Bush administration will under- mine China’s small nuclear deterrent.16  Beijing remains wary of the joint re- search program on missile defense by the U.S.-Japanese alliance, which the PRC sees as a potential partnership for blocking Chinese regional aspira- tions or, in broader terms, for containing China. Of particular concern for Beijing is the possibility that Tokyo’s decision formally to join U.S. plans for deploying missile defense in Northeast Asia will significantly increase Japan’s military capabilities by providing an opportunity for Japanese forces to enjoy unprecedented military integration with U.S. forces in the areas of space- based intelligence and communications.

BMD deployment makes China build up its nuclear arsenal, deploy ASATs, and team up with Russia

Krepon, 2 - Founding President of the Stimson Center (Michael, “Missile Defense and the Asian Cascade,” Stimson Center, Google Scholar)

The first integer of China’s three-digit sized nuclear inventory will be determined, in large measure, by the strategic environment around China’s periphery, by Beijing’s economic circumstances, and by the architecture and extent of US national missile defenses. The more limited the US deployment, the more likely it is to depress China’s nuclear needs. If US national missile defense deployments suggest an attempt to negate China’s nuclear deterrent, Beijing’s nuclear requirements would rise accordingly. In addition, the more extensive the deployment of US national missile defenses, the more Beijing would seek to solve the technical problems associated with placing multiple warheads atop its mobile missiles, perhaps with Russian assistance. The deployment of space-based interceptors as part of the US architecture for ballistic missile defenses would be profoundly disturbing to China, as would other US programs for space warfare. Beijing’s options to counter US military dominance might well include the accelerated development of anti-satellite weapons and other asymmetric responses.48

BMD cancellation removes the incentive for China to deploy ASATs

Yuan, 3 - Senior Research Associate in the East Asia Nonproliferation Program (EANP) at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies of the Monterey Institute of International Studies (Spring, Jing-Dong, “Chinese Responses to U.S. Missile Defenses: Implications for Arms Control and Regional Security, ” Vol. 10, Num. 1)

Even though no conclusive evidence exists as to specific programs regarding the development of these weapons, viable motives and defensive military strategic implications for China’s ASAT use are not inconceivable.  First, given that U.S. missile defense systems must operate with satellite assistance, a Chinese ASAT capability could be useful in disabling U.S. satellites, hence paralyzing NMD.  Indeed, Chinese experts have suggested three specific measures in response to U.S. NMD deployment.  These range from direct space-launched attacks from satellites armed with nuclear warheads, SLBMs, and ASAT.  Second, the United States is increasingly utilizing its satellites when firing precision-guided munitions.  Formerly using lasers to pinpoint a target, these conventional weapons are now beginning to depend on global positioning satellites to find their destinations.  These weapons were used in the Kosovo bombing campaign when U.S. forces destroyed the Chinese Embassy.  Third, in the future China may face hostile U.S. action against its own limited space assets.

***Solvency

Cannot Protect Ground Assets

Aff doesn’t solve - multiple threats to satellites cannot be countered by space weapons

DeBlois et al 4 (Bruce, Director of Systems Integration @ BAE Systems, Formerly Adjunct Fellow for Science and Tech @ CFR, Richard Garwin, IBM Fellow Emeritus @ Thomas Watson Research Center, Scott Kemp, Fulbright Fellow and Researcher @ Princeton, and Jeremy Maxwell, Furman Scholar @ NYU School of Law, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon,” International Security Vol 29 No 2, p. 50-84, http://www.fas.org/rlg/041100-rubicon.pdf, EMM)
The development of space weapons would not significantly mitigate three of the generalized threats to U.S. space capabilities mentioned above: denial and deception, attacks on ground stations, and high-altitude nuclear explosions. To counter an adversary’s denial and deception techniques, for example, the United States might seek to employ multiple, redundant satellite and unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) sensing channels; avoid detection of its reconnaissance satellites; and improve analysis of currently available imagery. Evidently, orbiting weapons cannot prevent physical attack on satellite ground infrastructure; more effective counters are familiar security techniques such as physical surveillance, fences, guards, and back-up systems. A high altitude nuclear explosion, and its resulting bands of persistent, damaging beta radiation, would require shielding (to reduce the radiation dose) and, in some cases, hardening (to increase tolerance of semiconductor circuitry to radiation) of satellites in potentially vulnerable orbits. Technological means to proactively depopulate the trapped electrons from the Van Allen belts—such as the orbiting of lead or uranium foil to scatter and disperse the electrons into the atmosphere—are possible but in their infancy.

Electronic Warfare. Neither would space weapons easily resolve the oft-cited threat of electromagnetic jamming—unsuccessfully employed against U.S. Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) systems in Iraq. In time of war, as demonstrated in Iraq, ground- or air-launched munitions (in some cases guided by the enemy jammer’s own signals) can be a direct and effective countermeasure to ground-based jamming.24 In the face of more persistent jamming, ground- or air-deployed pseudosatellites, so-called pseudolites, could boost GPS and other satellite signals in a local area. For example, an unmanned aerial vehicle transmitting GPS signals from an altitude of 20 kilometers (60,000 feet) would provide 10,000 times the received signal strength on Earth as a GPS satellite with equivalent transmission energy. Such augmentation would reduce by a factor of 100 the effective radius of a GPS jammer—or, conversely, increase by a factor of 10,000 the power required to jam the original area, a significant improvement insofar as robustness is concerned. Furthermore, a GPS transmitter on an unmanned aerial vehicle could radiate ten times the power of a GPS satellite, rendering hostile jamming efforts more difficult by a further factor of 10.

Neither “hacking” (unauthorized intrusion into satellite control networks), “spoofing” (fake instructions to a satellite), nor ground-based jamming of command links could be significantly mitigated by space weapons. A space mine closely accompanying a U.S. satellite easily jam its command link. Destructive attack on the little jammer could readily provoke an instantaneous and automatic destruction of the jammed satellite, limiting the utility of such a protective space weapon once the space mine was in place. 

***BMD Advantage

No Israel/Iran Impact

Iran’s nuclear program isn’t a threat and Israel knows it - neither nation would preemptively strike

Mazzetti and Sanger 10 (Mark and David, NYT Writers, “US Assures Israel that Iran threat is not imminent,” Aug 19, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/20/world/middleeast/20policy.html, EMM)

WASHINGTON — The Obama administration, citing evidence of continued troubles inside Iran’s nuclear program, has persuaded Israel that it would take roughly a year — and perhaps longer — for Iran to complete what one senior official called a “dash” for a nuclear weapon, according to American officials. 

Administration officials said they believe the assessment has dimmed the prospect that Israel would pre-emptively strike against the country’s nuclear facilities within the next year, as Israeli officials have suggested in thinly veiled threats.

For years, Israeli and American officials have debated whether Iran is on an inexorable drive toward a nuclear bomb and, if so, how long it would take to produce one. A critical question has been the time it would take Tehran to convert existing stocks of low-enriched uranium into weapons-grade material, a process commonly known as “breakout.”

Israeli intelligence officials had argued that Iran could complete such a race for the bomb in months, while American intelligence agencies have come to believe in the past year that the timeline is longer.

“We think that they have roughly a year dash time,” said Gary Samore, President Obama’s top adviser on nuclear issues, referring to how long it would take the Iranians to convert nuclear material into a working weapon. “A year is a very long period of time.”

American officials said the United States believed international inspectors would detect an Iranian move toward breakout within weeks, leaving a considerable amount of time for the United States and Israel to consider military strikes.

The American assessments are based on intelligence collected over the past year, as well as reports from international inspectors. It is unclear whether the problems that Iran has had enriching uranium are the result of poor centrifuge design, difficulty obtaining components or accelerated Western efforts to sabotage the nuclear program.

American officials said new intelligence information was being fed into a long-delayed National Intelligence Estimate on Iran’s nuclear program.

Now, American and Israeli officials believe breakout is unlikely anytime soon. For one thing, Iran, which claims it is interested in enriching uranium only for peaceful purposes, would be forced to build nuclear bombs from a limited supply of nuclear material, currently enough for two weapons. Second, such a decision would require kicking out international weapons inspectors, eliminating any ambiguity about Iran’s nuclear plans.
Even if Iran were to choose this path, American officials said it would probably take Iran some time to reconfigure its nuclear facilities to produce weapons-grade uranium and ramp up work on designing a nuclear warhead.

Israeli officials have indicated that if they saw a race for the bomb under way, they would probably take military action and encourage the United States to join the effort. A spokesman for Israel’s embassy in Washington declined to comment for this article. In interviews, Israeli officials said their assessments were coming into line with the American view, but they remain suspicious that Iran has a secret enrichment site yet to be discovered.

American officials said, in contrast to a year ago, that Iran’s nuclear program was not currently the central focus of discussions between top leaders in Washington and Jerusalem. During the last visit to Washington by Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel in early July, the Iranian program was relatively low on the agenda, according to one senior administration official.

To block Iran’s nuclear ambitions, the United States and the European Union recently imposed harsh economic sanctions aimed at choking off Iran’s energy supplies and prohibiting foreign banks from doing business with financial institutions inside the country.

Several officials said they believed the mounting cost of the economic sanctions, especially those affecting Iran’s ability to import gasoline and develop its oil fields, has created fissures among Iran’s political elite and forced a debate about the costs of developing nuclear weapons.

“The argument is over how far to push the program, how close to a weapon they can get without paying an even higher price,” said the senior administration official, speaking on condition of anonymity because American assessments on these debates are classified. “And we’re beginning to see a lot of divisions inside the leadership on that question.”

Nuclear experts agree that the hardest element of producing a weapon is obtaining weapons-grade material. And for Iran that quest, which stretches back more than 20 years, has not been going well, by most accounts.

For most of this year, Iran has added relatively few centrifuges — the machines that spin uranium at supersonic speed, enriching it — to its main plant at Natanz. Only about half of those installed are operating, according to the International Atomic Energy Agency. So far, Iran has produced about 5,730 pounds, enough, with considerable additional enrichment, to produce roughly two weapons.

The public explanation by American officials is that the centrifuges are inefficient and subject to regular breakdowns. And while Iranian officials have talked about installing more advanced models that would be more efficient and reliable, only a few have been installed.

“Either they don’t have the machines, or they have real questions about their technical competence,” Mr. Samore said.

No Nuke Terror

Terrorism won’t go nuclear and they won’t be able to attack the US - several warrants
Mearsheimer 11, January, John J., Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago. He is on the Advisory Council of The National Interest, “Imperial by Design,”http://nationalinterest.org/article/imperial-by-design-4576?page=3, EMM

 

The fact is that states have strong incentives to distrust terrorist groups, in part because they might turn on them someday, but also because countries cannot control what terrorist organizations do, and they may do something that gets their patrons into serious trouble. This is why there is hardly any chance that a rogue state will give a nuclear weapon to terrorists. That regime’s leaders could never be sure that they would not be blamed and punished for a terrorist group’s actions. Nor could they be certain that the United States or Israel would not incinerate them if either country merely suspected that they had provided terrorists with the ability to carry out a WMD attack. A nuclear handoff, therefore, is not a serious threat. When you get down to it, there is only a remote possibility that terrorists will get hold of an atomic bomb. The most likely way it would happen is if there were political chaos in a nuclear-armed state, and terrorists or their friends were able to take advantage of the ensuing confusion to snatch a loose nuclear weapon. But even then, there are additional obstacles to overcome: some countries keep their weapons disassembled, detonating one is not easy and it would be difficult to transport the device without being detected. Moreover, other countries would have powerful incentives to work with Washington to find the weapon before it could be used. The obvious implication is that we should work with other states to improve nuclear security, so as to make this slim possibility even more unlikely. Finally, the ability of terrorists to strike the American homeland has been blown out of all proportion. In the nine years since 9/11, government officials and terrorist experts have issued countless warnings that another major attack on American soil is probable—even imminent. But this is simply not the case.3 The only attempts we have seen are a few failed solo attacks by individuals with links to al-Qaeda like the “shoe bomber,” who attempted to blow up an American Airlines flight from Paris to Miami in December 2001, and the “underwear bomber,” who tried to blow up a Northwest Airlines flight from Amsterdam to Detroit in December 2009. So, we do have a terrorism problem, but it is hardly an existential threat. In fact, it is a minor threat. Perhaps the scope of the challenge is best captured by Ohio State political scientist John Mueller’s telling comment that “the number of Americans killed by international terrorism since the late 1960s . . . is about the same as the number killed over the same period by lightning, or by accident-causing deer, or by severe allergic reactions to peanuts.”  
Your evidence is all hype - there’s a 1 in 3.5 billion chance of a terrorist strike

Schneidmiller 9 (Chris, GSN Writer, Citing John Mueller of Ohio State, “Experts Debate Threat of Nuclear, Biological Terrorism,” January 13th, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090113_7105.php)

There is an "almost vanishingly small" likelihood that terrorists would ever be able to acquire and detonate a nuclear weapon, one expert said here yesterday (see GSN, Dec. 2, 2008). In even the most likely scenario of nuclear terrorism, there are 20 barriers between extremists and a successful nuclear strike on a major city, said John Mueller, a political science professor at Ohio State University. The process itself is seemingly straightforward but exceedingly difficult -- buy or steal highly enriched uranium, manufacture a weapon, take the bomb to the target site and blow it up. Meanwhile, variables strewn across the path to an attack would increase the complexity of the effort, Mueller argued. Terrorists would have to bribe officials in a state nuclear program to acquire the material, while avoiding a sting by authorities or a scam by the sellers. The material itself could also turn out to be bad. "Once the purloined material is purloined, [police are] going to be chasing after you. They are also going to put on a high reward, extremely high reward, on getting the weapon back or getting the fissile material back," Mueller said during a panel discussion at a two-day Cato Institute conference on counterterrorism issues facing the incoming Obama administration. Smuggling the material out of a country would mean relying on criminals who "are very good at extortion" and might have to be killed to avoid a double-cross, Mueller said. The terrorists would then have to find scientists and engineers willing to give up their normal lives to manufacture a bomb, which would require an expensive and sophisticated machine shop. Finally, further technological expertise would be needed to sneak the weapon across national borders to its destination point and conduct a successful detonation, Mueller said. Every obstacle is "difficult but not impossible" to overcome, Mueller said, putting the chance of success at no less than one in three for each. The likelihood of successfully passing through each obstacle, in sequence, would be roughly one in 3 [and a half] 1/2 billion, he said, but for argument's sake dropped it to 3 1/2 million. "It's a total gamble. This is a very expensive and difficult thing to do," said Mueller, who addresses the issue at greater length in an upcoming book, Atomic Obsession. "So unlike buying a ticket to the lottery ... you're basically putting everything, including your life, at stake for a gamble that's maybe one in 3 1/2 million or 3 1/2 billion." Other scenarios are even less probable, Mueller said. A nuclear-armed state is "exceedingly unlikely" to hand a weapon to a terrorist group, he argued: "States just simply won't give it to somebody they can't control." Terrorists are also not likely to be able to steal a whole weapon, Mueller asserted, dismissing the idea of "loose nukes." Even Pakistan, which today is perhaps the nation of greatest concern regarding nuclear security, keeps its bombs in two segments that are stored at different locations, he said (see GSN, Jan. 12). Fear of an "extremely improbable event" such as nuclear terrorism produces support for a wide range of homeland security activities, Mueller said. He argued that there has been a major and costly overreaction to the terrorism threat -- noting that the Sept. 11 attacks helped to precipitate the invasion of Iraq, which has led to far more deaths than the original event. Panel moderator Benjamin Friedman, a research fellow at the Cato Institute, said academic and governmental discussions of acts of nuclear or biological terrorism have tended to focus on "worst-case assumptions about terrorists' ability to use these weapons to kill us." There is need for consideration for what is probable rather than simply what is possible, he said. 
No motivation to use nukes

Roberts and Moodie 2 (Brad and Michael, Headed the Chemical and Biological Arms Control Institute and Served as Assistant Director for Multilateral Affairs @ US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, President of the Chemical and Biological Arms Control Institute, “Biological Weapons: Toward a Threat Reduction Strategy,” Book)

The argument about terrorist motivation is also important. Terrorists generally have not killed as many as they have been capable of killing. This restraint seems to derive from an understanding of mass casualty attacks as both unnecessary and counterproductive. They are unnecessary because terrorists, by and large, have succeeded by conventional means. Also, they are counterproductive because they might alienate key constituencies, whether among the public, state sponsors, or the terrorist leadership group. In Brian Jenkins' famous words, terrorists want a lot of people watching, not a lot of people dead. Others have argued that the lack of mass casualty terrorism and effective exploitation of BW has been more a matter of accident and good fortune than capability or intent. Adherents of this view, including former Secretary of Defense William Cohen, argue that "it's not a matter of if but when." The attacks of September 11 would seem to settle the debate about whether terrorists have both the motivation and sophistication to exploit weapons of mass destruction for their full lethal effect. After all, those were terrorist attacks of unprecedented sophistication that seemed clearly aimed at achieving mass casualties--had the World Trade Center towers collapsed as the 1993 bombers had intended, perhaps as many as 150,000 would have died. Moreover, Osama bin Laden's constituency would appear to be not the "Arab street" or some other political entity but his god. And terrorists answerable only to their deity have proven historically to be among the most lethal. But this debate cannot be considered settled. Bin Laden and his followers could have killed many more on September 11 if killing as many as possible had been their primary objective. They now face the core dilemma of asymmetric warfare: how to escalate without creating new interests for the stronger power and thus the incentive to exploit its power potential more fully. Asymmetric adversaries want their stronger enemies fearful, not fully engaged--militarily or otherwise. They seek to win by preventing the stronger partner from exploiting its full potential. To kill millions in America with biological or other weapons would only commit the United States--and much of the rest of the international community--to the annihilation of the perpetrators.

Tech barriers check
Mueller, 10 – professor of political science  at Ohio State University and author of Atomic Obsession: Nuclear  Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda(Oxford University  Press, 2009)  (Winter, John, Issues in Science and Technology, “Calming our Nuclear Jitters”)

The atomic terrorist’s to-do list  1 An inadequately secured source of adequate quantities of highly enriched uranium (HEU) must be found.  2 The area must be entered while avoiding detection by local police and locals wary of strangers.  3 Several insiders who seem to know what they are doing must be corrupted.  4 All the insiders must remain loyal throughout the long process of planning and executing the heist, and there  must be no consequential leaks.  5 The insiders must successfully seize and transfer the HEU, the transferred HEU must not be a scam or part of a  sting, and it must not be of inadequate quality due to insider incompetence.  6 The HEU must be transported across the country across unfamiliar turf while its possessors are being pursued.  7 To get the HEU across one or more international borders, smugglers must be employed and must remain loyal  despite, potentially, the temptation of massive reward money, even as no consequential suspicion is generated in other  smugglers using the same routes who may be interested in the same money.  8 A machine shop must be set up in an obscure area with imported, sophisticated equipment without anyone  becoming suspicious.  9 A team of highly skilled scientists and technicians must be assembled, and during production all members of the  team must remain absolutely loyal to the cause and develop no misgivings or severe interpersonal or financial conflicts.  10 The complete team must be transported to the machine shop, probably from several countries, without suspicion  and without consequential leaks from relatives, friends, and colleagues about the missing.  11 The team must have precise technical blueprints to work from (not general sketches) and must be able to modify  these appropriately for the precise purpose at hand over months or even years of labor and without being able to test.  12 Nothing significant must go wrong during the long process of manufacture and assembly of the improvised  nuclear device.  13 There must be no inadvertent leaks from the team.  14 Local and international police, on high (even desperate) alert, must not be able to detect the project using  traditional policing methods as well as the most advanced technical detection equipment.  15 No locals must sense that something out of the ordinary is going on in the machine shop with the constant  coming and going of nonlocal people.  16 The nuclear device, weighing a ton or more, must be smuggled without detection out of the machine shop to an  international border.  17 The device must be transported to the target country either by trusting the commercial process filled with people  on the alert for cargo of this sort or by clandestine means, which requires trusting corrupt co-conspirators who may also  know about any reward money.  18 A team of completely loyal and technically accomplished co-conspirators must be assembled within or infiltrated  into the target country.  19 The nuclear device must successfully enter the target country and be received by the in-country co-conspirators.  20 A detonation team must transport the device to the target place and set it off without anybody noticing and  interfering, and the untested and much-traveled device must not prove to be a dud.
No interest or motivation to commit nuclear terror
Mueller, 10 – professor of political science  at Ohio State University and author of Atomic Obsession: Nuclear  Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda(Oxford University  Press, 2009)  (Winter, John, Issues in Science and Technology, “Calming our Nuclear Jitters”)

The degree to which al Qaeda, the only terrorist group that  seems to want to target the United States, has pursued or even  has much interest in a nuclear weapon may have been exaggerated. The 9/11 Commission stated that “al Qaeda has  tried to acquire or make nuclear weapons for at least ten years,”  but the only substantial evidence it supplies comes from an episode that is supposed to have taken place about 1993 in  Sudan, when al Qaeda members may have sought to purchase  some uranium that turned out to be bogus. Information  about this supposed venture apparently comes entirely from  Jamal al Fadl, who defected from al Qaeda in 1996 after  being caught stealing $110,000 from the organization. Others, including the man who allegedly purchased the uranium, assert that although there were various other scams  taking place at the time that may have served as grist for Fadl,  the uranium episode never happened.  As a key indication of al Qaeda’s desire to obtain atomic  weapons, many have focused on a set of conversations in  Afghanistan in August 2001 that two Pakistani nuclear sci-  entists reportedly had with Osama bin Laden and three  other al Qaeda officials. Pakistani intelligence officers characterize the discussions as “academic” in nature. It seems that  the discussion was wide-ranging and rudimentary and that  the scientists provided no material or specific plans. More-  over, the scientists probably were incapable of providing  truly helpful information because their expertise was not in  bomb design but in the processing of fissile material, which  is almost certainly beyond the capacities of a nonstate group.  Kalid Sheikh Mohammed, the apparent planner of the  9/11 attacks, reportedly says that al Qaeda’s bomb efforts  never went beyond searching the Internet. After the fall of  the Taliban in 2001, technical experts from the CIA and the  Department of Energy examined documents and other infor-  mation that were uncovered by intelligence agencies and  the media in Afghanistan. They uncovered no credible infor-  mation that al Qaeda had obtained fissile material or acquired  a nuclear weapon. Moreover, they found no evidence of any  radioactive material suitable for weapons. They did uncover,  however, a “nuclear-related” document discussing “openly available concepts about the nuclear fuel cycle and some  weapons-related issues.”  Just a day or two before al Qaeda was to flee from  Afghanistan in 2001, bin Laden supposedly told a Pakistani  journalist, “If the United States uses chemical or nuclear  weapons against us, we might respond with chemical and nuclear  weapons. We possess these weapons as a deterrent.” Given  the military pressure that they were then under and taking  into account the evidence of the primitive or more proba-  bly nonexistent nature of al Qaeda’s nuclear program, the reported  assertions, although unsettling, appear at best to be a desperate bluff.Bin Laden has made statements about nuclear weapons  a few other times. Some of these pronouncements can be seen  to be threatening, but they are rather coy and indirect, indi-  cating perhaps something of an interest, but not acknowl-  edging a capability. And as terrorism specialist Louise Richard-  son observes, “Statements claiming a right to possess nuclear  weapons have been misinterpreted as expressing a determination to use them. This in turn has fed the exaggeration of  the threat we face.”Norwegian researcher Anne Stenersen concluded after  an exhaustive study of available materials that, although “it  is likely that al Qaeda central has considered the option of  using non-conventional weapons,” there is “little evidence that  such ideas ever developed into actual plans, or that they  were given any kind of priority at the expense of more tra-  ditional types of terrorist attacks.” She also notes that infor-  mation on an al Qaeda computer left behind in Afghanistan  in 2001 indicates that only $2,000 to $4,000 was earmarked  for weapons of mass destruction research and that the money  was mainly for very crude work on chemical weapons.  Today, the key portions of al Qaeda central may well total  only a few hundred people, apparently assisting the Taliban’s  distinctly separate, far larger, and very troublesome insurgency in Afghanistan. Beyond this tiny band, there are thousands of sympathizers and would-be jihadists spread around  the globe. They mainly connect in Internet chat rooms, engage in radicalizing conversations, and variously dare each  other to actually do something.

No existential threat – we would easily recover

Peña, 10 –  Senior Fellow at the Independent Institute, Senior Fellow with the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy, former Senior Fellow with the George Washington University Homeland Security Policy Institute and Former Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, Adviser to the Straus Military Reform Project, Analyst for MSNBC television, holds an M.A. in Security Studies from George Washington University (9/30, Charles V., “Better Safe Than Sorry?,” http://original.antiwar.com/pena/2010/09/30/better-safe-than-sorry/print/)

In the post-9/11 world, “better safe than sorry” has become an article of faith guiding the actions we take in the name of preventing terrorism. But are we truly better safe than sorry? To begin, the main reason so many people are willing to accept “better safe than sorry” is because they believe the consequences are too terrible to act otherwise. In other words, we should be willing to do almost anything to prevent another terrorist attack. Although another terrorist attack on the scale of 9/11 – which killed some 3,000 people – would be a great catastrophe and tragedy, it would not be an end-of-the-world event. As a nation, we survived 9/11, and we would (or at least we should) survive if there was another 9/11. That is not to trivialize or marginalize the people killed by the 9/11 attacks (or who would be killed in any future terrorist attacks), but it’s important to understand that terrorism is not an existential threat – otherwise, our responses are disproportionate (in magnitude or cost, or both) to the actual threat. It’s hard to be dispassionate because of the emotionalism surrounding 9/11, but here are some numbers worth considering to put “better safe than sorry” in context when it comes to terrorism. According to the Global Terrorism Database, from 1970 through 2007, there have been 1,347 terrorist incidents in the United States resulting in 3,340 fatalities (2,949 of which were on 9/11) and 2,234 injuries. That’s less than 100 fatalities per year on average (and more like 10 if you exclude 9/11 as an extraordinary event). By way of comparison, consider these 2006 fatality statistics from the the Centers for Disease Control: * Unintentional fall deaths: 20,853 * Motor vehicle traffic deaths: 43,646 * Unintentional poisoning deaths: 27,531 * Homicides: 18,573 * Firearms homicides: 12,791 Put another way, far more people die in a single year from other causes than have died as result of terrorism over a span of more than 35 years. Yet we have a Chicken Little attitude that the sky is falling when it comes to the potential threat of terrorism.

No Indo-Pak War (Tension Decreasing)

Recent confidence building measures have decrease likelihood of nuclear use and conflict

Botez 6/29 (Radu, Writer @ Open Security, a think tank specializing in contemporary conflicts, “ India-Pakistan talks slowly move forward,” 2k11, http://www.opendemocracy.net/opensecurity/security_briefings/290611, EMM)

At the end of last week, foreign secretaries Nirupama Rao of India and Salman Bashir of Pakistan met in Islamabad to discuss security issues and prepare the upcoming meeting of the countries' foreign ministers in India in July. The meeting was the first at foreign secretary level since July 2009. In February, India and Pakistan announced they would resume peace talks that India had broken off following the Mumbai attacks in late 2008. Discussions revolved around the issues of terrorism and the territorial dispute over Kashmir, a divided region claimed by both states in i0074s entirety. India has blamed Pakistan-based terrorist group Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) for the Mumbai attacks, supported by elements from ISI, Pakistan's main intelligence agency, according to one of the planners, recently on trial in a Chicago court. It has repeatedly asked Pakistan to act against militants on its territory and bring to trial those involved in plotting the attacks. The surroundings of Osama bin Laden's killing were seen by many in New Delhi as a confirmation of Pakistan providing shelter to terrorists. However, after talks between the states' home secretaries earlier this year, Pakistan agreed to allow Indian investigators to visit Islamabad. Rao and Bashir also said they would look into confidence building measures (CBMs) with regard to their nuclear and conventional weapons capability. On Tuesday, Pakistani defence minister Chaudhry Ahmad Mukhtar said that India had a greater capacity to sustain a war. In May, Pakistan tested a new short-range ballistic missile that could lead to the nuclear threshold being crossed early in the event of a conflict analysts say. According to observers, both parties were cautious in addressing sensitive issues and talks have not led to any major breakthrough. The openSecurity verdict: With the recent meeting, India and Pakistan have once again indicated their intentions to improve relations. The most prominent episode of demonstrating goodwill took place when Pakistani prime minister Yusuf Raza Gilani visited India earlier this year to attend the cricket world cup semi-final between the two countries' teams, joined by his Indian counter-part Manmohan Singh. Both leaders engaged in so-called 'cricket diplomacy', spending several hours together on and off the field. As welcome as this may be, it will not help to resolve issues both countries have gone to war over several times in the past. 

IFPA Indict

The IFPA report is a lie - it’s based on economic motivations - space systems won’t make BMD more effective

Taylor 6 (Jessica, UPI Correspondent, “ Experts Debate Space-Based Missile Defense Assets,” Jul 26, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Experts_Debate_Space_Based_Missile_Defense_Assets_999.html, EMM)

A new report claims U.S. anti-ballistic missile defenses must be deployed in space to be effective, but critics disagree. Several analysts say the study is based on false pretenses and the deployment of defense mechanisms into space is not in national security interests. The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, a Washington think tank, has issued a study saying the implementation of plans for space missile defense is critical for U.S. national security and an effective system against at least some intercontinental ballistic missiles from so-called rogue states should be in place no later than 2010. “The absence of a space strategy is a gap in national security," said Robert Pfaltzgraff, president of the IFPA, during a roundtable on the new report hosted by the American Foreign Policy Council, a small conservative Washington think tank, last Friday on Capitol Hill. "Only space can give us a global missile defense." The threat is even more immediate, many fear, following several missile tests on July 4 by North Korea. While their long range Taepodong-2 ICBM was unsuccessful, several short range No Dong missiles appeared to work effectively in the tests. One of North Korea's main exports is weapons, and Pfaltzgraff said the United States should be increasingly concerned that these short range missiles could end up in the hands of terrorists aiming to launch them from domestic shores. The IFPA analysts claimed that U.S. ballistic missile defense must be revaluated in light of these developments. However, other analysts said the Bush administration has failed so far in adequately developing its BMD programs. "This won't do anything for security and will blow the defense budget," said Craig Eisendrath, board chairman for the Project of Nuclear Awareness and a former State Department analyst who dealt with space and nuclear policy. Similar criticisms were prevalent following President Ronald Reagan's proposal of a Strategic Defense Initiative, also known as "Star Wars," that originally conceptualized deploying nuclear missile defenses in space. The suggestion was revived again under the current Bush administration with the idea of "Brilliant Pebbles." "The idea was that a small satellite with good brain that would see enemy missiles and dash off after it, hit it and knock it down," said Philip Coyle, senior advisor at the Center for Defense Information. However, this concept would have required multiple satellites, perhaps as many as 1,000, in orbit to be effective. "You can't have one interceptor parked over North Korea," said Coyle. "You need another to take its place." Coyle also questioned the monetary feasibility of the program. "It would be, by all measures, very expensive. And it's still problematic as to whether would work," Coyle said. "They've been projecting [costs] for at least 20 years and it doesn't seem to happen." Pfaltzgraff said that U.S. withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2001 opened up additional options in the use of space-based weapons for missile defense. However, the Bush administration had not adequately explored these options and current U.S. missile defense policies remained virtually unchanged since the Clinton administration, he said. "Bush will eventually be judged by what he does in the next two years" of his waning presidency, he said. Eisendraft said U.S.withdrawal from the ABM treaty had been a negative move for the United States and that many of America's missile defense challenges today stemmed from that pullout. Current ABM defense systems deployed in California and Alaska were inadequate, he said. Should a missile be launched, the 11 ground-based midcourse interceptors currently deployed would probably be unable to distinguish between an actual threat and a decoy. The United States has also refused to join in a treaty banning the use of space for missile defense. China, Japan, and the European Union are all willing signatories, Eisendraft said, who helped draft the original treaty. "This is crazy when the rest of the world is completely willing to sign on and kick the rest of this out," he said. "The United States is acting in a completely irresponsible manner." But the biggest factor in the push for space weaponry is corporate interests rather than economic and security sensibility, said Eisendraft. "We're dealing with a situation not driven by security aspects but money," said Eisendraft. "Across the board, we're not dealing with anything that's looking promising" in the use of space." 

Space BMD Impossible/Ineffective

Space-based missile defense is infeasible and ineffective at best

UCS 11 (Union of Concerned Scientists, “ Space Based Missile Defense,” May, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/space-based-md-factsheet-5-6-11.pdf, EMM)

Space-Based Defenses: Enormously Expensive, Inherently Ineffective A space-based boost-phase defense is intended to intercept attacking missiles during the first few minutes of their flight, while the missiles’ engines are still burning. To reach attacking missiles during this very short time, SBIs must be stationed in low-altitude orbits. However, in these orbits SBIs move rapidly with respect to the ground and cannot stay over any one location on Earth. To keep at least one interceptor within reach of a given missile launch site at all times therefore requires many SBIs in orbit. A 2003 American Physical Society study showed that many hundreds or thousands of SBIs would be required to provide limited coverage against ballistic missiles launched from areas of concern. This estimate is consistent with the size of the space layer in the Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) missile defense system, which was proposed (but not built) by the George H.W. Bush administration in the early 1990s. GPALS called for 1,000 to 5,000 SBIs. Doubling the number of missiles that such a defense could engage would require doubling the size of the entire constellation of SBIs. Moreover, given the technology expected for the next decade, each SBI would weigh up to a ton or more. As a result, deploying such a system would be enormously expensive and actually would exceed U.S. launch capabilities. Additionally, such a system would raise significant issues for crowding and traffic management in space. Yet even if such a large system were built and the technology worked perfectly, it would not provide a reliable defense, for two reasons. First, even if the constellation of hundreds to thousands of interceptors described above were in place, only one or two SBIs would be in position to reach any given launching missile in time to destroy it. Consequently, the defense could be overwhelmed by simultaneously launching multiple missiles from one location. Second, the system could not protect itself from attacks intended to remove interceptors. Because SBIs would be in low-altitude orbits they could easily be detected and tracked from the ground; an adversary would know their current and future locations. As a result, any SBI would be vulnerable to attack by inexpensive short- or medium-range missiles. These missiles would burn out at too low an altitude to be intercepted by the SBI, but they could loft homing ASAT weapons at it. By destroying relatively few SBIs in this way, an attacker could create a gap in the defense through which it subsequently could launch its long-range missiles. In short, a defense based on deploying hundreds or thousands of SBIs at enormous cost could be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles. 

Space missile defense could easily be overwhelmed

Grego 11 (Laura, Scientists @ the Global Security Program, “ Space-Based Missile Defense: Still a Bad Idea,” June 2, Union of Concerned Scientists, http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea, EMM) 

Why not just put up a few interceptors? A little protection is better than none, right? The answer is a resounding no. A space-based interceptor would only be in the right place to be able to intercept a given ICBM intermittently: space-based interceptors need to keep circling Earth to stay in orbit. Because space-based interceptors (like all satellites) orbit predictably and are readily observable from the ground, a single interceptor is like a single police officer who is charged with protecting a neighborhood from mischief but required never to deviate from the precise timing of her route. She would be only a minor nuisance to determined troublemakers, who would find it easy to do what they pleased without getting caught. In the same way that the neighborhood wouldn’t be protected until a full coterie of officers could cover the territory, space-based missile defense would be completely ineffective until a full system was deployed. Until then, the attacker could always choose her time and place to coincide with the absence of a usable interceptor. Space-based missile defense is worse off than that, actually. In fact, even if a full system were deployed and the technology worked perfectly, an attacker could easily create such an absence by using a cheaper short- or medium-range missile either to draw out the space-based interceptor or to destroy it. Increasing the missile defense’s robustness by doubling the number of ground-based missiles such a defense could engage? This would require doubling the size of the entire interceptor constellation. Thus, this defense based on deploying hundreds to thousands of space-based interceptors can always be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles. 

Squo BMD Solves Iran

Squo BMD is enough to deter Iran

UPI 6/29 (“Israel to join US Mideast missile shield,” 2011, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2011/06/29/Israel-to-join-US-Mideast-missile-shield/UPI-85031309371281/?spt=hs&or=tn, EMM)

TEL AVIV, Israel, June 29 (UPI) -- Israel's growing missile defenses will reportedly be integrated into the United States' planned regional defense network -- and could end up shielding Arab states that, in theory at least, are considered adversaries of the Jewish state.

Gen. Patrick O'Reilly, head of the Pentagon's Missile Defense Agency, told Defense News, a Washington weekly, that the multi-tiered Israeli system would strengthen the U.S. military's ability to protect its forces in the Middle East.
Israel is the only state with operational systems capable of intercepting rockets and missiles of different calibers and range.

Merging the two networks has actually been under way for some time.

Israel and U.S. forces have conducted several biennial Juniper Cobra joint exercises between the Israeli armed forces and the U.S. European Command to develop the interoperability of their air-defense systems.

In September 2008, Eurocom deployed a powerful Raytheon AN/TPY-2 X-band radar system to the Nevatim air base in the Negev Desert of southern Israel to bolster the Jewish state's air-defense capabilities.

The long-range X-band allows Israel's Arrow-2 anti-ballistic missile interceptor system, two batteries of which are currently operational, to engage Iranian Shehab-3b missiles about halfway through their 11-minute flight.

Squo BMD Solves North Korea

Squo BMD systems are enough to deter North Korea

Tetsuya 2 (Umemoto, Professor @ Shizuoka-Kenritsu University, “Japan-US Cooperation in Ballistic Missile Defense,” March 27-28, http://cns.miis.edu/archive/cns/programs/dc/track2/2nd/tet.pdf, EMM)
By way of summary, Japanese ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems including upper-tier interceptors on several Aegis ships, a capability that Tokyo might begin deploying in ten to fifteen years, would not be without strategic significance. Such defenses might have the capacity to engage reliably at most some tens of enemy theater ballistic missiles and much fewer longrange missiles launched by accident or without authorization. They could not therefore effectively protect the Japanese territory against a full-scale ballistic missile attack by Russia, China, or perhaps even North Korea. In combination with U.S. extended nuclear deterrence, however, Japan’s anti-missile systems would help provide reassurance to the Japanese public about deterrence and defense against a Chinese and North Korean strike with theater ballistic missiles. A small-scale assault would be dealt with by the defenses, while a larger-scale salvo would be deterred by U.S. retaliatory threats. The defensive systems would accordingly enable Tokyo to minimize the effect of a Chinese threat of missile strike to dissuade it from giving assistance to U.S. forces during a confrontation over Taiwan or a similar North Korean threat in a Korean contingency. Some reassurance about defense against an accidental and unauthorized launch of Russian long-range ballistic missiles would also be possible. It could make the Japanese better able to cope with further deterioration of the control of ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union. 

***Heg Advantage

Weaponization Not Inevitable

. 

No motive for an attack, even if the US is dependent on space

Lowery 9 (Scott, University of Colorado, Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued, University of Colorado Press, 6/17/09 http://www.colorado.edu/ArtsSciences/PWR/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf)

The third argument for inevitability is that the expanding influence space has on the economy will precipitate an attack on space systems. Pro-weaponizers see the economic dependence on space as a vulnerability waiting to be exploited. However, the 6 logic behind such an attack is lacking. It is unreasonable for another nation state to attack US space assets for the sole purpose of economic disruption. Because the US is a superpower, its economy is interlinked with the rest of the world, so that if another nation—for instance, China—damaged US space assets, it would most likely feel the economic effects of the attackitself, namely through the loss of the $200 billion (Trade) of goods it exports to the United States. Similarly, attacking space assets as a terrorist action is also illogical. There are many surface targets whose destruction would also cause widespread havoc such as dams, bridges, refineries, computer systems, and so on. All of them require far less sophistication to destroy than satellites. 

Heg Decline Inevitable
Multipolarity now

Khanna 10, Parag, senior research fellow at the New America Foundation [“How’s that New World Order Working Out?” 11/29 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/11/29/hows_that_new_world_order_working_out?page=full] 

Looking for a sign of when the multipolar moment suddenly seemed real? You could do worse than mark the day when Brazil and Turkey -- two of the world's most avidly internationalist emerging powers -- joined together this May to announce they had stepped in to broker a nuclear-fuel swap deal with Iran that potentially -- though sadly not actually -- paved the way toward a peaceful solution to the standoff. Turkey and Brazil aren't superpowers, nor are they permanent U.N. Security Council members. But just as U.S. President Barack Obama came into office preaching a renewed focus on multilateralism, rising powers are reminding us that respect for hierarchy is no longer on anyone's agenda. What a difference a couple of decades makes. A little over 20 years ago, then U.S. President George H.W. Bush -- who had just witnessed the fall of the Berlin Wall and saw the Soviet Union disintegrating before his very eyes -- stood at the granite podium of the U.N. General Assembly in New York and proclaimed a "new world order," a U.S.-dominated international system "where the rule of law supplants the rule of the jungle." Two decades later, the "new new world order" we are in fact living looks almost nothing like what Bush -- and most Americans -- imagined or hoped. 

The United States is not the sole hegemon now

Khanna 10, Parag, senior research fellow at the New America Foundation [“How’s that New World Order Working Out?” 11/29 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/11/29/hows_that_new_world_order_working_out?page=full] 

The United States still has the world's most powerful military, of course, but its utility is diminishing as the capacity to deter and resist spreads. Just look at Iraq and Afghanistan. Military might and political influence no longer necessarily go together, and too much of the former can even undermine the latter. More fundamentally, the world has quickly become multipolar, with the European Union a larger economic player than the United States while China rises quickly on all measures of hard and soft power. Obama couldn't give the "New World Order" speech today; he'd have to negotiate it first with his peers in Brussels and Beijing. And as for democracy: Meet authoritarian state capitalism, a new entry into our lexicon that underscores the non-Western options every state can pursue today. Nobody's talking about the Washington Consensus anymore -- instead the Beijing Consensus, the Mumbai Consensus, and even something only half-jokingly called the Canuck Consensus are competing for the hearts and minds of global elites. 

​​​​​​Trends towards regional hegemony are irreversible

Khanna 10, Parag, senior research fellow at the New America Foundation [“How’s that New World Order Working Out?” 11/29 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/11/29/hows_that_new_world_order_working_out?page=full] 

The closest thing we have to multilateral governance happens on a regional level, and it is far more promising, whether the deeply entrenched and supranational European Union, the rejuvenated Association of Southeast Asian Nations, or the nascent African Union. Each is building a regional order tailored to its members' priorities and level of development. On Sudan and Somalia, it's Uganda leading the new diplomatic and peacekeeping push. For Palestine, the Arab League is considering a peacekeeping force. And on Iran, Turkey is now in the lead. The world of 1990 was expected to remain fundamentally international. Yet instead its very structure has changed as globalization has empowered legions of transnational nonstate actors from corporations to NGOs to religious groups. As a result, today's world features overlapping and competing claims to authority and legitimacy. The Gates Foundation gives away more money each year than any European country. Villagers in Nigeria expect Shell to deliver the goods, not their government. And Oxfam shapes the British development agency's priorities more than the reverse. Neither the United States nor the United Nations can put the genie back in the bottle. With each passing year, deal-making at Davos and the Clinton Global Initiative become more important than the glacial advance of empty declarations at international summits. These and other venues are the places where the "new new world order" is being built. And it's happening from the bottom up rather than the top down. 

Persian Gulf proves multipolarity now

Khanna 10, Parag, senior research fellow at the New America Foundation [“How’s that New World Order Working Out?” 11/29 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/11/29/hows_that_new_world_order_working_out?page=full] HURWITZ

Rather than a world of alliances, it's a world of multi-alignment. Globalization means never having to choose sides. Look at the Persian Gulf states. They make big-ticket arms deals with Washington, buying weapons to recycle their petrodollars and deter Iran; sign huge trade agreements with China, where ever more of their oil flows; and negotiate currency arrangements with the European Union. If there is any doubt as to the general lack of foresight that governs international relations today, just consider how America has ceased certain joint weapons production with Israel as punishment for Israel's selling sensitive technology to China, which in turn sells missile technologies to Iran, whose leadership wishes to eradicate Israel from the map. Everyone is playing everyone else in what seem like endless single-iteration prisoner's dilemma games. 

UN proves multipolarity now

Khanna 10, Parag, senior research fellow at the New America Foundation [“How’s that New World Order Working Out?” 11/29 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/11/29/hows_that_new_world_order_working_out?page=full] HURWITZ

Bush Sr. chose to give the speech at the United Nations for a reason: America was the preeminent power, but he was a multilateralist. Paralyzed during the Cold War, the United Nations now had a chance to play the central role as arbiter of global governance for which it was envisioned. But rather than personify multilateralism itself, the United Nations is proving to be at best just one manifestation of it. Free-standing functional agencies like the World Trade Organization and the International Monetary Fund -- which has only become more important in the wake of the financial crisis -- are our only effective global bodies, and they are solely economic in nature. But the G-20 has hardly lived up to its billing as the new "steering committee for the world." Before the most recent Seoul summit, world leaders described U.S. proposals for harmonizing current account surpluses and deficits as "clueless." The Security Council has long ceased to be legitimate or effective, with little prospect for reform in sight. As we learned so painfully this year, the United Nations can't forge a global climate deal and can't make the world meet the Millennium Development Goals. For every issue there are now several specialized agencies, like the World Food Program and Office of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, that mostly secure their own funding contributions and are evolving at their own pace. 

End strength cuts undercut US hegemony

Boot 1/17, Max, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for National Security Studies [“A Farewell to Arms” http://www.cfr.org/publication/23764/farewell_to_arms.html] HURWITZ

In 1991, at the end of the Cold War, there were 710,821 active-duty soldiers in the U.S. Army. By 2001, that figure was down to 478,918. That 32 percent decline in active-duty strength severely limited our options for a military response to 9/11, practically dictating that the forces sent to Afghanistan and Iraq would be too small to pacify two countries with a combined population of nearly 60 million. The result was years of protracted conflict that put a severe strain on an undersized force. Eventually even Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld was compelled to admit that the force was too small. Today the Army is up to 566,045 active-duty soldiers, an 18 percent increase since 2001. That is still too small—a force that size has too little “dwell time” at home and places too much stress on soldiers. It also imposes constraints, helping to curtail the size of the force we send to Afghanistan even though more troops could get the job done with less risk. But now we learn from Secretary of Defense Robert Gates that the force is going to shrink again. Last week he announced that, starting in 2015, the Army is going to lose 27,000 soldiers on top of an already planned cut of 22,000. That will bring the Army's active duty strength down to 517,000—still larger than it was in 2001 but far smaller than it was in 1991, and not big enough to meet all of the contingencies for which it must prepare. The Marine Corps will lose 15,000 to 20,000 personnel. So our ground combat forces—the most heavily deployed forces since the end of the Cold War—will be deprived of 70,000 troopers or almost 10 percent of their strength.

Tests to US hegemony coming now

Boot 1/17, Max, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for National Security Studies [“A Farewell to Arms” http://www.cfr.org/publication/23764/farewell_to_arms.html] HURWITZ

We wish that President Obama, who forced these cuts on Gates and the Defense Department, would explain what in the international situation gives him confidence that we can meet all of our security commitments with so many fewer grunts. The president thinks that most of our troops will be gone from Afghanistan by 2015, but how certain is he that the drawdown will occur as envisioned? How certain is he that Pakistan, Yemen, or Somalia won't be the staging ground for another 9/11, thereby requiring another massive commitment of U.S. troops? How certain is he that we won't face a war on the Korean Peninsula or in Iran or in some other land where we cannot currently envision sending American forces—any more than anyone could have envisioned on September 10, 2001, that America would eventually have 100,000 troops in Afghanistan? The reality is that neither the president nor anyone else can offer such assurances. In fact, at practically the same time that these overall cuts were being unveiled, Secretary Gates was also announcing that 1,400 more Marines are headed to Afghanistan—a deployment that was made in response to events on the ground in order to build on prior success. The fewer troops we have, the less capability to respond to such eventualities or emergencies.

Hegemony is declining – laundry list of reasons 

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

Currency wars. Terrorist attacks. Military conflicts. Rogue regimes pursuing nuclear weapons. Collapsing states. And now, massive leaks of secret documents. What is the cause of such turbulence? The absence of empire. During the Cold War, the world was divided between the Soviet and U.S. imperial systems. The Soviet imperium - heir to Kievan Rus, medieval Muscovy and the Romanov dynasty - covered Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia and propped up regimes in Africa, the Middle East and Latin America. The American imperium - heir to maritime Venice and Great Britain - also propped up allies, particularly in Western Europe and East Asia. True to the garrison tradition of imperial Rome, Washington kept bases in West Germany, Turkey, South Korea and Japan, virtually surrounding the Soviet Union. The breakup of the Soviet empire, though it caused euphoria in the West and led to freedom in Central Europe, also sparked ethnic conflicts in the Balkans and the Caucasus that cost hundreds of thousands of lives and created millions of refugees. (In Tajikistan alone, more than 50,000 people were killed in a civil war that barely registered in the western media in the 1990s.)

China will challenge US 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

China's navy is decades behind the United States', but that should offer little consolation. The United States, having just experienced asymmetric warfare on land, should now expect asymmetric challenges at sea. With its improving mine-warfare capability, seabed sonar networks and cyberwarfare in the service of anti-ship ballistic missiles, not to mention its diesel-electric and nuclear submarines, China will make U.S. navy operations more dangerous over the coming years. As for Taiwan, China has 1,500 short-range ballistic missiles pointed at the island, even as hundreds of commercial flights each week link Taiwan with the mainland in peaceful commerce. When China effectively incorporates Taiwan in the years to come, that will signal the arrival of a truly multipolar and less predictable military environment in East Asia.

Space Deterrence Fails

Space deterrence impossible

Morgan, 10 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation, served on the strategy and policy staff at Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, Pentagon, and as professor of comparative military studies at the Air University School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) (Forest E., “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space,” RAND, pdf)
Efforts to deter would-be aggressors by persuading them that the United States can deny them the benefits of attacking its space capabilities also face serious challenges. While the United States should always emphasize the resilience of its space systems in order to dis- courage potential adversaries from attacking them, several factors may make this difficult. First, it is necessary to assume that potential adversaries are well aware that the transformational capabilities that give U.S. military forces their qualitative advantage are significantly enhanced by space support. They are likely to believe that attacking U.S. space systems offers a high payoff, because even limited success in attacks on some high-value, low-density assets might provide substantial warfighting benefits. Second, future enemies will also understand how difficult it is to defend space assets. Satellites possess inherent vulnerabilities, and all claims to the contrary are unlikely to be believed until proven. That presents a problem. There are passive defenses that the United States can employ to make satellites somewhat more resilient, but unlike visible forces and fortifications in the terrestrial environment, passive defenses on satellites are not observable in ways that deter attack. Electromagnetic pulse (EMP) shielding, radio frequency (RF) filters, and shuttered optics are not visible to the naked eye or even observable in the data collected by space surveillance systems. In fact, some defenses may need to be concealed in order to remain viable, thus eliminating the deterrent value of their existence. Consequently, the challenge will be to find ways to reduce the prospective benefits of attacking U.S. space systems that are demonstrable to potential enemies without undermining their effectiveness. Several approaches are possible, but all of them suffer certain limitations. 
Inherent instability makes deterrence ineffective

Butterworth & Sheldon, 8 - President of Aries Analytics, a company which provides market analyses and program development services to government, commercial and non-profit clients concerning space and space-related research and development. He has served on the staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense; Marshall Institute Fellow and a visiting professor at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, Air University, Maxwell AFB, Alabama (11/13, Robert and John, “Deterrence in Space: Responding to Challenges to the U.S. in Outer Space,” Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, pdf)

Given that deterrence is essentially an exercise in psychological manipulation in order to modify or prevent modes of behavior, it is fraught with uncertainty. Deterrence fails and throughout strategic history, it has failed often because the object of deterring measures fails to notice them. A country may think that it is not being deterred in spite of our efforts to deter; it does not find the measures credible. We think we are deterring, we tell them that we are trying to deter them, but they look at us and think, “You are not serious.” Or an adversary is pursuing an agenda sufficiently important enough to its interests that it is prepared to ignore the deterrence attempt, and that certainly has happened. Because deterrence fails, it has been much maligned in recent times, much like, for example, the United Nations. The task of deterring apocalyptic terrorism and WMD-armed rogue states certainly poses significant challenges for deterrence. Instead, preemptive and preventive force has been identified as a means of dealing with these threats. The problem, as Colin Gray points out, is that the use of preemptive and preventive force is similarly encumbered with uncertainty as well. We may fail in the use of preemptive force. The burden on intelligence for the successful use of preemptive and preventive force is growing all the time. Whatever you do, by the way, is going to be an intelligence burden; it is a question of how much of a burden. Similarly, diplomatic inducements such as offers of arms control negotiations are equally uncertain in their prospect for success. The problem for U.S. policy makers immersed in a distinctive American strategic culture is that whatever approach to security is adopted, it carries a significant risk of failure. I am reminded of the military historian John Shy, who argued convincingly that American strategic culture has become accustomed, at least in the recent past, to a large degree of certainty in its security affairs, thanks in part to the unique geographical position of the United States and a large measure of fortune. The United States is unique in enjoying this degree of certainty in its defense arrangements. No other country in the world has come to expect the kind of security, close to 100 percent, as the American people demand. Even in France or Germany or Russia, you live with a certain amount of insecurity as a fact of life. You are surrounded by various people who may turn on you any day, as history has proven. The United States has never really had to deal with that, and so understandably and quite rightly, the American people have come to expect a high degree of certainty in their security affairs and arrangements. As a result, the inherent uncertainties of strategy continue to be a source of profound discomfiture for an American strategic culture that strives for certainty beyond doubt. This inherent uncertainty of deterrence might seem at first glance to contradict the widely-held belief that deterrence during the Cold War was a resounding success. After all, the line of argument goes, nuclear annihilation never took place, so obviously deterrence worked. Perhaps it did, or maybe we just got lucky. The point is, no one can say one way or the other. Perhaps the Soviets had little or no intention of starting a Third World War, despite U.S. attempts at deterring Moscow. The wider point is that we just do not know, and any notion that we can rest on our laurels because we have tried and tested ways to deter any adversary should be treated with deep skepticism and profound caution. 
Russia Wep is Response to US
Russia will only build ASATs as a response to the US—they advocate arms control 

Isachenkov 09 [Vladamir, Staff writer @ the Associated Press, Associated Press, “Russia Building anti-satellite weapons,” March 5, 2009, LexisNexis, 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.

Russia weaponization is a response to the US—banning weaponization solves

Deseret News 09 [Deseret News, “Reports: Russia Building Anti-Satellite Weapons,” March 5, 2009, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/705288916/Reports-Russia-building-anti-satellite-weapons.html, DavidK]

MOSCOW — Russia is working to develop anti-satellite weapons to match efforts by other nations, a deputy defense minister was quoted as saying Thursday. Gen. Valentin 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 wait, Russia already has some "basic, key elements" of such weapons, but refused to elaborate, Popovkin said. 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 U.S. and Chinese tests of anti-satellite weapons. In February 2008, a U.S. 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 U.S. 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.

Heg Inevitable
Claims of American decline are empirically denied

Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

Is America in "decline"? The answer is yes — but it doesn't matter. This may seem a puzzling assertion at a time when China's economy is booming, its military power growing, and India and other nations are rising fast while the United States seems economically and militarily sidelined. To many, the eclipse of the West by the rising East seems inevitable. But America and her allies are as strong as they ever were. It's the rest of the world that's getting stronger, a trend that is neither a surprise nor an immediate threat. Indeed, the whole notion of "decline" only shows how short memories can be when thinking about international affairs. In the wake of the global financial meltdown, the rise of terrorism and one of the angriest elections in recent U.S. history, it would be understandable to mark the first 10 years of the millennium as characterized by a fast-growing East, a failing model of Western capitalism, and an America struggling in the endgame of a grinding foreign war, all of which could be the ingredients of "decline." The problem is that this could just as well be a description of the United States in 1974. It is easy to forget that by the mid-1970s many Western observers agreed with Soviet spokesmen who crowed that the "correlation of forces" had turned against the United States and its allies. America had been defeated in Vietnam. High unemployment, low growth, and high inflation improbably coexisted, a condition described by the now-forgotten term "stagflation." The United States had not only endured the resignation of a president, but for a time was led by both a president and a vice-president who had not been elected by the American people. In the 1974 midterm election, reform candidates exiled scores of incumbents as they pledged to take Washington back (sound familiar?) from the forces of corruption in the wake of the Watergate scandal. Overseas, the Americans were pleading with NATO to stay together in the face of a massive Soviet military buildup. Ten years later, Western economies were humming, NATO was vital and strong, and it was the East's turn to face a military buildup, fuelled by superior technology and a seemingly endless supply of cash. Soviet leaders who once gloated over American weakness were soon turned out of power, and only 15 years after the worst predictions of "decline," the United States and its allies dominated the globe as the strongest military and economic alliance in the history of mankind. Like the many premature epitaphs written for Canadian federalism, the predictions for America were not only wrong, but embarrassingly so.

Claims of American decline are alarmism

Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

And yet, here we are again. For some time now, it has become conventional wisdom that power is shifting from West to East, and that the United States in particular has been so distracted by its own troubles that it is unaware of the dawning of a new world marked by a Chinese-dominated Asia and a Russian-dominated Europe. America and Canada, in this dystopic future, will be left to trade with each other, to hope that Mexico does not dissolve into further instability, and to watch as the era of Pan-Atlantic supremacy comes to a close. This is a fantasy. It is not only alarmism, it is in some cases a disingenuous complaint that unless the United States is effectively omnipotent, it is therefore in "decline." First, what does "decline" mean? If we mean absolute decline, then the whole argument collapses in the face of the obvious. The United States and the Western alliance have never been more powerful or more prosperous than they are today. Of course, people are products of the time in which they live, and the wealth and power of the United States did not stop over half of American respondents in a recent poll from declaring that the first 10 years of the new millennium were the "worst" in U.S. history. (One can only wonder how many of those who answered had lived through the 1930s; certainly, none of them had lived through the U.S. Civil War.) Indeed, my younger students are almost in disbelief when I tell them that the economy of the late 1970s was far worse than it is today; they have become so used to prolonged periods of economic stability and cheap credit that they cannot imagine anything worse than the recent recession. However, if the issue is relative decline, then yes, the nations of the West, including the U.S. and Canada, are in "decline." But to say this is not to say very much. It means that the staggeringly inefficient economies in countries like China and India are becoming more productive and more modern. This was to be expected, and it would become a crisis for the regimes in these nations if their economies could not continue to modernize. It is here that the "decline" argument at times seems to ignore basic logic.

China’s rise is constrained – empirically proven

Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

Much has been made, for example, of the fact that the Chinese economy is now the second largest in the world, and could surpass the U.S. economy in size by 2020. But let us pause for a moment: China has 1.3 billion people and access to the same advanced technologies, from space travel to computing, that are available in the West. And yet its export-dependent economy is dwarfed by a post-industrial nation one-fourth its size, its worker productivity far below that of American workers who, contrary to this conventional wisdom, are still the most productive in the world. Or consider a comparison with Canada: China has nearly 40 times Canada's population, but an economy only roughly five times larger. If the Chinese economy grows — as it must, for the regime to provide even a lower-middle-income life for its people — is it "decline" if already-matured Western economies do not grow as fast? Another concern is that a richer China could throw its weight around. Again, this is a story we've heard before. In the 1980s, the Japanese were going to repossess New York's landmark buildings, and in the 1970s Arab petrodollars were going to buy southern California. What, exactly, the Chinese will do with this new-found power is rarely explained, perhaps because common sense dictates that the greater China's economic involvement with the world, the greater the stake the Chinese have in the health of the international economic system, including the American economy. As Henry Kissinger observed last year, never in history have all the major powers of the world been so dependent on the same global system of cooperation.

Chinese military gains are irrelevantly small

Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

There is no denying that other nations, relative to the United States and NATO, are becoming more powerful. Advances in military technology are rapidly becoming more diffuse and widespread, and the qualitative and quantitative gap between Western military hardware and that in China, India, Russia and elsewhere will narrow, although how fast is unclear. (The Chinese, for all their efforts at modernization, still cannot manufacture a reliable engine for jet fighters, and have to buy them from the Russians.) But in practical terms, this only means that the nearly unchallengeable supremacy of the United States — an unnatural situation that could not have lasted — will "decline" to a huge margin of superiority. Later this year, for example, China is scheduled to launch a refurbished Soviet aircraft carrier. Is this one ship a match for U.S. supercarriers like the George Washington? If pushing a retooled Soviet carrier into the Pacific is "decline," then it is decline Americans can live with.

China poses no real military threat

Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

More to the point, all of this concern about military decline takes place in a strategic vacuum. What scenarios, exactly, present such danger to the West that we must remedy "decline"? Does a major war loom in Asia or Europe in which the U.S. or NATO will be outclassed and outgunned? Ironically, the only truly existential threat to North America is the one most people don't think much about: strategic nuclear weapons. Without progress on reducing the stocks of these arms, arguments about "decline" seem almost petty by comparison. The obvious objection is that all this is far too optimistic. Economic and military decline, the argument goes, are inevitable if for no other reason than because the Western nations, and the United States in particular, are out of money. As long ago as 1989, the first president Bush warned in his inaugural address that "we have more will than wallet." But this is nonsense: we have plenty of wallet. Where we choose to spend it, of course, is another matter. The continuing warnings about American decline represent a kind of atavistic Cold War mindset, in which every military advance in another nation is by definition a threat to the United States and its allies. Have we become so accustomed to our great fortune that economic or military developments in countries that have not yet completely mastered basic human services like clean water, literacy and roads represent our own "decline"? Over 35 years ago, Soviet propagandists celebrated the coming collapse of the West. America seemed to be a failed experiment, its confidence lost, its economy paralyzed, its political system teetering on the edge of a constitutional crisis, and its alliance system about to unravel. Today, I keep a bust of Lenin on my bookshelf, a souvenir from a country that no longer exists, led by men who predicted the "decline" of the United States even as their own nation was disintegrating beneath their feet. Perhaps it is time, once again, to hold back the eulogies for the West just a bit longer.

AT: Tech Development I/L

No impact to declining tech leadership - not zero sum and trade solves any inequalities 

Bhidé, 9 - Prof @ Harvard School of Government (Winter, Amar “The Venturesome Economy: How Innovation Sustains Prosperity in a More Connected World*” Journal of Applied Corporate Finance • Volume 21 Number 1)

In my view, apprehensions about the offshoring of R&D and the growth of scientific capabilities in China and India are greatly exaggerated, stemming from a failure to appreciate the complex nature of the modern innovation system and its interactions with globalization. Techno-nationalists, I argue, have a narrow conception of innovation and its relationship to globalization. In the pages that follow, I present a more realistic and complex picture of innovation and its effects that leads to a very different prognosis.

In my view, the United States is not locked into a “winner-take-all” race for scientific and technological leadership, and the growth of research capabilities in China and India—and thus their share of cutting-edge research—does not reduce U.S. prosperity. Indeed my analysis suggests the opposite—that advances abroad will improve living standards in the United States. Moreover, the benefits I identify aren’t the usual ones by which prosperity abroad increases opportunities for U.S. exporters. Instead, I show that cutting-edge research developed abroad benefits production and consumption in the U.S. service sector.

And the implications of my analysis for public policy are thus also contrary to techno-nationalist prescriptions. I suggest that the U.S. embrace the expansion of research capabilities abroad, not devote more resources to maintaining its lead in science and cutting-edge technology. This fundamentally different general strategy implies different policy choices in a wide range of specific areas, such as the funding of scientific research, R&D subsidies, immigration laws, promotion of savings and investment through reduced consumption, and training of scientists and engineers.

The Theory of Global Gains from Trade

Classical economic theories of the 18th and 19th centuries provide limited guidance in addressing these questions. These theories assume that trade takes place between countries with comparative advantages that are based on immutable natural advantages: It behooves Britain, where it rains a lot, to focus on rearing sheep and shearing wool and to let sunny Portugal grow grapes and make port. Because geographic conditions are fixed, in classical economic theory the wool-for-port trade continues forever.

But how does this apply to today’s global economy, and what promise does it hold out for the world’s poorer countries? As Edmund Phelps and I have argued, the comparative advantage of today’s developing countries derives mainly from their historical failure to use the technological innovations that made the West rich. The impetus for trade between rich and poor countries arises from the differences in their accumulated technological capabilities rather than in their geographic endowments. Moreover, trade based solely on differences in technological capabilities is likely to extinguish itself with time. Openness to trade helps China become more technologically advanced and prosperous; but increased prosperity causes wage differentials with the U.S. to shrink, ultimately making it unprofitable for China to import cotton from the U.S. and send back shirts and skirts.9

There is now, to be sure, a considerable body of modern economic research that attempts to incorporate the dynamic interactions of trade and innovation. But even these theories continue to exclude many crucial real-world features of the modern economy. As Phelps observed in his Nobel Prize lecture, the “distinctive character of the modern economy” involves “uncertainty, ambiguity [and] diversity of beliefs.” Entrepreneurs “have to act on their ‘animal spirits,’” often launching their innovations first and discovering the benefits and costs afterward.10 But, as Phelps writes elsewhere, instead of treating the modern economy as it really is (“an evolving, unruly, open-ended system”), the “established body of economic theory” implies a “deterministic future.” Economists ignore disagreements about what might happen; uncertainty is watered down to well-defined probability distributions.11

All theories, of course, simplify, but the degree of simplification ought to depend on context and purpose. Boat builders can ignore the possibility of tidal waves and icebergs when they design recreational sailboats, but not when they design supertankers. Unfortunately, because tractable mathematical models cannot cope with a large number of variables, economists often have to simplify far more than is warranted by the context. Depending on the simplifying assumptions, different models can produce conflicting results; model A may show technological advances in backward economies to be good for advanced economies, while model B shows precisely the opposite. But with both models so far removed from real-world conditions, we cannot identify which is the more likely result.

8. I am not arguing for reducing public spending on basic scientific research. My point is simply that the threatened loss of scientific “preeminence” should not influence the level of spending.

A Different Approach

Fortunately, we do have a pragmatic, well-tested model for integrating a wide range of facts and theories when a situation so demands: the common-law trial.12 Many witnesses provide testimony about various facets of the case. Some of it is qualitative, some of it is not. Lawyers offer theories to tie the facts together, using precedents or case law to inform their interpretations. In certain kinds of trials, criminologists, psychologists, pathologists, economists, and other such experts also testify. As both sides muster facts, precedents, and experts that favor their own theory, the sum of their arguments provides a comprehensive view.

Their studies are flawed – too simplistic and ignore multiple alt causes

Bhidé, 9 - Prof @ Harvard School of Government (Winter, Amar “The Venturesome Economy: How Innovation Sustains Prosperity in a More Connected World*” Journal of Applied Corporate Finance • Volume 21 Number 1)

Techno-nationalist arguments based on sound bytes or parsimonious economic models cannot deal with the complexity of the multiplayer game. They rarely distinguish between different levels and kinds of know-how. Instead, they equate innovation with scientific publications or patents on cutting-edge technology produced in universities or in commercial research labs. They ignore the contributions of the other players in the innovation game that don’t result in publications or patents.

Techno-nationalists also tend to oversimplify the phenomenon of globalization, often assuming that high-level know-how never crosses national borders—only the final products made using the know-how are traded.19 This assumption is pivotal in theoretical models of “North-South” trade that Richard Freeman invokes to predict the woeful consequences of the erosion of U.S. technological leadership.

The reality, however, is that high-level ideas cross national borders rather easily, whereas a large proportion of “final” output, especially in the service sector, does not.

The Propositions

My analysis of the multiplayer game and cross-border interactions suggests outcomes that differ sharply from the dire predictions of the techno-nationalists. According to my assessment, the United States is not locked into a “winner-take-all” race for scientific and technological leadership, and the growth of research capabilities in China and India—and thus their share of cutting-edge research—does not reduce U.S. prosperity. Indeed my analysis suggests that advances abroad will improve living standards in the U.S. Moreover, the benefits I identify are different from the conventional economist’s account whereby prosperity abroad increases opportunities for U.S. exporters. Instead, I show that cutting-edge research developed abroad benefits domestic production and consumption in the service sector. And contrary to the policy prescriptions of techno-nationalists, I suggest that the U.S. embrace the expansion of research capabilities abroad instead of devoting more resources to maintaining its lead in science and cutting-edge technology.20

AT: Competitiveness

Obama solving competitiveness problem now

Bruce, 6/13 – ABC News Reporter (2011, Mary, “Obama Announces 'All-Hands-On-Deck Strategy' To Boost Private Sector Hiring,” http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2011/06/obama-announces-all-hands-on-deck-strategy-to-boost-private-sector-hiring.html)

Following a meeting with his Jobs and Competitiveness Council today in Durham, N.C., President Obama announced an “all-hands-on-deck strategy” aimed at training 10,000 new American engineers every year and boosting private sector hiring.

“Right now, there are more than four job-seekers for every job opening in America.  But when it comes to science and high-tech fields, the opposite is true: businesses like this tell me they’re having a hard time finding workers to fill their job openings,” Obama told workers at Cree, Inc., a manufacturer of energy efficient LED lighting. 

Private sector companies will team up to promote science, technology, engineering and math education, offering students incentives to finish those degrees. Companies, like Intel, will also double their summer internship hiring.

“We know that if we’re going to maintain our leadership in technology and innovation, our best companies need the world’s brightest workers – American workers,” Obama said.

The president, who is facing a series of lagging economic indicators, highlighted the fact that 2 million private sector jobs have been added to the economy over the last 15 months, but said he was not yet satisfied.

“Not until everyone who wants a good job that offers a little security has one.  Not until empty storefronts in town are open for business again.  Not until working families feel that they’re moving forward again.  That’s what drives me every day I go to work.  You.  Your families.  Your jobs.  Your dreams, and everything it takes to keep them in reach,” he said.

The president said that it would take the private sector, academia and government working together to turn the economy around and called for job creation in targeted, high growth sectors, like green energy.

“My Administration has invested heavily in clean energy manufacturing, because I want to see the LEDs and solar panels and wind turbines and electric cars of tomorrow made right here in the U.S.A,” Obama said announcing a “Better Buildings Initiative” aimed at “putting people back to work doing the work America needs done,” such as upgrading building to be more energy efficient.

“It will boost manufacturing of energy-efficient products.  It will put contractors and construction workers back on the job.  It’s a win-win-win proposition.  Today, the members of my Jobs Council updated me on their efforts to push this initiative in the private sector,” the president said.

Economic multipolarity doesn’t won’t devastate US heg – no causal relation

Laïdi, 8 - Research fellow @ CERI and politics prof @ Institut d’Etudes Politiques (10/23, Zaki, “The complexities of a multipolar future,” http://www.ft.com/cms/s/6a2e05ea-a03e-11dd-80a0-000077b07658,dwp_uuid=73adc504-2ffa-11da-ba9f-00000e2511c8,print=yes.html)

If Peer Steinbrück, the German finance minister, is to be believed, the financial crisis prefigures the end of Wall Street’s hegemony and the emergence of a multipolar world. Is there any truth to this? Attention has always been drawn to swings in power in times of crisis. The stock market crash of 1929 has often been interpreted as a transition of economic power from Great Britain to the US. Yet one must be wary of interpretations that attempt to reduce complex reality to a simple dynamic. Less than five years ago, it was virtually impossible to speak about the US without discussing the notion of hyperpower. Today we are faced with the opposite danger; that of devaluating American power too rapidly in view of its setbacks on both Wall Street and in Afghanistan.

A crisis may reveal modifications in power relations but rarely explains them. The relative decline in Wall Street’s influence began 10 years ago, as can be seen in the rise of stock markets in emerging economies . The real stakes of this crisis are, from that standpoint, less the decline of Wall Street than the decline of a model of financial innovation and deregulation that led the Securities and Exchange Commission, with the consent of the Treasury and the Federal Reserve, to reduce its oversight of the US financial system.

Europe, therefore, has the opportunity, under the leadership of Germany and France, to champion a model that, rather than constraining financial innovation, supports it with stronger regulation in keeping with the European tradition.

Economic multipolarity does not guarantee strategic multipolarity. If these two dynamics were precisely correlated, the world would already be multipolar. But they are not and, contrary to what one might believe, they are not on the verge of becoming so. With 25 per cent of the world’s wealth, America is still the strategic guarantor of much of the world’s economic power. The US guarantees the security of both Europe and Japan.

European defence will remain an instrument of soft power; more to do with peacekeeping than coercion. Pressure from Russia will accentuate Europe’s dependence on the US rather than increase its strategic autonomy. The stakes are similar for Japan. Pressure from China and the North Korean threat make it more than ever dependent on America’s security guarantee.

That does not mean that Europeans or the Japanese are always under orders from Washington. For example, Silvio Berlusconi, the Italian prime minister who has sometimes been accused of being a vassal of the US, is one of the most reserved European leaders with regard to a policy of containment vis a vis Russia.

Lastly, it must be kept in mind what is really meant by a multipolar system. The most common meaning is a sharing of power among a number of actors. But power is not necessarily shared equally among those who have it. There is no doubt that the US will more than ever need to build effective coalitions to obtain results. But in a multipolar world there is competition between poles. China is wary of Japan and India; Russia is worried about the rise of China; and India sees its rise in terms of a close relationship with the US in order to counter Beijing.

In fact, aside from Russia, no emerging power has any real plan to oppose the US. Russia is a former power that is seeking to recover its status. Russia needs to assert itself with respect to the west for the sake of its own identity, whereas neither China nor India needs such a confrontation to assert themselves in the world, at least not for the moment. Moreover, if the American economy deteriorates further, emerging economies will be the first to suffer.

‘The Venturesome Economy: How Innovation Sustains Prosperity in a More Connected World*

Economic power not zero sum and doesn’t lead to heg - competitiveness theory is flawed and the US will stay on top 

Kapila, 10  - International Relations and Strategic Affairs analyst and the Consultant for Strategic Affairs with South Asia Analysis Group and a graduate of the Royal British Army Staff College with a Masters in Defence Science and a PhD in Strategic Studies (6/26, Dr. Subhash, “21st Century: Strategically A Second American Century With Caveats,” http://www.eurasiareview.com/201006263919/21st-century-strategically-a-second-american-century-with-caveats.html)

Strategically, the 20th Century was decidedly an American Century. United States strategic, military, political and economic predominance was global and undisputed. In the bi-polar global power structure comprising the United States and the Former Soviet Union it was the United States which globally prevailed.  The 20th Century's dawn was marked by the First World War which marked the decline of the old European colonial powers, noticeably Great Britain.  The Second World War marked the total eclipse of Great Britain and other colonial powers.  The United States replaced Great Britain as the new global superpower.  The 20th Century's end witnessed the end of the Cold War, with the disintegration of the Former Soviet Union as the United States strategic challenger and counter-vailing power.  On the verge of the new millennium the United States strode the globe like a colossus as the sole global super power.  With a decade of the 21st Century having gone past, many strategic and political analysts the world over have toyed with projections that United States global predominance is on the decline, and that the 21st Century will not be a second American Century.  Having toyed, with such projections, these analysts however shy away from predicting whose century the 21st Century will strategically be?  The trouble with such projections is that they are based predominantly on analyses of economic trends and financial strengths and less on detailed analyses of strategic and military strengths, and more significantly strategic cultures.  Presumably, it is easier for such analysts to base trends on much quoted statistical data.  Strategic analysis of global predominance trends is a more complex task in the opinion of the Author, as it cannot be based on statistical data analysis. Global predominance trends need unravelling of strategic cultures of contending powers, the reading of national intentions and resolve and the inherent national strengths and willpower demonstrated over a considerable time  span of half-centuries and centuries.  Crisply put, one needs to remember that in the 1980's, Japan and Germany as "economic superpowers" could not emerge as global superpowers. Hence global predominance calls for more than economic strengths. The United States getting strategically bogged down in Iraq and Afghanistan in the first decade of the 21st Century has not led to any noticeable decline in American global predominance. Despite Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States reigns supreme globally even in East Asia where China could have logically challenged it. More significantly, and normally forgotten, is the fact that the off-quoted shift of global and economic power from the West to East was facilitated by United States massive financial direct investments in China, Japan, South Korea and India.  China quoted as the next superpower to rival the United States would be economically prostate, should the United States surgically disconnect China's economic and financial linkages to the United States. More significantly, while examining the prospects of the 21st Century as a "Second American Century" it must be remembered that besides other factors, that out of the six multipolar contenders for global power, none except China have shown any indications to whittle down US global predominance.  Even China seems to be comfortable with US power as long as it keeps Japan in check.  This Paper makes bold to assert that the 21st Century would be a Second American Century despite China's challenge and the strategic distractions arising from the global Islamic flash-points. 

***China Advantage

No US-Sino War

No war – vast linkages

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] 

Images of China's newly unveiled stealth fighter -- designated the J-20 -- just prior to and during U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates's visit to Beijing last week underscored an uncomfortable aspect of an evolving U.S.-China relationship: Engagement is not winning over the People's Liberation Army (PLA). The drab gray stealth fighter scooting down the runway and flying over Chengdu hours before President Hu Jintao met Gates served as a clear reminder to the United States about the competitive, confrontational China that comprises one aspect of its rapid rise. Meanwhile, Hu's upcoming visit to Washington this week will symbolize the cooperative nature of a bilateral relationship. Billions of dollars in two-way trade, investment, and planeloads full of students, tourists, business people, and officials flying between the two countries on a daily basis reminds us that we are clearly not facing a new Cold War with China. 

No China Heg

China does not seek to counter 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] 

PLA officers acknowledge that if China tried to use its aircraft carriers against the U.S. Navy, they would be "sitting ducks" or "easy targets," and that it would be "suicidal." As a result, they emphasize limited power-projection capabilities that could protect a range of Chinese interests in a permissive environment and that would be less likely to undermine China's diplomatic relations. 33 Even many of the experts that Ross characterizes as naval nationalists argue that China's sea power should not be aimed at challenging the United States or establishing hegemony, but instead should be "limited" (youxian). 34 Liu Zhongmin, an advocate of naval modernization from China's Ocean University, argues that China should "promote the development of sea power in a cautious and orderly manner." 35
***Aerospace/Econ Advantage

Note (Read this!)

You should supplement these cards with things from the SPS neg (the answers to their aerospace advantage)

Weapons Kill Space Economy

Space weaponization decimates the possibility of space development and exploration - creates debris and a security dilemma that prevents peaceful cooperation

Heyman et al 5 (David, Senior Fellow and Human Space Exploration Initiative Director @ CSIS, Vincent Sabathier, Visiting Fellow @ CSIS, Christian Beckner, Fellow and Project Manager @ CSIS, Maite Jaureguy-Naudin, Visiting Fellow @ CSIS, Bhavini Patel, Research Scholar @ CSIS, and Kamal Bherwani, HSEI Advisor, “The Still Untrodden Heights: Global Imperatives for Space Exploration in the 21st Century,” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/suth.pdf, EMM)
The weaponization of space has been an option since the early days of the Space Age; but only recently has it become close to reality and visible. The U.S. Department of Defense, following the strategy of a Commission led by Donald Rumsfeld in 2000, prior to his assuming leadership of the Department, views space as the ultimate “high ground,” and a battlespace that needs to be “dominated” and “controlled.” The use of space assets for military and intelligence purposes has been essential for the conduct of war since the 1980s, but to date these systems and technologies are only enablers for land-based weapon systems – not platforms for actual weapons. But today there is support for the development of space weapons at the highest levels of the Department of Defense and U.S. Air Force. China is allegedly developing anti-satellite weapons in response to its perception of an American threat, and in an escalating security dilemma, the United States is justifying additional activities in response to this Chinese threat. Although other countries have shied away from space weaponization, countries such as Russia, Europe, Japan, and India all have some degree of military-related space activities, and could enhance their capabilities with modest levels of investment if the security environment demanded it. All of these activities move the world closer to a conflict in space – one that could have devastating consequences for the future of human space exploration. If an anti-satelli te weapon were to blow up a satellite in earth orbit, the resulting debris field could pose a threat to the International Space Station and other spacecraft in earth orbit. The global “commons” above our planet will have been spoiled for thousands of years, and this outcome will be reversible only at an unrealistic cost or years of wait. Space weaponization also makes it difficult, if not impossible, for countries to cooperate on peaceful space activities. It is hard to imagine that two countries could cooperate on an exploration project at the same time that they have space-based weapons pointed at each other. This enmity would also affect neutral countries, who would be forced to ‘choose sides’ in partnerships for large projects. These tradeoffs between space weaponization and exploration cannot be ignored or wished away. Perhaps the benefits of space weaponization outweigh the potential costs to space exploration in a given country’s assessment of national interests, and it will decide to pursue space weapons as a result. But at present that discussion is not taking place, in the United States or any other country. As a result the world could find itself in a place in the not-toodistant future where all of mankind’s ventures skyward find themselves the accidental victim of this escalation. This is a situation that the space exploration community in all countries needs to work actively to prevent in the coming years and decades, if it wants to see the journey continued.
Weaponization will destroy the commercial space industry - causes massive over-regulation - outweighs their link

Pena and Hudgins 2 (Charles, Senior Fellow @ CATO, and Edward, Fellow @ CATO, “Should the United States “Weaponize” Space? Military and Commercial Implications,” March 18, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa427.pdf, EMM)

It is also important to consider the chain of events that is likely to occur if the United States tries to dominate space militarily and the effects that weaponizing space could have on the commercial space sector. John Newhouse, senior fellow at the Center for Defense Information, states: The [Space Commission] report does not call for but implies a U.S. need to accelerate development of antisatellite weapons, some of them space-based. But deploying such weapons will press other countries to develop and deploy countermeasures. And in any such tit for tat, the United States has the most to lose, since it is far more dependent on satellites for commercial communications and data-gathering operations than any other country. Among the effects could be a sharp rise in the cost of insuring commercial satellites and an outcry from industry.68 In other words, weaponizing space could be costly to an American industry that has great promise to grow and increase its contribution to the U.S. (and world) economy. Ultimately, a vibrant commercial space industry will support and enhance U.S. military capabilities far better than letting military requirements dominate space policy. Therefore, the government should avoid overregulating commercial space activities and imposing costly military requirements. For example, the Heritage Foundation has recommended designating the Global Positioning System as critical national infrastructure, making the Department of Defense the lead agency responsible for GPS, and deploying a more secure GPS satellite network.69 Although GPS was originally designed for and is operated by the U.S. military, 70 it is now interconnected with commercial satellites, and civilian and commercial use now dwarfs military use. More stringent military requirements imposed on the GPS system could have adverse effects on the commercial sector, such as increased complexity and higher cost of equipment. The past decade has seen expanded commercial use of sophisticated communications satellites for the Internet, television, and other broadband applications, but commercial suppliers still struggle under tight launch and export restrictions. Currently there are major efforts afoot in Congress to ease federal regulations imposed on private commercial space ventures, to deal with structural problems caused by activities of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and to promote private space ventures.71 Space-related defense systems and strategies, if not wisely structured, could seriously hinder the development of future commercial activities in space and, in the long run, could harm America’s defense capabilities. Conversely, the Pentagon’s ability to defend the nation could benefit from a flourishing of commercial activities. The weaponization of space could ultimately lead to the federal government regulating commercial satellites for military purposes. As a result, the growth of private-industry ventures in space could be hindered by poorly conceived specifications and regulations in the name of national defense. There are unintended consequences of military requirements on certain kinds of dual-use technology. Consider NASA’s experience with designing the Space Shuttle.72 In order to garner political support for the shuttle, NASA asked the Pentagon what capabilities it would want in such a vehicle. The Pentagon replied that it wanted the shuttle to be able to maneuver in the atmosphere so that it might land at any number of bases in the United States. Thus, the shuttle, which had to be designed with large wings, heated up more on reentry than would a nonmaneuverable craft with far smaller wings. This design required 34,000 heat resistant tiles, which of course added cost to the shuttle. A nonmaneuverable vehicle might have been able to use a different heatresisting system. Further, in the early years of the shuttle project, these custom-made tiles tended to fall off, requiring more time and cost to maintain the vehicles. In addition, the tiles altogether weighed some 25,000 pounds, cutting the shuttle cargo capacity in half.73 
Space weapons kill commercial space development

Hitchens 2 (Theresa, Director Of United Nations Institute For Disarmament Research. Director Of United Nations Institute For Disarmament Research, "Space Weapons: More Security or Less?, Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 2002, http://cns.miis.edu./pubs/opapers/op10/op10.pdf, KR)

The competitive and cost challenges the U.S. satellite industry faces could be increased if the United States moved to make space a battlefield. Until now, the threat that commercial satellites could become direct wartime casualties has been negligible. But an aggressive U.S. pursuit of ASATs would likely encourage others to do the same, thus potentially heightening the threat to commercial satellites. This could be costly for industry, especially because current commercial satellites have little protection (electronic hardening, for example, has been considered too expensive). There would be costs for increasing protection, not to mention the likely further skyrocketing of already sky-high insurance costs, and it is not at all clear that the U.S. government would cover all those costs. 

Weaponization kills private sector space development

Kaufman et al 8 (Richard, Director of Bethesda Research Institute, Henry Hertzfeld, and Jeffrey Lewis, SPACE, SECURITY AND THE ECONOMY, Economists for Peace and Security, Sept 8, http://www.epsusa.org/publications/papers/spacesecurity.pdf, KR)

However, continued growth and dynamism, especially in the commercial space sector is dependent on a space environment that is free of conflict. The policy of space dominance threatens that precondition. If there are more anti-satellite tests, or if space-based missile defenses are deployed, it will be difficult to prevent the proliferation of weapons in space. The next step could be the transformation of space from an area of peaceful use into an area of conflict. Once the process of weaponization gets under way, the ability to use the space environment for peaceful purposes will be put at risk, as a number of experts have warned.13 At some point commercial investors in space will have to consider the security of their investments. It is hard to believe they would place additional resources at risk in a vulnerable area of military conflict. 

Space Weapons disincentivize investment- Increase Financial Risk

Space War 7 (Staff Writers, Teal Group Assesses Satellite Market Impact Of China ASAT Test, Space War, 1/22/07,http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Teal_Group_Assesses_Satellite_Market_Impact_Of_China_ASAT_Test_999.html, KR)

The event likely added hundreds of trackable debris objects and tens of thousands of small particles to the growing problem," he said. The Briefing stresses the fact that these types of military activities in space can have a significant and immediate impact on the commercial satellite market. In the 1980s when the US conducted its last ASAT weapon test, there were far fewer commercial satellites than there are today, especially in LEO. Teal Group estimates that there are about 175-200 LEO commercial satellites currently in operation, in addition to other types of satellites and the International Space Station (ISS). The operational hardware in LEO represents a public/private investment of about $120 billion. According to Caceres, "The overall satellite market is in the midst of a resurgence following a down cycle of roughly 5-6 years." He continues, "An ASAT weapons race will have the effect of increasing the financial risk of any satellite program, and this will undoubtedly be felt most within the commercial market through decreased investor confidence and(or) high insurance rates." 

***Rods from God Neg

Not Technologically Viable

Rods from God are science fiction - too many tech hurdles and too expensive

Goldfarb 5 (Michael, Editor @ The Weekly Standard, “ The Rods from God,” Jun 8, http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/005/700oklkt.asp?page=2, EMM)

THE RODS may indeed be more science fiction than science. They are at least 10 years away from being operational, and the cost of launching heavy tungsten rods into orbit would be, well, astronomical. Other financial challenges include the satellite's "absentee-ratio," which refers to number of satellites, or in this case bundles of rods, which would be necessary to assure proximity to the target. 

Furthermore, it may be necessary to slow substantially the rods' rate of speed to prevent them from vaporizing on impact--though retrorockets might offer a solution to this problem. Simply attaching a tungsten rod to the tip of an ICBM would overcome many of these hurdles, but would create another serious problem: the need to involve the Russians and Chinese, who might detect such a launch and mistake it for an American nuclear attack on their own territories. 

At best it’ll take 15 years to deploy them, and that would require significant technological breakthroughs

Adams 4 (Eric, Writer @ Pop Science, “Rods from God,” 6/1, http://www.popsci.com/scitech/article/2004-06/rods-god, EMM)
This technology is very far out—in miles and years. A pair of satellites orbiting several hundred miles above the Earth would serve as a weapons system. One functions as the targeting and communications platform while the other carries numerous tungsten rods—up to 20 feet in length and a foot in diameter—that it can drop on targets with less than 15 minutes’ notice. When instructed from the ground, the targeting satellite commands its partner to drop one of its darts. The guided rods enter the atmosphere, protected by a thermal coating, traveling at 36,000 feet per second—comparable to the speed of a meteor. The result: complete devastation of the target, even if it’s buried deep underground. (The two-platform configuration permits the weapon to be “reloaded” by just launching a new set of rods, rather than replacing the entire system.)

The concept of kinetic-energy weapons has been around ever since the RAND Corporation proposed placing rods on the tips of ICBMs in the 1950s; the satellite twist was popularized by sci-fi writer Jerry Pournelle. Though the Pentagon won’t say how far along the research is, or even confirm that any efforts are underway, the concept persists. The “U.S. Air Force Transformation Flight Plan,” published by the Air Force in November 2003, references “hypervelocity rod bundles” in its outline of future space-based weapons, and in 2002, another report from RAND, “Space Weapons, Earth Wars,” dedicated entire sections to the technology’s usefulness.

If so-called “Rods from God”—an informal nickname of untraceable origin—ever do materialize, it won’t be for at least 15 years. Launching heavy tungsten rods into space will require substantially cheaper rocket technology than we have today. But there are numerous other obstacles to making such a system work. Pike, of GlobalSecurity.org, argues that the rods’ speed would be so high that they would vaporize on impact, before the rods could penetrate the surface. Furthermore, the “absentee ratio”—the fact that orbiting satellites circle the Earth every 100 minutes and so at any given time might be far from the desired target—would be prohibitive. A better solution, Pike argues, is to pursue the original concept: Place the rods atop intercontinental ballistic missiles, which would slow down enough during the downward part of their trajectory to avoid vaporizing on impact. ICBMs would also be less expensive and, since they’re stationed on Earth, would take less time to reach their targets. “The space-basing people seem to understand the downside of space weapons,” Pike says—among them, high costs and the difficulty of maintaining weapon platforms in orbit. “But I’ll still bet you there’s a lot of classified work on this going on right now.” 

The Rods either won’t have any effect on their targets

Astronotes 10 (Armagh Planetarium’s Blog, “Rods from god: a terrifying space weapon?” Sept 27, http://www.armaghplanet.com/blog/rods-from-god-a-terrifying-space-weapon.html, EMM)

This artificial meteorite concept is often nicknamed ‘the rods from God’ even by its supporters, who usually claim it would be relatively cheap to set up (indeed some claim it already exists). They give the impression that at the press of a button, these rods will just fall from the sky on their victims. However it is not that easy. As each rod circles the Earth it is moving at least 7 km/s to make the rod fall from orbit under gravity, we need to cancel its orbit, that is, bring it to more or less a dead stop with respect to the Earth’s surface. To do this each rod therefore needs to be attached to a rocket and fuel tanks, suddenly each cheap 100kg rod has ballooned into a multi-tonne vehicle, perhaps the size of a Soyuz spacecraft. Perhaps it also needs a heatshield? (The number of launches needed to deploy the weapons is glossed over too.) The ground-penetrating effects of such projectiles is grossly over-stated too- do falling meteorites always bury themselves hundreds of metres under the ground? Laboratory experiments show that objects striking the surface at speeds greater than 1 km/s are melted by their own kinetic energy before they penetrate the ground- so rather than slamming into the target at 20 times the speed of sound, the rods need to be slowed down to fast aircraft speeds to prevent them disintegrating on impact.

Links to Arms Race

Rods from God will motivate a space weapon arms race

Borger 5 (Julian, The Guardian, “Bush likely to back weapons in space,” May 19, http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2005/may/19/spaceexploration.usnews, EMM)

President George Bush is expected to issue a directive in the next few weeks giving the US air force a green light for the development of space weapons, potentially triggering a new global arms race, it was reported yesterday. The new weapons being studied range from hunter-killer satellites to orbiting weapons using lasers, radio waves, or even dense metal tubes dropped from space by a weapon known as "Rods from God" on ground targets. 

Links to Spending

Rods from God will cost up to 1 trillion dollars

TDN 5 (Turkish Daily News, “A Bird’s Eye View,” June 12, Lexis, EMM)
The Air Force's drive into space has been accelerated by the Pentagon's failure to build a nuclear-missile defense here on earth. After 22 years and nearly $ 100 billion, Pentagon officials say they cannot reliably detect and destroy threats ... Another space program, nicknamed "Rods from God," aims to [have] cylinders of tungsten titanium or uranium from the edge of space destroy targets on the ground, striking at speeds of about 7200 miles an hour or 11,500 kilometers an hour, with the force of a small nuclear weapon ... Studies by leading weapons scientists, physicists and [estimate the sky] based antimissile system could cost anywhere from $ 220 billion to $ 1 trillion! Once again we birds cannot understand why the U.S. humans are so obsessed with developing weapons of mass destruction instead of developing a system that could protect our planet from incoming asteroids.

***Etc.

AT: EMP Add-On

Terrorists can’t develop EMP

Rasor 7 (Dina, Investigative Journalist, “Checking the Pulse of EMP”, Project on Government Oversight, 1-17, 

http://pogoblog.typepad.com/pogo/2005/11/checking_the_pu.html)

The Washington Time's Bill Gertz's account of the threat of an electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack in his piece “U.S. seen vulnerable to space 'pulse' attack” relies on hype and distortion. Though EMP is a real effect of nuclear detonations and can wreak havoc on electrical systems and electronics, it would be difficult for terrorists to pull off. And nation-states that would attempt such an attack would face nuclear retaliation from the United States which, during the Cold War, shielded its nuclear command and control systems from the possibility of EMP effects from an exchange with the Soviet Union. There is a significant factual error in the Gertz piece. Gertz notes that "North Korea sells its own version of the Scud for around $100,000." As Steven Zaloga, a missile expert at the Teal Group Corporation and author of the book "The Scud," told POGO's Nick Schwellenbach for an article he wrote in The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists this fall (paid subscription req'd), "A price of $100,000 for a Scud might refer to a non-working training model, but not a functional weapon." Zaloga is unsure what the going rate for a North Korean extended-range Scud would be, but a baseline Russian-made Scud (which are no longer made) would cost between $1 million and $2 million alone. The cost of the launch system would cost significantly more. If terrorists did manage to build a nuclear weapon it is highly improbable that they could produce an efficient EMP-producing nuclear weapon, according to nuclear physicist Richard Garwin, who also published one of the first theoretical papers on EMP. Philip Coyle, former Pentagon director of operational test and evaluation, emailed Global Security Newswire that even "the U.S. military does not know how to [create thermonuclear-scale EMP from a Hiroshima-sized weapon] today, and has no way of demonstrating the capability in the future without returning to nuclear testing." When the United States does not have this ability, needless to say, it's unlikely that terrorist or "rogue" states could easily accomplish such a technological feat. It is much more likely that terrorists would build a relatively low-yield improvised nuclear device (smaller in magnitude than the bomb dropped on Hiroshima, yet still devastating if detonated in a city). States could assist terrorist groups in achieving an EMP attack, but this scenario still runs into the technological hurdles of producing a nuclear weapon that could produce significant amounts of EMP. Without such a Super-EMP weapon a terrorist group could not hope to impact a vast swath of the continental US with one weapon detonated at high altitude.
