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***1AC Evidence***
Contention 1 is Inherency

Countries building counter space weapons now

AFP, WASHINGTON, 2/06/2011, “US worried by PRC’s space hostility,” http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/archives/2011/02/06/2003495233

China is developing “counterspace” weapons that could shoot down satellites or jam signals, a Pentagon official said on Friday as the US unveiled a 10-year strategy for security in space.  “The investment China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern to us,” US Deputy Secretary of Defense for Space Policy Gregory Schulte told reporters as the defense and intelligence communities released their 10-year National Security Space Strategy (NSSS).  The NSSS marks a huge shift from past practice, charting a 10-year path in space to make the US “more resilient” and able to defend its assets in a dramatically more crowded, competitive, challenging and sometimes hostile environment, Schulte said.  “Space is no longer the preserve of the US and the Soviet Union, at the time in which we could operate with impunity,” Schulte said.  “There are more competitors, more countries that are launching satellites ... and we increasingly have to worry about countries developing counterspace capabilities that can be used against the peaceful use of space,” he said.  “China is at the forefront of the development of those capabilities,” he said.  US concerns over China’s space activities have led US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to seek to include space in the stability dialogue with the Chinese, Schulte said.  In 2007, Beijing shot down one of its own weather satellites using a medium-range ground missile, sparking international concern not only about how China was “weaponizing” space, but also about debris from the satellite.  Years later, Chinese space junk is still floating around in space. Last year, debris from the satellite passed so close to the International Space Station that crewmembers had to change orbit and take cover.  Shooting down the satellite not only focused the world’s attention on the amount of junk in space, but also on Chinese counterspace capabilities, which go beyond shooting down spacecraft, Schulte said.  Among other counterspace activities, Beijing has jammed satellite signals and is developing directed energy weapons, which emit energy toward a target without firing a projectile, he said.  And China isn’t the only country flexing its counterspace muscle. Iran and Ethiopia are, too, he said.  “They’ve jammed commercial satellites ... If Ethiopia can jam a commercial satellite, you have to worry about what others can do against our military satellites,” he said.  “Fifteen years ago we didn’t have to worry about that, but now we have to think differently, to think about how we can continue to conduct the critical functions that are performed from space, or, if they’re degraded, we have to have alternative solutions,” Schulte said.  The 10-year strategy document proposes ways to protect US space assets, including by setting up international partnerships along the lines of NATO, under which an attack on one member would be an attack on all, drawing a unified response from members of the alliance.  The US also “retains the option to respond in self-defense to attacks in space, and the response may not be in space, either,” Schulte said. 

The United States has no Space-based BMD now

Baker Spring April 12 2010 The Heritage Foundation, The Cutting Edge 

http://www.thecuttingedgenews.com/index.php?article=12104

Second, the BMDRR acknowledges that ballistic missile defense's essential roles are bolstering deterrence, maintaining the policy of extending deterrence to U.S. allies, and reassuring U.S. allies about the threats that they face. This is a welcome departure from the Cold War assertion that missile defenses are destabilizing and incompatible with deterrence. Finally, the report indicates that the Administration accepts in principle the wisdom of pursuing options with both China and Russia to establish more defensive strategic postures by helping both to "better understand the stabilizing benefits of missile defense." On the negative side of the ledger, the BMDRR's policy prescriptions include steps that contradict or undermine the positive elements. First, it states that missile defenses to protect the U.S. homeland are being limited, at least relative to regional defenses. This is to preserve, at least for the near term, the policy of mutual vulnerability toward both China and Russia. Continuing this policy of vulnerability toward China and Russia undermines to a considerable degree the recognition that missile defenses play positive roles in extended deterrence and reassurance to U.S. allies. The report apparently assumes that the defense of U.S. allies against regional missile threats is sufficient and that direct threats against the U.S. will not weaken the security links to U.S. allies. However, direct threats to the U.S. will weaken these links. Second, the missile defense policy recommended in the BMDRR displays a bias in development policy toward near-term capabilities at the expense of forward-looking technological developments. For example, no statement in the policy shows that the Administration understands that the most effective defense against ballistic missiles for both the U.S. and its allies is a network of space-based interceptors.
Contention 2 is Hegemony

Scenario 1: Space Leadership

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

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

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

Space is crucial to military effectiveness—any attack threatens conventional military power

(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Beyond Theory: Military Space Realities In 1991, U.S. forces defeated the world's fourth-largest military in just 10 days of ground combat. The Gulf War witnessed the public and operational debut of unfathomably complicated battle equipment, sleek new aircraft employing stealth technology, and promising new missile interceptors. Arthur C. Clarke went so far as to dub Operation Desert Storm the world's first space war, as none of the accomplishments of America's new-look military would have been possible without support from space. 6 Twelve years later, Operation Iraqi Freedom proved that the central role of spacepower could no longer be denied. America's military had made the transition from a space-supported to a fully space-enabled force, with astonishing results. The U.S. military successfully exercised most of its current spacepower functions, including space lift, command and control, rapid battle damage assessment, meteorological support, and timing and navigation techniques such as Blue Force tracking, which significantly reduced incidences of fratricide. The tremendous growth in reliance on space from Desert Storm to Iraqi Freedom is evident in the raw numbers. The use of operational satellite communications increased four-fold, despite being used to support a much smaller force (fewer than 200,000 personnel compared with more than 500,000). New operational concepts such as reach back (intelligence analysts in the United States sending information directly to frontline units) and reach forward (rear-deployed commanders able to direct battlefield operations in real time) reconfigured the tactical concept of war. The value of Predator and Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), completely reliant on satellite communications and navigation for their operation, was confirmed. Satellite support also allowed Special Forces units to range across Iraq in extremely disruptive independent operations, practically unfettered in their silent movements. But the paramount effect of space-enabled warfare was in the area of combat efficiency. Space assets allowed all-weather, day-night precision munitions to provide the bulk of America's striking power. Attacks from standoff platforms, including Vietnam-era B– 52s, allowed maximum target devastation with extraordinarily low casualty rates and collateral damage. In Desert Storm, only 8 percent of munitions used were precisionguided, none of which were GPS-capable. By Iraqi Freedom, nearly 70 percent were precision-guided, more than half from GPS satellites. 7 In Desert Storm, fewer than 5 percent of aircraft were GPS-equipped. By Iraqi Freedom, all were. During Desert Storm, GPS proved so valuable that the Army procured and rushed into theater more than 4,500 commercial receivers to augment the meager 800 military-band ones it could deploy from stockpiles, an average of 1 per company (about 200 personnel). By Iraqi Freedom, each Army squad (6 to 10 Soldiers) had at least 1 military GPS receiver. 

Military dominance is entirely dependent on space assets - weaponization is key to ensure their protection

Everett Dolman, 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, September 14, 2005 “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf
The United States has embarked on a revolutionary military transformation designed to extend its dominance in military engagements. Space capabilities are the lynchpin of this transformation, enabling a level of precision, stealth, command and control, intelligence gathering, speed, maneuverability, flexibility, and lethality heretofore unknown. This twenty-first century way of war promises to give the United States a capacity to use force to influence events around the world in a timely, effective, and sustainable manner. And this is a good thing, a true transformation from conflicts past. That the process of transformation was well underway became evident in 1991, when the world’s fourth largest military was defeated in just ten days of ground combat. Unfathomably complicated battle equipment, sleek new aircraft, and promising new missile interceptors publicly debuted. Arthur C. Clarke went so far as to dub Operation DESERT STORM (ODS) the world’s first space war, as none of the accomplishments of America’s new look military would have been possible without support from space. Twelve years later, in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), assertions as to the central role of space power could no longer be denied. America’s military had transitioned from space supported to a fully space enabled force, with astonishingly positive results. Indeed, most of the nation’s current space power functions were successfully exercised in OIF, including space lift, command and control, intelligence including rapid battle damage assessment, timing and navigation, and meteorological support. The tremendous growth in space reliance from OSD to OIF is evident in the raw numbers. Despite engaging with a 60 percent smaller force (fewer than 200,000 personnel v. over 500,000), satellite communications usage increased four-fold, from 200 to 800 Mbps (Megabits per second) capacity. Newly possible operational concepts such as reach back (intelligence analysts in the United States sending information directly to frontline units) and reach forward (rear-deployed commanders able to direct battlefield operations in real time) reconfigured the tactical concept of war. The value of Predator and Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), completely reliant on satellite communications and navigation for their operation, was confirmed. Special Forces units, paradoxically tethered to satellite support and yet practically unfettered in their silent movements because of them, ranged throughout Iraq in independent operations that were extremely disruptive. But the paramount effect of space-enabled warfare was in the area of combat efficiency. Space assets allowed all weather, day-night precision munitions to provide the bulk of America’s striking power. Strikes from standoff platforms, including Vietnam-Era B-52s, allowed maximum target devastation with extraordinarily low death and collateral devastation. In ODS, 90 percent of munitions used were unguided. Of the ten percent that were guided, none was GPS capable. By OIF, 70 percent were precision guided, more than half of those from GPS satellites. In ODS, fewer than five percent of aircraft were GPS-equipped. By OIF, all were. During ODS, GPS proved so valuable to the army that it procured and rushed into theater over 4,500 commercial receivers to augment the meager 800 military-band ones it could deploy from stockpiles, an average of one per company (about 200 personnel). By OIF, each army squad (6-10 soldiers) had at least one military GPS receiver. With such demonstrated utility and reliance, there is no question the US must guarantee space access if it is to be successful in future conflicts. Its military has stepped well over the threshold of a new way of war. It is simply not possible to go back to the violently spasmodic mode of combat typical of pre-space intervention. The United States is now highly discriminating in the projection of violence, parsimonious in the intended breadth of its destruction. For the positive process of transformation to continue, however, space weapons must enter the combat inventory of the United States.
U.S. unipolar dominance is the only way to maintain international stability – withdrawal guarantees global war

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

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

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

M.V. Smith, Colonel, PhD in Politics and IR @ University of Reading, 2011 “Chapter 17: Security and Spacepower, Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf

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

BOSCO 2006 (David, Senior Editor of Foreign Policy, Post Gazette, July 30 2006, “Keeping an eye peeled for World War III” http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/06211/709477-109.stm)

The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war. This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus. Some see the start of a global conflict. "We're in the early stages of what I would describe as the Third World War," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said last week. Certain religious websites are abuzz with talk of Armageddon. There may be as much hyperbole as prophecy in the forecasts for world war. But it's not hard to conjure ways that today's hot spots could ignite. Consider the following scenarios:

•  Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel — and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.
•  Missiles away: With the world's eyes on the Middle East, North Korea's Kim Jong Il decides to continue the fireworks show he began earlier this month. But this time his brinksmanship pushes events over the brink. A missile designed to fall into the sea near Japan goes astray and hits Tokyo, killing a dozen civilians. Incensed, the United States, Japan's treaty ally, bombs North Korean missile and nuclear sites. North Korean artillery batteries fire on Seoul, and South Korean and U.S. troops respond. Meanwhile, Chinese troops cross the border from the north to stem the flow of desperate refugees just as U.S. troops advance from the south. Suddenly, the world's superpower and the newest great power are nose to nose.

•  Loose nukes: Al Qaeda has had Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf in its sights for years, and the organization finally gets its man. Pakistan descends into chaos as militants roam the streets and the army struggles to restore order. India decides to exploit the vacuum and punish the Kashmir-based militants it blames for the recent Mumbai railway bombings. Meanwhile, U.S. special operations forces sent to secure Pakistani nuclear facilities face off against an angry mob.

•  The empire strikes back: Pressure for democratic reform erupts in autocratic Belarus. As protesters mass outside the parliament in Minsk, president Alexander Lukashenko requests Russian support. After protesters are beaten and killed, they appeal for help, and neighboring Poland — a NATO member with bitter memories of Soviet repression — launches a humanitarian mission to shelter the regime's opponents. Polish and Russian troops clash, and a confrontation with NATO looms.

As in the run-up to other wars, there is today more than enough tinder lying around to spark a great power conflict. The critical question is how effective the major powers have become at managing regional conflicts and preventing them from escalating. After two world wars and the decades-long Cold War, what has the world learned about managing conflict?
Scenario 2: Rogue States

North Korean ICBM strikes are a real threat

Klingner 11 (Bruce Klingner, writer for the WSJ and the Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center, January 12, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/commentary/2011/01/north-koreas-imminent-threat)
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates made headlines this week by announcing that "North Korea is becoming a direct threat to the United States" since it will develop an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) within five years. Although the media depicted Gates's comments as a major "new assessment," North Korea's expanding missile threat to the United States and its allies has been long known. But it has been ignored, due to failures and self-imposed limitations on the part of the U.S. and its allies. The U.S. National Intelligence Community, the federation of 17 U.S. intelligence agencies, warned in a 2001 National Intelligence Estimate that "before 2015 the United States most likely will face ICBM threats from North Korea and Iran." Using a two-stage Taepodong 2, North Korea "could deliver a several-hundred-kilogram payload . . . to strike Alaska, Hawaii, and parts of the continental United States." The NIE also predicted that a three-stage Taepo Dong would be able to reach all of North America with a payload sufficiently large to accommodate a nuclear warhead. North Korea's 2009 Taepodong 2 test flight was dismissed as a failure because it fell short of its announced range, but it did travel 2,400 miles, twice the distance of previous long-range missile tests. That missile can still hit a target as far as near Hawaii. More recently, the Department of Defense's U.S. Ballistic Missile Defense Review warned in February 2010 that the global ballistic missile threat is "increasing both quantitatively and qualitatively, and is likely to continue to do so over the next decade . . . ballistic missile systems are becoming more flexible, mobile, survivable, reliable, and accurate, while also increasing in range."
Iranian ICBM strikes are coming

Reuters 09 (Reuters newswire, 02-24-09, gd, http://www.upi.com/news/issueoftheday/2009/02/24/North-Koreas-satellite-claim-means-ICBM-threat-is-real-at-last/UPI-13811235497413/#ixzz1SmsCqaQR)
That same interoperability and transfer of capability between ostensibly civilian space programs and clearly military ones has been followed by many countries since. India's success in launching satellites into space on its own domestically produced boosters was the flipside of its long, arduous struggle to develop Agni-V, an ICBM that can target most of China. Iran's success this month in putting its own first satellite into orbit confounded the complacent assumptions of last year's U.S. National Intelligence Estimate and instead confirmed that Iran right now has the capability -- or is on the verge of getting it -- to successfully fire ICBMs that could reach the Eastern Seaboard of the United States with nuclear or thermonuclear warheads. The close proximity in timing between the Iranian satellite launch and the confident North Korean announcement that it is about to launch a satellite too may be no coincidence. North Korea and Iran have quietly done their utmost to mutually support and supply each other's nuclear and space programs for many years, probably well over a decade. And they also could trade through the middleman proliferation network set up by A.Q. Khan, father of Pakistan's nuclear program. North Korea and Iran both also enjoy close relations with China, whose government has been happy to support both of them as buffers and proxies to combat and erode U.S. influence in the Middle East and Northeast Asia. The North Korean claim at this time came as no surprise to U.S. and South Korean intelligence analysts who monitor the so-called Hermit Kingdom. For several weeks South Korea and the United States have said North Korea was planning to launch something, and the test-firing of a new long-range missile was always the most likely outcome. Read more: 

These Rogue State attacks are the biggest threat today, only space weapons solve 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

 The most likely and most dangerous threat comes from a single or limited missile launch, and from sources that are unlikely to be either rational or predictable. The first is an accidental launch, a threat we avoided making protections against due to the potentially destabilizing effect on the precarious Cold War balance. That an accidental launch, by definition undeterrable, would today hit its target is almost incomprehensible. More likely than an accidental launch is the intentional launch of one or a few missiles, either by a nonstate actor (a terrorist or "rogue boat captain" as the scenario was described in the early 1980s) or a rogue state attempting to maximize damage as a prelude to broader conflict. This is especially likely in the underdeveloped theories pertaining to deterring third-party states. The United States can do nothing today to prevent India from launching a nuclear attack against Pakistan (or vice versa) except threaten retaliation. If Iran should launch a nuclear missile at Israel, or in a preemptory strike Israel should attempt the reverse, America and the world could only sit back and watch, hoping that a potentially world-destroying conflict did not spin out of control. When President Reagan announced his desire for a missile shield in 1983, critics pointed out that even if a 99-percent-reliable defense from space could be achieved, a 10,000warhead salvo by the Soviet Union still allowed for the detonation of 100 nuclear bombs in American cities—and both we and the Soviets had enough missiles to make such an attack plausible. But if a single missile were launched out of the blue from deep within the Asian landmass today, for whatever reason, a space-based missile defense system with 99-percent reliability would be a godsend. And if a U.S. space defense could intercept a single Scud missile launched by terrorists from a ship near America's coasts before it detonated a nuclear warhead 100 miles up—creating an electromagnetic pulse that shuts down America's powergrid, halts America's banking and commerce, and reduces the battlefield for America's military to third world status 8 —it might provide for the very survival of our way of life. 

US Space militarization maintains deterrence and creates a global golden age
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

. In its narrowest construct, astropolitical realism comprises an extension of existing theories of global geopolitics into the vast context of the human conquest of outer space. In its more general and encompassing interpretation, it is the application of the prominent and refined realist visions of state political and military competition into outer space policy, particularly the development and evolution of a new legal and political regime that maximizes both global security and prosperity. Though historians have done an adequate job of describing the realist—even a harsh realpolitik— view of humanity's tendency toward confrontational diplomatic exchange in the chronology of space exploration, no similar effort has been made to place a stringent conceptual framework around and among the many vectors of space policies and chronicles. 19 Thus, we propose fitting realist elements of space politics into their proper places in space strategy. While it may seem barbaric in this modern era to continue to assert the primacy of war and violence—"high politics" in the realist vernacular—in formulations of state strategy, it would be disingenuous and even reckless to try to deny the continued dominance of the terrestrial state and the place of military action in the short history and near future of space operations. In the process, we advocate an open, honest debate about the future of American space intentions and the application of classical and emerging strategic theory to all realms of space exploration and exploitation— including: • its protection as a domain for private investment and commercialization • recognition of the emerging role of space as the critical, even quintessential, capacity for continuing American military preeminence in the international system • a thorough understanding of the astromechanical and physical properties of outer space essential for an optimum deployment of military space assets • a long-overdue development of a revamped legal and political regime based on current international realities and not Cold War fantasies. Conclusion With great power comes great responsibility. If the United States deploys and uses its military space force in concert with allies and friends to maintain effective control of space in a way that is perceived as tough, nonarbitrary, and efficient, adversaries would be discouraged from fielding opposing systems. Should the United States and its allies and friends use their advantage to police the heavens and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, control of low Earth orbit over time would be viewed as a global asset and a collective good. In much the same way it has maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights, the United States could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. There is reasonable historic support for the notion that the most peaceful and prosperous periods in modern history coincide with the appearance of a strong, liberal hegemon. America has been essentially unchallenged in its naval dominance over the last 60 years and in global air supremacy for the last 15 or more. Today, there is more international commerce on the oceans and in the air than ever. Ships and aircraft of all nations worry more about running into bad weather than about being commandeered by a military vessel or set upon by pirates. Search and rescue is a far more common task than forced embargo, and the transfer of humanitarian aid is a regular mission. Lest one think this era of cooperation is predicated on intentions rather than military stability, recall that the policy of open skies advocated by every President since Eisenhower did not take effect until after the fall of the Soviet Union and the singular rise of American power to the fore of international politics. The legacy of American military domination of the sea and air has been positive, and the same should be expected for space. As leader of the international community, the United States finds itself in the unenviable position of having to make decisions for the good of all. No matter the choice, some parties will benefit and others will suffer. The tragedy of American power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. Fortunately, the United States has a great advantage: its people's moral ambiguity about the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is dangerous, but perhaps only Americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for self-restraint. It is this introspection, this angst, that makes America the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. America is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible, and it is preferable to other alternatives that will lead if America falters at the current crossroad. Space weapons, along with the parallel development of information, precision, and stealth capabilities, represent a true revolution in military affairs. These technologies and capabilities will propel the world into an uncertain new age. Only a spasm of nuclear nihilism could curtail this future. By moving forward against the fears of the many, and harnessing these new technologies to a forward-looking strategy of cooperative advantage for all, the United States has the potential to initiate mankind's first global golden age. The nature of international relations and the lessons of history dictate that such a course begin with the vision and will of a few acting in the benefit of all. America must lead, for the benefit of all. Notes 1. 
One nuclear missile strike on the US leads to extinction – Economic, Infrastructure, Transportation collapse

Lambakis '7 (Steven Lambakis, National Security and International Affairs Analyst specializing in Space Power policy studies, “Missile Defense From Space”, Policy Review, No. 141, February & March 2007, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/5516446.html)

Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion. The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids. The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying.

Contention 3 is Peaceful Space

Scenario 1: Miscalculation
Miscalculation occurs now
(Giacomo 03, Carol Giacomo writes for Reuters, May 22, 2003, http://www.commondreams.org/headlines03/0522-03.htm)

WASHINGTON More than a decade after the Cold War ended, the world faces a possible "perfect storm" of security factors that has increased the risk of an accidental or unauthorized nuclear exchange between the United States and Russia, experts said yesterday. A study by the RAND think-tank, strongly endorsed by former U.S. senator Sam Nunn and his non-profit group The Nuclear Threat Initiative, paints a devastating picture of Russia's strategic capabilities and challenges assumptions about the degree to which better U.S.-Russian relations have improved security. In the report and at a news conference, they called for world leaders to address the problem. The chilling assessment came as the Republican-dominated U.S. Senate cleared the way for research and development of a new generation of low-yield nuclear weapons, up to about a third as large as the bomb dropped on Hiroshima in World War II. A day after senators voted to lift a 10-year-old ban on such weapons research, Democrats sought a compromise that would allow the research, but prohibit the development. Senators instead approved lifting the ban on both research and development, but would require the American president to seek congressional authorization before producing any of the new weapons.

A “Brilliant Pebbles” Ballistic Missile Defense Program Solves Miscalc
Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
The oranges are different. They would be space-based interceptors, defensive weapons, designed to save lives and property. They would be small and compact defensive weapons, in this case Brilliant Pebbles (BP), that would use not explosives but their own body weight to provide kinetic energy. This would occur when the device (pebble) first “sees” the hostile nuclear weapon as it is launched, and locks on to the ascending missile. The device, powered by a mini-rocket, then would streak down or out or up to strike the missile (like a large pebble) and knock it out of commission.Obviously, seconds count, because once the pebble “sees” the missile firing, it must respond instantly or it is too late and the hostile missile is well on its way to its target. The problem of accidental activation, however, would be virtually eliminated, because the autonomous system – like cruise control on an automobile – would be designed to be switched off as the BPs pass over friendly or non-hostile territory and turned on again over potentially hostile territory and programmed to do so automatically.38A reasonable comparison is the average home security system, which must be real-time automated, to activate its alarms the second an unwanted intruder shows up, so that law enforcement can respond effectively. Obviously, a prudent owner will turn off the alarm when moving about the premises or when expecting guests, but otherwise the owner wants the system armed to be able to respond quickly when needed.
Miscalc leads to U.S.-Russia nuke war

F. William Enghdal, 2/20/07, freelance journalist, historian, and economic researcher, “Putin and the Geopolitics of the New Cold War”, http://thetruthnews.info/putin.html
The march towards possible nuclear catastrophe by intent or by miscalculation, as a consequence of the bold new Washington policy, took on significant new gravity in June 2004, only weeks after the 49 generals and admirals took the highly unusual step of writing to their President. That June, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld approved a Top Secret order for the Armed Forces of the United States to implement something called Conplan 8022, ‘which provides the President a prompt, global strike capability.’ The term, Conplan, is Pentagon shorthand for Contingency Plan. What ‘contingencies’ are Pentagon planners preparing for? A pre-emptive conventional strike against tiny North Korea or even Iran? Or a full-force pre-emptive nuclear assault on the last formidable nuclear power not under the thumb of the US’ Full Spectrum Dominance-- Russia? The two words, ‘global strike’, are also notable. It’s Pentagon-speak to describe a specific pre-emptive attack which, for the first time since the earliest Cold War days, includes a nuclear option, counter to the traditional US military notion of nuclear weapons being only used in defense to deter attack. Conplan 8022, as has been noted by some, is unlike traditional Pentagon war plans which have been essentially defensive responses to invasion or attack. In concert with the aggressive pre-emptive 2002 Bush Doctrine, Bush’s new Conplan 8022 is offensive. It could be triggered by the mere ‘perception’ of an imminent threat, and carried out by Presidential order, without Congress. Given the details about false or faked ‘perceptions’ in the Pentagon and the Office of the Vice President about Iraq’s threat of weapons of mass destruction in 2003, the new Conplan 8022 suggests a US President might order the missiles against any and every perceived threat or even potential, unproven threat. In response to Rumsfeld’s June 2004 order, General Richard Myers, then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, signed the order to make Conplan 8022 operational. Selected nuclear-capable bombers, ICBMs, SSBNs, and ‘information warfare’ (sic) units have been deployed against unnamed high-value targets in ‘adversary’ countries. Was Iran an adversary country, even though it had never attacked the United States? Was North Korea, even though it had never in five decades launched a direct attack on South Korea, let alone any one else? Is China an ‘adversary’ because it’s simply becoming economically too influential? Is Russia now an adversary because she refuses to lay back and accept being made what Brzezinski terms a ‘vassal’ state of the American Empire? Because there has been zero open debate inside the United States about Conplan 8022, there has been virtually no discussion of any of these potentially nuclear-loaded questions. What makes the June 2004 Rumsfeld order even more unsettling to a world which truly had hoped nuclear mushroom clouds had become a threat of the past, is that Conplan 8022 contains a significant nuclear attack component. It’s true that the overall number of nuclear weapons in the US military stockpile has been declining since the end of the Cold War. But not, it seems, because the US is moving the world back from the brink of nuclear war by miscalculation. The new missile defense expansion to Poland and Czech Republic is better understood from the point of the remarkable expansion of NATO since 1991. As Putin noted, ‘NATO has put its frontline forces on our borders… think it is obvious that NATO expansion does not have any relation with the modernisation of the Alliance itself or with ensuring security in Europe. On the contrary, it represents a serious provocation that reduces the level of mutual trust. And we have the right to ask: against whom is this expansion intended? And what happened to the assurances our western partners made after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact?’
A US-Russian war causes extinction and is an existential threat.

Bostrom 2 (Nick, professor of philosophy - Oxford University, March, Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards, Journal of Evolution and Technology, p. 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
Scenario 2: China

China is beginning to militarize Space
MacDonald 11, Bruce W. MacDonald is a member of the United States Institute of Peace, former member of CFR, see 1st line of ard, 5-11-11,gd, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf
Prior to USIP, I led the Council on Foreign Relations study of China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security, which built upon my years of national security policy work in and out of government, travel to China, and training as an aerospace engineer. The Chinese Challenge This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency. In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced, military space capabilities as well. We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with fear. We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge, and other developments that are of a classified nature. The Peoples’ Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities. Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other. However, China’s growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.-China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out. The PLA and U.S. armed forces both would be derelict in their duties if they did not have contingency plans for such a conflict. As the current inferior military power, the PLA has every incentive to develop options for offensive operations against weak points in U.S. military posture, just as our military establishment should develop options against weak points in Chinese defenses. PLA officers have noted the great U.S. dependence upon space assets and capabilities and the way they multiply U.S. force effectiveness. Just recently, they saw how U.S. special forces, and the military and civilian leadership that commanded them, heavily depended upon satellite photographs, space-derived weather and electronic intelligence, GPS, other space-enabled information, and satellite communications in executing the strike against Osama bin Laden’s compound in Pakistan. This brilliantly successful operation was built on a firm foundation of information in which space played a vital role in creating.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decision-making, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These “space-enabled information services” lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other ASAT weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia. This strategic space situation is troubling. Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space capabilities. These PLA efforts are funded by a vigorous, quickly growing economy and supported by a government with full appreciation for the roles that space-enabled information and information warfare play in modern conflict. U.S. and Chinese strategic interests in East Asia are not foreordained to lead to conflict; each has much to lose if this happens, and each appreciates the other’s military capabilities. China’s demonstration of an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability through the downing of an old Chinese satellite in 2007, demonstrated at least basic hit-to-kill (HTK) technology capability. They further demonstrated their HTK prowess in January 2010 when they performed a successful ballistic missile intercept test. This shows growing mastery of HTK technology, as hitting a longer range ballistic missile or warhead is a more challenging HTK task than hitting an orbiting satellite. This successful missile defense test has important strategic implications for U.S. security interests that have to date been largely ignored. One Chinese source me that Chinese scientists had been actively pursuing HTK technology development ever since the United States first demonstrated HTK technology in the homing overlay experiment (HOE) in 1984. This source said that Chinese scientists saw at that time the strategic significance of HTK technology and the importance of China mastering it – which they now appear to have done. Besides the kinetic ASAT the PLA tested in 2007, China reportedly has other offensive space programs under development, including lasers, microwave- and cyber-weapons. We also face the twin realities that defending space assets is more difficult than attacking them; and while advancing technology will help both defense and offense, the offense is likely to benefit more. Senior Chinese military and political leadership also appears to appreciate the national security significance of space. 18 months ago, the PLA Air Force chief of staff, Gen. Xu Qiliang, spoke of the inevitability of space conflict, followed one week later by Hu Jintao’s statement about the PLA-AF “requirement of [developing] both offensive and defensive space capabilities.” Writings in authoritative Chinese military journals also show a clear awareness of the growing military role that space assets play in advanced conventional military capabilities. A recent article in China reporting on the launch of the latest Chinese Beidou (GPS-type) satellite cited one Chinese military expert as noting that 90% of advanced weapons currently depend upon GPS for their operation. China’s 2008 Defense white paper also notes the major role of “informationized warfare” in future conflicts and devotes an entire section to “promoting the informationization of China’s national defense and armed forces in the paper. China seeks to have a significant capability in this area by 2020 and to be able to prevail in such warfare by 2050, according to their white paper. China's most recent defense white paper, released two months ago, acknowledges once again that space plays a prominent role in its security thinking. The paper notes, among other national defense taskings, to maintain China’s “security interests in space, electromagnetic space and cyber space.” The website of the daily newspaper of the Central Military Commission recently criticized Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy Greg Schulte’s citing of China’s “anti-space weaponry.” I am particularly struck by the fact that the CMC newspaper, though it countered that some countries are worried about U.S. “anti-space” capabilities, did not deny the accuracy of Ambassador Schulte’s statement, as China usually does. This is quite a change, one I believe is noteworthy given its origin. The PLA views last year’s revised U.S. space policy as “seeking space hegemony” as a “core U.S. objective,” and claims that “developing and deploying space-based weapons is America’s established strategy,” according to published accounts. These and other distorted PLA views must be called out and refuted, lest more junior PLA officers, and others who read PLA publications accept them uncritically. The key questions are what Chinese intentions are for these capabilities, and what the implications are for the United States. Chinese Military Space Intentions A fundamental problem we face is that China says little at an official level about its military space policy and doctrine. Chinese counterspace capabilities may be intended purely for deterrence purposes, to be used in warfare at a time of their choosing, or some combination of the two. PLA leaders have informally told U.S. officials and others that it is in the interest of an inferior power to keep secret information about its weaknesses and strengths, and they appear to be following this advice quite strictly. Time and again the U.S. has been rebuffed in seeking greater openness and transparency in Chinese space and larger defense strategy. That said, the PLA publishes an increasing number of papers on these issues that have not received enough attention, the problem, I am told, being a resource constraint. There is a sizable PLA literature on space conflict, but it is unclear how well this reflects Chinese government thinking, any more than U.S. military journals reflect official U.S. policy. However, China’s ASAT and missile defense tests and this literature demonstrate a PLA awareness of the importance of offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and strongly suggest that such capabilities are part of China’s larger plans for the future – and perhaps missile defense capabilities as well. It is also unclear whether this reflects PLA interest in OCS for warfighting or just for deterrence, though I suspect it is likely a mixture of both. Should China choose to deploy its demonstrated ASAT system, or more advanced versions of it, U.S. space assets and the military and economic infrastructures they support would be put at risk. One thing is certain – more clarity on PLA and Chinese government thinking on space deterrence, doctrine, space stability, and related issues – and Russian thinking, too -- are urgently needed and are important to U.S. security.

US dominant now, but Chinese political factions wanting a space 1st strike are gaining popularity

(Cox 08, Stan Cox is a writer, columnist for ~500 newspapers, worked for the US dpt of Agriculture, has a Ph.D from Iowa State University in agricultural genetics, 9-28-07, gd, http://www.fwweekly.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2850)
In the depths of the Cold War, as the arms race between the United States and Soviet Union escalated, the terrible benchmarks were recorded — nuclear test dates, the unveiling of new weapons systems, the brinksmanship of the Cuban missile crisis. So mark this date for a future history book: On Jan. 11 of this year, a ground-launched missile destroyed a space satellite orbiting more than 500 miles above the Earth. It wasn’t an American or a Russian missile — it was Chinese. Ostensibly, China was just removing an obsolete weather station. Metaphorically, it was a shot across the bows for the U.S., and it rattled windows in the Pentagon and around the world, as surely as a blast on a Pacific atoll did in 1946. The launch showed military planners everywhere that the door had been opened on space as another field of war — despite a 40-year-old treaty and a half-century of effort by many nations to prevent that. The Chinese satellite destruction was so important that some have called it 1/11 — the space-war version of 9/11. But it wasn’t really China that blew open that door. Six years to the day before the Chinese missile launch, a group headed by future U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld asserted that it’s only a matter of time until there is all-out war in the heavens. Every part of our world has become a theater of war, the Rumsfeld-led group advised, and space will be no different. And if that’s so, the report said, the U.S. needs to get there first, with the biggest guns. At least since then, the space weapons rush has been on, and North Texas defense contractors have been getting a major share of the market, investing technology, experts, and millions of lobbying dollars each year in the effort. Lockheed Martin, the nation’s top defense contractor and a major Fort Worth employer, has been the second-biggest beneficiary of this new arms race, helping develop a whole new alphabet soup of weapons and defense systems — the Aegis, the PAC-3, the XSS-11 anti-satellite system. Raytheon, with several North Texas installations, is another major and controversial space-war player, the main or subcontractor on a host of space-related weapon and defense systems, and a major supplier to the CIA and other spy agencies. The space weapons list includes things like micro-satellites, which could stalk and destroy satellites of other nations; the EAGLE project, a series of orbiting mirrors to direct beams from ground- or air-based lasers at targets in space; and the Falcon, a sort of space shuttle for bombs. Then there are the still-theoretical “rods from God,” 20-foot-long tungsten poles, a foot in diameter, that would be launched from low Earth orbit at 25,000 miles per hour to pulverize “hardened” targets in enemy territory, such as intensely protected underground bunkers. Just last month, space warriors and defense contractors gathered in Omaha for the Strategic Space and Defense Conference, held in the backyard of the sprawling installation that houses the U.S. military command in charge of the nation’s nuclear and space weapons systems. Participants promoted new weapons and listened to speakers discussing the “timely application of space power” and systems to deliver “global effects.” They weren’t talking about solar energy or a cure for global warming. The scariest part of the space-war rhetoric and reality may not be the idea of developing weapons and defense systems to be held in readiness against attacks by others. Space could become just another platform from which this country could launch pre-emptive strikes against its perceived enemies. And — is it really a surprise? — space weapons stations could be used to increase even further the United States’ ability to spy on its own people. This fall marks the 40th anniversary of the Outer Space Treaty, an agreement among 98 nations, including the United States, that bans nuclear arms from space. That seemed the most important limit at the time — the treaty made no mention of other weapons. Still, no nation has ever launched an attack of any kind into or from space. Why should citizens even care what goes on outside the planet and its atmosphere? The prospect of space war seems a lot less ominous than the threat of a U.S.-Soviet nuclear holocaust once did. Nobody lives in space; no civilians would be maimed or killed by a robotic shoot-’em-up in orbit. Helen Caldicott and Craig Eisendrath answered such arguments in their book War in Heaven: The Arms Race in Outer Space, published earlier this year. In the wake of the Soviet launch of Sputnik in 1957, they wrote, humans around the globe began asking, “Would [outer space] be the venue for wars and synchronized killings, or the common space for a complex of cooperative peaceful efforts benefiting our species? The two uses of space could not exist side by side.” The pristine emptiness into which Sputnik ventured no longer exists. Today, the busier orbits around Earth (ranging from 300 to 22,000 miles out) more closely resemble the industrial parks and military bases that litter the outskirts of cities. The Air Force Space Command actually keeps a catalog of every human-made object that orbits the Earth. The current total: 18,400. The Colorado Springs-based Space Foundation reports that the global space industry grew at warp speed in 2006, at an 18 percent annual rate that sent it past $220 billion in sales of space-related goods and services. Half of that activity is commercial, with the biggest growth occurring in “lifestyle media” (mostly satellite TV) and global positioning systems (GPS) satellites and their related equipment and service fees. But another 28 percent of total world spending is by the U.S. government. When Americans think of the space program, they generally think of the National Aeronautic and Space Administration’s space shuttle flights, the international space station, and future trips to the moon and Mars. Despite that 1967 treaty, however, U.S. military leaders have been thinking about the possibility of weapons in space for a long time. And based on Space Foundation figures, budgets for warfare preparations and spying in space quietly add up to almost three times that of NASA. According to Caldicott and Eisendrath, the United States accounts for 95 percent of the world’s spending on militarization of space and owns more than half of all military satellites. The most basic space weaponry problem is the vulnerability of orbiting spacecraft. Satellites and other space objects not only have nowhere to hide; they move in fully predictable ways, making them vulnerable to attack at an adversary’s convenience. And satellites do more than provide crucial military intelligence — they also form the basis of communications systems that keep modern military forces in touch with remote commanders and civilian leaders. According to a report from Rumsfeld’s group, “The loss of space systems that support military operations or collect intelligence would dramatically affect the way U.S. forces could fight.” Without space hardware and software, the military would be crippled — 70 percent of the bombs that struck Iraq during the Pentagon’s 2003 “Shock and Awe” campaign were satellite-guided. Back in 2000, China’s official Xinhua News Agency gave U.S. strategic planners reason to worry. A coyly “hypothetical” article predicted that “for countries that could never win a war with the United States by using the method of tanks and planes, attacking the U.S. space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice.” In 1992, the U.S. Strategic Air Command, a warhorse of the nuclear age, was replaced by something called USSTRATCOM — the U.S. Strategic Command — that eventually would expand the old SAC mission to add responsibility for control of U.S. space weaponry. Since then, the country’s spending on space-related defensive and offensive systems has continued to increase — but it took off dramatically in 2000. Spending on missile defense has doubled since then, and the U.S. is now proposing to place missile defense installations in Poland and the Czech Republic — a development that has infuriated many Europeans. In January 2001, a year after the Xinhua article appeared, the group called the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization presented its report to Congress. Headed by Rumsfeld, whom President Bush would name as his defense secretary, the report asserted that the United States should prepare for the inevitable militarization of space. “We know from history that every medium — air, land, and sea — has seen conflict,” the commission reported. “Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the U.S. must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space — and ensure continuing superiority.” Another reality: More than half of the Rumsfeld commission members had ties to the aerospace industry. And the report plainly reflected that connection, advising that “The U.S. Government needs to become a more reliable customer of commercial space products and services.” Five of the top space-weapon and missile-defense contractors — Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Boeing, SAIC, and General Dynamics — shelled out a total of $13 million in political campaign contributions from 2001 to 2006, according to the New-York based World Policy Institute. Congressional support for space weapons is bipartisan, led by a Space Power Caucus established in 2003. Lockheed Martin, for instance, spent just under $10 million in lobbying members of Congress and federal agencies in 2006. And individuals and political action committees associated with Lockheed put U.S. Rep. Joe Barton of Ennis and Fort Worth’s Kay Granger high on their campaign donations list. The company is the lead contractor on the XSS-11 anti-satellite system and a host of other space weapons. In Grand Prairie, its Lockheed Martin Missile and Fire Control, according to the company web site, develops and manufactures “advanced combat systems and missile, rocket, and space systems.” The attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, of course, ramped up the space-war rhetoric. And USSTRATCOM was given a host of other missions, including those of the former Space Command and a new Global Strike Integration Command, which will wield space weapons if they’re ever fully deployed. In 2002, the Air Force undersecretary for military space acquisitions told The New York Times that “We haven’t reached the point of strafing and bombing from space,” but “we are exploring those possibilities.” When they aren’t talking about China, military leaders discuss the possibility of, say, Pakistan falling to Taliban types who might turn to “space jihad” — shooting a nuclear weapon into orbit and detonating it. The resulting electromagnetic pulse could disable spacecraft across a quarter of the Earth’s orbital space. But many critics of the program think that defensive scenarios are just camouflage for the military’s desire for offensive weapons that the U.S. could use simply as an extension of its power, whether or not any other nation was threatening space war. The Rumsfeld commission noted that “Military space officials will have to develop new doctrines and concepts for offensive and defensive space operations ... and other military uses of space.” Bruce Gagnon, coordinator of the activist group Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, believes the country’s $9 billion missile-defense program is just a Trojan horse. “Missile defense brings in the money, but the real story is offensive, pre-emptive attack technologies for global strike,” he said. “That’s where the real action is.” Gagnon said that current U.S. space policy remains consistent with the aggressive stance of the Rumsfeld report, “although they have slacked off just a bit on their rhetoric.” In September, the Times relayed a similar message from a former Pentagon official who said that space weapons are “still definitely part of the program, but they don’t emphasize it because the arms-control people come out of the woodwork.” The current thinking of military and industry officials was revealed last month at the annual Strategic Space and Defense Conference in Omaha, where the exhibit hall was full of nerf-version giveaways promoting weapon systems and promotional art that looked like a combination of Spielberg, comic books, and Armageddon predictions. In his opening remarks, USSTRATCOM acting commander Lt. Gen. Robert Kehler (who, ironically, bears a slight resemblance to Peter Sellers’ amiable President Muffley in Dr. Strangelove), referred obliquely to China, which became almost a theme of the conference. Speaker after speaker described the feeling of vulnerability caused by that country’s Jan. 11 satellite destruction, equating it with the alarm caused by the Challenger and Columbia space-shuttle disasters and even the World Trade Center attacks. “In the past, we were the unique masters of the air and space domains. Today, that cannot be taken for granted,” said Air Force Lt. General Frank Klotz. It fell to a civilian, Northrop Grumman Vice President Frederick Ricker, to offer a spine-stiffener to the military whiners: “If we can’t have sanctuary in space,” he said, “we can certainly have superiority.” 
China 1st Strike in Space would be a part of Taiwanese invasion

(France and Adams 05, Martin France and Richard Adams are Chiefs of the Space Superiority program at Peterson AFB, CO, originally published in the High Frontier Journal, Winter 2005, gd, http://www.spacedebate.org/evidence/1844/)

The keys to any Chinese military action against Taiwan would first be deterrence of US intervention and then, if an attack is initiated, limiting America's capacity and will to respond. If China elects to use military measures to secure national unity, its primary goal will be to achieve a quick outcome through surprise, speed, and deception. America's space-dependent information infrastructure presents an alluring target, making a non-lethal strike against US space assets a likely precursor or adjunct to an attack. A 1999 article in the PLA-affiliated Kuang Chiao Ching journal described electronic, information, and ASAT warfare as essential ingredients of a cross-strait conflict. A recent RAND report argues that an information attack to degrade regional American military might would be a probable course of action for Beijing. Attacking American space assets is a powerful, potentially deniable, and perhaps most importantly, non-lethal option that would dramatically hinder the ability of US forces to react rapidly or effectively.

US-China war causes nuclear war
Hunkovic, 2009 – American Military University [Lee J, 2009, “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/Hunkovic.pdf] avidK

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it.
Thus, the plan: The United States federal government should deploy space-based kinetic energy weapons as per the Brilliant Pebbles Ballistic Missile Defense Program.
Contention 4 is Solvency
Brilliant Pebbles solves—One interceptor can destroy 10 warheads at once
Donald R. Baucom. (Donald Baucom is the historian of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. He is a graduate of the Air Force Academy and served as a commissioned officer for twenty-eight years. He has taught history and strategy at the Academy and the Air War College and has directed the Air Power Research Institute at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. Dr. Baucom was editor of the Air University Review, currently the Airpower Journal. He is the author of The Origins of SDI, which won the Organization of American Historians’ Leopold Prize in History.) 04. http://www.highfrontier.org/Archive/hf/D_Baucom_Rise%20and%20Fall%20of%20BP.pdf. “The Journal of Social, Political and Economic Studies?

The remarks about economic feasibility should be borne in mind, as they will surface prominently later in this history of Brilliant Pebbles (BP), a space-based, kinetic kill interceptor that was part of President Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) program. During its brief life span, Brilliant Pebbles became the central element of the SDI program. From their orbits around the earth, BP interceptors were to be capable of destroying Soviet ICBMs during their boost phase, eliminat- ing their multiple warheads and decoys before these could be dispersed. In this way, a single Brilliant Pebbles interceptor could destroy as many as ten Soviet warheads. This pivotal role makes the BP story crucial to the broader history of the SDI program
Missile Defense deters rivals

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
Committing to Space The importance of space to the United States extends beyond missile defense. Space is an arena of crucial importance to the United States for civil, commercial, and national security purposes. It is essential that the United States not only be able to use space for missile defense, but also to have assured access to space as the means to protect its other vital space-based assets, including improved situational awareness in space. And even though the United States remains at the forefront of space technology and exploration today, its continued preeminence is not assured. At least 35 countries (several of which are hostile to the United States) have space programs, many of which have already led to the deployment of assets in space and more will do so in the years ahead. Yet the United States is not providing adequate resources for its military space programs. This is dangerous because the ability to attack and disrupt U.S. space assets, launch systems, and associated ground support stations is expanding on the part of states and even non-state actors. For example, China is developing advanced capabilities for space warfare, including lasers and direct-ascent capabilities that could be launched from China to destroy or disrupt U.S. satellites. In addition, as discussed earlier, several states – as well as terrorist groups – currently possess or are pursuing the capability to launch an EMP strike that would render useless many critical U.S. national security, civilian, and commercial space assets. Therefore, if it is to remain a space power – and indeed a global power – the United States must not only be capable of detecting and deterring such attacks, but also of possessing the means to defend against them, identify their source, and quickly recover and replenish vital assets. This means that the United States should: • Articulate a commitment to space dominance by immediately making major new investments in the research and development of space-based technologies to counteract the decline (20 percent to less than 8 percent) in the U.S. aerospace sector’s share of total national research and development investment since the 1980s. The increased funding should support efforts to protect existing spacebased assets and field technologies to enhance and safeguard the commercial and national security uses of space, such as situational awareness. In addition, given that numerous U.S. national security satellites are approaching obsolescence, successor generation systems are urgently needed. This includes the capacity to replace disabled or destroyed space assets rapidly and underscores the need for robust, low-cost U.S. space launch capabilities. • Acknowledge the centrality of space to the development, testing, and deployment of a missile defense system capable of protecting the United States, its overseas forces, and its allies. Missile defense, together with space control and assured access, are capabilities central to U.S. efforts for creating disincentives to states and terrorist organizations seeking WMD and their delivery systems. • Reject efforts to counter current American primacy in space through legal regimes and arrangements. The experience of the ABM Treaty, together with endeavors now underway to restrict weapons proliferation and deployment by international agreement, does not give credibility to efforts to impose new international legal prohibitions against space-based missile defense. Such actions are more likely to place burdensome restrictions on the use of space by the United States, rather than deterring others from developing their own space programs.
***2AC T***

2AC T-substantial

1) We meet: we defend a substantial increase. Since you have defined increase to mean ________________________________, we increase it by that much.

2) Our defense of substantial  without qualification is justified—our defense of the term reduces ambiguity
Definitions need to be contextual – reduces ambiguity

Devinksy 02 (Paul, Paul Devinsky is a partner in the law firm of McDermott Will & Emery LLP and is based in the Firm’s Washington, D.C., office, “Is Claim ‘Substantially’ Definite?  Ask Person of Skill in Art,” McDermontt News Letters Vol. 5, No.11 Novermber 2002 http://www.mwe.com/index.cfm/fuseaction/publications.nldetail/object_id/c2c73bdb-9b1a-42bf-a2b7-075812dc0e2d.cfm)
In reversing a summary judgment of invalidity, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit found that the district court, by failing to look beyond the intrinsic claim construction evidence to consider what a person of skill in the art would understand in a "technologic context," erroneously concluded the term "substantially" made a claim fatally indefinite.  Verve, LLC v. Crane Cams, Inc., Case No. 01-1417 (Fed. Cir. November 14, 2002).  The patent in suit related to an improved push rod for an internal combustion engine.  The patent claims a hollow push rod whose overall diameter is larger at the middle than at the ends and has "substantially constant wall thickness" throughout the rod and rounded seats at the tips.  The district court found that the expression "substantially constant wall thickness" was not supported in the specification and prosecution history by a sufficiently clear definition of "substantially" and was, therefore, indefinite.  The district court recognized that the use of the term "substantially" may be definite in some cases but ruled that in this case it was indefinite because it was not further defined.  The Federal Circuit reversed, concluding that the district court erred in requiring that the meaning of the term "substantially" in a particular "technologic context" be found solely in intrinsic evidence:  "While reference to intrinsic evidence is primary in interpreting claims, the criterion is the meaning of words as they would be understood by persons in the field of the invention."  Thus, the Federal Circuit instructed that "resolution of any ambiguity arising from the claims and specification may be aided by extrinsic evidence of usage and meaning of a term in the context of the invention."  The Federal Circuit remanded the case to the district court with instruction that "[t]he question is not whether the word 'substantially' has a fixed meaning as applied to 'constant wall thickness,' but how the phrase would be understood by persons experienced in this field of mechanics, upon reading the patent documents."

3) Reasons to Prefer:

A) Intent to define: We present a definition from the USFG, the actor of our plan, and therefore this definition intends to define substantial in the context of USFG operations

B) Education: Our claim allows the debate to center around whatever claim the negative feels is important, therefore ensuring clash.

C) Fairness: The negative loses no ground at all with our definition.

4) Our interpretation is reasonable. Prefer this over competing interpretations because
- We can’t generate offense because they always limit more

- Neg always finds an interp to exclude us

- Counter interp: ours is the only topical case.  This solves all limits and predictability.

5) Potential abuse isn’t a voter.  They could potentially run a new counterplan in the 2nr. Make them prove abuse.

2AC T-development

1) We meet: We develop space through satellite development. We put satellites in space, we meet

2AC T-Increase

1) We meet: We increase the amount of satellites in space. We defend an increase, so we meet their definition. 

2AC T-Increase is not to Create

1) We meet—we expand upon current weapons like the X-37, Current Brilliant Pebbles interceptors, and the Patriot Missile system

2) Counter-Interpretation:
Increase means a net increase

Rogers, New York Judge, 05 (Judge, STATE OF NEW YORK, ET AL., PETITIONERS v. U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, RESPONDENT, NSR MANUFACTURERS ROUNDTABLE, ET AL., INTERVENORS, 2005 U.S. App. LEXIS 12378, **; 60 ERC (BNA) 1791, 6/24, lexis)

 [**48]  Statutory Interpretation. HN16While the CAA defines a "modification" as any physical or operational change that "increases" emissions, it is silent on how to calculate such "increases" in emissions. 42 U.S.C. § 7411(a)(4). According to government petitioners, the lack of a statutory definition does not render the term "increases" ambiguous, but merely compels the court to give the term its "ordinary meaning." See Engine Mfrs.Ass'nv.S.Coast AirQualityMgmt.Dist., 541 U.S. 246, 124 S. Ct. 1756, 1761, 158 L. Ed. 2d 529(2004); Bluewater Network, 370 F.3d at 13; Am. Fed'n of Gov't Employees v. Glickman, 342 U.S. App. D.C. 7, 215 F.3d 7, 10 [*23]  (D.C. Cir. 2000). Relying on two "real world" analogies, government petitioners contend that the ordinary meaning of "increases" requires the baseline to be calculated from a period immediately preceding the change. They maintain, for example, that in determining whether a high-pressure weather system "increases" the local temperature, the relevant baseline is the temperature immediately preceding the arrival of the weather system, not the temperature five or ten years ago. Similarly,  [**49]  in determining whether a new engine "increases" the value of a car, the relevant baseline is the value of the car immediately preceding the replacement of the engine, not the value of the car five or ten years ago when the engine was in perfect condition.
3) Reasons to Prefer:

A) Intent to Define: their Buckley card is an argument, not US policy. Only our definition is used in the context of US policy. 

B) Over-specificity- Their Buckley card applies to cash payments—logically, a payment cannot be 0. However, in the broader scope of policy, 0 is a rational quantity, therefore our Rogers evidence applies the only definition usable in the field of policy—theirs is great for monetary policy, but that is NOT the core of the topic. 

C) Education—our definition applies to US policy, and is therefore at the core of the topic.  Our program exists in the squo, so this checks back real world education.

D) Predictability—Lit checks, disclosure checks. We have been running this aff all camp.

4) Our interpretation is reasonable. Prefer this over competing interpretations because
- We can’t generate offense because they always limit more

- Neg always finds an interp to exclude us

- Counter interp: ours is the only topical case.  This solves all limits and predictability.

5) Potential abuse isn’t a voter.  They could potentially run a new counterplan in the 2nr. Make them prove abuse.
2AC T-development

1) We meet: We develop space through satellite development. And X-apply our Dolman + Cooper evidence, the “golden age” created by the plan is consistent with their interp.

2) Counter-Interp

Space development includes Brilliant Pebbles 
SDPA 5 

[Space Development Promotion Act of the Republic of Korea, Journal of Space Law, 33, 5-31, http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/library/space/Korea/Laws/33jsl175.pdf, Caplan]
Article 2 (Definitions) Definitions of terms used in this Act are as follows: 
(a) The term “space development” means one of the following: 

(i) Research and technology development activities related to design, production, launch, operation, etc. of space objects;   

(ii) Use and exploration of outer space and activities to facilitate them; 

(b)  The term “space development project” means a project to promote space development or a project to pursue  the development of education, technology, information,  industry, etc. related to space development; 

(c)  The term “space object” means an object designed and  manufactured for use in outer space, including a launch  vehicle, a satellite, a space ship and their components; 

(d)  The term “space accident” means an occurrence of  damage to life, body or property due to crash, collision or  explosion of a space object or other situation; 

(e)  The term “satellite information” means image, voice, sound or data acquired by using a satellite, or in formation made of their combination, including processed or applied information. 

3) Reasons to Prefer:

A) Intent to define. The SPDA is a piece of policy, while your evidence is localized to one individual academic event. Our definition applies in the context of continued governance, yours doesn’t.

B) Limits—Dual use technologies means that the negative only needs to win militarization link in order to prove the aff untopical

C) Education—Space weapons are on the table as a form of development in the status quo, to attempt to obfuscate the issue would lead to myopic analysis

4) Our interpretation is reasonable. Prefer this over competing interpretations because
- We can’t generate offense because they always limit more

- Neg always finds an interp to exclude us

- Counter interp: ours is the only topical case.  This solves all limits and predictability.

5) Potential abuse isn’t a voter.  They could potentially run a new counterplan in the 2nr. Make them prove abuse.

2AC T-The

1) We meet: We utilize the unique USFG—we delineate our actor as an organization defined by the constitution, therefore unique from other governance

2) Counter-Interp: The United Stated federal government means the sovereign powers of the government.
Google Dictionary, 2011
The United States Federal Government is established by the US Constitution. The Federal Government shares sovereignty over the United Sates with the individual governments of the States of US. The Federal government has three branches: i) the legislature, which is the US Congress, ii) Executive, comprised of the President and Vice president of the US and iii) Judiciary. The US Constitution prescribes a system of separation of powers and ‘checks and balances’ for the smooth functioning of all the three branches of the Federal Government. The US Constitution limits the powers of the Federal Government to the powers assigned to it; all powers not expressly assigned to the Federal Government are reserved to the States or to the people.
3) Reasons to Prefer:

A) Intent to define: We present a definition of the USFG, which is broader than the neg definition and therefore is less susceptible to be taken out of context

B) Education: Our definition forces the affirmative to utilize the “normal means” of policy passage in the US, allowing for topic-specific education, because only our definition encompasses normal means.

C) Fairness: Our Counter-Interp is accepted in the debate community, and is therefore the most predictable.

4) Our interpretation is reasonable. Prefer this over competing interpretations because
We can’t generate offense because they always limit more

Neg always finds an interp to exclude us

Counter interp: ours is the only topical case.  This solves all limits and predictability.

5) Potential abuse isn’t a voter.  They could potentially run a new counterplan in the 2nr. Make them prove abuse.

2AC Not Spacemil (Hsu n’ Cox)

1) We meet: We implement “infrastructure”, a form of development

2) Counter-Interp

Space development includes Brilliant Pebbles 
SDPA 5 

[Space Development Promotion Act of the Republic of Korea, Journal of Space Law, 33, 5-31, http://www.spacelaw.olemiss.edu/library/space/Korea/Laws/33jsl175.pdf, Caplan]
Article 2 (Definitions) Definitions of terms used in this Act are as follows: 
(a) The term “space development” means one of the following: 

(i) Research and technology development activities related to design, production, launch, operation, etc. of space objects;   

(ii) Use and exploration of outer space and activities to facilitate them; 

(b)  The term “space development project” means a project to promote space development or a project to pursue  the development of education, technology, information,  industry, etc. related to space development; 

(c)  The term “space object” means an object designed and  manufactured for use in outer space, including a launch  vehicle, a satellite, a space ship and their components; 

(d)  The term “space accident” means an occurrence of  damage to life, body or property due to crash, collision or  explosion of a space object or other situation; 

(e)  The term “satellite information” means image, voice, sound or data acquired by using a satellite, or in formation made of their combination, including processed or applied information. 

3) Reasons to Prefer:

A) Intent to define. The SPDA is a piece of policy, while your evidence is localized to one individual academic event. Our definition applies in the context of continued governance, yours doesn’t. Hsu and Cox use 2 qualifying statements (such as…primarily) to ensure that their evidence is not taken as an exclusive list. The fact that spacemil is not on their list DOES NOT imply that it is not a form of development.
B) Limits—Dual use technologies means that the negative only needs to win militarization link in order to prove the aff untopical

C) Education—Space weapons are on the table as a form of development in the status quo, to attempt to obfuscate the issue would lead to myopic analysis

4) Our interpretation is reasonable. Prefer this over competing interpretations because
- We can’t generate offense because they always limit more

- Neg always finds an interp to exclude us

- Counter interp: ours is the only topical case.  This solves all limits and predictability.

5) Potential abuse isn’t a voter.  They could potentially run a new counterplan in the 2nr. Make them prove abuse.

***2AC CPs***
CP fails: Chinese attitudes

(Blair and Yali 06, Bruce Blair is the president of the World Security Institute, ex-Brookings Institution and Chen Yali is the editor in chief of Washington Observer, works with the Chen Shi China Research Group, ex-China Daily , The second journal issue of 2006, gd, http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=243&Itemid=8)
By providing an open forum that informs and enriches understanding of Chinese thinking on critical matters of security, the journal hopes to attract an expanding cadre of contributing experts from China’s think tanks affiliated with military, security, foreign policy, and academic institutions. By tapping into the diverse views that exist in these intellectual circles, the journal promises to foster a genuine dialogue that helps bridge the gap of misunderstanding between Chinese and American analysts. As the articles in this issue show, such bilateral exchanges of information, views, and constructive proposals for cooperation have barely begun in the arena of space policy. The dialogue is oblique, long on rhetoric and short on information. The governments harbor deep-seated suspicions of each other’s aims and capabilities, and until they manage to overcome their fears and doubts, serious progress toward accommodation will remain a long way off. China and the United States find themselves caught in a cruel paradox: space collaboration represents the best hope for allaying mutual suspicion, by making their activities in space transparent to each other, but at the same time this suspicion militates against open collaboration. The vicious cycle only heightens their mutual suspicion, their aversion to collaboration and transparency, and their commitment to secrecy in order to hide exploitable weaknesses and vulnerabilities from a prying potential adversary. For fortress America, embracing space collaboration with China would also incur domestic political risks. In the current political climate, military unilateralism and superiority, however questionable or counter-productive, is the politically safer approach to national security. For China, the prevailing worldview sees a superpower striving for absolute security, a quest driven by fear or hegemonic ambitions that are impervious to reason. U.S. space policy might be the best illustration of America’s drive for security at the expense of others’ security. China’s fear of becoming contained and ‘encircled’ by a hegemonic state and its allies is constant. Through the eyes of the Chinese military, space is the heart of an ongoing revolution in military affairs and has demonstrably served this ‘containment’ stratagem of the United States. The United States has enforced an unprecedented ban on exporting any space-related technology and commodities to China since 1999, but has steadfastly refused to have any meaningful dialogue with China either through an international forum or bilateral channels. This comprehensive isolation of China’s space program confirms the belief and fear of many Chinese military strategists that the United States seeks to arrest China’s progress in space in order to thwart its ability to revolutionize its warfighting technologies and win on the high-tech battlefields of the future. A zero-sum mindset toward space is hardening in China as a result of this apprehension, as amply illustrated in the public media. Space is eyed in China as an area of resources and possibilities to be acquired before it’s too late. Shu Xing, whose book is reviewed later in this journal, likens the grabbing of satellite orbits to the “Enclosure Movement” in late 18th Century England in which the more capability one has, the more resources one can seize. Another reviewed author argued that countries scramble into space to fight for the tremendous resources found there and “once this fight for resources causes irreconcilable conflicts, it may lead to radical space confrontations.” A space war seems to many Chinese to be another form of resource war. Such urgency in seeking control over resources is not unique to space, but also applies to energy and other areas. Given China’s population and rapid economic growth, controlling resources is understandably a paramount concern. Regarding space, however, a zero-sum (‘win-lose’) attitude is narrow-minded and misguided. If feverish competition for resources in space causes Sino-American relations to deteriorate or leads to the outbreak of war between them, then both parties lose. 
Perm solves: No trade off with Aff 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High  Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)
A follow-on argument is rhetorical and usually takes the form, "Wouldn't the money spent on space weapons be better spent elsewhere?" It would be lovely if the tens of billions of dollars necessary to effectively weaponize space could be spent on education, or the environment, or dozens of other worthy causes, but this is a moot argument. Money necessary for space weapons will not come from the Departments of the Interior or State or from any other department except Defense. Any windfall for not pursuing space weaponization is speculative only and is therefore not transitive. This means that the funds for space weaponization will come at the expense of other military projects, from within the budget of the Department of Defense. This observation is the basis for criticism among military traditionalists, who see the advent of space weapons as the beginning of the end for conventional warfare. 

We should enact BP now

Dinerman 5, Taylor Dinerman is a well-known and respected space writer regarding military and civilian space activities since 1983. He has now been writing for a variety of publications including Ad Astra, The Wall Street Journal and the American Spectator. The Space Review May 9, 2005, “The Bush Administration and space weapons” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/368/1
One of the great mysteries of the Bush Administration’s military space policy was recently cleared up—sort of. Since January 2001, activists on both side of the missile defense debate have been waiting for the Pentagon to announce that it is going to restart the Brilliant Pebbles space-based interceptor program that Bill Clinton’s first Secretary of Defense, Les Aspin, canceled in 1993 with the words, “I’m taking the stars out of Star Wars.” In 1992, the previous Bush Administration came up with a concept called G-PALS, for Global Protection Against Limited Strikes. Most of America’s allies, and even Yeltsin’s Russia, agreed to go along with this. The centerpiece was to be 2000 orbiting Brilliant Pebbles. The technology had been developed and was being tested. Europe was even talking about an E-PALS to complement the US system. Saddam’s Scud launches against Saudi Arabia and Israel during the first Gulf War were still fresh in people’s memories. No one wanted to repeat the experience. In the four years since taking office, this administration has withdrawn from the ABM treaty, begun the installation of an national missile defense system, and continued work on both a sea-based interceptor (SM-3) and on an airborne laser installed in a 747 (YAL-1). None of these projects have been cheap or easy, and the process of integrating them into an effective system of systems has been slowed up not only by the inevitable software problems but by political debates, both inside the Pentagon and internationally. It seems that foes of “space weaponization” inside the administration have been able to divert policy in ways that make effective military use of space less and less likely. Curiously, Bush has had to take all the political pain involved in withdrawing from the ABM Treaty and building an operational missile defense system without being willing to go all the way and make that system fully effective, or at least as effective as possible given the limits of today’s technology. On this issue it is striking how much more conservative and bold his father’s administration was. It seems that foes of “space weaponization” inside the administration have been able to divert policy in ways that make effective military use of space less and less likely. They are sincere people who believe that it is in America’s interest to keep weapons out of space, or at least for some other nation to be the first to deploy and use these weapons. Unfortunately in such a scenario the first target would be America’s military space assets. The missile defense problem is generally split into three parts—four, if you count the sensors and command and control separately. Boost phase begins when the enemy missile takes off and ends when it reaches near orbital speed (in the case of an ICBM) or maximum altitude (in the case of shorter range weapons). This is followed by what is termed the mid-course phase, when the warheads are traveling through space towards the target, accompanied in almost every case by decoys. Terminal phase happens when the warheads begin their decent towards the target. At this time, the decoys will have burnt up. The more advanced ones are able to maneuver within certain limits in order to confuse the defenses. It has long be recognized that hitting the missiles in the boost phase, before decoys have been deployed and while the rocket engines are spewing out large amounts of easily detected heat, is ideal. Brilliant Pebbles was the logical evolution of the “Smart Rocks” which was one of the original ideas on which Ronald Reagan’s 1983 “Star Wars” initiative was based. Since Brilliant Pebbles (BP) was canceled in 1993, the Department of Defense has made some limited progress on technology that is directly applicable to space-based boost phase systems. More important has been the ongoing improvements in computer processing power and in the ability of uncooked thermal imagers to detect targets. A 2005 model of a Brilliant Pebble would be smaller and have a better electronic brain than the 1993 one. Not only that, but there are now cheaper and more reliable in-space propulsion systems, such as pulsed plasma thrusters, which would keep the BPs in orbit and operation for far longer than the older version. The 1993, BP had some limited ability to carry out a mid-course intercept and to discriminate between warheads and decoys. In 2005, such capability would be more reliable and the BP spacecraft could actually be networked together to provide far more situational awareness of the space battlefield than is possible using conventional surveillance techniques. The ability to detect and track what is going on in orbit is now the key to space dominance. In the future, it will be necessary to keep an eye on everything inside the Moon’s orbit but, for the moment, militarily useful space goes out to just beyond geosynchronous orbit. The ability to detect and track what is going on in orbit is now the key to space dominance. Today, the Bush Administration is pushing forward a missile defense project, variously known as National Missile Defense or Ground-based Missile Defense (GMD). This relies principally on a number of mid-course interceptors, based in Alaska and California, which will use a mixed set of ground, sea, and space-based sensors. It is commanded, at least for now, from NORAD in Colorado, but because Canada has decided to reject cooperation, NORAD, as it is currently structured, is obviously not going to be involved. The GMD system was originally proposed by the Clinton Administration—under pressure from the Republican Congress—to fulfill the hardest part of the mission while, at least nominally, keeping within the limits of the now-defunct ABM Treaty. If the Administration had been holding off on BP-type weapons in the hope that Canada would join the missile defense system, that hope was obviously in vain. The US is now completely free to deploy anything it wants in space, without fear that such acts would offend a close ally. By rejecting cooperation with the US, they have rejected any possible influence on US space operations. Missile defense is just one aspect of a wider issue—that of “space control”, also referred to as “space dominance” or “space supremacy.” This can roughly be defined as “the unhampered ability to use one’s orbiting assets, such as communications, navigation and spy satellites of different types and to prevent the enemy from using his spacecraft, or any ones, he may gain access to, either covertly or commercially.” In practice, this means that the US wants to have the capability of protecting its own satellites and their associated ground systems from attack, and to be able to deny the enemy any advantages he might gain from the use of space.

2AC Consult NATO CP 

They fiat a consult counterplan.  Vote aff:

1. Jurisdiction.  The power of fiat extends only to known actions – you can’t vote for an if statement because it represents more than one textual advocacy and justifies fiating “do the counterplan and if it fails do the plan”.

2. No Limiting Function.  Any person, country, or organization could be consulted.  Net benefits don’t check – there’s always generic consult key to soft power.

3. It’s a PIC – Counterplan could result in plan.
a.  Insufficient Aff Ground.  It’s virtually impossible to generate offense against things like the “spend one dollar less” PIC.
b.  Unpredictable.  We are forced to advocate a substantial plan, but their counterplan has no such limitation.  They remove an insubstantial part of our plan.
c.  Forces Vague Plan Writing by encouraging the aff to minimize the areas the neg can exclude.
d.  Impossible Research Burden.  There are an infinite number of potential PICs

4. Future Fiat.  They don’t pass plan until after consultation.
a.  Artificially Competitive.  We didn’t specify a time frame in our plan text – they add it in for us.
b.  Abusive Ground.  They could get net benefits like politics from the delay which we can’t be prepared to answer.

5. Doesn’t compete textually.  Textual competition is key because it is the most objective way to tell whether the CP and plan are exclusive.

6. Our interpretation is that the neg can run any CP that doesn’t test the immediacy of the aff

7. The CP requires a consensus: causes a delay

Madeleine K. Albright, 5/17/10, first woman to become Secretary of State, “NATO 2020: Assured Security; Dynamic Engagement”, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_63654.htm
There is an inherent tension between a multimember organisation that works by consensus and a military/political Alliance operating in a fluid and fast-paced security environment. This tension has not been diminished by NATO’s larger membership or by the proliferation of its committees. In 2009, the Secretary General put forward some initial ideas for streamlining the decision-making process. The challenge for Alliance leaders will be to identify further steps that do not, in themselves, become a source of division. The consensus rule has always been a fundamental principle in NATO and Allies are strongly attached to its preservation. However, the need to achieve agreement among twenty-eight states (and more in the future) can prove arduous, sometimes leading to delays that serve no constructive purpose. In addition, the Alliance needs to prepare for situations where rapid (indeed almost instantaneous) decision-making may be required.
8. Permutation – do both – engage in binding consultation with NATO over the plan mandates and do the plan.   The permutation does not sever or delay any part of the original plan – it guarantees solvency.
9. Permute:  do the counterplan – it’s plan plus
a)   least arbitrary:    we can’t determine what’s functional---unpredictable, standards make clash impossible---we can't determine the range of random counterplans based on made up stories about what our plan does.
b)  checks the full range of process counterplans—functional
competition justifies vote count, veto overrides, and study
counterplans----this structurally disadvantages the aff because its impossible to defend every hypothetical scenario of normal means.

10.  Permute: do the plan and consult

a.) topic education – forced the neg to modify stale consultation to become topic   relevant/specific
b.) only check on infinite regress – solvency ev as the litmus test - the only way to regulate the infinite set of potential actors from which a net benefit to consultation could be derived. Their net benefit has to be plan specific. 

c.) Not intrinsic – we don’t specify what the other issue would be. Means we don’t add anything that’s not in the CP.
11.  Perm: the USFG will enter into binding consultation over the plan. The USFG will do the plan.

a. Net beneficial – solves the benefits to consultation and ensures the enactment of the plan  

b. It’s legit – it includes all the plan and doesn’t add anything. 

c. 
It’s a decision tree it’s not a lie – fiating a sequence of events doesn’t communicate the outcome to the decision makers – they don’t even know if they are lying. Sequential fiat is justified by the nature of the CP
12. The negative is in a double bind – If NATO says yes to the plan it proves that our permutation is no different than the counterplan.   If NATO overwhelmingly likes the plan, they won't care that they are not being given a veto in the consultation.   However, any risk that NATO says no to the plan proves that the counterplan has a solvency deficit.   Even a small solvency deficit outweighs and turns the negative's net benefit.
13. Time delay risks a massive solvency deficit – consultation is a time consuming process – the U.S. will have to wait till the next time the NATO meets and generate a consensus for the plan by lobbying other members. This delay will trigger impacts outlined in the 1AC.
14. Consultations and Incentives can’t solve because major powers don’t agree on rules, and it leads to ineffective policy

Haass 99 (Richard N. Haass, Chair in International Security at the Brooking Institutions. What to do with American Primacy? http://americanfuture.net/?page_id=139)
Still, consultations alone—even consultations buttressed by incentives—will not bring about consensus in every area. Persuasion has its limits. The major powers may not agree on general rules; even when they do, they may not agree on how to apply them in a particular situation. In such circumstances, it makes little sense for the United States to work in vain for the emergence of international consensus, guaranteeing only inaction or a lowest common denominator and hence ineffective foreign policy.
***2AC DAs***
No link: Plan builds bipartisan coalitions

(Cox 08, Stan Cox is a writer, columnist for ~500 newspapers, worked for the US dpt of Agriculture, has a Ph.D from Iowa State University in agricultural genetics, 9-28-07, gd, http://www.fwweekly.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2850)
Another reality: More than half of the Rumsfeld commission members had ties to the aerospace industry. And the report plainly reflected that connection, advising that “The U.S. Government needs to become a more reliable customer of commercial space products and services.” Five of the top space-weapon and missile-defense contractors — Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Boeing, SAIC, and General Dynamics — shelled out a total of $13 million in political campaign contributions from 2001 to 2006, according to the New-York based World Policy Institute. Congressional support for space weapons is bipartisan, led by a Space Power Caucus established in 2003. Lockheed Martin, for instance, spent just under $10 million in lobbying members of Congress and federal agencies in 2006. And individuals and political action committees associated with Lockheed put U.S. Rep. Joe Barton of Ennis and Fort Worth’s Kay Granger high on their campaign donations list. The company is the lead contractor on the XSS-11 anti-satellite system and a host of other space weapons. In Grand Prairie, its Lockheed Martin Missile and Fire Control, according to the company web site, develops and manufactures “advanced combat systems and missile, rocket, and space systems.” The attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, of course, ramped up the space-war rhetoric. 
2AC SpaceMil DA

1) Non-Unique—Countries are militarizing now

Extend our AFP 11 evidence—it gives a LAUNDRY LIST of countries who are building weapons systems. 

Extend our Dolman evidence—it is a question of not if, but who. 

Extend our Cox evidence—Status quo factions in China are pushing for militarization now—they have the capability.

Extend our Dolman evidence—only US weaponization of Space allows for peaceful space dominance. In the status quo, China gains control, leading to Taiwan conflict. Post plan, it is the United States, ensuring a “New Golden Age”.

2)
2AC Russia DA

1. Russia space weaponization inevitable: strategic instability is either impossible or inevitable since:

Russia will modernize regardless of US space policy – they only oppose US space weapons to buy time

Brown 09 (Trevor Brown, BA from Indiana University in international studies, author focused on political, economic, and military strategy for the medium of space, 3/1/09, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air & Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html)
Some people speak as if they believe that a country can choose whether to pursue national security through arms or through arms control.10 But Russia’s interest in banning space weapons is motivated by a desire to stunt the growth of US military space programs in order to buy time for covertly advancing its own space-weapons program and achieving technological parity.11 Russia bases its opposition to space weaponization not on a scrupulous set of principles but on strategic objectives. Two scholars contend that “to understand whether Russia could indeed change its position on the weaponization of space, we need to go beyond official statements and discussion among Russian military experts. The course of the military space program in Russia will be determined primarily by the availability of the resources required to support the program and by the ability of the industry and the military to manage development projects for the military use of space.” 12
Russia is developing space weapons secretly 
Interfax news May 26, 2006” Solomonov: Russia Developing Laser and Kinetic Space-Based Weapons” 

http://www.missilethreat.com/archives/id.481/detail.asp //ZY
Yuri Solomonov, chief designer of the Russian Topol-M (SS-27) and Bulava (SS-NX-30) missiles, hinted last week that Moscow has a secret space-based weapons program, according to a report from Interfax. Speaking at the Russian Academy of Sciences on May 16, Solomonov discussed new space-based x-ray lasers and kinetic weapons; mini-satellites that would deploy IT systems for monitoring and reacting to operational situations; and high-resolution advanced Earth satellite sensors capable of showing objects as small as half a meter in size from 400 to 500 km away in space. He added that Russia is developing these new space-based assets in order to maintain state security.

Russia has ASATS 
Alexei Arbatov, deputy chairman of the State Duma Defense Committee of the Russian Federation, senior scholar and chair of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Moscow Center and head of the Center for International Security, Jun 6, 2011 “Toward a theory of space power” Chapter 23-“Russian Perspectives on Spacepower”, http://www.ndu.edu/press/spacepower.html /ZY

There is some evidence that Russia experimented with a direct-access ASAT system similar to the American one and based on the MiG–31 fighter-interceptor, and prepared to deploy some direct-access SS–19 (Ur-100UTTX)–based ASAT systems at Svobodniy test range. But neither was ever tested or deployed. The Soviet first-generation A–35 Moscow BMD system, deployed in the 1970s, had some collateral ASAT capabilities, as does the follow-on A–135 system presently deployed. However, both rely on nuclear intercept; hence, their effect would be suicidal for Russia's own satellites.  The history of negotiations on space (including antisatellite weapons) in the 1980s proved the great difficulty of creating treaty-based limitations on space systems. Currently, for a number of reasons, the political and international law environment (foremost, a collapse of the 1972 ABM Treaty after U.S. withdrawal in 2002) for such negotiations and agreements is even less favorable, despite the end of the Cold War 15 years ago. In fact, the U.S. Ground Based Interceptor (GBI)–type BMD system under deployment is already an effective ASAT system for destroying satellites at up to 1,500 kilometers altitude. The only thing missing is a global deployment to provide for fast interception at various orbits and testing against a target satellite. 

2. No internal link: even if we do concede that militarizing space would kill U.S.-Russia strategic stability, there is no evidence saying that strategic instability will cause their impacts

3. Impact inevitable – every environment is inevitably militarized, leading to conflict.

Corley 05 (Charles P Corley, Lieutenant Colonel in the USAF, 5/17/2005, “Air Force Space Doctrine: Is It Ready for Weapons in Space?”)

There are obvious military advantages to placing offensive weapons in space, but is the weaponization of space inevitable? The “Space Commission” stated in 2001 that “we know from history that every medium – air, land and sea – has seen conflict. Reality indicates that space will be no different.”16 Joint Publication 3-14, Joint Doctrine for Space Operations, lists four primary space missions: space control, force enhancement, space support, and force application. Space control deals with freedom of use and denial of space to adversaries. Force enhancement includes intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, and GPS assets. Space support involves lift and satellite capabilities. Force application involves space-based weapons. Although the mission area is clearly stated, the publication makes it clear that “currently, there are no space force application assets operating in space.”17 The “Space Commission” and Joint Pub 3-14 set the stage for offensive weapons in space. The Air Force followed suit and unveiled its Transformation Flight Plan in 2003. In it, several transformational space weapons systems were addressed. In addition to antisatellite (ASAT) capabilities designed to jam enemy satellites to make them unusable, the document discusses future systems such as the Common Aerospace Vehicle, which will deliver conventional weapons from space anywhere on the planet in less than an hour. A space-based laser is also discussed not only as a defensive weapon, but one capable of penetrating the atmosphere to strike air and ground targets across the planet.18 If there are any doubts left that offensive weapons will go into space, they might be quelled with the following quotes by General Lance Lord, Commander of U.S. Air Force Space Command. In a speech to the Air Force Air War College, the general declared that “We are putting offensive, first-strike weapons in space.” In addition, he made another telling comment during the same speech: “Non-nuclear, prompt global strike from and through space can transform our ability to strike time-critical, emerging targets in the future.”
***2AC Ks***
2AC Security

1. The Kritik can’t solve the case. Case outweighs:

A. Uniqueness: We control impact uniqueness. Security is in the status quo, hegemony hasn’t collapsed yet. We have the only risk of the impact.

B.Timeframe: Hege will collapse quickly- security has been around forever and is unquantifiable.

2. Perm: do both

3. Conflicts among the states are inevitable – nations will always act according to their own self-interests.

Mearsheimer 90. John J., co-director of the International Security Policy at the University of Chicago. Summer 1990. Google Books. “Theories of War and Peace”, edited by Michael E. Brown.

First, states in the international system fear each other. They regard each other with suspicion, and they worry that war might be in the offing. They anticipate danger. There is little room for trust among states. Although the level of fear varies across time and space, it can never be reduced to a trivial level. The basis of this fear is that in a world where states have the capability to offend against each other, and might have the motive to do so, any state bent on survival must be at least suspicious of other states and reluctant to trust them. Add to this the assumption that there is no central authority that a threatened state can turn to for help, and states have even greater incentive to fear each other. Moreover, there is no mechanism - other than the possible self-interest of third parties - for punishing an aggressor. Because it is often difficult to deter potential aggressors, states have ample reason to take steps to be prepared for war.  The possible consequences of falling victim to aggression further illustrate why fear is a potent force in world politics. States do not compete with each other as if international politics were simply an economic marketplace. Political competition among states is a much more dangerous business than economic intercourse; it can lead to war, and war often means mass killing on the battlefield and even mass murder of civilians. In extreme cases, war can even lead to the total destruction of a state. The horrible consequences of war sometimes cause states to view each other not just as competitors, but as potentially deadly enemies.  Second, each state in the international system aims to guarantee its own survival. Because other states are potential threats, and because there is no higher authority to rescue them when danger arises, states cannot depend on others for their security. Each state tends to see itself as vulnerable and alone, and therefore it aims to provide for its own survival. As Kenneth Waltz puts it, states operate in a "self-help" system. This emphasis on self-help does not preclude states from forming alliances. But alliances are only temporary marriages of convenience, where today's alliance partner might be tomorrow's enemy, and today's enemy might be tomorrow's alliance partner. States operating in a self-help world should always act according to their own self-interest, because it pays to be selfish in a self-help world. This is true in the short term as well as the long term, because if a state loses in the short run, it may not be around for the long haul.  Third, states in the international system aim to maximize their relative power positions over other states. The reason is simple: the greater the military advantage one state has over other states, the more secure it is. Every state would like to be the most formidable military power in the system because this is the best way to guarantee survival in a world that can be very dangerous. This logic creates strong incentives for states to take advantage of one another, including going to war if the circumstances are right and victory seems likely. The aim is to acquire more military power at the expense of potential rivals. The ideal outcome would be to end up as the hegemon in the system. Survival would then be almost guaranteed.  All states are influenced by this logic, which means not only that they look for opportunities to take advantage of one another, but also that they work to insure that other states do not take advantage of them. States are, in other words, both offensively-oriented and defensively-oriented. They think about conquest themselves, and they balance against aggressors; this inexorably leads to a world of constant security competition, with the possibility of war always in the background. Peace, if one defines that concept as a state of tranquility or mutual concord, is not likely to break out in this world.

4. Our methodology of planning out hypothetical scenarios is key to prevent an actual nuclear war. We can assume some scenarios might not be real, but we need to talk about every possibility to avert the risk of a single disaster.
5. Confronting death is key to human survival and individual existence.
Beres 96. Louis, professor of Political Science at Purdue University. February. Freeman.org “No Fear, No Trembling. Israel, Death, and the Meaning of Anxiety”.
Fear of death, the ultimate source of anxiety, is essential to human survival. This is true not only for individuals, but also for states. Without such fear, states will exhibit an incapacity to confront nonbeing that can hasten their disappearance. So it is today with the State of Israel.

Israel suffers acutely from insufficient existential dread. Refusing to tremble before the growing prospect of collective disintegration - a forseeable prospect connected with both genocide and war - this state is now unable to take the necessary steps toward collective survival. What is more, because death is the one fact of life which is not relative but absolute, Israel's blithe unawareness of its national mortality deprives its still living days of essential absoluteness and growth.

For states, just as for individuals, confronting death can give the most positive reality to life itself. In this respect, a cultivated awareness of nonbeing is central to each state's pattern of potentialities as well as to its very existence. When a state chooses to block off such an awareness, a choice currently made by the State of Israel, it loses, possibly forever, the altogether critical benefits of "anxiety." There is, of course, a distinctly ironic resonance to this argument. Anxiety, after all, is generally taken as a negative, as a liability that cripples rather than enhances life. But anxiety is not something we "have." It is something we (states and individuals) "are." It is true, to be sure, that anxiety, at the onset of psychosis, can lead individuals to experience literally the threat of self-dissolution, but this is, by definition, not a problem for states.

Other Cards
Weaponization of Space would be an epistemological shift to “soft realism” that opens the debate space to new viewpoints 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High  Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Triangulating the Space Exploitation Debate Hobbesian realists, inspired in part by the political teachings of Thomas Hobbes, generally perceive the condition known as anarchy—that awful time when no higher power constrains the base impulses of men and states, and both survive by strength and wit alone—to be the underlying condition of international relations. Might indeed makes right to these theorists, if not morally, certainly in fact. For them, states exist in a perpetual condition of war. Periods between combat are best understood as preparation for the inevitable next conflict. The harshest view in this group is called realpolitik. We advocate a position far less harsh than that of Hobbes, an outlook increasingly known as soft realism, as we believe that proper use of military power within a framework of laws and rules can lead to greater security and welfare for all peoples, not just the wielders of that power. We do assert, however, that the state retains its position as the primary actor in international affairs and that violence has an indisputable and continuing influence on relations between states and nonstate actors. Still, in most academic and policy debates, the realist view has been set aside (at least rhetorically) as states jockey for international space leadership. Those who even question the blanket prohibitions on weapons or market forces in space exploration are ostracized. To actually advocate weaponization in space brings full condemnation. Accordingly, the debate has not been whether space should be weaponized, but how best to prevent the weaponization of space; not whether space should be developed commercially, but how to ensure the spoils of space are nonappropriable and distributed fairly to all. There has been little room for the view that state interest persists as the prime motivator in international relations, or that state-based capitalist exploitation of outer space would more efficiently reap and distribute any riches found there. It is for these reasons, we insist here and in several other venues, that space exploration and exploitation have been artificially stunted from what might have been. 2 Hence, a timely injection of realist thought may be precisely what is needed to jolt space exploration from its post-Apollo sluggishness. Our intent here, then, is to add the third point of a theoretical triangle in an arena where it had been missing, so as to center the debate on a true midpoint of beliefs, and not along the radical axis of two of the three world-views. 

Epistemological shift of the Aff solves militarization
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High  Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)
A follow-on argument is rhetorical and usually takes the form, "Wouldn't the money spent on space weapons be better spent elsewhere?" It would be lovely if the tens of billions of dollars necessary to effectively weaponize space could be spent on education, or the environment, or dozens of other worthy causes, but this is a moot argument. Money necessary for space weapons will not come from the Departments of the Interior or State or from any other department except Defense. Any windfall for not pursuing space weaponization is speculative only and is therefore not transitive. This means that the funds for space weaponization will come at the expense of other military projects, from within the budget of the Department of Defense. This observation is the basis for criticism among military traditionalists, who see the advent of space weapons as the beginning of the end for conventional warfare. 

US space weapons implementation demilitarizes with off-shore balancing, military spending is 0-sum 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

A follow-on argument is rhetorical and usually takes the form, "Wouldn't the money spent on space weapons be better spent elsewhere?" It would be lovely if the tens of billions of dollars necessary to effectively weaponize space could be spent on education, or the environment, or dozens of other worthy causes, but this is a moot argument. Money necessary for space weapons will not come from the Departments of the Interior or State or from any other department except Defense. Any windfall for not pursuing space weaponization is speculative only and is therefore not transitive. This means that the funds for space weaponization will come at the expense of other military projects, from within the budget of the Department of Defense. This observation is the basis for criticism among military traditionalists, who see the advent of space weapons as the beginning of the end for conventional warfare. Current conventional military forces and means are enough to ensure America's security needs, so why risk weaponization of space? The United States has the greatest military force the world has known; why change it when it is not broken? This argument is, obviously, tightly connected to the previous response, which points out that states failing to adapt to change eventually fall by the wayside. But more so, it shows a paucity of moral righteousness on the opposition's side. For the cost of deploying an effective space weapons program, America could buy and maintain 10 more heavy divisions (or, say, 6 more carrier battlegroups and 6 fighter wings). Let us suppose that is true. What would be more threatening to the international environment, to the sovereignty of states: a few hundred antiballistic missile satellites in low Earth orbit (LEO) backed by a handful of space lasers, or 10 heavy divisions with the support infrastructure to move and supply them anywhere on the globe? This further highlights a common ethical omission of many space weaponization opponents. Most insist they are not opposed to weapons per se, only to weapons in space. Indeed, they insist a conventional strike against a threatening state's space facility would be just as effective as destroying satellites in space and a whole lot cheaper and more reliable to boot. But what does it say about an argument that asserts weapons cannot be in space, where no people reside, and insists that wars there would be terrible, while at the same time it advocates, even encourages, such violence on Earth? Why is it that weapons in space are so dreadful, but the same weapons on land, on sea, and in the air are perfectly fine? Space is too vast to be controlled. If one state weaponizes, then all other states will follow suit, and a crippling arms race in space will ensue. Space is indeed vast, but a quick analysis of the fundamentals of space terrain and geography shows that control of just LEO would be tantamount to a global gate or checkpoint for entrance into space, a position that could not be flanked and would require an incredible exertion of military power to dislodge. 
Space militarization would result in epistemological shift towards global peace and security 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

. In its narrowest construct, astropolitical realism comprises an extension of existing theories of global geopolitics into the vast context of the human conquest of outer space. In its more general and encompassing interpretation, it is the application of the prominent and refined realist visions of state political and military competition into outer space policy, particularly the development and evolution of a new legal and political regime that maximizes both global security and prosperity. Though historians have done an adequate job of describing the realist—even a harsh realpolitik— view of humanity's tendency toward confrontational diplomatic exchange in the chronology of space exploration, no similar effort has been made to place a stringent conceptual framework around and among the many vectors of space policies and chronicles. 19 Thus, we propose fitting realist elements of space politics into their proper places in space strategy. While it may seem barbaric in this modern era to continue to assert the primacy of war and violence—"high politics" in the realist vernacular—in formulations of state strategy, it would be disingenuous and even reckless to try to deny the continued dominance of the terrestrial state and the place of military action in the short history and near future of space operations. In the process, we advocate an open, honest debate about the future of American space intentions and the application of classical and emerging strategic theory to all realms of space exploration and exploitation— including: • its protection as a domain for private investment and commercialization • recognition of the emerging role of space as the critical, even quintessential, capacity for continuing American military preeminence in the international system • a thorough understanding of the astromechanical and physical properties of outer space essential for an optimum deployment of military space assets • a long-overdue development of a revamped legal and political regime based on current international realities and not Cold War fantasies. Conclusion With great power comes great responsibility. If the United States deploys and uses its military space force in concert with allies and friends to maintain effective control of space in a way that is perceived as tough, nonarbitrary, and efficient, adversaries would be discouraged from fielding opposing systems. Should the United States and its allies and friends use their advantage to police the heavens and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, control of low Earth orbit over time would be viewed as a global asset and a collective good. In much the same way it has maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights, the United States could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. There is reasonable historic support for the notion that the most peaceful and prosperous periods in modern history coincide with the appearance of a strong, liberal hegemon. America has been essentially unchallenged in its naval dominance over the last 60 years and in global air supremacy for the last 15 or more. Today, there is more international commerce on the oceans and in the air than ever. Ships and aircraft of all nations worry more about running into bad weather than about being commandeered by a military vessel or set upon by pirates. Search and rescue is a far more common task than forced embargo, and the transfer of humanitarian aid is a regular mission. Lest one think this era of cooperation is predicated on intentions rather than military stability, recall that the policy of open skies advocated by every President since Eisenhower did not take effect until after the fall of the Soviet Union and the singular rise of American power to the fore of international politics. The legacy of American military domination of the sea and air has been positive, and the same should be expected for space. As leader of the international community, the United States finds itself in the unenviable position of having to make decisions for the good of all. No matter the choice, some parties will benefit and others will suffer. The tragedy of American power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. Fortunately, the United States has a great advantage: its people's moral ambiguity about the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is dangerous, but perhaps only Americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for self-restraint. It is this introspection, this angst, that makes America the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. America is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible, and it is preferable to other alternatives that will lead if America falters at the current crossroad. Space weapons, along with the parallel development of information, precision, and stealth capabilities, represent a true revolution in military affairs. These technologies and capabilities will propel the world into an uncertain new age. Only a spasm of nuclear nihilism could curtail this future. By moving forward against the fears of the many, and harnessing these new technologies to a forward-looking strategy of cooperative advantage for all, the United States has the potential to initiate mankind's first global golden age. The nature of international relations and the lessons of history dictate that such a course begin with the vision and will of a few acting in the benefit of all. America must lead, for the benefit of all. Notes 1. 
***2AC Politics***
Saalman 11 “CHINA & THE U.S. NUCLE POSTURE REVIEW” The Carnegie Paper Carnegie-Tsinghua: Center for Global Policy Change http://www.scribd.com/doc/49855154/China-and-the-U-S-Nuclear-Posture-Review
When U.S. difficulties in achieving its BMD aims are broached as poten- tially self-constraining factors on U.S. programs,89 the frequent response is that even if such systems are currently unsuccessful or limited in scope, China must plan for the day when these systems will work at full capacity and threaten China’s nuclear deterrent. China’s countermeasures will not wait for BMD to deliver on its potential. Moreover, a number of Chinese analysts anticipate that this day will come sooner rather than later, under the ongoing support accorded by the Obama administration to BMD. As one Chinese military expert put it, “Obama has remade U.S. ballistic missile defense into a good thing. Under these condi- tions, it has a much greater potential to succeed.” Sun Xiangli makes a similar argument, pointing to the BMD “inheritance” that the Obama administration has received and continues to expand.90

Non-Unique: China already perceives the US as Militarizing space
(MacDonald 11, Bruce W. MacDonald is a member of the United States Institute of Peace, former member of CFR, see 1st line of card, 5-11-11, gd, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf)
. China's most recent defense white paper, released two months ago, acknowledges once again that space plays a prominent role in its security thinking. The paper notes, among other national defense taskings, to maintain China’s “security interests in space, electromagnetic space and cyber space.” The website of the daily newspaper of the Central Military Commission recently criticized Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy Greg Schulte’s citing of China’s “anti-space weaponry.” I am particularly struck by the fact that the CMC newspaper, though it countered that some countries are worried about U.S. “anti-space” capabilities, did not deny the accuracy of Ambassador Schulte’s statement, as China usually does. This is quite a change, one I believe is noteworthy given its origin. The PLA views last year’s revised U.S. space policy as “seeking space hegemony” as a “core U.S. objective,” and claims that “developing and deploying space-based weapons is America’s established strategy,” according to published accounts. These and other distorted PLA views must be called out and refuted, lest more junior PLA officers, and others who read PLA publications accept them uncritically. The key questions are what Chinese intentions are for these capabilities, and what the implications are for the United States. Chinese Military Space Intentions A fundamental problem we face is that China says little at an official level about its military space policy and doctrine. Chinese counterspace capabilities may be intended purely for deterrence purposes, to be used in warfare at a time of their choosing, or some combination of the two. PLA leaders have informally told U.S. officials and others that it is in the interest of an inferior power to keep secret information about its weaknesses and strengths, and they appear to be following this advice quite strictly. Time and again the U.S. has been rebuffed in seeking greater openness and transparency in Chinese space and larger defense strategy. That said, the PLA publishes an increasing number of papers on these issues that have not received enough attention, the problem, I am told, being a resource constraint. There is a sizable PLA literature on space conflict, but it is unclear how well this reflects Chinese government thinking, any more than U.S. military journals reflect official U.S. policy. However, China’s ASAT and missile defense tests and this literature demonstrate a PLA awareness of the importance of offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and strongly suggest that such capabilities are part of China’s larger plans for the future – and perhaps missile defense capabilities as well. It is also unclear whether this reflects PLA interest in OCS for warfighting or just for deterrence, though I suspect it is likely a mixture of both. Should China choose to deploy its demonstrated ASAT system, or more advanced versions of it, U.S. space assets and the military and economic infrastructures they support would be put at risk. One thing is certain – more clarity on PLA and Chinese government thinking on space deterrence, doctrine, space stability, and related issues – and Russian thinking, too -- are urgently needed and are important to U.S. security. 
Plan won’t scare Russia or China
Obering 2005 Obering (ret.) is the former Director of the Missile Defense Agency, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington, Interview by Wade Boese and Miles A. Pomper “Interview With Missile Defense Agency Director Lt. Gen. Henry Obering”Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2844
        ACT:What about the concerns of Russia, China, and others that this could set off an arms race in space?

Obering: The Russians and the Chinese understand, or at least should understand, that the scale of what we are doing nowhere near matches what they can amass in terms of attack profiles and quantities. We are not talking about a massive Brilliant Pebbles[12] or a massive space-based interceptor constellation that would come anywhere near close to countering a Russian or Chinese threat. We are not talking about that. We are talking about a modest layer to help us engage emerging threats that could occur around the world over the next decade. Now, some people also describe this as the weaponization of space. That is a term that we do not do enough examination of. What we are talking about doing—if this pans out—is putting very small-scale interceptors into space that would be defensive weapons. They would have no offensive capability. They would have no ability to attack anything on the ground. They would not have the survivability to come back through the atmosphere.

Debris issues are contained
Obering 2005 Obering (ret.) is the former Director of the Missile Defense Agency, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington, Interview by Wade Boese and Miles A. Pomper “Interview With Missile Defense Agency Director Lt. Gen. Henry Obering”Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2844
ACT: There are also concerns about the creation of space debris. What is your perspective on that issue? Obering: I think there is a lot of misunderstanding about that. I think there is a lot we still need to work out and think through about debris. By the way, we intercept in space today. Our intercepts for the GMD system and for Aegis occur in space today. So we understand and know how to handle debris issues associated with a test bed. Debris is somewhat of a side issue. I know we have folks that are actively looking and exploring it. But you can get different opinions of that depending on which side you engage.
Return on Space Weapon investment, let alone heg, justifies cost 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High  Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

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

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
Ineffective Much of the work of the Independent Working Group has focused on systems, technologies, and cost factors that clearly make the case that the American people can have cost-effective global protection systems against limited missile strikes; moreover, systems that can also protect the citizens of our allies and other friendly countries, and even the people of nations unfriendly to us (if they would so choose). Yet, the mantra of the MAD culture still exists, in that significant elements of this technology (and the economic efficiencies it can provide) still are not being used that could be used – such as nano and other lightweight technologies – so that even those critics who are looking more at performance rather than politics at times have well-founded concerns that deserve to be vetted and answered. How does this occur? It has to do with how knowledge is used and the political and cultural climate that governs how well that knowledge is used. For example, a July 2004 Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report, called “Alternatives for Boost-phase Missile Defense,” estimates that costs could reach upwards of $78 billion for the most effective option (out of five options studied) for a 20-year space-based operating system – very expensive because of the weight of the components assumed in the study, that is, the heavier the kill vehicle (KV), the bigger the booster required to deliver the KV into space and the greater the cost. This compares with $19.1 billion (in 2008 7 Tocci, “Summary Statement on East Coast Missile Defense,” 12-13.78 The Politics Against Missile Defense: Current Opponents Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century dollars) for the Brilliant Pebbles system discussed extensively in section 2. 8 The 50-page CBO report, which drew heavily on a 400-page 2003 boost-phase study by the American Physical Society (APS), doubtless is essentially correct in its $78 billion cost projections in terms of the technology it looked at. And therein lies the rub: the design assumptions used in both the CBO and APS calculations include heavier components than those used in the GPALS system, which was technologically feasible well over a decade ago. When combined with the rocket equation and the fundamentals of orbital mechanics, the use of available lightweight technologies – including significant progress in miniaturization during the past decade – should reduce the CBO/APS cost estimates by over 80 percent to a figure consistent with the 1990 GPALS estimate. Thus, calculations using different assumptions may be technically accurate in every respect, but the outcomes very often are quite different. A design assumption for a new portable camp stove based on cast iron rather than an aluminum alloy will give different cost/performance readouts – and still be a legitimate study – but pointed in a direction not terribly suitable for a product to be lugged through the woods. Wags sometimes call this “design for failure,” a technological state that far too often exists to achieve political ends by generating negative self-fulfilling prophecies. This has been one of the principal reasons for government failure thus far in defending the American people from missile attack.

Space Warfare does not produce debris—China messed it up 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)
As for the first argument, orbital debris is the challenge, which the recent Chinese antisatellite (ASAT) test confirms. The destruction of its own dying satellite in 2007 created thousands of bits of debris that are now floating at orbital velocity, an expanding cloud that poses a lasting navigational hazard to legitimate space flight. True, the Chinese test was criminal, especially since it could have engaged with almost no debris remnants if it had altered its engagement path. In over a dozen antisatellite tests that the Soviet Union held in the 1970s and 1980s, only the first left appreciable debris. After that, the massive co-orbital ASAT engaged in a kinetic direction toward the Earth, down the gravity well, causing all of the detritus of the ASAT and target to burn up in the atmosphere. Indeed, in a scenario where the United States is controlling space, most engagements would occur in launch phase, before the weapons even reach orbit. Any debris that is not burned up or destroyed will fall onto the launching state. Because tested weapons systems have maximized destruction to validate capabilities does not mean that future engagements must create long-lasting debris fields. Satellites are very fragile, and a bump or a push in the wrong direction is all that is necessary to send them spinning off into a useless or uncontrollable orbit—if you get to space first. Space war does not have to be dirty war, and in fact spacefaring nations will go out of their way to ensure that it is not (an argument that nonspacefaring powers may wish to fight dirty, and the only reliable defense against them would be in space, occurs below). The second argument concerns commerce and tourism
No Tradeoff 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

. Opponents say that space weapons would make individuals afraid to do business in space or travel there for pleasure, for fear of being blown to smithereens. This is an emotional appeal that has no basis in fact. Currently, for example, weapons are pervasive on the seas, in the air, and on land, but wherever there is a dominating power, commerce and travel are secure. America's Navy has dominated the open oceans for the last half-century, ensuring that commerce is fair and free for all nations, as has its Air Force in nonterritorial airspace. A ship leaving port today is more likely than ever to make it to its destination, safer from pirates, rogue states, navigational hazards, and even weather—all due to the enforcement of the rule of law on the seas and the assistance of sea- and space-based navigational assistance. Why would American dominance in space be different? Space weapons advocates oppose treaties and obligations and want outer space ruled at the whim of whoever holds military power. This is a false argument, completely unsupportable. There is no dichotomy demanding law or order. Solutions lie in the most effective combination of law and order. There is no desire for a legal free-for-all or an arbitrary and capricious wielding of power by one state over all others. What we advocate is a new international legal regime that recognizes the lawful use of space by all nations, to include its commercial exploitation under appropriate rules of property and responsible free market values, to be enforced where necessary by the United States and its allies. 

TURN: Plan is Popular with Republicans and the Armed Services Committee

(Scully 07, Megan Scully writes for Government Executive, 1/31/07, gd, http://www.govexec.com/dailyfed/0107/013107cdpm1.htm)

Republican leaders on the House Armed Services Committee on Wednesday launched a push for more spending on classified space programs, stating that China's recent anti-satellite missile test ushered in a "new era of military competition."House Armed Services ranking member Duncan Hunter, R-Calif., told reporters that the military needs a "new dimension" in its space capabilities after China successfully destroyed a low-orbit weather satellite in a test earlier this month. "That should sharpen our focus and redouble our efforts," Hunter said.Neither Hunter nor House Armed Services Strategic Forces Subcommittee ranking member Terry Everett, R-Ala., would discuss specific programs that could receive increased investments. But the United States must be prepared to pre-empt threats, shield U.S. military assets in space from adversaries and quickly replace destroyed systems, Hunter said. Hunter also emphasized that the United States should lean on European allies to halt sales to China of any technologies that could be used to attack U.S. space technologies.
Armed Services Committee k2 Agenda: Ability to do politically unpopular things proves

(Aziz 10, Haniffa Aziz writes for India Abroad’s New York Office, 10/15/10, gd, http://www.allbusiness.com/government/government-bodies-offices/15205350-1.html)
United States Senator Carl Levin, the powerful Senate Armed Services Committee's influential and respected chairman, has blasted Islamabad for its hypocrisy in privately condoning the US predator drone attacks within Pakistan, and then publicly condemning them as a violation of that country's sovereignty. During the interaction that followed his remarks to the Council on Foreign Relations on The Way Forward in Afghanistan', Levin argued that these public protestations were a bigger problem than Pakistan's expectation that since the US may exit Afghanistan come next July, it effectively constrains the US to accept Pakistan's concept of what Afghanistan ought to look like after the withdrawal of American troops. Particularly, Islamabad's priority is to minimize or eliminate any Indian influence in Afghanistan, even more than a continuing Al Qaeda presence in that country.

BP won’t weaponize space
Miller 4,  John J. Miller is a National Political Reporter for National Review, National Review Online May 24, 2004, “The High Ground”  http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/210768/high-ground/john-j-miller
Last December, the Pentagon awarded a $4.5 billion contract to Northrup Grumman to begin developing KEI. Current plans call for spending more than $22 billion on it between now and 2014. At the same time, proposed funding for space-based interceptors has been cut by more than $5 billion over the next five years. “This makes no sense,” says one defense-industry source. “It will turn one of President Bush’s signature national-security issues into a forgery. We should be going hard into space.” The technical aspects of space may not be as difficult as Kadish suggests. In the first Bush administration, the Pentagon drew up plans for hundreds of mini-satellites, sometimes called “Brilliant Pebbles.” During an ICBM strike, they would shift their orbits into enemy flight paths. The ensuing collision would destroy both the interceptors and their targets. Best of all, say advocates like Cooper, the technology behind Brilliant Pebbles was proven during NASA’s Clementine mission to the moon several years ago. The system would not require starting from scratch. One reason why some in the Pentagon may resist proposals like Brilliant Pebbles is because the foes of missile defense will label them “space weapons” and demand that the United States forsake the “weaponization” of space. This is a canard, because space was weaponized long ago. Every ICBM leaves the atmosphere and thereby becomes a space weapon. The main difference with Brilliant Pebbles is that the mini-satellites would be based in space, rather than on the ground. The fact that they’re meant strictly for defensive purposes won’t stop arms-control liberals from calling them “weapons.” “The notion that defensive space-based interceptors will somehow weaponize space is intellectually dishonest,” said Sen. Jon Kyl, Republican of Arizona, in March. “And we shouldn’t be using the phrase ‘weapons in space.’ Space is already used by militaries and of offensive missile in space is no less using space than its defensive interceptor.” Nonetheless, many on the Left are calling for the United States to demand an international treaty banning weapons from space. John Kerry is one of the leaders of this movement. He has called space weapons “very disturbing.” A few years ago, he proposed “to offer the world the potential of a treaty that says, ‘We will only use space for peaceful purposes.’” So even if a President Kerry acquiesces in his career-long goal to prevent the United States from deploying a bare-bones version of missile defense, like the one now taking shape in Alaska and California, he’s ready to fight the next battle. The question is whether the supporters of missile-defense will agree to meet him there, or whether they’ll concede the high ground.

***2AC Case***
2AC Inherency

Kinetic energy weapons are being developed

Karl P. Mueller, an associate political scientist in the Washington office of RAND, working on strategy- and doctrine-related projects for the U.S. Air Force and other government agencies. He also serves as a professor in Georgetown University's Security Studies Program. He was a Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's graduate school for future strategists, the School of Advanced Airpower Studies. 10/03. http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf “Space Weapons” [John M. Logsdon Gordon Adams are editors]
Space weapons (here and below in this section we will use this term in its widest possible sense for the sake of simplicity) can employ a wide range of mechanisms to affect their targets. The most obvious are conventional explosive, other kinetic energy, and directed energy (e.g. laser and radio frequency) weapons, which together occupy the middle range of this continuum, and seem clearly to qualify as weapons. Above these are nuclear weapons (and perhaps biological and chemical weapons, though the latter is especially unlikely for space weapons employment), the only category of weapon whose deployment in space is proscribed by international law or treaty.

Inherency- No plans for Brilliant Pebbles to be deployed in the squo

Taylor Dinerman, (he started the online magazine Space Equity, which covered the finance and investing side of the space industry) 6/20/5. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/394/1. “Space weapons: the new debate”

Since then, there has been almost no work done on space-based missile defense systems and, according to recent reports, the MDA does not plan to ask for any money before 2008. Under current plans, the Pentagon will not even think about deploying any sort of “son of Brilliant Pebbles” until around 2015. Instead, they are working on a ground-based system, called the Kinetic Energy Interceptor (KEI): a missile that would only be launched after an enemy missile has left its silo or launch pad, and would then chase until hopefully hitting and destroying it; that is, being “down” and shooting “up.” Not only that, but the KEI’s would have to be based in nations near the sites from which enemy missiles might be launched. This gives those nations where these interceptors would be based an effective veto over whether the US could or could not defend itself.

Deterrence fails – bmds needed

Roger Handberg 2002, Greenwood Publishing Group “Ballistic Missile Defense and the future of American security: agenda’s, perceptions, technology, and policy” pg. 80-81

The prospect of wholesale slaughter is what gives long-range missiles their coercive power. North Korea, Iran, and Iraq may never match American power on any dimension, but if they develop ICBMs equipped with weapons of mass destruction, they could inflict terrific devastation on the United States. Knowing that, the United States might lose its resolve to defend its interests around the globe, and its allies might lose confidence in its security guarantees. Deterrence might forestall an attack on the United States or its allies, but deterrence can fail. That possibility makes arguments for building a national missile defense attractive. Before signing up to build an NMD system, though, it is essential to understand the different approaches to defending the United States and the costs and benefits that come with each one.
Space mil now

Trevor Brown, BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, 1 March 2009, Air & Space Power Journal - Spring 2009, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html

The United States has plans to weaponize space and is already deploying missile-defense platforms.1 Official, published papers outline long-term visions for space weapons, including direct-ascent antisatellite (ASAT) missiles, ground-based lasers that target satellites in low Earth orbit, and hypervelocity rod bundles that strike from space.2 According to federal budget documents, the Pentagon has asked Congress for considerable resources to test weapons in space, marking the biggest step toward creating a space battlefield since the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Cold War.3 Although two co-orbital escort vehicles—the XSS-11 experimental microsatellite and the Autonomous Nanosatellite Guardian for Evaluating Local Space—are intended to monitor the space environment and inspect friendly satellites, they possess the technical ability to disrupt other nations’ military reconnaissance and communications satellites.4 These developments have caused considerable apprehension in Moscow, Beijing, and other capitals across the world, resulting in a security dilemma.  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  

Space is non weaponized in the squo

Nuclearfiles.org. 2011. http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/space-weapons/basics/introduction-weaponization-space.htm

While space has become an increasingly important arena for military operations, countries have not yet placed weapons in space or developed weapons which would fire into space. Thus, for the moment, space is non-weaponised. However, this situation may soon change. A number of countries, including Russia, China and the US, are reported to already be developing anti-satellite weapons.

2AC Hegemony Adv 

Space is key to world domination: Other nations will soon militarize it—the US must be first

(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Thus, the real question quickly becomes not whether the United States should weaponize space first, but whether it can afford to be the second to weaponize space. Space has been dubbed the ultimate high ground (see figure 19–2). As with the high ground throughout history, whosoever sits ensconced upon it accrues incredible benefit on the terrestrial battlefield. This comes from the dual advantages of enhanced span of command acuity (visibility and control) and kinetic power. It is simply easier and more powerful to shoot down the hill than up it. The pace of technological development, particularly in microsatellites and networked operations, could allow a major spacefaring state to quickly establish enough independent kinetic kill vehicles in LEO (through multiple payload launches) to effectively deny entry or transit to any other state. Currently, the United States has the infrastructure and capacity to do so; China may in the very near future. Russia is also a potential candidate for a space coup. Should any one of these states put enough weapons in orbit, they could engage and shoot down attempts to place counterspace assets in orbit, effectively taking control of outer space. Indeed, the potential to be gained from ensuring spacepower projection while denying that capability in others is so great that some state, some day, will make the attempt. Figure 19–2. Gravitational Terrain of Earth-Moon SpaceIn order to ensure that no one tries, space weapons opponents argue that the best defense is a good example. So long as the United States does not make any effort to weaponize space, why would any competing state be tempted to do so? And even if another state does attempt it, the United States has the infrastructure to quickly follow suit and commence a campaign of retrieval in space. Not only does the logic escape us, but also it seems that 
We are on the brink: If we wait, we start an arms race we cannot win, destroying Hegemony 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

by waiting, the United States is guaranteeing what space weapons opponents fear most: a space arms race. All states will oppose an American military occupation of space, and their combined power will accelerate the demise of the United States. There is no doubt that the United States will be opposed in its efforts to dominate space militarily. There will always be fear that any state attempting to enhance its power may use it to act capriciously, but to suggest that the inevitable result is a space arms competition is the worst kind of mirrorimaging. If the United States, in the very near future, were to seize space, it would do so in an attempt to extend its current hegemonic power. Other states may feel threatened by this and will certainly begrudge it, but would any be willing to bankrupt their economies to develop the multi-trillion-dollar infrastructure necessary to defeat the United States in space, all the way up the daunting gravity well of Earth? Especially after the first billions were spent and a weapons system was launched, if the United States showed the will to destroy that rocket in flight (or the laser on the ground), how long would another state be willing to sustain its commitment to replacing America as controller of space? On the other hand, any attempt by another power to seize and control space must be viewed as an attempt to overturn the extant international order, to replace America as the global hegemon. The United States, with investment already made in the necessary space infrastructure, would be forced to compete or cede world leadership—the latter an unlikely decision, one never historically taken by the reigning hegemon. The lesson is unambiguous; if you want an arms race in space, wait for it. But here is where the paradox of opposing weapons in space is most apparent. On the one hand, we are told that if the United States weaponizes space, it will accelerate its own demise. The expense is too great, the ill will it fosters too encumbering, and the security too fleeting. Space cannot be controlled and therefore combat will occur, because to allow the United States to control space is tantamount to serving forever under its imperial thumb. Oddly, space weaponization is said to be both empowering and crippling—whichever argument appears most persuasive at the time. Weaponization of space will create conditions that will make space travel risky if not impossible.Having extended the illogic of opposing space weapons to the limit, opponents then take on the mechanics of war and the evils of the military. 
Space key to Hegemony: Empirics, China
(MacDonald 11, Bruce W. MacDonald is a member of the United States Institute of Peace, former member of CFR, see 1st line of card, 5-11-11, gd, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf)
Prior to USIP, I led the Council on Foreign Relations study of China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security, which built upon my years of national security policy work in and out of government, travel to China, and training as an aerospace engineer. The Chinese Challenge This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency. In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced, military space capabilities as well. We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with fear. We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge, and other developments that are of a classified nature. The Peoples’ Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities. Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other. However, China’s growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.-China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out. The PLA and U.S. armed forces both would be derelict in their duties if they did not have contingency plans for such a conflict. As the current inferior military power, the PLA has every incentive to develop options for offensive operations against weak points in U.S. military posture, just as our military establishment should develop options against weak points in Chinese defenses. PLA officers have noted the great U.S. dependence upon space assets and capabilities and the way they multiply U.S. force effectiveness. Just recently, they saw how U.S. special forces, and the military and civilian leadership that commanded them, heavily depended upon satellite photographs, space-derived weather and electronic intelligence, GPS, other space-enabled information, and satellite communications in executing the strike against Osama bin Laden’s compound in Pakistan. This brilliantly successful operation was built on a firm foundation of information in which space played a vital role in creating.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decision-making, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These “space-enabled information services” lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. 
Weaponizing space now prevents arms race and sustains US hegemony 

Dr. Everett Carl Dolman, Assoc. Professor of Comparative Military Studies at US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, September 10, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment”

Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. Mirror-imaging does not apply here. An attempt by China to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This would be disconcerting to nations that accept, no matter how grudgingly, the current international order—including the venerable institutions of trade, finance, and law that operate within it—and intolerable to the United States. As leader of the current system, the United States could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside and accept a diminished world status.

Pentagon officials see China and other rising space powers as a threat to space dominance

Lewis Page, Correspondent for The Register, 1/5/09 “Obama may militarise NASA to save money” http://www.theregister.co.uk/2009/01/05/obama_nasa_military_chumship_thoughts/)

Meanwhile, the US military and intelligence community has been seriously rattled by China's successful 2007 satellite-buster test. America's spooks and armed forces are heavily reliant on satellites for global communications, navigation and surveillance. In particular, much of America's ability to spot ballistic missile launches around the globe comes from spy satellites. A Cold-War era moratorium on active space combat has held fairly well until now from the US point of view: the only major push which could really be viewed as a budding orbital strike force is America's own missile-defence programme. America insists, of course, that it is nothing of the sort - it is merely an unfortunate side-effect that interceptors able to knock down intercontinental ballistic missiles are by their nature also able to hit satellites in low orbit. Nonetheless, there are many in the Pentagon and the spy services who see China's test as the opening of a new era of struggle for space dominance: and who don't regard China as the only threat, either. With India now able to send a probe to the Moon, and even Iran claiming that it will be able to put payloads into orbit shortly, there will soon be a lot of new players on the orbital game board. If, like the paranoid empire-builders of the Pentagon, you prefer to be ready for what someone could do with their hardware rather than what they probably will do, this all seems - or can be made to seem - very threatening. A lot of military people and spooks in Washington at the moment will be issuing reports and briefings calling for new space assets - for instance watcher satellites designed to spot attacks on existing US sats, or tactical space scanner systems - and saying effectively "if nothing is done, we can't be held responsible in ten years' time".

Space militarization is best internal link to hegemony: key to check global rivals who are building up systems --- solves conflict

Doggrell 06 (Les, Senior Project Engineer with Aerospace Corporation, Air and Space Power Journal, Summer, 2006, Operationally Responsive Space “A Vision for the Future of Military Space” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/apj06.html)

IN FUTURE CONFLICTS, military space forces will likely face challenges ranging from defending against opposing systems to dealing with rapidly changing technology and support needs. The Air Force describes its vision for responding to these challenges as operationally responsive space (ORS). Operations Desert Storm and Iraqi Freedom clearly demonstrated the force-multiplication effect of space systems on US military capabilities. Precision-guided munitions; global, high-speed communications; and enhanced situational awareness all contributed to the rapid destruction of the Iraqi military (fig. 1).1 Unfortunately, future opponents observed the United States’ dependence on space systems. To win the next war, this nation must prepare to respond to opposing space and counterspace systems. Gen Lance Lord, USAF, retired, former commander of Air Force Space Command, points to ORS as one way of shaping this response.2 According to a draft study of ORS, it “will provide an affordable capability to promptly, accurately, and decisively position and operate national and military assets in and through space and near space. ORS will be fully integrated and interoperable with current and future architectures and provide space services and effects to war fighters and other users. ORS is a vision for transforming future space and near space operations, integration, and acquisition, all at a lower cost.”3 During Iraqi Freedom, described as the first counterspace war, both sides executed counterspace missions. Iraq, for example, attempted to jam GPS signals using Russian- made equipment, and US forces destroyed an enemy ground-transmitting facility, disabling Iraq’s ability to communicate with its forces and the outside world by using commercial satellite television.4 A more capable future opponent will find additional techniques for using space to counter the space capability of the United States. We can anticipate some responses to our space systems. Specifically, Russia, North Korea, Iran, India, and China may be capable of building a nuclear-armed antisatellite weapon system.5 Furthermore, “many countries are developing advanced satellites for remote sensing, communications, navigation, imagery, and missile warning,” and Russia, China, and the European Union have developed or are developing satellite-navigation systems.6 Improved antijam features can counter jamming defenses. However, the most effective countermeasures to our space capability will likely take the form of unanticipated actions by our adversaries. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld might call such actions the “unknown un-knowns” or, in the worst case, a “space Pearl Harbor.”7 Fortunately, we have military techniques for responding to the unknown. Speed, maneuverability, and agility have allowed mili- tary forces throughout history to deal with un- anticipated events. The ability to act and respond faster than the enemy is a well-known tenet of military operations.

The US relies on Satellites for Military Dominance, but is threatened by Russia and China.

The Economist, authoritative insight and opinion on international news, politics, business, finance, science and technology. 1/17/2008. “Disharmony in the Spheres”< http://www.economist.com/node/10533205>
If Napoleon's armies marched on their stomachs, American ones march on bandwidth. Smaller Western allies struggle to keep up. Much of this electronic data is transmitted by satellites, most of them unprotected commercial systems. The revolution in military technology is, at heart, a revolution in the use of space. America's supremacy in the air is made possible by its mastery of space.  During the cold war space was largely thought of as part of the rarefied but terrifying domain of nuclear warfare. Satellites were used principally to monitor nuclear-missile facilities, provide early warning should they be fired and maintain secure communications between commanders and nuclear-strike forces. Now, by contrast, the use of space assets is ubiquitous; even the lowliest platoon makes use of satellites, if only to know its position.  Space wizardry has made possible unprecedented accuracy. As recently as the Vietnam war, destroying a bridge or building could take dozens if not hundreds of bombing runs. These days a plane with “smart” bombs can blast several targets in a single sortie, day or night, in good weather or bad. Needless to say, precise intelligence and sound judgment are as important to military success as fancy kit.  But might this growing reliance on space and cyberspace become a dangerous dependence, a fatal weakness? Air force officers talk of space being America's Achilles heel. Satellites move in predictable orbits and anybody who can reach space can in theory destroy a satellite, even if only by releasing a cloud of “dumb” pellets in its path—using a shotgun rather than a hunter's rifle to kill the orbiting “bird”.  The Taliban or al-Qaeda can do little about America's space power except hide themselves from its intelligence-gathering satellites. But the Pentagon worries about what would happen if America came up against a major power, a “near-peer” rival (as it calls China and Russia), able to intercept space assets with missiles and “space mines”, or to disable them with lasers and electronic jammers. “There are a lot of vulnerabilities,” admits an American general, “There are backups, but our space architecture is very fragile.” 
China is challenging US supremacy with anti-satellite missiles. 

The Trumpet,  reporting and analysis of recent global geopolitical, economic, social and religious events and trends.

April 2007. “New Global Battlefront: Satellite Warfare” <http://www.thetrumpet.com/?q=3419.0.93.0>
However, on January 11, China shattered this vision with a punch of reality. Men are at war, and space is the newest battleground.  The nation with the most to lose on this battlefront is clearly the United States, which relies heavily on satellite technology for its unmatched military power. Without satellites, American forces simply could not wage war effectively. But also, space technology coordinates many daily activities of Americans—from debit machines and finance, to hydro and telephone. Without satellite technology, America would come to a standstill.  The stakes couldn’t be higher. Famed German rocket scientist Wernher von Braun once observed, “I am convinced that he who controls the open space around us is in a position to control the Earth.”  Control of space is what China’s satellite-busting technology is about. Beijing wants to challenge U.S. space supremacy. And it is not alone. Other nations and power blocs are charging forward with their own space programs. 

Space K2 US Hegemony- empirics prove
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Beyond Theory: Military Space Realities In 1991, U.S. forces defeated the world's fourth-largest military in just 10 days of ground combat. The Gulf War witnessed the public and operational debut of unfathomably complicated battle equipment, sleek new aircraft employing stealth technology, and promising new missile interceptors. Arthur C. Clarke went so far as to dub Operation Desert Storm the world's first space war, as none of the accomplishments of America's new-look military would have been possible without support from space. 6 Twelve years later, Operation Iraqi Freedom proved that the central role of spacepower could no longer be denied. America's military had made the transition from a space-supported to a fully space-enabled force, with astonishing results. The U.S. military successfully exercised most of its current spacepower functions, including space lift, command and control, rapid battle damage assessment, meteorological support, and timing and navigation techniques such as Blue Force tracking, which significantly reduced incidences of fratricide. The tremendous growth in reliance on space from Desert Storm to Iraqi Freedom is evident in the raw numbers. The use of operational satellite communications increased four-fold, despite being used to support a much smaller force (fewer than 200,000 personnel compared with more than 500,000). New operational concepts such as reach back (intelligence analysts in the United States sending information directly to frontline units) and reach forward (rear-deployed commanders able to direct battlefield operations in real time) reconfigured the tactical concept of war. The value of Predator and Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), completely reliant on satellite communications and navigation for their operation, was confirmed. Satellite support also allowed Special Forces units to range across Iraq in extremely disruptive independent operations, practically unfettered in their silent movements. But the paramount effect of space-enabled warfare was in the area of combat efficiency. Space assets allowed all-weather, day-night precision munitions to provide the bulk of America's striking power. Attacks from standoff platforms, including Vietnam-era B– 52s, allowed maximum target devastation with extraordinarily low casualty rates and collateral damage. In Desert Storm, only 8 percent of munitions used were precisionguided, none of which were GPS-capable. By Iraqi Freedom, nearly 70 percent were precision-guided, more than half from GPS satellites. 7 In Desert Storm, fewer than 5 percent of aircraft were GPS-equipped. By Iraqi Freedom, all were. During Desert Storm, GPS proved so valuable that the Army procured and rushed into theater more than 4,500 commercial receivers to augment the meager 800 military-band ones it could deploy from stockpiles, an average of 1 per company (about 200 personnel). By Iraqi Freedom, each Army squad (6 to 10 Soldiers) had at least 1 military GPS receiver. 

Space key to Hegemony: Modern Warfare
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High  Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space Everett C. Dolman and Henry F. Cooper, Jr. America's reliance on space is so extensive that a widespread loss of space capabilities would prove disastrous for both its military security and its civilian welfare. The Armed Forces would be obliged to hunker down in a defensive crouch awaiting withdrawal from dozens of no-longer-tenable foreign deployments. America's economy, and along with it the rest of the world's, would collapse. For these reasons, the Air Force is charged with protecting space capabilities from harm and ensuring reliable space operations for the foreseeable future. As a martial organization, the Air Force looks to military means to achieve these assigned ends—as well it should. The military means it seeks include the ability to apply force in, through, and from space, as well as enabling and enhancing terrestrially based forces. Is this not self-evident? Consider for a moment that the Navy has a similar charge: to ensure freedom of access to international waters and, when directed in times of conflict, to ensure that other states cannot operate there. Now imagine how the Navy might achieve these objectives if it were denied the use of weapons, to include shore-based weapons or those owned by other Services. What if it were further denied the capacity or legal power to research, develop, or test weapons? How effective could it be? Such restrictions would be absurd, of course. And yet this scenario is almost perfectly parallel with the conundrum facing the Air Force in space. In this chapter, we make the case that opposition to increasing the militarization and weaponization of space is a misapplied legacy of the Cold War and that dramatic policy shifts are necessary to free the scientific, academic, and military communities to develop and deploy an optimum array of space capabilities, including weapons in space, eventually under the control of a U.S. Space Force. Creating the Myth of Space Sanctuary During World War II—before the advent of the atomic bomb or intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)—the Chief of the U.S. Army Air Corps, General "Hap" Arnold, had a prescient view of the future: Someday, not too distant; there can come streaking out of somewhere (we won't be able to hear it, it will come so fast) some kind of gadget with an explosive so powerful that one projectile will be able to wipe out completely this city of Washington. . . . I think we will meet the attack alright [sic] and, of course, in the air. But I'll tell you one thing, there won't be a goddam pilot in the sky! That attack will be met by machines guided not by human brains, but by devices conjured up by human brains. 1 Within about 15 years of Arnold's comments, Soviet ICBMs armed with nuclear warheads did indeed have the ability to threaten Washington, but over 40 years later, America's ability to reliably defend itself from ICBMs remains minimal—due not to technology limitations but to long-standing policy and political constraints. To understand the passion of the current opposition to space weapons, one must look into the fundamental issue of the Cold War: nuclear weapons deployed at a scale to threaten the existence of all life on the planet. The specter of potential nuclear devastation was so horrendous that a neo-ideal of a world without war became a political imperative. Longstanding realist preference for peace through strength was stymied by the invulnerability of ballistic missiles traveling at suborbital velocities. Thus, America accepted a policy of assured and mutual destruction to deter its opponents in a horrible (if effective) balance of terror. This meant it became politically infeasible even to contemplate shooting down missiles aimed at America or its allies— especially from machines in space that might prove so efficient as to force an opponent to strike while it could, before such a system became operational. With the coupling of space capabilities, including the extremely important roles of force monitoring and treaty verification, to nuclear policy, the unique characteristics of nuclear weapons and warfare became interconnected with military space. This is perhaps understandable, if fundamentally in error, but not only did space weapons become anathema for missile defense, but also weapons in space for the protection of interests there became a forbidden topic. Ironically, elements of the elite scientific community in the 1950s and 1960s created the conditions that frustrated the second half of Arnold's vision, which called upon America's edge in technology to provide for the Nation's defense—because they believed reaching that objective was not achievable and that seeking to achieve it was not desirable. Perhaps because they were motivated by guilt for their complicity in bringing the nuclear bomb to fruition, these individuals preferred to rely solely on diplomacy and arms control and argued against exploiting technology, which they believed would only provoke an arms race. They advocated this point of view at the highest political levels—and they were very successful in meeting their objectives. 

Brilliant Pebbles is key to American security and heg
Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must move well beyond the initial missile defense deployments of recent years to deploy a system capable of comprehensively protecting the American homeland as well as U.S. overseas forces and allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. America’s strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail based on the threat to use such capabilities. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – can provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology, and national security. Space-based missile defense affords maximum opportunities for interception in boost phase before rocket boosters have released warheads and decoys or penetration aids. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of offensive ballistic missile technologies needed to overcome it. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has been deployed so far provides extremely limited coverage. It is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue-state threat scenario. Left unad-Executive Summary xi Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century dressed are the evolving missile arsenals of – and potential missile threats from – modernizing strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. 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. A symptom of this problem is the fact that, in spite of a commitment to protecting the United States from ballistic missile attack, little has been done to revive the cuttingedge technologies developed in the 1980s and early 1990s – technologies that produced the most effective, least costly ways to defend the U.S. homeland, its deployed troops, and its international partners from the threat of ballistic missile attack. The most impressive of these initiatives was Brilliant Pebbles. By 1992, that initiative – entailing the deployment of a constellation of small, advanced kill-vehicles in space – had developed a cheap, effective means of destroying enemy ballistic missiles in all modes of flight. Yet in the early 1990s, along with a number of other promising programs, it fell victim to a systematic eradication of space-based technologies that marked the closing years of the twentieth century and still impedes the development of the most effective missile defense today. The current state of affairs surrounding missile defense carries profound implications for the safety and security of the United States, and its role on the world stage in the decades to come. Without the means to dissuade, deter, and defeat a growing number of strategic adversaries, the United States will be unable to maintain its status of global leadership. The creation of effective defenses against ballistic missile attack remains central to this task
2AC China Scenario

That leaves the U.S. vulnerable to a Chinese offensive in Taiwan 

Schroeter, Sollenberger, and Verink 10 [Matthew Sollenberger is an M.A. student at the Johns Hopkins University, SAIS in Washington D.C. Prior to attending SAIS he spent four years as an analyst, with clients including domestic and foreign government agencies, as well as Fortune 500 companies. He holds a BA in political science with high honors from Swarthmore College. Thilo Schroeter and Bastiaan Verink are M.A. students at the Johns Hopkins University SAIS Bologna Center. Thilo graduated from Dresden University of Technology with a BA in International Relations and spent a semester abroad at the American University of Beirut, Lebanon. Bastiaan holds an LL.M. in International Security with honors from VU University Amsterdam and a BA in International Relations and Economics from Utrecht University. Prior to starting at SAIS, Bastiaan worked as a Scenario Planner for a major Dutch gas company and was a member of the Royal Netherlands National Guard, “Challenging US Command of the Commons” BC Journal, http://bcjournal.org/volume-13/challenging-us-command-of-the-commons.html?printerFriendly=true, December 29, 2010]
The ability to dominate rivals militarily is one of the pillars of hegemony. The US has long enjoyed a “command of the global commons,” i.e. the ability to freely use sea, air, and space for projecting military power and if necessary, to simultaneously deny the use of these spaces to others.1 It has been argued that command of the commons acts as a multiplier for other sources of US economic and military power, and thus, is even more central to the maintenance of US hegemony. This article argues that China’s technological advances in certain fields already threaten US command of the global commons, which we also take to encompass the domain of cyberspace. By converting sea, air, space, and cyberspace into “contested zones” for the US military, China undermines the existing basis of US influence in East Asia and possibly, US hegemony. History provides many examples where technological breakthroughs have not only affected tactics, but have also had a direct influence on strategy. The development of siege artillery in Europe in the 15th century was seen as central in reducing the strategic value of medieval castles and town fortifications.2 Additionally, the simple ability to drop torpedoes into waters 6-9 meters shallower than before gave Japan the option to pursue a strategy that included a surprise strike against US naval power at its core.3 Meanwhile, the development of nuclear weapons led to a revaluation of military strategy by both nuclear and non-nuclear powers.4 China is purportedly making active use of the lessons of history. This article argues that Chinese technological developments in certain fields have substantially altered China’s strategic options in potential military conflicts with the US. Such military confrontations are arguably most likely to erupt if hostilities break out between China and Taiwan. This paper is not intended to be an exhaustive study of evolving Chinese military capabilities and Chinese policy vis-à-vis Taiwan, nor is it meant to encompass all of the dynamics of a possible US-China conflict. Rather, by examining a few key technological developments and exploring the implications of their deployment, the article aims to demonstrate how China’s leveraging of asymmetric warfighting technologies is redefining the battlefield. This paper analyzes technological advances in the areas of: • Information warfare • Anti-access measures • Strategic nuclear forces Evolution Of Information Warfare The Chinese military is placing increasing importance on information warfare (IW), particularly in the context of battles against advanced or technologically superior adversaries.5 These priorities largely stem from Chinese observations drawn from the First Gulf War (1991), where the overwhelming US victory was initiated by strikes focused on information targets, such as Iraqi radar sites and communications hubs. Chinese experts believe these and other IW tactics contributed heavily to the US military’s ability to achieve a quick and decisive victory.6 Chinese theorists have gone so far as to redefine the traditional battlefield objectives away from Clausewitzian kinetics, claiming that “the operational objectives of the two sides on attack and defense are neither the seizing of territory nor the killing of so many enemies, but rather the paralyzing of the other side’s information system and the destruction of the other side’s will to resist.”7 The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) views US command and control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) capabilities as both a source of great strength and as a potential strategic vulnerability. Chinese military strategists believe that successful strikes against US C4ISR capabilities could help level the battlefield in any US-China conflict. While there are many emerging Chinese IW capabilities, for the sake of brevity, this section will focus on two well-developed technologies: kinetic anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons and cyber warfare. Anti-Satellite Weapons Both Chinese and American military counterparts are aware of the substantial vulnerabilities of space-based communications and surveillance systems—some have gone as far as to label satellites as the “Achilles heel” of American military might.8 There are many ways to degrade or even destroy such satellite systems; the PLA’s successful test of a ground-based kinetic ASAT weapon in 2007 was merely the latest and most public of its ongoing efforts to develop effective ASAT systems. The January 2007 test demonstrated considerable technological sophistication. The Chinese interceptor successfully struck its target, an aging weather satellite that was flying at a speed (7.42 km per second) comparable to that of an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) in an atmospheric re-entry phase.9 The test represented the most difficult of interceptions, a maneuver often referred to as “hitting a bullet with a bullet.”10 China’s space capabilities are growing, and their kinetic ASAT systems are advancing in lockstep. In 2008, China conducted 11 space launches that put a combined 15 satellites into orbit, and the country is in the process of developing more highly advanced rockets that could deliver greater payloads to a wider variety of orbits. The 2009 edition of the annual Pentagon report on the Military Power of the People’s Republic of China noted that once the ongoing developments of China’s Long March V rocket are complete, they will “more than double” the size of the payloads that China can deliver into low-earth and geosynchronous orbits.11 In addition to new launch vehicles and expanding launch capabilities, China is also developing improved long-range ballistic missiles capable of delivering ASAT payloads into geosynchronous orbits. These new missiles might be capable of directly attacking satellites in a geosynchronous orbit, effectively giving the Chinese military the capability to use direct-ascent methods on satellites operating at any altitude.12 At present, China’s ability to strike at targets in geosynchronous orbits is somewhat limited, as it only possesses the facilities to launch simultaneously four rockets capable of reaching satellites at that altitude.13 While the long-term implications of such a strike for satellites would be devastating, the short-term impacts would be significant, although less encompassing.14 Depending on target selection and hit rates, it is conceivable that the Chinese could achieve the following: • Reduction of the US Navy’s satellite-based ship surveillance capabilities • Temporary elimination of high-resolution imagery coverage over much of China • Creation of a GPS “gap” over China of approximately eight hours per day15 Cyberwarfare Since 2002, the PLA has been actively bolstering the ranks of its information warfighters, both within official military units and within the civilian ranks, by creating militia units that incorporate technical and computer specialists from both the private IT sector and academia.16 The PLA has also integrated cyber warfare into its military exercises and its formal doctrine. In a series of war games conducted in 2004, a red team used computer network operations to briefly penetrate and gain control over military command and control centers.17 In a 2009 publication, the PLA formally outlined a new strategy of “Integrated Network Electronic Warfare,” which called for, among other goals, the development of “techniques such as electronic jamming, electronic deception, and suppression to disrupt information acquisition and information transfer, launching a virus attack or hacking to sabotage information processing and information utilization.”18 It is difficult to precisely assess Chinese cyber warfare capabilities: as of 2010, China continues to strenuously deny that it possesses or is developing any offensive cyber measures. That said there is little doubt within the US defense community that the Chinese are highly capable in cyber warfare and continue to increase their capabilities. A defense assessment report prepared by Northrop Grumman notes that Chinese military “operators likely possess the technical sophistication to craft and upload rootkit and covert remote access software, creating deep persistent access to the compromised host and making detection extremely difficult.”19 The presumed rise in Chinese cyber warfare capabilities has paralleled a steep rise in “malicious cyber activity” targeting US Department of Defense (DOD) networks: such incidents have surged from around 10,000 per year in 2003 to almost 55,000 in 2008, and many appear to have Chinese origins.20 These probing attacks have had serious consequences, for instance: •In 2007, the US Office of the Secretary of Defense had to take its information systems offline for more than a week to deal with suspected Chinese infiltration.21 • Attacks on US defense contractors in 2007 and 2008 resulted in the theft of several terabytes of data on the design and electronic schematics for the F35 Joint Strike Fighter.22 Chinese agents clearly have the ability to penetrate US networks. The supposed limiting of these incursions to mapping and data theft is indicative not of limited capabilities, but rather of intent: in 2007, the Commander of US Strategic Command noted that China is “actively engaging in cyber reconnaissance.”23 China’s ability to create virtual beachheads within US military and defense contractor networks has substantial implications for US-China military scenarios. PLA cyber attackers would only need to modify or corrupt relatively small data packets to seriously degrade the performance of even the most sophisticated combat systems. For example, a US Air Force study concluded that integrated air defense systems could likely be disabled by cyber assaults, noting that such systems, “can fail by not seeing the target, seeing too many targets, failing to give or receive cuing information, not getting missiles to fire, firing missiles in directions that do not let them hit the target, or inappropriately emitting detectable energy” – or in other words, that such advanced systems need only suffer one, relatively small area of compromised performance to fail utterly.24 The US is not unaware of these threats. The US military is investing in cyber-defense, and in 2009, Defense Secretary Robert Gates went so far as to order the creation of a Cyber-Defense Command, which would be tasked to both defend military networks from cyber threats and develop offensive cyber capabilities.25 Nonetheless, US cyber defense efforts are likely playing catch-up at this point, and it remains quite conceivable that a Chinese cyber assault on US targets could noticeably, perhaps significantly, degrade the performance of US military networks for a period of time. Development of anti-access measures China is aware that, in order to be successful in a military confrontation over Taiwan, it must prevent the US from entering the conflict or at least degrade the size and effectiveness of a projected US military intervention.26 In view of the US military’s superiority, China has developed anti-access measures which have “the effect of slowing the deployment of friendly forces into a theater, preventing them from operating from certain locations within that theater, or causing them to operate from distances farther from the locus of conflict than they would normally prefer.”27 Chinese anti-access measures focus strongly on US air power. Command of the air has been one of the cornerstones of US military superiority in the post-cold war era, a fact that became most evident to China during the Taiwan Strait crisis of 1995-1996.28 Parallel to its long-term effort to modernize its air force and other air defense capacities, China has invested significant resources to develop anti-access measures to prevent the deployment of US naval and land-based air power in a potential conflict with Taiwan.

China is transitioning from supporting space militarization intellectually to supporting it physically
(MacDonald 11, Bruce W. MacDonald is a member of the United States Institute of Peace, former member of CFR, see 1st line of card, 5-11-11,gd, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf)


Prior to USIP, I led the Council on Foreign Relations study of China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security, which built upon my years of national security policy work in and out of government, travel to China, and training as an aerospace engineer. The Chinese Challenge This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency. In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced, military space capabilities as well. We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with fear. We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge, and other developments that are of a classified nature. The Peoples’ Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities. Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other. However, China’s growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.-China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out. The PLA and U.S. armed forces both would be derelict in their duties if they did not have contingency plans for such a conflict. As the current inferior military power, the PLA has every incentive to develop options for offensive operations against weak points in U.S. military posture, just as our military establishment should develop options against weak points in Chinese defenses. PLA officers have noted the great U.S. dependence upon space assets and capabilities and the way they multiply U.S. force effectiveness. Just recently, they saw how U.S. special forces, and the military and civilian leadership that commanded them, heavily depended upon satellite photographs, space-derived weather and electronic intelligence, GPS, other space-enabled information, and satellite communications in executing the strike against Osama bin Laden’s compound in Pakistan. This brilliantly successful operation was built on a firm foundation of information in which space played a vital role in creating.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decision-making, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These “space-enabled information services” lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other ASAT weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia. This strategic space situation is troubling. Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space capabilities. These PLA efforts are funded by a vigorous, quickly growing economy and supported by a government with full appreciation for the roles that space-enabled information and information warfare play in modern conflict. U.S. and Chinese strategic interests in East Asia are not foreordained to lead to conflict; each has much to lose if this happens, and each appreciates the other’s military capabilities. China’s demonstration of an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability through the downing of an old Chinese satellite in 2007, demonstrated at least basic hit-to-kill (HTK) technology capability. They further demonstrated their HTK prowess in January 2010 when they performed a successful ballistic missile intercept test. This shows growing mastery of HTK technology, as hitting a longer range ballistic missile or warhead is a more challenging HTK task than hitting an orbiting satellite. This successful missile defense test has important strategic implications for U.S. security interests that have to date been largely ignored. One Chinese source me that Chinese scientists had been actively pursuing HTK technology development ever since the United States first demonstrated HTK technology in the homing overlay experiment (HOE) in 1984. This source said that Chinese scientists saw at that time the strategic significance of HTK technology and the importance of China mastering it – which they now appear to have done. Besides the kinetic ASAT the PLA tested in 2007, China reportedly has other offensive space programs under development, including lasers, microwave- and cyber-weapons. We also face the twin realities that defending space assets is more difficult than attacking them; and while advancing technology will help both defense and offense, the offense is likely to benefit more. Senior Chinese military and political leadership also appears to appreciate the national security significance of space. 18 months ago, the PLA Air Force chief of staff, Gen. Xu Qiliang, spoke of the inevitability of space conflict, followed one week later by Hu Jintao’s statement about the PLA-AF “requirement of [developing] both offensive and defensive space capabilities.” Writings in authoritative Chinese military journals also show a clear awareness of the growing military role that space assets play in advanced conventional military capabilities. A recent article in China reporting on the launch of the latest Chinese Beidou (GPS-type) satellite cited one Chinese military expert as noting that 90% of advanced weapons currently depend upon GPS for their operation. China’s 2008 Defense white paper also notes the major role of “informationized warfare” in future conflicts and devotes an entire section to “promoting the informationization of China’s national defense and armed forces in the paper. China seeks to have a significant capability in this area by 2020 and to be able to prevail in such warfare by 2050, according to their white paper. China's most recent defense white paper, released two months ago, acknowledges once again that space plays a prominent role in its security thinking. The paper notes, among other national defense taskings, to maintain China’s “security interests in space, electromagnetic space and cyber space.” The website of the daily newspaper of the Central Military Commission recently criticized Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy Greg Schulte’s citing of China’s “anti-space weaponry.” I am particularly struck by the fact that the CMC newspaper, though it countered that some countries are worried about U.S. “anti-space” capabilities, did not deny the accuracy of Ambassador Schulte’s statement, as China usually does. This is quite a change, one I believe is noteworthy given its origin. The PLA views last year’s revised U.S. space policy as “seeking space hegemony” as a “core U.S. objective,” and claims that “developing and deploying space-based weapons is America’s established strategy,” according to published accounts. These and other distorted PLA views must be called out and refuted, lest more junior PLA officers, and others who read PLA publications accept them uncritically. The key questions are what Chinese intentions are for these capabilities, and what the implications are for the United States. Chinese Military Space Intentions A fundamental problem we face is that China says little at an official level about its military space policy and doctrine. Chinese counterspace capabilities may be intended purely for deterrence purposes, to be used in warfare at a time of their choosing, or some combination of the two. PLA leaders have informally told U.S. officials and others that it is in the interest of an inferior power to keep secret information about its weaknesses and strengths, and they appear to be following this advice quite strictly. Time and again the U.S. has been rebuffed in seeking greater openness and transparency in Chinese space and larger defense strategy. That said, the PLA publishes an increasing number of papers on these issues that have not received enough attention, the problem, I am told, being a resource constraint. There is a sizable PLA literature on space conflict, but it is unclear how well this reflects Chinese government thinking, any more than U.S. military journals reflect official U.S. policy. However, China’s ASAT and missile defense tests and this literature demonstrate a PLA awareness of the importance of offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and strongly suggest that such capabilities are part of China’s larger plans for the future – and perhaps missile defense capabilities as well. It is also unclear whether this reflects PLA interest in OCS for warfighting or just for deterrence, though I suspect it is likely a mixture of both. Should China choose to deploy its demonstrated ASAT system, or more advanced versions of it, U.S. space assets and the military and economic infrastructures they support would be put at risk. One thing is certain – more clarity on PLA and Chinese government thinking on space deterrence, doctrine, space stability, and related issues – and Russian thinking, too -- are urgently needed and are important to U.S. security.
China weaponizing space now

Global Security Newswire, 7/13/11, “Chinese Satellites May Aid Strikes on U.S. Warships”, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110713_3836.php, 

New advanced satellites could enable China to direct its ballistic missiles in striking U.S. naval vessels sailing in the region in the event of an outbreak of hostilities, Reuters reported on Monday (see GSN, Jan. 10). A U.S. guided missile destroyer fires an artillery round during an exercise last month in the South China Sea. China could train its ballistic missiles on nearby U.S. warships using a new generation of reconnaissance satellites, a report warns (U.S. Navy photo). A soon-to-be-released analysis in the British Journal of Strategic Studies concludes that the fast pace of work on cutting-edge spy orbiters would give China the ability to monitor up-to-the-minute U.S. military movements and to steer its ballistic missiles in strikes on U.S. warships. "The most immediate and strategically disquieting application (of reconnaissance satellites) is a targeting and tracking capability in support of the antiship ballistic missile, which could hit U.S. carrier groups," according to the report. "But China's growing capability in space is not designed to support any single weapon; instead it is being developed as a dynamic system, applicable to other long-range platforms," the analysis continues. "With space as the backbone, China will be able to expand the range of its ability to apply force while preserving its policy of not establishing foreign military bases." China remains aggravated by U.S. military support for Taiwan, which has an autonomous government but remains viewed in Beijing as Chinese territory. Beijing routinely insists it does not have plans to place weapons in space. China has defended its markedly enhanced military spending as necessary for its own protection and to replace outmoded equipment. "China's constellation of satellites is transitioning from the limited ability to collect general strategic information, into a new era in which it will be able to support tactical operations as they happen," says the expert analysis, viewed by Reuters. "China may already be able to match the United States' ability to image a known, stationary target and will likely surpass it in the flurry of launches planned for the next two years," it adds.

China has Direct-Attack Space Weapons

Ashley J. Tellis, June 2007, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for National Peace, “Punching the U.S. Military’s “Soft Ribs”: China’s Anti-Satellite Weapons Test in Strategic Perspective”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2007/06/19/punching%2Du%2Es%2E%2Dmilitary%2Ds%2Dsoft%2Dribs%2Dchina%2Ds%2Dantisatellite%2Dweapon%2Dtest%2Din%2Dstrategic%2Dperspective/f60
China’s strategists have concluded that efforts to defeat U.S. military power should not aim its capacity to deliver overwhelming conventional firepower from long distances, but instead target its weakest links, namely its space-based capabilities and their related ground installations.  China is highly unlikely to abandon its counterspace program, as doing so would condemn its armed forces to inevitable defeat against U.S. power. Consequently, it will not enter into any arms-control regime that would further accentuate its competitors’ military advantages.  The U.S. domination of space—which underwrites both its civilian and military advantages—is at risk, and therefore necessitates a series of remedial investments.  The growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a major conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities.

China threatens Nuclear War with the US over Pakistan.

Anna Mahjar-Barducci, Hudson Institute for global security research and analysis. 5/27/2011. “China warns the U.S.: "Any Attack on Pakistan Would be Construed as an Attack on China"” < http://www.hudson-ny.org/2152/china-warns-us-pakistan>

For some analysts, the killing of Osama bin Laden could be used as a pretext by Pakistan and China to start a new war against the U.S., which they accuse of having violated Pakistan's sovereignty. China would apparently like to gain global economical, political and military prevalence over the U.S.; whereas Pakistan would like to ally with China to free itself from its economic dependence on the U.S., and find backing for its rise as a regional power vis-à-vis India, its historical enemy.  "Any attack on Pakistan would be construed as an attack on China," Beijing recently warned the US. After the Abbottabad operation, in which Osama bin Laden was killed, Pakistani Prime Minister Syed Yusuf Raza Gilani's visited China from May 17 – 21, 2011. His trip was hailed by the Pakistani press as a new historic landmark in bilateral relations, and interpreted as a sign of the progressive breakaway between Pakistan and U.S.  The Pakistani government resented the U.S. raid in Abbottabad, and turned immediately to Beijing to seek shelter under the wings of the communist regime. Now China threatens the U.S. should a similar event occur in Pakistan again. The threat is backed by China's nuclear capabilities, which include intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) that can target both Europe and United States. 
China has anti-satellite technology. 

The Economist, authoritative insight and opinion on international news, politics, business, finance, science and technology. 1/27/2007. “A new arms race in space?; China’s anti-satellite test” Vol.382 Issue 8513, p10-11. EBSCO

If there is to be a new arms race in space, China will be in it. Its belated admission that earlier this month it destroyed one of its own satellites--blowing it to smithereens by slamming a ballistic missile into it over 500 miles (800km) up in space--is China's way of saying that it will cede control of space to no one. The feat itself was not particularly impressive: both the United States and the then Soviet Union carried out similar space tests more than 20 years ago. But shooting down its own satellite shows that China could now blast someone else's out of the sky, too (see page 58). Putting its marker in the heavens in this way reflects badly on China as a terrestrial power. Yet its poor space etiquette could be turned to advantage.  Satellites are as vulnerable as they are valuable. America and Russia stopped such anti-satellite tests because both stood to lose: each side's eyes-in-the-skies monitored the other's nuclear weapons, helping to avoid awful mishap. These days satellites are used far more widely for communications, terrestrial navigation, crop monitoring and much more. With its provocative test, China has thumbed its nose at the many satellite-dependent countries. 

China has anti-satellite capabilities to use in a future conflict with the US. 

Dennis Behreandt, long-time contributor to The New American magazine, writing hundreds of articles on subjects ranging from natural theology to history and from science and technology to philosophy. 4/2/2007. “Satellite Wars” Vol.23, Iss. 7; Pg 19, 3 pgs. ProQuest

The truth is at odds with the diplomatic niceties. Because the United States, far more than any other nation, depends on  satellite-based capabilities for intelligence gathering, communication, and precision-guided munitions, Chinese anti-satellite technology can only have been developed as a means of countering U.S. military capabilities. And, as it is primarily a first-strike weapon, it is another indication that the Chinese are arming for a future confrontation with America.  Anti-satellite Operations  In a limited sense, the Chinese had already been conducting low-level anti-satellite operations against the United States. In 1998, the Los Angeles Times reported: "The Chinese government may be building a powerful anti-satellite laser that could deprive the U.S. military of a key advantage in any future conflict in Asia by disabling the American fleet of 'spies in the sky.'" That weapon, or one like it, is now operational and has been used against U.S. satellites.  On September 22, 2006, DefenseNews reported that a U.S. reconnaissance satellite was blinded by a laser while over China. The communist nation "fired high-power lasers at U.S. spy satellites flying over its territory in what experts see as a test of Chinese ability to blind the spacecraft, according to sources," DefenseNews reported. "It remains unclear how many times a ground-based laser was tested against U.S. spacecraft or whether it was successful."

China’s militarizing now—new satellites

Peter Foster, China Correspondent in Beijing, 7/13/11, “China increasing military use of space with new satellites”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/8632219/China-increasing-military-use-of-space-with-new-satellites.html

The assessment of China's growing space capabilities to be published in the Journal of Strategic Studies deepens concerns that China, which has long promised a "peaceful rise", is now developing a worrying array of offensive weapons technologies. It comes as China's first aircraft carrier, the 60,000-ton refitted Ukrainian vessel Varyag, prepares is to undergo sea trials within weeks, according to report in China's state-run China Daily newspaper on Tuesday. China's People's Liberation Army has invested heavily in modernization in recent years, developing an aircraft carrier, a prototype stealth fighter, the J20, and the Dong Feng-21D missile that could sink US carriers at 1,000 mile range. "China's constellation of satellites is transitioning from the limited ability to collect general strategic information, into a new era in which it will be able to support tactical operations as they happen," said the article seen by the Reuters news agency. "The most immediate and strategically disquieting application [of reconnaissance satellites] is a targeting and tracking capability in support of the anti-ship ballistic missile, which could hit U.S. carrier groups," it added.  The report, published in the week that the US launched its space shuttle for the last time, noted that China had made massive advances over the last decade, moving from almost zero real-time surveillance capability to virtual parity with the US.  "China may already be able to match the United States' ability to image a known, stationary target and will likely surpass it in the flurry of launches planned for the next two years," said the analysis by researchers from the World Security Institute, a Washington-based think-tank.  Most military analysts agree that it will be many decades before China can match US ability to project hard power, however in the last year the US defence secretary and senior US generals have begun to question openly China's motivation for developing such offensive capabilities.  China, which has long sought to reassure the world of its "peaceful rise" and its policies of non-interference in other states affairs, has also become increasingly confrontational in its handling of long-running territorial disputes with Japan, Vietnam and the Philippines.  In its defence, China points to its increasing willingness to deploy its forces overseas in support of international efforts, including its successful evacuation of its nationals from Libya, joining antipiracy patrols off the coast of Somalia and contributing to UN peacekeeping missions.  This week, the chiefs of the Chinese and US defence staffs held talks in Beijing aimed at deepening US-China military understanding. However the differences remained clear when China suggested the US should cut its defence spending in the light of the country's economic woes.  Chen Bingde, chief of the People's Liberation Army General Staff, defended China's defence posture, arguing that the Varyag carrier would be a useful training tool, adding that the DF-21 missile was a "defensive weapon".  "The missile is still undergoing experimental testing and will be used as a defensive weapon when it is successfully developed, not an offensive one," Chen was quoted as saying by China Daily.  However Taiwan, the traditional focus of Chinese military ambition, announced it would conduct computerised war-games to test its capabilities against the "overwhelming superiority" of China's forces in the light of the imminent deployment of their first aircraft carrier.  "The mainland's first aircraft carrier will become operational next year ... marking a change of possible warfare in the region," Major General Hau I-chih told reporters. 

Countries building counter space weapons now

AFP, WASHINGTON, 2/06/2011, “US worried by PRC’s space hostility,” http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/archives/2011/02/06/2003495233

China is developing “counterspace” weapons that could shoot down satellites or jam signals, a Pentagon official said on Friday as the US unveiled a 10-year strategy for security in space.  “The investment China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern to us,” US Deputy Secretary of Defense for Space Policy Gregory Schulte told reporters as the defense and intelligence communities released their 10-year National Security Space Strategy (NSSS).  The NSSS marks a huge shift from past practice, charting a 10-year path in space to make the US “more resilient” and able to defend its assets in a dramatically more crowded, competitive, challenging and sometimes hostile environment, Schulte said.  “Space is no longer the preserve of the US and the Soviet Union, at the time in which we could operate with impunity,” Schulte said.  “There are more competitors, more countries that are launching satellites ... and we increasingly have to worry about countries developing counterspace capabilities that can be used against the peaceful use of space,” he said.  “China is at the forefront of the development of those capabilities,” he said.  US concerns over China’s space activities have led US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to seek to include space in the stability dialogue with the Chinese, Schulte said.  In 2007, Beijing shot down one of its own weather satellites using a medium-range ground missile, sparking international concern not only about how China was “weaponizing” space, but also about debris from the satellite.  Years later, Chinese space junk is still floating around in space. Last year, debris from the satellite passed so close to the International Space Station that crewmembers had to change orbit and take cover.  Shooting down the satellite not only focused the world’s attention on the amount of junk in space, but also on Chinese counterspace capabilities, which go beyond shooting down spacecraft, Schulte said.  Among other counterspace activities, Beijing has jammed satellite signals and is developing directed energy weapons, which emit energy toward a target without firing a projectile, he said.  And China isn’t the only country flexing its counterspace muscle. Iran and Ethiopia are, too, he said.  “They’ve jammed commercial satellites ... If Ethiopia can jam a commercial satellite, you have to worry about what others can do against our military satellites,” he said.  “Fifteen years ago we didn’t have to worry about that, but now we have to think differently, to think about how we can continue to conduct the critical functions that are performed from space, or, if they’re degraded, we have to have alternative solutions,” Schulte said.  The 10-year strategy document proposes ways to protect US space assets, including by setting up international partnerships along the lines of NATO, under which an attack on one member would be an attack on all, drawing a unified response from members of the alliance.  The US also “retains the option to respond in self-defense to attacks in space, and the response may not be in space, either,” Schulte said. 

China militarizing now—new technology

Michael S. Chase, “Defense and Deterrence in China’s Military Space Strategy,” China Brief, Vol 11, Issue 5, 3-25-11 http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=37699&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cHash=e3f0fcd233f563e2364ad7bc49425244

China’s theory of space deterrence may be a work in progress, but Beijing is already developing an impressive array of counter-space systems. Indeed, the capabilities that China is working on go beyond the direct ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon, successfully tested in January 2007. The test demonstrated its capability to destroy satellites in low-earth orbit and was followed by a missile intercept test in January 2010. According to the 2010 Department of Defense (DoD) report on Chinese military developments, "China is developing a multi- dimensional program to improve its capabilities to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries during times of crisis or conflict" [1]. In addition to the direct ascent ASAT, China’s capabilities include foreign and domestically developed jamming capabilities, and the inherent ASAT capabilities of its nuclear forces. In addition, "China is developing other technologies and concepts for kinetic and directed-energy (e.g. lasers, high-powered microwave, and particle beam) weapons for ASAT missions" [2]. According to Chinese analysts, along with the increasing its importance for military and commercial reasons, space is becoming an important domain for the defense of national security and national interests [3]. Background Chinese strategists regard space as a crucial battlefield in future wars. Chinese military publications characterize space as the high ground that both sides will strive to control in informatized local wars because of its influence on information superiority and its importance in seizing the initiative in a conflict [4]. Chinese analysts write that space systems serve as key enablers by providing support in areas such as intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), early warning, communications, navigation and positioning, targeting for precision weapons, surveying and mapping, and meteorological support. Chinese analysts also portray space systems as force multipliers that support joint operations and enhance the effectiveness of ground, air, and naval forces. In keeping with this emphasis on the importance of space systems in contemporary military operations, China is making major strides in improving its own space capabilities [5]. According to the 2010 DoD report, "China is expanding its space-based intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, navigation, and communications satellite constellations" [6]. As China places more satellites into orbit, the PLA’s reliance on space systems is growing. China’s military is becoming more dependent on space capabilities for intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, navigation and positioning, as well as communications. Chinese military publications suggest that China still sees itself as far less dependent on space than the United States, but they also recognize that with this increasing reliance on space comes greater vulnerability. Many Chinese analysts believe that China’s space systems face a variety of potential threats. Consequently, they argue that the PLA needs to be able to protect its space assets through defensive measures or deterrence.

Space race between China and US using space weapons

Brittany Saucer, writer for TechnologyReview, 2/3/11. http://www.technologyreview.com/blog/deltav/26344/ (Technologyreview.com published by MIT)

The Wikileaks website has obtained diplomatic cables, which have been released to the U.K.'s Daily Telegraph, that suggest that anti-satellite tests conducted by China in 2007 and by the United States in 2008 were not merely "tests" but showcases of each country's space weapon or military powers. This is not entirely surprising, but the documents put in writing the some of the realpolitik involved with two competing super powers, i.e. my weapons are bigger and better than yours.  The Chinese intentionally shot down an aging weather satellite 530 miles above Earth in January 2007, which resulted in thousands of pieces of debris, exponentially compounding the space debris problem. The strike down garnered criticism from nations around the world, including the United States. Then in February 2008 the United States shot down a malfunctioning American spy satellite, a task it claimed it had to conduct because the satellite was carrying toxic fuel that could pose health concerns.   According to the Telegraph,   One month before the strike, the US criticised Beijing for launching its own "anti-satellite test", noting: "The United States has not conducted an anti-satellite test since 1985." In a formal diplomatic protest, officials working for Condoleezza Rice, the then secretary of state, told Beijing: "A Chinese attack on a satellite using a weapon launched by a ballistic missile threatens to destroy space systems that the United States and other nations use for commerce and national security. Destroying satellites endangers people."  The warning continued: "Any purposeful interference with US space systems will be interpreted by the United States as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict.  "The United States reserves the right, consistent with the UN Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military."  . . .  In secret dispatches, US officials indicated that the strike was, in fact, military in nature.  Immediately after the US Navy missile destroyed the satellite, the American Embassy in China received "direct confirmation of the results of the anti-satellite test" from the US military command in the Pacific, according to a secret memo.   The most recent cable in the collection was sent from the office of Mrs Clinton in January 2010.  It claimed that US intelligence detected that China had launched a fresh anti-satellite missile test. Crucially, Washington wanted to keep secret its knowledge that the missile test was linked to China's previous space strikes.  The cable, marked "secret" said the Chinese army had sent an SC-19 missile that successfully destroyed a CSS-X-11 missile about 150 miles above the Earth.  The leaked cables are interesting, but lack the muster to confirm the Telegraph's claim of "a secret 'star wars' arms race" between China and the U.S. (Given the diplomatic climate at the time, one might expect the U.S. embassy in China to be informed of the American satellite's destruction regardless of whether or not an ulterior agenda was playing out.) More to the point, the cables bring to life dangerous tensions between two powerful nations and continue the Wikileaks saga--that is of secrets and transparency, and how one begins to make sense of it all. 

Space race started—China proves

Steven Lee Myers, reporter for the New York Times, March 9, 2008, “Look Out Below.  The Arms Race in Space May Be On,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/09/weekinreview/09myers.html

It doesn’t take much imagination to realize how badly war in space could unfold. An enemy — say, China in a confrontation over Taiwan, or Iran staring down America over the Iranian nuclear program — could knock out the American satellite system in a barrage of antisatellite weapons, instantly paralyzing American troops, planes and ships around the world. Space itself could be polluted for decades to come, rendered unusable. The global economic system would probably collapse, along with air travel and communications. Your cellphone wouldn’t work. Nor would your A.T.M. and that dashboard navigational gizmo you got for Christmas. And preventing an accidental nuclear exchange could become much more difficult. “The fallout, if you will, could be tremendous,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington. The consequences of war in space are in fact so cataclysmic that arms control advocates like Mr. Kimball would like simply to prohibit the use of weapons beyond the earth’s atmosphere. But it may already be too late for that. In the weeks since an American rocket slammed into an out-of-control satellite over the Pacific Ocean, officials and experts have made it clear that the United States, for better or worse, is already committed to having the capacity to wage war in space. And that, it seems likely, will prompt others to keep pace. What makes people want to ban war in space is exactly what keeps the Pentagon’s war planners busy preparing for it: The United States has become so dependent on space that it has become the country’s Achilles’ heel. “Our adversaries understand our dependence upon space-based capabilities,” Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, commander of the United States Strategic Command, wrote in Congressional testimony on Feb. 27, “and we must be ready to detect, track, characterize, attribute, predict and respond to any threat to our space infrastructure.” Whatever Pentagon assurances there have been to the contrary, the destruction of a satellite more than 130 miles above the Pacific Ocean a week earlier, on Feb. 20, was an extraordinary display of what General Chilton had in mind — a capacity that the Pentagon under President Bush has tenaciously sought to protect and enlarge. Is war in space inevitable? The idea or such a war has been around since Sputnik, but for most of the cold war it remained safely within the realm of science fiction and the carefully proscribed American-Soviet arms race. That is changing. A dozen countries now can reach space with satellites — and, therefore, with weapons. China strutted its stuff in January 2007 by shooting down one of its own weather satellites 530 miles above the planet. “The first era of the space age was one of experimentation and discovery,” a Congressional commission reported just before President Bush took office in 2001. “We are now on the threshold of a new era of the space age, devoted to mastering operations in space.” One of the authors of that report was Mr. Bush’s first defense secretary, Donald H. Rumsfeld, and the policy it recommended became a tenet of American policy: The United States should develop “new military capabilities for operation to, from, in and through space.” 

Chinas increasing military use of space 

Mike Wall, SPACE.com Senior Writer, 12 May 2011 “Washington Worries China Will Challenge U.S. Dominance in Space” http://www.space.com/11646-china-space-policy-united-states.html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+spaceheadlines+%28SPACE.com+Headline+Feed%29
China recently demonstrated the ability to destroy satellites on orbit, and it's ramping up plans for a space station and a possible manned lunar landing in the next decade or so. At a hearing on "The Implications of China's Military and Civil Space Programs," a range of experts discussed what these developments might mean for the United States. While opinions and viewpoints varied, a few key themes emerged, including the need to engage with China to better understand just what the nation hopes to achieve in space.  "There's still a lack of clear understanding of what Beijing's goals are, and how we interact with those," Ben Baseley-Walker of the Secure World Foundation, a non-profit organization committed to space sustainability, told SPACE.com. Baseley-Walker attended the hearing, which took place at the Capitol in Washington, D.C. China's space capabilities ramping up. In 2007, China destroyed one of its own satellites on orbit during an anti-satellite test, showcasing an ability that makes the United States and other nations nervous. Since then, the country has conducted other tests advancing its military space capabilities, including a 2010 missile-interception demonstration. Beijing is also ramping up its human spaceflight program. In 2003, China became the third nation to launch a person into space, and it has flown several manned missions since. The country also hopes to build a large space station between 2015 and 2022, according to hearing panelist Alanna Krolikowski, a visiting scholar at George Washington University's Space Policy Institute. And, beyond that, China appears to be gearing up for a manned lunar landing. The nation's human spaceflight program aims to complete an in-depth concept study on the subject by about 2020, Krolikowski said at the hearing. These developments have some politicians and policy experts worried. They think China may be positioning itself to challenge outright the United States' dominance in space, which currently gives America a huge advantage on the battlefield. “What concerns me most about the Chinese space program is that, unlike the U.S., it is being led by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA)," Congressman Frank Wolf (R-VA) testified at the hearing. "There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture

China’s lack of transparency on ASATs makes miscalc possible

Bob Maginnis, internationally known security and foreign affairs analyst for CNN and Fox News, 5/5/11, "China Masking Huge Military Buildup," http://www.bibleprophecyblog.com/2011/04/china-masking-huge-military-buildup.html

Last week China’s Communist regime published the every-second-year edition of its defense white paper, “China’s National Defense in 2010,” which claims to promote transparency in its defense planning and deepen international trust, and asserts that its security policy is defensive in nature. But the paper’s messages are not supported by the facts. Consider five of the many misleading messages imbedded in the 30-page defense white paper. First, “China attaches great importance to military transparency,” the paper claims. The Pentagon takes issue with that view in a report, stating, “The limited transparency in China’s military and security affairs enhances uncertainty and increases the potential for misunderstanding and miscalculation.” China fails the transparency test by understating its defense spending. The Pentagon’s 2010 report on China’s military estimates Beijing’s total military-related spending for 2009 was more than $150 billion, but the white paper claims it spent about half that amount, $75.56 billion (495.11 billion RMB). The difference, according to the Pentagon, is due to the fact that China’s defense budget “does not include major categories of expenditure,” but the report fails to identify those categories. China’s defense spending increased annually for more than two decades, but the white paper states, “The growth rate of defense expenditure has decreased.” That statement is refuted by China’s official 2011 defense budget, which is $92 billion, up 12.7% from 2010, which grew from 7.5% during the previous year. The Pentagon report also states China isn’t transparent regarding its growing force-projection capabilities. For example, the so-called transparent white paper does not mention Beijing’s plan to deploy an aircraft carrier known to be under construction. A question about the carrier was posed at the press conference announcing the white paper, but was never answered. Second, “The Chinese government has advocated from the outset the peaceful use of outer space, and opposes any weaponization of outer space,” according to the white paper. China’s anti-space weaponization view hasn’t stopped it from developing its own space weapon, however. The white paper makes no mention of China’s 2007 successful direct-ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons test, which destroyed its own satellite in space. “The test raised questions about China’s capability and intention to attack U.S. satellites,” according to a Congressional Research Service (CRS) report. The Pentagon’s report states, "China continues to develop and refine this [ASAT] system, which is one component of a multidimensional program to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries during times of crisis or conflict.” The report also indicates China is developing kinetic and directed-energy weapons for ASAT missions. Gen. Xu Qiliang, commander of China’s air force, appears to confirm the Pentagon’s analysis. He said in 2009 that military competition extending to space is “inevitable” and emphasized the transformation of China’s air force into one that “integrates air and space” with both “offensive [read ASAT] and defensive” capabilities, according to the Pentagon’s report.

China’s policymaking is hard to comprehend, but the best evidence we have indicates they want a Space 1st Strike 
(Blair and Yali 06, Bruce Blair is the president of the World Security Institute, ex-Brookings Institution and Chen Yali is the editor in chief of Washington Observer, works with the Chen Shi China Research Group, ex-China Daily , The second journal issue of 2006, gd, http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=243&Itemid=8)
Hagt distills the thinking found in the literature written by serious military scholars on space and concludes that the Chinese response to the threat posed by the United States in space features a distinctly defensive orientation that emphasizes protecting Chinese space platforms from U.S. offensive attack -- for example, past or anticipated efforts to improve satellite hardening, encryption, anti-jamming, maneuverability, redundancy, and rapid replacement. This accretion of Chinese defensive capabilities, coupled with military space operations involving reconnaissance, communications, and navigation, certainly contribute to the militarization of outer space, however. Questions also linger about China’s next steps, questions magnified in Western minds by the secretiveness of the entire Chinese space program. The prospect of a Chinese offensive space orientation, driven by China’s sense of vulnerability, cannot be ruled out. (As these editors discuss later, a purely offensive Chinese space strategy designed to cripple critical U.S. space assets and thereby diminish U.S. regional warfighting capabilities also cannot be ruled out.) Hagt spins out a relatively mild form of the classic action-reaction phenomenon between two rational actors entwined in a security dilemma and self-escalating arms race. Hagt’s scenario features Chinese defensive and American offensive interactions in space, a defense-offense arms spiral that has been observed often in other military contexts. In a twist of the classic arms spiral, however, Hagt explains how China’s successful commercial sector growth in space creates demands for protection and pushes China in the direction of space weaponization. China’s military establishment appears to fully embrace the view that operating from space is crucial to modernizing its earthly military capabilities, and cannot fail to notice the many signs of American determination to dominate space in the event of conflict. The standard military response would normally be to devise ways to both passively and aggressively deny the United States the ability to deny China its use of space during hostilities. Hagt focuses on the passive end of the spectrum. But to these editors, if diplomacy fails and China seeks military answers for space protection, then the normal progression of protective measures would include offensive operations ranging from jamming to attacking U.S. satellites with anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons. It seems to us that the Chinese military would be inclined to consider carefully, within the parameters allowed by their political superiors, the merits of an anti-satellite capability. The opaqueness of the Chinese effort in this arena precludes a definitive estimate of progress toward the actual development of such an option. A suspicious Western observer might cite, as Hagt notes, the refusal of China to endorse a no-first-deployment of space weapons as a possible indication of a Chinese contingency plan for a “break-out” of anti-satellite weapons in the event that this security dilemma crosses the tipping point of restraint and triggers a full-scale arms race in space. Hagt correctly notes that the Chinese would perhaps not wish to dignify such suspicions if in fact they have no intention of pursuing space weapons, but his assertion that a no-first-declaration could remedy suspicions can be questioned. While it may be plausibly credible to many nations, it would ring dubious in U.S. military circles. China’s diplomatic assurances of its commitment to the peaceful use of space also ring somewhat hollow in the face of the steady Chinese militarization of space, and the Chinese military’s certain need to protect both the commercial and military assets on which it increasingly depends. As Hagt notes, however, the pernicious security dilemma in which China finds itself can negate its best efforts to protect itself in space. China’s active pursuit of self-defense in space can be self-defeating if those pursuits only trigger a stronger countervailing reaction by the United States. China must strike a delicate balance between protective effort and restraint, at least as long as the behavior of the United States partially depends on Chinese behavior. It is an open question, with huge implications, whether the United States is committed to maintain absolute dominance in space -- the ability to fully protect its own space assets while totally denying an adversary any use of space. If space hegemony is its goal, then Chinese restraint is practically irrelevant, Hagt believes, although we (the editors) believe some agreed rules or norms for crisis management and operational restraint may still have utility in averting conflict. If some lesser degree of unilateral space security is an acceptable U.S. goal, and the challenge for both China and the United States is to escape the security dilemma that presently have them trapped, then a number of cooperative ventures to avert space weaponization could be recommended. Hagt presents a number of good ideas in this vein. In Hagt’s article and much of the germane Chinese literature, the primary motivating rationale for China’s military space program is to create a force-multiplying effect on China’s ground, sea, and air forces to strengthen their ability to defend Chinese territory and win regional conflicts. As part of this rationale, Chinese space assets must be protected and defended lest the force-multiplying factor dissipates to zero. We (the editors) would add that this protection and defense does not rule out an offensive component meant to deter or thwart an adversary’s effort to suppress China’s space operations. For instance, a Chinese capability to degrade U.S. satellite communications or surveillance might be developed with a view to deterring U.S. attacks on Chinese satellites. We have reason to believe that the actual thrust of China’s space strategy and technological development is defensive in nature and orientation. However, both the U.S. thrust toward space weapons and the state of Sino-U.S. strategic relations could alter the future direction of China’s space program. A certain body of Chinese literature indicates another possible offensive mission for the future Chinese space program: attacking an adversary’s space assets in order to diminish its regional warfighting capability. Delivering a sharp and possibly crippling blow to an adversary’s ground, sea, and air forces that depend heavily on those assets to conduct operations could have decisive consequences. If China and the United States unfortunately stumble into a war over Taiwan, the Chinese military, we believe, may be driven to conduct offensive space operations -- cutting the adversary’s forces’ umbilical cords to space, and depriving them of their force-multiplying assets. Chinese strategists steeped in Chinese military traditions are acutely aware that space infrastructure could be an adversary’s Achilles Heel, and that an inferior space power may prevail in conflict if it manages to sever those critical tendons. Given that asymmetrical warfare is axiomatic in the Sino-American context, the weaker Chinese side, we believe, would have ample reason to design and utilize offensive weapons such as ASATs in order to degrade critical U.S. space support, by jamming U.S. communications and blinding U.S. sensors, or to cripple them using blunt (nuclear weapons detonated in space) or surgical instruments (attack satellites). Such offensive anti-satellite operations would be conducted for reasons quite removed from the issue of self-protection from adversarial threats. They would be purely offensive in nature. It is an open question whether this form of asymmetrical offensive space warfare resides exclusively in the realm of Chinese strategic thought, or has advanced beyond theory into practice. According to Hagt, the preponderance of evidence available in the open literature suggests that China’s exploration of technologies relevant to anti-satellite weapons -- kinetic energy vehicles, ground-based lasers and radars, and high-powered microwave transmitters -- involves theoretical or basic research only. Hagt challenges allegations to the contrary, such as the Pentagon’s 2005 report to Congress asserting that “China is working on, and plans to field, ASAT systems” on the grounds that no evidence exists of China testing or deploying any anti-satellite weapon, or intending to do so. If Hagt is wrong, and the Chinese intend to take a great leap forward into offensive space warfare technology, then he is right about the adverse unintended consequences of the security dilemma. The two sides may find it impossible to extricate themselves from the escalation dynamics of their predicament in space in an era of revolutionary military technologies and asymmetrical warfare. At this stage of space warfare development, however, the Sino-American relationship still stands on the unweaponized side of the abyss, and neither side appears quite ready to take the leap. 
China is militarizing space now
(Lin and Griffin 08, Joseph Lin is affiliated with the Armed Forces Journal, 1-26-07,gd, http://www.aei.org/article/27772 )
Even if the PLA believes it cannot compete directly with American space power, the necessity to invest in space assets is by no means wasted in Beijing. The Chinese military is developing aerospace networks in pursuit of the technological advantages that the U.S. has come to expect during wartime. A 2004 article printed in the People's Liberation Army Daily stated: "Information dominance cannot be separated from space dominance. We can say that seizing space dominance is the root for winning the informationalized war." Indeed, the U.S. Defense Department reports that China plans to launch some 17 satellites in 2008 in an ambitious bid to have a fully indigenous satellite fleet by 2010. But even as China deepens its own reliance on space-based assets in support of military operations, policymakers in Beijing are fixated on the deficit they face in a conflict with the U.S. and the concomitant requirement to challenge American space power. One PLA analyst recently argued that in modern wars, "seizing space dominance has already become a vital part of seizing information dominance, from which one can then retain the active position in the war." In a less-subtle argument for the use of offensive capabilities in space, another PLA officer recently proclaimed that China requires ASAT capabilities for "destroying, damaging and interfering with the enemy's observation and communications satellites." The same official concluded that the ultimate purpose of such efforts is to "blind and deafen the enemy, making their command and control retarded." The U.S. takes this threat seriously. A 1994 war game conducted by the U.S. Navy found that if the PLA opened a war with a sophisticated ASAT campaign, American aircraft carriers would be left vulnerable without having any significant counteroffensive capabilities. In this scenario, U.S. forces were routed.

US dominant now, but China attack coming in Space

(Cox 08, Stan Cox is a writer, columnist for ~500 newspapers, worked for the US dpt of Agriculture, has a Ph.D from Iowa State University in agricultural genetics, 9-28-07, gd, http://www.fwweekly.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2850)
In the depths of the Cold War, as the arms race between the United States and Soviet Union escalated, the terrible benchmarks were recorded — nuclear test dates, the unveiling of new weapons systems, the brinksmanship of the Cuban missile crisis. So mark this date for a future history book: On Jan. 11 of this year, a ground-launched missile destroyed a space satellite orbiting more than 500 miles above the Earth. It wasn’t an American or a Russian missile — it was Chinese. Ostensibly, China was just removing an obsolete weather station. Metaphorically, it was a shot across the bows for the U.S., and it rattled windows in the Pentagon and around the world, as surely as a blast on a Pacific atoll did in 1946. The launch showed military planners everywhere that the door had been opened on space as another field of war — despite a 40-year-old treaty and a half-century of effort by many nations to prevent that. The Chinese satellite destruction was so important that some have called it 1/11 — the space-war version of 9/11. But it wasn’t really China that blew open that door. Six years to the day before the Chinese missile launch, a group headed by future U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld asserted that it’s only a matter of time until there is all-out war in the heavens. Every part of our world has become a theater of war, the Rumsfeld-led group advised, and space will be no different. And if that’s so, the report said, the U.S. needs to get there first, with the biggest guns. At least since then, the space weapons rush has been on, and North Texas defense contractors have been getting a major share of the market, investing technology, experts, and millions of lobbying dollars each year in the effort. Lockheed Martin, the nation’s top defense contractor and a major Fort Worth employer, has been the second-biggest beneficiary of this new arms race, helping develop a whole new alphabet soup of weapons and defense systems — the Aegis, the PAC-3, the XSS-11 anti-satellite system. Raytheon, with several North Texas installations, is another major and controversial space-war player, the main or subcontractor on a host of space-related weapon and defense systems, and a major supplier to the CIA and other spy agencies. The space weapons list includes things like micro-satellites, which could stalk and destroy satellites of other nations; the EAGLE project, a series of orbiting mirrors to direct beams from ground- or air-based lasers at targets in space; and the Falcon, a sort of space shuttle for bombs. Then there are the still-theoretical “rods from God,” 20-foot-long tungsten poles, a foot in diameter, that would be launched from low Earth orbit at 25,000 miles per hour to pulverize “hardened” targets in enemy territory, such as intensely protected underground bunkers. Just last month, space warriors and defense contractors gathered in Omaha for the Strategic Space and Defense Conference, held in the backyard of the sprawling installation that houses the U.S. military command in charge of the nation’s nuclear and space weapons systems. Participants promoted new weapons and listened to speakers discussing the “timely application of space power” and systems to deliver “global effects.” They weren’t talking about solar energy or a cure for global warming. The scariest part of the space-war rhetoric and reality may not be the idea of developing weapons and defense systems to be held in readiness against attacks by others. Space could become just another platform from which this country could launch pre-emptive strikes against its perceived enemies. And — is it really a surprise? — space weapons stations could be used to increase even further the United States’ ability to spy on its own people. This fall marks the 40th anniversary of the Outer Space Treaty, an agreement among 98 nations, including the United States, that bans nuclear arms from space. That seemed the most important limit at the time — the treaty made no mention of other weapons. Still, no nation has ever launched an attack of any kind into or from space. Why should citizens even care what goes on outside the planet and its atmosphere? The prospect of space war seems a lot less ominous than the threat of a U.S.-Soviet nuclear holocaust once did. Nobody lives in space; no civilians would be maimed or killed by a robotic shoot-’em-up in orbit. Helen Caldicott and Craig Eisendrath answered such arguments in their book War in Heaven: The Arms Race in Outer Space, published earlier this year. In the wake of the Soviet launch of Sputnik in 1957, they wrote, humans around the globe began asking, “Would [outer space] be the venue for wars and synchronized killings, or the common space for a complex of cooperative peaceful efforts benefiting our species? The two uses of space could not exist side by side.” The pristine emptiness into which Sputnik ventured no longer exists. Today, the busier orbits around Earth (ranging from 300 to 22,000 miles out) more closely resemble the industrial parks and military bases that litter the outskirts of cities. The Air Force Space Command actually keeps a catalog of every human-made object that orbits the Earth. The current total: 18,400. The Colorado Springs-based Space Foundation reports that the global space industry grew at warp speed in 2006, at an 18 percent annual rate that sent it past $220 billion in sales of space-related goods and services. Half of that activity is commercial, with the biggest growth occurring in “lifestyle media” (mostly satellite TV) and global positioning systems (GPS) satellites and their related equipment and service fees. But another 28 percent of total world spending is by the U.S. government. When Americans think of the space program, they generally think of the National Aeronautic and Space Administration’s space shuttle flights, the international space station, and future trips to the moon and Mars. Despite that 1967 treaty, however, U.S. military leaders have been thinking about the possibility of weapons in space for a long time. And based on Space Foundation figures, budgets for warfare preparations and spying in space quietly add up to almost three times that of NASA. According to Caldicott and Eisendrath, the United States accounts for 95 percent of the world’s spending on militarization of space and owns more than half of all military satellites. The most basic space weaponry problem is the vulnerability of orbiting spacecraft. Satellites and other space objects not only have nowhere to hide; they move in fully predictable ways, making them vulnerable to attack at an adversary’s convenience. And satellites do more than provide crucial military intelligence — they also form the basis of communications systems that keep modern military forces in touch with remote commanders and civilian leaders. According to a report from Rumsfeld’s group, “The loss of space systems that support military operations or collect intelligence would dramatically affect the way U.S. forces could fight.” Without space hardware and software, the military would be crippled — 70 percent of the bombs that struck Iraq during the Pentagon’s 2003 “Shock and Awe” campaign were satellite-guided. Back in 2000, China’s official Xinhua News Agency gave U.S. strategic planners reason to worry. A coyly “hypothetical” article predicted that “for countries that could never win a war with the United States by using the method of tanks and planes, attacking the U.S. space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice.” In 1992, the U.S. Strategic Air Command, a warhorse of the nuclear age, was replaced by something called USSTRATCOM — the U.S. Strategic Command — that eventually would expand the old SAC mission to add responsibility for control of U.S. space weaponry. Since then, the country’s spending on space-related defensive and offensive systems has continued to increase — but it took off dramatically in 2000. Spending on missile defense has doubled since then, and the U.S. is now proposing to place missile defense installations in Poland and the Czech Republic — a development that has infuriated many Europeans. In January 2001, a year after the Xinhua article appeared, the group called the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization presented its report to Congress. Headed by Rumsfeld, whom President Bush would name as his defense secretary, the report asserted that the United States should prepare for the inevitable militarization of space. “We know from history that every medium — air, land, and sea — has seen conflict,” the commission reported. “Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the U.S. must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space — and ensure continuing superiority.” Another reality: More than half of the Rumsfeld commission members had ties to the aerospace industry. And the report plainly reflected that connection, advising that “The U.S. Government needs to become a more reliable customer of commercial space products and services.” Five of the top space-weapon and missile-defense contractors — Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Boeing, SAIC, and General Dynamics — shelled out a total of $13 million in political campaign contributions from 2001 to 2006, according to the New-York based World Policy Institute. Congressional support for space weapons is bipartisan, led by a Space Power Caucus established in 2003. Lockheed Martin, for instance, spent just under $10 million in lobbying members of Congress and federal agencies in 2006. And individuals and political action committees associated with Lockheed put U.S. Rep. Joe Barton of Ennis and Fort Worth’s Kay Granger high on their campaign donations list. The company is the lead contractor on the XSS-11 anti-satellite system and a host of other space weapons. In Grand Prairie, its Lockheed Martin Missile and Fire Control, according to the company web site, develops and manufactures “advanced combat systems and missile, rocket, and space systems.” The attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, of course, ramped up the space-war rhetoric. And USSTRATCOM was given a host of other missions, including those of the former Space Command and a new Global Strike Integration Command, which will wield space weapons if they’re ever fully deployed. In 2002, the Air Force undersecretary for military space acquisitions told The New York Times that “We haven’t reached the point of strafing and bombing from space,” but “we are exploring those possibilities.” When they aren’t talking about China, military leaders discuss the possibility of, say, Pakistan falling to Taliban types who might turn to “space jihad” — shooting a nuclear weapon into orbit and detonating it. The resulting electromagnetic pulse could disable spacecraft across a quarter of the Earth’s orbital space. But many critics of the program think that defensive scenarios are just camouflage for the military’s desire for offensive weapons that the U.S. could use simply as an extension of its power, whether or not any other nation was threatening space war. The Rumsfeld commission noted that “Military space officials will have to develop new doctrines and concepts for offensive and defensive space operations ... and other military uses of space.” Bruce Gagnon, coordinator of the activist group Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space, believes the country’s $9 billion missile-defense program is just a Trojan horse. “Missile defense brings in the money, but the real story is offensive, pre-emptive attack technologies for global strike,” he said. “That’s where the real action is.” Gagnon said that current U.S. space policy remains consistent with the aggressive stance of the Rumsfeld report, “although they have slacked off just a bit on their rhetoric.” In September, the Times relayed a similar message from a former Pentagon official who said that space weapons are “still definitely part of the program, but they don’t emphasize it because the arms-control people come out of the woodwork.” The current thinking of military and industry officials was revealed last month at the annual Strategic Space and Defense Conference in Omaha, where the exhibit hall was full of nerf-version giveaways promoting weapon systems and promotional art that looked like a combination of Spielberg, comic books, and Armageddon predictions. In his opening remarks, USSTRATCOM acting commander Lt. Gen. Robert Kehler (who, ironically, bears a slight resemblance to Peter Sellers’ amiable President Muffley in Dr. Strangelove), referred obliquely to China, which became almost a theme of the conference. Speaker after speaker described the feeling of vulnerability caused by that country’s Jan. 11 satellite destruction, equating it with the alarm caused by the Challenger and Columbia space-shuttle disasters and even the World Trade Center attacks. “In the past, we were the unique masters of the air and space domains. Today, that cannot be taken for granted,” said Air Force Lt. General Frank Klotz. It fell to a civilian, Northrop Grumman Vice President Frederick Ricker, to offer a spine-stiffener to the military whiners: “If we can’t have sanctuary in space,” he said, “we can certainly have superiority.” 
And if we don’t militarize space, China will strike first

William C. Martel and Toshi Yoshihara, Fall 2003, William C. Martel is a professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College in Rhode Island. Toshi Yoshihara is a 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, “Averting a Sino-U.S. Space Race”, pg. 26

In any event, China does not need to reach parity with the United States to harm U.S. interests in space. Some China scholars have argued that China could use a range of old and new technologies, including advanced space capabilities, to weaken the political will of superior adversaries who increasingly depend on space to fight wars.26 Whether this approach will be successful is debatable, but U.S. vulnerabilities to disruptions in space might embolden China to attack U.S. space systems in the event of a military con- frontation over Taiwan.
Space race started—China proves

Steven Lee Myers, reporter for the New York Times, March 9, 2008, “Look Out Below.  The Arms Race in Space May Be On,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/09/weekinreview/09myers.html

It doesn’t take much imagination to realize how badly war in space could unfold. An enemy — say, China in a confrontation over Taiwan, or Iran staring down America over the Iranian nuclear program — could knock out the American satellite system in a barrage of antisatellite weapons, instantly paralyzing American troops, planes and ships around the world. Space itself could be polluted for decades to come, rendered unusable. The global economic system would probably collapse, along with air travel and communications. Your cellphone wouldn’t work. Nor would your A.T.M. and that dashboard navigational gizmo you got for Christmas. And preventing an accidental nuclear exchange could become much more difficult. “The fallout, if you will, could be tremendous,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington. The consequences of war in space are in fact so cataclysmic that arms control advocates like Mr. Kimball would like simply to prohibit the use of weapons beyond the earth’s atmosphere. But it may already be too late for that. In the weeks since an American rocket slammed into an out-of-control satellite over the Pacific Ocean, officials and experts have made it clear that the United States, for better or worse, is already committed to having the capacity to wage war in space. And that, it seems likely, will prompt others to keep pace. What makes people want to ban war in space is exactly what keeps the Pentagon’s war planners busy preparing for it: The United States has become so dependent on space that it has become the country’s Achilles’ heel. “Our adversaries understand our dependence upon space-based capabilities,” Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, commander of the United States Strategic Command, wrote in Congressional testimony on Feb. 27, “and we must be ready to detect, track, characterize, attribute, predict and respond to any threat to our space infrastructure.” Whatever Pentagon assurances there have been to the contrary, the destruction of a satellite more than 130 miles above the Pacific Ocean a week earlier, on Feb. 20, was an extraordinary display of what General Chilton had in mind — a capacity that the Pentagon under President Bush has tenaciously sought to protect and enlarge. Is war in space inevitable? The idea or such a war has been around since Sputnik, but for most of the cold war it remained safely within the realm of science fiction and the carefully proscribed American-Soviet arms race. That is changing. A dozen countries now can reach space with satellites — and, therefore, with weapons. China strutted its stuff in January 2007 by shooting down one of its own weather satellites 530 miles above the planet. “The first era of the space age was one of experimentation and discovery,” a Congressional commission reported just before President Bush took office in 2001. “We are now on the threshold of a new era of the space age, devoted to mastering operations in space.” One of the authors of that report was Mr. Bush’s first defense secretary, Donald H. Rumsfeld, and the policy it recommended became a tenet of American policy: The United States should develop “new military capabilities for operation to, from, in and through space.” 

A “Space Pearl Harbor” is likely and devastating

(Rumsfeld et all 01, The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization. Headed by Donald H. Rumsfeld, former Secretary of Defense, 1-11-01, gd, http://space.au.af.mil/space_commission/chapters/chapter2.pdf)
3. Reducing Vulnerability As harmful as the loss of commercial satellites or damage to civil assets would be, an attack on intelligence and military satellites would be even more serious for the nation in time of crisis or conﬂict. The U.S. could be subjected to serious difﬁculties if the functions of U.S. satellites were signiﬁcantly disrupted or degraded as the President was working to ease a crisis between nuclear-armed adversaries or to end a conﬂict before an adversary used weapons of mass destruction against the U.S. or its allies. As history has shown—whether at Pearl Harbor, the killing of 241 U.S. Marines in their barracks in Lebanon or the attack on the USS Cole in Yemen—if the U.S. offers an inviting target, it may well pay the price of attack. With the growing commercial and national security use of space, U.S. assets in space and on the ground offer just such targets. The U.S. is an attractive candidate for a “Space Pearl Harbor.” The warning signs of U.S. vulnerability include: • In 1998, the Galaxy IV satellite malfunctioned, shutting down 80 percent of U.S. pagers, as well as video feeds for cable and broadcast transmission, credit card authorization networks and corporate communications systems (Figure 14). To restore satellite service, satellites had to be moved and thousands of ground antennas had to be manually repositioned, which took weeks in some cases. • In early 2000, the U.S. lost all information from a number of its satellites for three hours when computers in ground stations malfunctioned. • In July 2000, the Xinhau news agency reported that China’s military is developing methods and strategies for defeating the U.S. military in a high-tech and space-based future war. It noted, “for countries The U.S. is an attractive candidate f                        or a “Space Pearl Harbor.” that could never win a war by using the method of tanks and planes, attacking the U.S. space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice. . .” These reports illustrate a troubling but littlenoticed view of the future. • Hackers are routinely probing DoD networks and computers. The U.S. Space Command’s Joint Task Force for Computer Network Defense reported that detected probes and scans are increasing, access to hacking tools is becoming easier and hacking techniques are becoming more sophisticated. In 1999 the number of detected probes and scans against DoD systems was just over 22,000; in the ﬁrst eleven months of 2000, the number had grown to 26,500. • If the GPS system were to experience widespread failure or disruption, the impact could be serious. Loss of GPS timing could disable police, ﬁre and ambulance communications around the world; disrupt the global banking and ﬁnancial system, which depends on GPS timing to keep worldwide ﬁnancial centers connected; and interrupt the operation of electric power distribution systems. The signs of vulnerability are not always so clear as those described above and therefore are not always recognized. Hostile actions against space systems can reasonably be confused with natural phenomena. Space debris or solar activity can “explain” the loss of a space system and mask unfriendly actions or the potential thereof. They can be explained as computer hardware or software failure, even though either might be the result of malicious acts. Thus far, the indicators have been neither sufﬁciently persuasive nor gripping to energize the U.S. to take appropriate defensive steps. For this reason, the Commission believes that the U.S. is not as yet well prepared to handle the range of potential threats to its space systems. Threats to U.S. space systems might arise under a variety of conditions: • In peacetime, as a terrorist act. • In time of crisis, as an act of coercion or escalation. • In wartime, as an effort to degrade U.S. intelligence or military performance. Threatening or attacking the space capabilities of the U.S. would have domestic, economic and political consequences and could provoke international disputes about the origin and intent of an attack. Such ambiguity and uncertainty could be fatal to the successful management of a crisis or resolution of a conﬂict. They could lead to forbearance when action is needed or to hasty action when more or better information would have given rise to a broader and more effective set of response options. There are a number of possible crises or conﬂicts in which the potential vulnerability of national security space systems would be worrisome. For example: • Efforts to identify and strike terrorist strongholds and facilities in advance of or in retaliation for terrorist attacks on U.S. forces or citizens abroad, or on the U.S. homeland or that of its allies. • Conﬂict in the Taiwan Straits, in which the U.S. attempts to deter escalation through the conduct of military operations while seeking to bring it to a favorable end through diplomatic measures. • War in the Middle East, posing a threat to U.S. friends and allies in the region and calling for a rapid political and military response to threats by an aggressor to launch ballistic missiles armed with weapons of mass destruction. • The disabling of a remote sensing satellite being used by a regional power to monitor Southwest Asia, followed shortly thereafter by another state in the region launching a long range ballistic missile armed with a weapon of mass destruction. • Cyber attacks on nuclear command and control systems that precipitate a crisis in South Asia involving India and Pakistan and their respective allies.25 In each of these contingencies and others like them, the President, his senior advisors and military commanders would be dependent on U.S. satellite systems to help manage the crisis, conduct military operations or bring about a resolution to the conﬂict. If the performance of U.S. systems were affected, the diplomatic and military leverage of the U.S. could be reduced, that of an adversary improved, and the cost and risks associated with achieving U.S. objectives commensurately increased. That U.S. space systems might be threatened or attacked in such contingencies may seem improbable, even reckless. However, as political economist Thomas Schelling has pointed out, “There is a tendency in our planning to confuse the unfamiliar with the improbable. The contingency we have not considered looks strange; what looks strange is thought improbable; what is improbable need not be considered seriously.” Surprise is most often not a lack of warning, but the result of a tendency to dismiss as reckless what we consider improbable. History is replete with instances in which warning signs were ignored and change resisted until an external, “improbable” event forced resistant bureaucracies to take action. The question is whether the U.S. will be wise enough to act responsibly and soon enough to reduce U.S. space vulnerability. Or whether, as in the past, a disabling attack against the country and its people—a “Space Pearl Harbor”—will be the only event able to galvanize the nation and cause the U.S. Government to act. We are on notice, but we have not noticed
China is aggressively weaponizing space; the US is in danger

(MSNBC 07, an MSNBC report compiled from staff and Reuters reports, 1-18-07, gd, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/16689558/)
The United States, Australia and Canada have voiced concerns to China over the first known satellite-killing test in space in more than 20 years, the White House said Thursday. “The U.S. believes China’s development and testing of such weapons is inconsistent with the spirit of cooperation that both countries aspire to in the civil space area,” National Security Council spokesman Gordon Johndroe said. “We and other countries have expressed our concern regarding this action to the Chinese.” Using a ground-based medium-range ballistic missile, the test knocked out an aging Chinese weather satellite about 537 miles (860 kilometers) above the earth on Jan. 11 through “kinetic impact,” or by slamming into it, Johndroe said. Canada and Australia had joined in voicing concern, he said. Britain, South Korea and Japan were expected to follow suit, an administration official told Reuters. The last U.S. anti-satellite test took place on Sept. 13, 1985. Washington then halted such Cold War-era testing, concerned that debris could harm civilian and military satellite operations on which the West increasingly relies for everything from pinpoint navigation to Internet access to automated teller machines. According to David Wright of the Cambridge, Mass.-based Union of Concerned Scientists, the satellite pulverized by China could have broken into nearly 40,000 fragments from 1 to 10 centimeters (a half-inch to 4 inches) in size, roughly half of which would stay in orbit for more than a decade. On the day of the test, a U.S. defense official said the United States was unable to communicate with an experimental spy satellite launched last year by the Pentagon’s National Reconnaissance Office. But there was no immediate indication that this was a result of the Chinese test. No such publicized destruction of a satellite in space has occurred in at least 15 years, said Marco Caceres, a space expert at the Teal Group, an aerospace consulting firm in Fairfax, Va. No big surprise Aviation Week & Space Technology, the first to report the test, cited space sources as saying a Chinese Feng Yun 1C polar orbit weather satellite, launched in 1999, was destroyed by an antisatellite system launched from or near China’s Xichang Space Center in Sichuan Province. The latest report follow claims in September, reported by Defense News, that China was aiming high-powered, ground-based lasers at U.S. spy satellites — apparently to test whether sensors on the satellites could be blinded. China's anti-satellite efforts come as no surprise to the Bush administration, which revised U.S.national space policy in October with an eye on boosting protection of civilian and military satellites. At the time, that policy revision touched off a round of criticism at home and abroad, with the critics claiming that Washington was asserting a right to bar any rival from access to space. In a major speech about the policy last month, Robert Joseph, the State Department’s point man for arms control and international security, said other nations and possibly terrorist groups were “acquiring capabilities to counter, attack and defeat U.S. space systems.” “No nation, no nonstate actor, should be under the illusion that the United States will tolerate a denial of our right to the use of space for peaceful purposes,” Joseph said on Dec. 13. U.S. has its own program The United States has been researching satellite-killers of its own, experimenting with lasers on the ground that could disable, disrupt and destroy spacecraft. Slideshow: Planetary pleasures Marco Caceres, a space expert at the Teal Group, an aerospace consulting firm in Fairfax, Virginia, told Reuters that China’s test could bolster a host of military space programs, almost all of which are over budget and behind schedule. “They are going to use this for as much as they can,” he said, referring to Pentagon officials. Major corporate beneficiaries could be Lockheed Martin Corp., the Boeing Co. and Northrop Grumman Corp., which build U.S. communications, surveillance and early-warning satellites, Caceres added. Boeing, for example, is working on an airborne laser system that could shoot down missiles during their boost phase, potentially heading off an anti-satellite attack. The program has encountered delays as well as cost increases, and is now due for its first real-world test in late 2008. 
US-China Space War inevitable—Chinese policy

(MacDonald 11, Bruce W. MacDonald is a member of the United States Institute of Peace, former member of CFR, see 1st line of card, 5-11-11 ,gd, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf)
Prior to USIP, I led the Council on Foreign Relations study of China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security, which built upon my years of national security policy work in and out of government, travel to China, and training as an aerospace engineer. The Chinese Challenge This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency. In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced, military space capabilities as well. We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with fear. We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge, and other developments that are of a classified nature. The Peoples’ Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities. Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other. However, China’s growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.-China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out. The PLA and U.S. armed forces both would be derelict in their duties if they did not have contingency plans for such a conflict. As the current inferior military power, the PLA has every incentive to develop options for offensive operations against weak points in U.S. military posture, just as our military establishment should develop options against weak points in Chinese defenses. PLA officers have noted the great U.S. dependence upon space assets and capabilities and the way they multiply U.S. force effectiveness. Just recently, they saw how U.S. special forces, and the military and civilian leadership that commanded them, heavily depended upon satellite photographs, space-derived weather and electronic intelligence, GPS, other space-enabled information, and satellite communications in executing the strike against Osama bin Laden’s compound in Pakistan. This brilliantly successful operation was built on a firm foundation of information in which space played a vital role in creating.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decision-making, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These “space-enabled information services” lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other ASAT weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia. This strategic space situation is troubling. Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space capabilities. These PLA efforts are funded by a vigorous, quickly growing economy and supported by a government with full appreciation for the roles that space-enabled information and information warfare play in modern conflict. U.S. and Chinese strategic interests in East Asia are not foreordained to lead to conflict; each has much to lose if this happens, and each appreciates the other’s military capabilities. China’s demonstration of an anti-satellite (ASAT) capability through the downing of an old Chinese satellite in 2007, demonstrated at least basic hit-to-kill (HTK) technology capability. They further demonstrated their HTK prowess in January 2010 when they performed a successful ballistic missile intercept test. This shows growing mastery of HTK technology, as hitting a longer range ballistic missile or warhead is a more challenging HTK task than hitting an orbiting satellite. This successful missile defense test has important strategic implications for U.S. security interests that have to date been largely ignored. One Chinese source me that Chinese scientists had been actively pursuing HTK technology development ever since the United States first demonstrated HTK technology in the homing overlay experiment (HOE) in 1984. This source said that Chinese scientists saw at that time the strategic significance of HTK technology and the importance of China mastering it – which they now appear to have done. Besides the kinetic ASAT the PLA tested in 2007, China reportedly has other offensive space programs under development, including lasers, microwave- and cyber-weapons. We also face the twin realities that defending space assets is more difficult than attacking them; and while advancing technology will help both defense and offense, the offense is likely to benefit more. Senior Chinese military and political leadership also appears to appreciate the national security significance of space. 18 months ago, the PLA Air Force chief of staff, Gen. Xu Qiliang, spoke of the inevitability of space conflict, followed one week later by Hu Jintao’s statement about the PLA-AF “requirement of [developing] both offensive and defensive space capabilities.” Writings in authoritative Chinese military journals also show a clear awareness of the growing military role that space assets play in advanced conventional military capabilities. A recent article in China reporting on the launch of the latest Chinese Beidou (GPS-type) satellite cited one Chinese military expert as noting that 90% of advanced weapons currently depend upon GPS for their operation. China’s 2008 Defense white paper also notes the major role of “informationized warfare” in future conflicts and devotes an entire section to “promoting the informationization of China’s national defense and armed forces in the paper. China seeks to have a significant capability in this area by 2020 and to be able to prevail in such warfare by 2050, according to their white paper. China's most recent defense white paper, released two months ago, acknowledges once again that space plays a prominent role in its security thinking. The paper notes, among other national defense taskings, to maintain China’s “security interests in space, electromagnetic space and cyber space.” The website of the daily newspaper of the Central Military Commission recently criticized Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Space Policy Greg Schulte’s citing of China’s “anti-space weaponry.” I am particularly struck by the fact that the CMC newspaper, though it countered that some countries are worried about U.S. “anti-space” capabilities, did not deny the accuracy of Ambassador Schulte’s statement, as China usually does. This is quite a change, one I believe is noteworthy given its origin. The PLA views last year’s revised U.S. space policy as “seeking space hegemony” as a “core U.S. objective,” and claims that “developing and deploying space-based weapons is America’s established strategy,” according to published accounts. These and other distorted PLA views must be called out and refuted, lest more junior PLA officers, and others who read PLA publications accept them uncritically. The key questions are what Chinese intentions are for these capabilities, and what the implications are for the United States. Chinese Military Space Intentions A fundamental problem we face is that China says little at an official level about its military space policy and doctrine. Chinese counterspace capabilities may be intended purely for deterrence purposes, to be used in warfare at a time of their choosing, or some combination of the two. PLA leaders have informally told U.S. officials and others that it is in the interest of an inferior power to keep secret information about its weaknesses and strengths, and they appear to be following this advice quite strictly. Time and again the U.S. has been rebuffed in seeking greater openness and transparency in Chinese space and larger defense strategy. That said, the PLA publishes an increasing number of papers on these issues that have not received enough attention, the problem, I am told, being a resource constraint. There is a sizable PLA literature on space conflict, but it is unclear how well this reflects Chinese government thinking, any more than U.S. military journals reflect official U.S. policy. However, China’s ASAT and missile defense tests and this literature demonstrate a PLA awareness of the importance of offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and strongly suggest that such capabilities are part of China’s larger plans for the future – and perhaps missile defense capabilities as well. It is also unclear whether this reflects PLA interest in OCS for warfighting or just for deterrence, though I suspect it is likely a mixture of both. Should China choose to deploy its demonstrated ASAT system, or more advanced versions of it, U.S. space assets and the military and economic infrastructures they support would be put at risk. One thing is certain – more clarity on PLA and Chinese government thinking on space deterrence, doctrine, space stability, and related issues – and Russian thinking, too -- are urgently needed and are important to U.S. security. 
China will 1st strike in Space, leading to Taiwan war 
(Ritter 07, Peter Ritter is a reporter for the well-known Time Newsmagazine, 1-26-07, gd, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1582472,00.html)
To Taiwanese military experts, the message seems clear: that the island can no longer rely on the U.S. and its military and technological might to protect it from Chinese forces. Lin Chong-pin, president of the Foundation on International and Cross-Strait Studies and a former deputy defense minister, points to the Taiwan Straits crisis of 1996, when escalating tensions prompted the U.S. to send two aircraft carrier battle groups to the region in an attempt to defuse the situation. In a similar scenario today, Lin says, China's ability to destroy satellites would reduce the effectiveness of U.S. forces, which rely heavily on them for real-time battlefield data. "Now China has the capability to knock out the eyes in the heaven for the U.S.," Lin says. That could be a huge problem for the U.S. if the simmering conflict over Taiwan ever boils over. "The Chinese understand how dependent the Americans are on these spy satellites," says John Pike, a satellite expert with GlobalSecurity.org. "And they understand how easy it is to shoot them down." A strike against intelligence-gathering satellites, he theorizes, would likely be China's first move in any military action against Taiwan. "If the Chinese are to have any hope of grabbing Taiwan while nobody is looking, they have to win quickly," Pike says. "They have to present the Americans with an accomplished fact. Surely their strategy is, one day they'll come out of one of these amphibious exercises, and it will be for real. The destruction of satellites would be the first unambiguous sign it's happening." 
China 1st Strike in Space before Taiwan war “essential” to PLA

(France and Adams 05, Martin France and Richard Adams are Chiefs of the Space Superiority program at Peterson AFB, CO, originally published in the High Frontier Journal, Winter 2005, gd, http://www.spacedebate.org/evidence/1844/)
The keys to any Chinese military action against Taiwan would first be deterrence of US intervention and then, if an attack is initiated, limiting America's capacity and will to respond. If China elects to use military measures to secure national unity, its primary goal will be to achieve a quick outcome through surprise, speed, and deception. America's space-dependent information infrastructure presents an alluring target, making a non-lethal strike against US space assets a likely precursor or adjunct to an attack. A 1999 article in the PLA-affiliated Kuang Chiao Ching journal described electronic, information, and ASAT warfare as essential ingredients of a cross-strait conflict. A recent RAND report argues that an information attack to degrade regional American military might would be a probable course of action for Beijing. Attacking American space assets is a powerful, potentially deniable, and perhaps most importantly, non-lethal option that would dramatically hinder the ability of US forces to react rapidly or effectively.
China will strike in space

(Liu and Barry 05, Melinda Liu and John Barry are reporters for Newsweek , 1-25-07, gd, http://www.dialogue-yemen.org/en/modules.php?name=News&file=print&sid=4660)
Chinese authorities acknowledge their country is a newcomer in space, and insist they aren't challenging the leading position of the Americans, or of the Russians, for that matter. However, China’s recent ASAT tests may have been a deterrent signal, planting seeds of doubt about the assumption of U.S. supremacy in space. A decade ago, the Chinese regime showed its displeasure with pro-independence politicians on Taiwan by conducting live missile tests near the island. (Beijing considers Taiwan a renegade province that must be reunited with the mainland—by force, if necessary.) In a warning to Beijng to lay off, Washington moved two aircraft carrier groups near the Taiwan Strait. Now, although it's far from operational, Beijing appears to be seeking the capability to cripple the satellites on which U.S. military operations depend—which could change the calculation in any future Taiwan crisis. "The U.S. relies heavily on specialized satellites, so this test might make the U.S. think over whether they would want to get involved in the Taiwan Strait," says Arthur Ding, a security analyst at Taipei's National Chengchi University.

2AC Peaceful Space Adv

Russia Militarizing Space

Russia is militarizing space now
(Ap 09, Ap newswire, 3-05-09, gd, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,505157,00.html)
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 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 U.S. and Chinese tests of anti-satellite weapons.

Russia is weaponizing space
(MacDonald 11, Bruce W. MacDonald is a member of the United States Institute of Peace, former member of CFR, 5-11-11, gd, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf)
.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decision-making, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These “space-enabled information services” lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other ASAT weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia. This strategic space situation is troubling. Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space capabilities.
Russia has developed anti-satellite systems.

The Space & Missile Defense Report, information and analysis on space-related developments. 3/9/2009. “Russia Developing Anti-Satellite Weapon” Vol. 10, Iss. 10ProQuest

Russia is developing an anti-satellite capability, The International Herald Tribune reported, quoting a Russian official. Deputy Defense Minister Gen. Valentin Popovkin said Russia can't remain idle while China and the United States develop and test ASAT capabilities, though he added that Russia continues its opposition to a space arms race. He referred to China using a ground-based missile to obliterate one of its own aging weather satellites, an act creating thousands of pieces of lethal space debris, and using a ground-based laser to disable a U.S. military satellite. Popovkin also may have been referring to the United States using a specially modified sea-based Aegis weapon control system and a Standard Missile interceptor to obliterate a nonfunctional U.S. intelligence satellite containing toxic hydrazine propellant.

India Militarizing Space

India is weaponizing space
(MacDonald 11, Bruce W. MacDonald is a member of the United States Institute of Peace, former member of CFR, 5-11-11, gd, http://www.usip.org/files/resources/bmacdonald_testimony.pdf)
.. Is it any wonder that the PLA would want the capability to interrupt these rivers of information and services that our space assets provide? This information allows our military decision-making, our weapons, and especially our warfighters to be far more effective than in the past, vital advantages across the spectrum of potential conflict. These “space-enabled information services” lie at the heart of U.S. military superiority. The PLA certainly wants to be able to greatly weaken U.S. military power in wartime, and I believe the PLA could do so within a decade using its kinetic kill and other ASAT weapons if it chose to deploy them in large numbers, and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well, such as India and Russia. This strategic space situation is troubling. Though absolute U.S. advantages in space should increase over time, the margin of U.S. advantage seems likely to diminish as China increases its space capabilities and space exploitation, and the PLA will reap both the military advantages and vulnerabilities of greater space capabilities.
2AC Solvency

Plan is feasible 

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
What made the concept of Brilliant Pebbles so convincingly feasible as a workable SBI was that each Pebble would be completely autonomous, small, agile, and positioned in orbit 290 kilometers above the Earth and hundreds of kilometers apart from neighboring Pebbles, thus hard to hit. Each would be about the size of a traditional South Carolina watermelon and weigh between 1.4 and 2.3 kilograms. Each would be housed in a modest-sized protective cylinder, or “life jacket,” providing solar power, communications, surveillance, thermal and altitude controls, navigation and survivability (in all about 102 centimeters long with a total weight of about 45 kilograms) until such time as a missile attack. Then the Pebble (watermelon) would be armed for combat and shed its covering to go after the attacking missile for a kinetic kill. The Pebbles could be so deployed in a powered-up mode for 10 to 20 years. Costs would be relatively low because of the use of off-the-shelf commercial technology and mass production techniques

BP is a proven technology

Missile Threat.com No date given, a project of the Claremont Institute, no date given

“Brilliant Pebbles”  http://www.missilethreat.com/missiledefensesystems/id.13/system_detail.asp
Brilliant Pebbles made significant progress between 1988 and 1990, and received enthusiastic support from the Bush I Administration. Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney referred to Brilliant Pebbles as the White House’s “number one project,” and the program received generous funding even as other SDI initiatives were phased out. In March 1990, George Monahan, Director of SDI, announced that Brilliant Pebbles would be the first-deployed U.S. missile defense system. His successor, Henry F. Cooper, streamlined the Brilliant Pebbles contractor team to two companies, TRW-Hughes and Martin Marietta, and lobbied aggressively on Capitol Hill for more funding and support. In 1991, following several years of inner turmoil, the Soviet Union imploded. Despite the end of the Cold War, Brilliant Pebbles remained an essential part of the U.S. missile defense architecture. That same year, computer simulations demonstrated that, if it had been deployed during the Persian Gulf War, Brilliant Pebbles would have shot down every Scud missile launched by Saddam Hussein, including the salvo attack on Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. Following the Middle East crisis, Brilliant Pebbles was enhanced to give its interceptors the ability to swoop down into the atmosphere, thus improving its overall effectiveness against Scuds and cruise missiles. In 1993, however, the Clinton Administration delivered a severe blow to U.S. missile defense by systematically eliminating Brilliant Pebbles through a series of budget cuts. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin stated his objective as “taking the star out of Star Wars.” The Administration did more than just that: it slashed missile defense funding across the board and replaced SDI with the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). Yet the technology itself would continue to be tested, for a short time: one year later, NASA launched a deep-space probe known as “Clementine,” which had been built using first-generation Brilliant Pebbles technology. Clementine successfully mapped the entire surface of the Moon. The mission, which cost $80 million, effectively “space qualified” Brilliant Pebbles’ hardware. All the same, no steps were taken by the Clinton Administration to resurrect the program. Brilliant Pebbles remained on the shelf and out of the public eye until 2002, when President George W. Bush withdrew the U.S. from the 1972 ABM Treaty. At first, many believed that Bush II planned to resurrect Brilliant Pebbles, which had been the focus of his father’s anti-missile program. Instead, the Missile Defense Agency (BMDO’s successor) concentrated its efforts on “hit-to-kill” ground-based defenses, such as the 20 interceptors that will be deployed at Fort Greely in Alaska and Vandenberg Air Force Base in California in late 2004. Little attention was paid to space-based defenses, although MDA’s Near Field Infrared Experiment (NFIRE), scheduled for launch in the summer of 2004, recently shifted the national debate back to Brilliant Pebbles-like interceptors. In any event, the concept of Brilliant Pebbles remains among the most efficient and cost-effective means of defending the U.S. against nuclear, chemical, and biological warheads.
BP is feasible

The Washington Times 2006, James T. Hackett is a contributing writer to The Washington Times and is based in San Diego.” Missile defense going astray?” lexis

The best way to stop a missile is in its boost phase, the first 3 to 5 minutes after launch, when it is burning white hot and moving slowly. Hitting a hot, slow missile is much easier than a fast, cold one. Also, intercepting in the boost phase eliminates any multiple warheads and decoys before they can be released. But boost-phase defense is also the most difficult. Because boost phase lasts only a few minutes, intercepting in that brief time requires being very close to the launch site, instantaneous reactions and a very fast interceptor that can catch its target in seconds. This requires an interceptor twice as fast as any now in existence. But even if such a high-speed rocket can be built, the severe timelines make a boost phase intercept a very formidable task. There is no easy way to reach inland launch sites, except from space. Chinese and Russian sites are unreachable. Iran is a large country, with distant locations. The KEI concept seems to assume North Korea is the only potential threat, and even there a boost phase defense is challenging. The plan is to develop a rocket for use on mobile land launchers or ships. Yet the planned rocket is more than 36 feet tall and would not fit in the Navy's Aegis warships. A main argument for sea-based defense has been to take advantage of the existing fleet of nearly 70 Aegis cruisers and destroyers. The current plan to put SM-3 standard missiles on up to 18 Aegis ships is on schedule. Designing a new interceptor that will not fit on them makes no sense. On the other hand, Japan has offered to share the cost of increasing the size and power of the SM-3 rocket by 50 percent, but not to make it so big it will not fit on Japan's Aegis destroyers. The real danger of the KEI program is the large amount of money it will drain from planned improvements to the national missile defense. A budget spreadsheet by the Missile Defense Agency shows the overall cost of the KEI program at more than $22 billion over 10 years. That leaves little to upgrade the SM-3 interceptor, or for space-based interceptors. Probably the best solution to the challenge of boost phase defense is the "brilliant pebbles" concept developed 17 years ago by Lowell Wood of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. The idea was to put small interceptors in orbit, where some always would be near any launch site. Under Mr. Bush's father, this concept was studied extensively, was found feasible, and much development work was done. Last year, that program was expected to receive $6 billion for further development over the next five years. That amount now has been cut to $843 million, with only $11 million for 2005. At the same time, more than $4.5 billion has been reallocated to the KEI program. This is deja vu. For years, billions were spent on farfetched missile defense schemes that produced no useful results. Now, after finally getting its priorities straight, the Missile Defense Agency is going backward, planning to spend much of its future budget on a badly flawed concept. With the White House and Pentagon preoccupied with Iraq and Afghanistan,Congress must cut spending on this Rube Goldberg scheme, press the Pentagon to reassess its priorities, and use the funds to improve defenses that actually work.

 BP’s Missile Intercept is high

Choong 08, William Choong is a Senior Writer, The Straits Times (Singapore) July 10, 2008 , “Spaced-out concept?”, lexis

The American media went to town with the SDI, with some hacks decrying it as the stuff of the movies - Star Wars. In the end, the SDI - which involved esoteric components such as 'brilliant pebbles' and the 'hypervelocity ray gun' - died a natural death. Twenty-five years on, the US has resurrected its missile defence effort. Whether it will suffer the same fate as Reagan's Star Wars, however, remains to be seen. Ironically, the current push has involved taking the stars out of Star Wars. The US is deploying a system that seeks to kill enemy missiles not by staging interceptors or 'kill vehicles' in space, but on the ground and the high seas. In the next few years, elaborate missile defence systems will emerge in Europe and Asia. The concept of missile defence is not new. In the early 1970s, the Soviet Union and the US agreed to ban such defences in the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. The consensus was that such defences would precipitate a destabilising arms race. The reincarnation of the idea has serious implications, particularly in Asia, where Japan is deploying such a system, together with the US. The new system, however, like Reagan's Star Wars, has been much criticised. Critics argue that missile defence seeks to do the impossible - stop a bullet with another bullet. Moreover, such defences can be defeated by simple counter-measures such as decoy balloons, radio- wave-emitting chaff and noisy jammers. 'The most fundamental and unsolvable problem with national missile defence...is its inability to circumvent relatively simple counter-measures,' professors Theodore Postol and George Lewis, two prominent physicists, write in the latest issue of the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. In the vacuum of space, a nuclear warhead would be indistinguishable from a wispy feather or a decoy balloon, they argue. Ex-US senior defence official Philip Coyle said: 'If an enemy uses decoys and counter-measures, it's like trying to shoot a hole-in-one when the hole is going 17,000 miles per hour and the green is dotted with black circles the size of the hole.' From a less technical standpoint, other critics argue that missile defences will only intensify arms races. Better to rely on Cold War-era deterrence, which threatens overwhelming devastation on states which dare launch an attack, they add. But missile defence advocates argue that it has been tested against simple counter- measures, and that further development would enable it to handle more complex counter-measures. 'There are hundreds of missiles deployed today that we do not believe carry counter-measures and we have been successful against these types of threats,' Lieutenant- General Henry Obering, head of the Missile Defence Agency (MDA), told the US Congress in April. And the system has excelled at the Herculean task of being able to 'hit-to-kill' - hitting a bullet with another bullet. Last year, the MDA enjoyed 10 out of 10 successful 'kills', making for a total of 34 successful intercepts out of 42 tests since 2001. But Prof Postol - the foremost critic of missile defences - remains unconvinced. He argues that the MDA is focusing on the wrong thing: The fundamental problem is not hitting an enemy warhead, but finding the right warhead to hit. 'The issue is, when you have 500 balloons in front of you and one of them has a warhead, how do you know which balloon to hit?' he pointed out in an interview with The Straits Times. The MDA - even with its array of radar and infra-red sensors - has not come up with a solution to this problem, he said. The problem, he explained, is analogous to that of airport security: The MDA does not have an X-ray machine, but claims it can determine which pieces of luggage contain explosives. 'They are saying that they have a way of finding out which bags have explosives in them without opening up the bag. That's a pretty amazing claim. The evidence shows that they have absolutely no chance of distinguishing a warhead from a decoy. Without that capability, the programme should be scrapped.' Prof Postol is no lightweight. A professor of science, technology and national security at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, his career included stints at the Pentagon, where he did extensive work on the Trident nuclear missile. He was once a scientific adviser to the US Navy's Chief of Naval Operations. In the early 1990s, he assessed correctly that the Patriot batteries protecting Israel and Saudi Arabia during the 1991 Gulf War 'killed' only a handful of Iraqi Scud missiles, not 41 as the US Army claimed initially. From a wider perspective, the new debate surrounding missile defences underscores two key trends that have endured since the Reagan era. First, US diplomacy with so-called 'rogue states' such as Iran and North Korea has largely failed. According to US intelligence, these countries are edging closer to possessing long-range nuclear- tipped missiles. Second, American work on missile defence illustrates a weakened faith in deterrence, the viability of which was virtually unchallenged during the Cold War. The logic of missile defence boils down to this: It is not fail-safe, but it is still way better to depend on an imperfect shield than leave oneself completely vulnerable to the whims of irrational madmen. As Lt-Gen Obering argues: 'What would our critics have us do - return this country and our forces to its previous state of complete vulnerability to missile attack?' Critics like Prof Postol have no beef with such arguments. He argues that other solutions, though expensive and difficult, should be explored, such as fighter planes with high-speed interceptors that can take down enemy missiles. Meanwhile, work on missile defences continues. And against the judgment of its critics, the project has racked up an impressive record of 'hit-to-kill' intercepts - a feat that even Prof Postol acknowledges is significant.

Decoys don’t harm Brilliant Pebbles 
Gregory H. Canavan, (Gregory H. Canavan is a nuclear physicist and Senior Laboratory Fellow at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. Dr. Canavan partici- pated in the Defense Science Board's Study of "Transnational Terrorism" and has served on the Army Science Board, the Air Force Space Command Independent Strategic Assessment Group, the NASA Earth Systems Science and Applications Advisory Committee, and the White House Science Council Military Committee. He is also a former Director of the Office of Inertial Fusion at the U.S. Department of Energy and a former Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force.)1/29/9. http://ezinearticles.com/?The-Technical-Feasibility-of-Missile-Defense&id=1937518

The challenge of the 1970s was to develop non-nuclear kineticenergy interceptors and show that these interceptors could also "hit" a bullet (an incoming enemy missile). That required roughly a millionfold improvement in accuracy. This goal was achieved in less than a decade by the Homing Overlay Experiment and other weapons analysis and tests. These developments made it possible to discriminate more effectively between warheads and decoys.  In the 1980s, the goal was to show that a new technology-non-nuclear kinetic space-based interceptors, often called Brilliant Pebbles-could defeat an armada of Soviet missiles, decoys, and other enemy countermeasures. Brilliant Pebbles showed great promise. On June 10, 1984, in a flight test that was part of the Homing Overlay Experiment, a kinetic kill vehicle successfully intercepted a reentry vehicle (warhead) from an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM). Because Brilliant Pebbles would intercept missiles in boost phase, they were relatively insensitive to decoys. However, Brilliant Pebbles was not developed. The fundamental opposition to the technology was philosophical and political, not based on technical feasibility. The challenge of the 1990s, after the Iraqi short-range Scud missile attacks during Operation Desert Storm, was to show that interceptors on trucks and ships could defend troops in the field. This was demonstrated by the successful development of land-based and seabased interceptors. In addition, the Aegis Standard Missile intercept of a decaying surveillance satellite in 2008 showed that interceptors are not sensitive to target altitude or speed, so it is valid to combine theater and strategic missile intercepts in determining the overall effectiveness of missile defense systems. Interceptors have been tested successfully more than 30 times.  

Kinetic  weapons can intercept rogue intercontinental missiles missiles from North Korea 
Gregory H. Canavan, (Gregory H. Canavan is a nuclear physicist and Senior Laboratory Fellow at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. Dr. Canavan partici- pated in the Defense Science Board's Study of "Transnational Terrorism" and has served on the Army Science Board, the Air Force Space Command Independent Strategic Assessment Group, the NASA Earth Systems Science and Applications Advisory Committee, and the White House Science Council Military Committee. He is also a former Director of the Office of Inertial Fusion at the U.S. Department of Energy and a former Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force.)1/29/9. http://ezinearticles.com/?The-Technical-Feasibility-of-Missile-Defense&id=1937518
In the mid-1990s, National Missile Defense (NMD) was stimulated by North Korea's launch of an intercontinental range missile. NMD was based on deployments of the ground-based interceptors, in compliance with the 1972 U.S.-Soviet Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, that had been designed to complement Brilliant Pebbles. National Missile Defense, however, could not meet projected threats, so it was not deployed.  The challenge of this decade has been to show that these systems can negate rogue intercontinental missiles. This led to the groundbased missile defense program. The ground-based system has been successful in six of seven tests, not including two non-launches and a target missile failure. The test in September 2007 used largely operational components in other systems that would actually be used to shoot down real missile threats. Indeed, the current deployment of 30 interceptors in Alaska could effectively engage a few missiles out of North Korea. With more interceptors, it could address larger numbers of missiles from that area. With extensions of its sensors, it could protect troops and allies in other regions as well.  

Brilliant Pebbles are effective

Ian Hoffman (physicist), 9/10/2.  http://users.erols.com/hifront/OaklandTribune9-10-02.htm “Another version of Star Wars looms” 

Brilliant Pebbles originally was designed for the Armageddon scenario of a Soviet strike with thousands of nuclear warheads, perhaps preceded by a disabling assault on any American defenses. After the Scud attacks of the Gulf War, however, Wood told scientists and students at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, pebbles were modified so they now can swoop down into the atmosphere and kill Scuds, perhaps even cruise missiles.  Pebbles, Wood said, also can act as bodyguards for high-value U.S. satellites, inspect or attack other satellites and sacrifice themselves in one-time spy missions.  Arrayed by the hundreds in two layers of space, the pebbles were hardened against nuclear blasts and lesser assaults. All or part of the constellation would be activated on human command, then the satellites would talk among themselves, size up likely targets and autonomously fire themselves one by one, like self-directed bullets, at enemy missiles. When tensions eased, U.S. military commanders would rescind "weapons release," and the pebbles would cease their attack.  Brilliant Pebbles is so effective, Wood said, that he and Teller, his mentor at Livermore, endorse internationalizing control of the entire anti-missile constellation, or at least handing the encrypted control keys to the Russian Federation and any country with a democratically elected legislature. Senior national-security aides in the Bush administration are weighing the idea, Wood said.  

Missile Defense deters rivals

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
Committing to Space The importance of space to the United States extends beyond missile defense. Space is an arena of crucial importance to the United States for civil, commercial, and national security purposes. It is essential that the United States not only be able to use space for missile defense, but also to have assured access to space as the means to protect its other vital space-based assets, including improved situational awareness in space. And even though the United States remains at the forefront of space technology and exploration today, its continued preeminence is not assured. At least 35 countries (several of which are hostile to the United States) have space programs, many of which have already led to the deployment of assets in space and more will do so in the years ahead. Yet the United States is not providing adequate resources for its military space programs. This is dangerous because the ability to attack and disrupt U.S. space assets, launch systems, and associated ground support stations is expanding on the part of states and even non-state actors. For example, China is developing advanced capabilities for space warfare, including lasers and direct-ascent capabilities that could be launched from China to destroy or disrupt U.S. satellites. In addition, as discussed earlier, several states – as well as terrorist groups – currently possess or are pursuing the capability to launch an EMP strike that would render useless many critical U.S. national security, civilian, and commercial space assets. Therefore, if it is to remain a space power – and indeed a global power – the United States must not only be capable of detecting and deterring such attacks, but also of possessing the means to defend against them, identify their source, and quickly recover and replenish vital assets. This means that the United States should: • Articulate a commitment to space dominance by immediately making major new investments in the research and development of space-based technologies to counteract the decline (20 percent to less than 8 percent) in the U.S. aerospace sector’s share of total national research and development investment since the 1980s. The increased funding should support efforts to protect existing spacebased assets and field technologies to enhance and safeguard the commercial and national security uses of space, such as situational awareness. In addition, given that numerous U.S. national security satellites are approaching obsolescence, successor generation systems are urgently needed. This includes the capacity to replace disabled or destroyed space assets rapidly and underscores the need for robust, low-cost U.S. space launch capabilities. • Acknowledge the centrality of space to the development, testing, and deployment of a missile defense system capable of protecting the United States, its overseas forces, and its allies. Missile defense, together with space control and assured access, are capabilities central to U.S. efforts for creating disincentives to states and terrorist organizations seeking WMD and their delivery systems. • Reject efforts to counter current American primacy in space through legal regimes and arrangements. The experience of the ABM Treaty, together with endeavors now underway to restrict weapons proliferation and deployment by international agreement, does not give credibility to efforts to impose new international legal prohibitions against space-based missile defense. Such actions are more likely to place burdensome restrictions on the use of space by the United States, rather than deterring others from developing their own space programs.

Brilliant Pebbles is an economically feasible program
Ian Hoffman (physicist), 9/10/2.  http://users.erols.com/hifront/OaklandTribune9-10-02.htm “Another version of Star Wars looms” 
"If there is a serious program to revive Brilliant Pebbles, I know nothing about it, and I'm doing everything I can to revive such a program," he said. At a cost of roughly $10 billion, Cooper said, Brilliant Pebbles remains the most mature, economical global defense for knocking down missiles while their rockets are still aflame and their warheads are most vulnerable.  Critics and advocates of missile defenses suggest Brilliant Pebbles faces a tougher market today, even with an administration full of familiar figures, for a variety of political, economic and technical reasons. 

BP is cheap and a proven technology

UPI 06, United Press International (UPI) has been a leading provider of critical information to media outlets, businesses, governments and researchers worldwide. UPI is a global operation, “Coyle Takes Aim at Brilliant Pebbles” July 26, 2006, http://www.missilethreat.com/missiledefensesystems/id.13/system_detail.asp
Would Brilliant Pebbles work? Coyle does not mention that Brilliant Pebbles had successfully completed its simulation stage and was ready to move to the proof-of-concept, prototype, and performance testing stages when it was effectively starved of funding as the Clinton administration came to power. Nor does he mention that in 1994 NASA launched a deep-space probe mission known as “Clementine,” constructed with first-generation Brilliant Pebbles hardware. The mission, which cost $80 million, effectively “space-qualified” Brilliant Pebbles technology, even though the missile defense program had already been eliminated. Would Brilliant Pebbles be too expensive? The newly released report by the Independent Working Group entitled Missile Defense, the Space Relationship and the Twenty-First Century—the report cited by the UPI piece—puts the total cost of a 1,000-satellite constellation of Brilliant Pebbles at $16 billion, based on the fully approved Defense Acquisition Board plan from 1991. The figure includes the costs of developing, testing, deploying, and operating Brilliant Pebbles over a 20-year period using a low-to-moderate risk, event-driven acquisition schedule. Many would agree that $16 billion dollars is a small price to pay for the protection of the U.S. and its allies from ballistic missile attack and nuclear devastation

***2AC Add-ons***
2AC Econ Add-On
Missile strikes cost trillions

Lambakis 7 [Steven Lambakis, from the National Institute for Public Policy, February 19, 2007  “Missile Defense From Space” Real Clear Politics, February 19, 2007]
Missile defense The ballistic missile threat to the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends has been well defined.6 This is a threat we downplay at our peril. Nations such as North Korea and Iran -- which also have significant programs to develop nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons -- as well as nonstate groups can pose significant, even catastrophic, dangers to the U.S. homeland, our troops, and our allies. Russia and China, two militarily powerful nations in transition, have advanced ballistic missile modernization and countermeasure programs. Indeed, despite the reality that trade relations with China continue to expand, its rapid military modernization represents a potentially serious threat. Whether these nations become deadly adversaries hinges on nothing more than a political change of heart in their respective capitals. The intelligence community's ability to provide timely and accurate estimates of ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face. And the stakes couldn't be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7 The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids.8 The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying. After more than 60 years of advances in ballistic missile technologies, we have only just begun to address our vulnerability to them. Missile defense is a policy and budgetary reality today, and it enjoys strong bipartisan support. Current U.S. efforts to dissuade other countries from investing in ballistic missiles, to assure U.S. allies, and to deter aggression put missile defense in a place of prominence. Bush Administration policy is to evolve the fielded system incrementally to defend against these threats. The system is intended to adapt to new threats as they emerge and integrate advanced missile defense technologies as they are introduced.

Impact is global nuclear war

Mead, 2009 (Walter Russell, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, The New Republic, February 4, 2009)

History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

2AC Accidental Launch Add- On 

Trends toward space weaponization cause accidental nuclear launches

Marko Beljac, a Foreign Policy In Focus contributor, teaches at the University of “Arms Race in Space”, 4/1/08, HUhttp://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/5113UH

Space weaponization may well have cataclysmic consequences given the link between space weapons and nuclear weapons strategy. This is because Russia, and the United States, to a certain extent rely on satellites for early warning of nuclear attack. As other space nations with nuclear weapons develop their space capacity it is expected that they will follow suit. The deployment of space weapons means that the first shot in a nuclear war would be fired against these early warning satellites. Currently strategic planners in Moscow have about 10 minutes between warning of an attack and the decision to launch nuclear weapons in response before they impact. Weapons in space would lower this in certain scenarios down to seconds. This would also apply for weapons placed in space that would be considered to be defensive such as say a space based BMD interceptor or a “counter-ASAT” weapon. On occasion, ground warning radars falsely show that a nuclear attack has been launched. In the 1990s a false alarm went all the way up to President Boris Yeltsin and was terminated after approximately eight minutes. We are still here, noted analysts believe, because warning satellites would have given Moscow real time information showing the alarm to be false. Should such a false alarm coincide with an accident involving an early warning satellite when space weapons are known to exist, an accidental nuclear exchange could result. The risk would increase if the false alarm occurred during a crisis. Space weapons could lead to itchy fingers on nuclear triggers. They would therefore significantly increase the importance nuclear weapon states place upon nuclear deterrence. 

Space competition and warfare results in global nuclear, biological and chemical exchange causing extinction

Gordon Mitchell, Associate Professor and Dir. Debate – U Pittsburgh, July 2001, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html

A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34 The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere. The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict. Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'. It is chilling to  contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.
2AC Case

A2 Plan Creates Space Debris
1. Space Debris is not as bad as people claimed, and is inevitable.

Dinerman , 07. Taylor Dinerman, journalist who currently writes for the Hudson Institute in New York and is a part-time consultant for the US Defense Department. 01/22/07. “Sticky airbags and grapples: kinetic ASATs without the debris” < http://www.thespacereview.com/article/789/1>
Dangerous space debris is both man-made and natural, in the latter case in the form of micrometeoroids. Confusing the two is a great way to make the issue into more of a problem than it already is. The environment around Earth is certainly filled with space junk, but if this was as dangerous as has been claimed, spacecraft would be breaking up on an almost weekly basis.Space junk is a problem and always will be. The international agreements designed to mitigate the dangers have been useful, but cannot halt the creation of more debris any more than recycling laws halt the production of garbage. The trend has been moving in the right direction, at least until our Chinese friends decided to make a statement.

2. No significant space debris would be created under the plan, deterrence would prevent massive amounts of weapons from entering the atmosphere and creating debris. Cross-Apply IFPA ’09 from Solvency.

3. Space Warfare does not produce debris—China messed it up 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

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

U.S. State Department. April 27, 2007. “Study on Space Policy: Report of the International Security Advisory Board” Washington, D.C.: U.S. State Department < http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/85263.pdf>
The National Space Policy commits the United States to seek the minimization of space debris by government and nongovernment activities. The United States should continue to play a strong leadership role in the Inter-Agency Debris Coordination Committee, at the United Nations, and elsewhere, for the minimization of man-made space debris. At the same time, it should be recognized that space debris produced by human activity is quite low compared to that produced by nature. To minimize does not mean stopping all activities that would or might produce some debris. It is a relative not an absolute matter. U.S. national security requirements could take precedence over the goal of minimization of space debris –for example, the testing and use of ballistic missile defense interceptors against objects in space that would threaten populations, armed forces, and infrastructure.

A2 Arms Race

1. Extend Kitfeild ’10 from the Heg advantage. With the United States so heavily reliant its space assets, it is only a matter of time before rivals (China / Russia / Rogue States) seek to exploit our lack of defenses. 
2. Space conflict inevitable – political will

Marshall et al 05 (William S Marshall et al, Former Research Fellow, International Security Program, Chairman, Space Generation Advisory Council, NASA/Ames Research Center, George Whitesides, former Chief of Staff of NASA, former Executive Director of the National Space Society, Robert Schingler, Chief of Staff, Office of the Chief Technologist at NASA, Andre Nilsen, the Chairman and Managing Director of the OCGG, Kevin Parkin, M.Phys. 1999, University of Leicester. M.S. 2001, Caltech. Ph.D. 2006, Caltech, member of the Carnegie Mellon Silicon Valley Research Staff, Deputy Director of the Mission Design Center at NASA Ames, and project lead for the Microwave Thermal Rocket, 2005, “Space weapons: the urgent debate,” ISYP Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 1, No. 1)

At the same time as the technological and legal constraints on deployment are abating, the incentives are mounting. The critical role that space has become to play, in both civil and military activity, has created the potential for future conflict. The US military is now dependent on space assets to wage its preferred style of war. Perhaps even more important, the economic benefits of the Global Positioning System (GPS) and other space-based technologies gives the US and other countries a substantial interest in maintaining, protecting, and augmenting those assets. Discord between peer competitors, such as the one surrounding Galileo, the European satellite navigation system, are seen by some as early seeds of greater conflict. Other conflicts have arisen due to differences of opinion over the distribution of reconnaissance data and in controversies over the use of radio spectra. The effect of all these developments is that space policy is being increasingly securitised and framed as a core national interest. Against the backdrop of waning constraints and rising incentives, it is no surprise that political will is emerging. There have recently been prominent voices within the US military (US Space Command Master Plan 2001 and Air Force 2025) and political (Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Operations, Rumsfeld, 2000) leadership in favour of considering the acquisition of space weapons. In the US military document ‘Vision 2020’, for instance, it is argued that the United States should seek capacity to operate freely within all technological domains of land, sea, air, space, and information. A decision on deployment could therefore be impending.
3. Defensive space capabilities would deter arms races, history proves – their authors rely on philosophical and emotional justifications rather than evidence
The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis 09 (The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis - independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, helps senior government policy makers, industry leaders, and officials in the public policy community make informed decisions in a dynamic and unpredictable global security environment, staff is a mix of scholars, business professionals, retired military officers, and foreign policy specialists, associated with  The Fletcher School, Tufts University, and has offices in Cambridge, Massachusetts, and Washington, D.C., 2/21/09 “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century,”  2009 Report, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf)
Nowhere is the rationale and justification for the MAD culture of hostage holding stronger than in the declaration that  missile defense is provocative and destabilizing. American missile defense will cause an arms race; will  cause nuclear proliferation in such places as North Korea  and Iran; will threaten the military “integrity” of China and  Russia and thereby challenge their places in the world, and  will as a consequence be destabilizing to world peace. America must not be allowed to acquire missile defense.  These are the screeds of a community of missile defense  opponents that daily pepper the media and public policy  worlds. They have been part of the nation’s rhetorical landscape for over 40 years, and for thirty of those years these  pronouncements were protected and made valid by the  ABM Treaty’s prohibition of missile defense. They have been  repeated so often for so long that for some Americans these  utterances have become conventional wisdom that carries  the ring of truth to be accepted as a matter of course without challenge. Therefore, these arguments must be taken seriously. Until the U.S. withdrawal from the treaty, it had been a losing  proposition to refute them, not because they are difficult  to refute, but because any serious challenges to them have  been irrelevant. What would be the point of challenging the  “evils” of missile defense when the ABM Treaty was in place  to prevent missile defense? With the treaty gone, this changes. Refutation should be vigorously pursued. The flaw in these views is that they have little or no basis  in fact. They are instead based on philosophy and emotion  and for some political advantage, where fact itself is irrelevant. The fact that there is no real basis in fact is obvious and  to deny this is clear evidence of the dogmatic nature of missile defense opponents who use these arguments. To begin with, arms races stem from competition for offensive weapons and while it is true that some arms races  are designed in part to overcome someone’s defenses, the  converse that the absence of defenses breeds the absence of  offensive weapons is without historical basis. Indeed, this  proposition is supported by irrefutable evidence that the  United States never has had missile defenses for its population, much less its military installations (save for selective use of limited “point” defense, such as the Patriot). But  that reality has not prevented either nuclear proliferation  or nuclear arms buildups; it has in all probability been the  reverse. The evidence also is clear that the past 40 years, most especially the last decade, have seen relentless buildups and  bold moves to spread the use of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, as witness evolving events in Russia, China, North Korea, and Iran (discussed elsewhere in  this report). One of the few times there has been a significant slowing of momentum was in the brief period 1985-93,  which was the height of missile defense development in the  United States. In other words, if anything, a credible missile defense  – even in development stage – is much more likely to help  slow an arms race and discourage proliferation because it  raises the costs and lowers the chances of success for aggressor nations or terrorist groups to try to find ways to overwhelm an effective missile defense system with their offensive weapons. In this sense it can become a deterrent and  thus contribute to stability. Arguably, there is some evidence  of this likelihood, in that at least some of the reasons for the  Soviet Union’s collapse was due to an inability to keep up  with U.S. technological developments in this field. Even as  the USSR was scaling itself down, it was engaging in ways  to share missile defense technology and use – an effort that  was discontinued by the U.S. government after 1993. 10 To close the loop in this logic train: if America has never  had missile defense, why have the Soviet/Russian and Chinese nuclear arms buildups continued unabated over these  many years, as has the growth of proliferation? According to  the MAD culture, one would have thought arms races and  proliferation would have long since slowed – thus making  a case based on fact that America indeed should continue  to forego missile defense. But there is no fact to substantiate such a claim. To the contrary, while certainly some arms control initiatives have proved useful – paradoxically because of U.S.  arms buildups during the Cold War 11  – if history is any ex- ample, effective missile defense capabilities could actually  help to strengthen and enhance responsible arms control efforts, rather than to foster arms races and proliferation, as  opponents so vigorously maintain. 12 If there is one sliver of fact at all in these assertions, it  probably protrudes from the notion that an effective global  missile defense system will threaten the military “integrity”  of such evolving powers as China and Russia, by challenging their places in the world and, hence, be “destabilizing”  to “world peace” – but perhaps not in the way most people  think about world peace. Instead, such a system could well be destabilizing to any  expansionist ambitions these or other countries (or terrorist groups) might entertain but only if theirs were covetous  ambitions toward other nations, such as the United States  or its friends or allies. But short of that, why would any nation object to another nation wanting to [CONTINUED…]

[CONTINUED…]defend itself? There  is no rational answer, save one: it would be only if someone  seeks an aggressive edge over someone else and hopes to  achieve that edge “peacefully.” At this point, the sliver of fact dissolves into missile defense objections that are based on philosophical, ideological, or political beliefs and resulting emotions, where factual evidence is largely irrelevant. There is no known evidence  even to suggest that an arms race or instability occurs simply because a nonbelligerent nation chooses to erect defenses against offensive weapons.
A2 Takeouts

Kinetic interceptors kill Asats

Wright and Grego 2002, Between 1997 and 2009, the Acronym Institute in-house journal ‘Disarmament Diplomacy’ provided critical coverage of developments in disarmament negotiations, multilateral arms control and international security. A version of this paper was published in Disarmament Diplomacy, December 2002-January 2003 issue. “Anti-satellite (ASAT) Capabilities of US Missile Defense Systems” David Wright and Laura Grego, December 9 2002, Union of Concerned Scientists http://www.ucsusa.org/nuclear_weapons_and_global_security/space_weapons/technical_issues/anti-satellite-asat.html
Several types of space-based kinetic missile defenses have been considered in the past 15 years. The GPALS (Global Protection Against Limited Strikes) missile defense system being developed in the previous Bush administration was to include a constellation of 1,000 Brilliant Pebble kill vehicles. These small satellites were intended to intercept missile warheads during the midcourse phase of their flight. The system currently under development is intended to attack a missile during its boost phase. As part of this system, satellite kill vehicles would be placed in orbit, where they would remain until a missile launch was detected. A kill vehicle near the missile launch site would then use its onboard propulsion and sensors to accelerate out of its orbit and home on the missile, attempting to destroy it by direct impact. The orbital speed of the kill vehicle would be roughly 8 km/s, and the propulsion system is intended to accelerate it an additional 6 km/s to allow it to reach a boosting missile in the relatively short time available. As a result, the kill vehicle would have a total speed of up to 14 km/s. Calculations show that such a speed would allow it to travel from low-earth orbit to geosynchronous orbit in just over an hour, and still have a speed of nearly 10 km/s at that altitude. Whether a kill vehicle designed solely for missile defense could be used to attack satellites in this way depends on details of its design, such as the type of sensors it contains, the amount of fuel for maneuvering it carries, and the length of time it is designed to operate (a matter of minutes to reach a boosting missile versus an hour to reach geosynchronous orbit). It is clear, however, that these are design decisions and that these capabilities could be built into the kill vehicle to give it the capability to be an effective high-altitude ASAT. The location of a satellite being attacked could be determined with sufficient accuracy from ground observations to launch the interceptor and allow the onboard sensors to detect the satellite when it was close enough. Once the interceptor's sensors had detected the satellite, it could home on it just as it would home on a missile target. The detection range would depend on a number of issues, including the type of sensors on the interceptor. Since geosynchronous satellites are in the sunlight during all or nearly all of their orbit, they would reflect sunlight and would be expected to have a relatively high temperature, both of which could be used for homing.[13] The interceptor's sensors that are designed to detect the missile plume during the boost phase may not be suitable for detecting a satellite, but lightweight sensors exist that could be used, such as those on the LEAP vehicle. An important final point is that the number of space-based kill vehicles in a constellation designed to defend against missiles would be large—likely hundreds. This is because the time available to attack a boosting missile is short. Since kill vehicles are limited in how far they can be from the missile, they would need to be closely spaced above potential target areas. However, because the vehicles would be in low-earth orbit, they would move with respect to the earth's surface; multiple kill vehicles would therefore need to be in orbit so that as one moved from above a potential launch site, another would move to replace it. As a result, there would be more than enough kill vehicles in a constellation to destroy the fewer than 100 military satellites that Russia currently has in orbit.[14] Conclusion The United States currently has some capability to disrupt or destroy satellites as a result of the aircraft-launched ASAT it tested several times in the 1980s, as well as ground-based lasers and electronic jammers. Therefore, the ASAT capability added by missile defense systems would not be unique. However, current US ASAT capability is fairly limited, and dedicated ASAT systems appear not to be high priorities for the United States based on current funding levels. Some of the planned missile defense systems, on the other hand, would add significant ASAT capability to the US arsenal and have strong political and financial support. This fact should be kept in mind when analyzing US capabilities and developing policies relevant to restricting ASATs.

Space defense is more efficient at hitting targets
Pfaltzgraff 7, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. “Space and Missile Defense” presented at Missile Defense and Space Security organized by The Federalist Society held at the National Press Club, Washington, D.C. June 20, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/FedSoc_062007.pdf
Because of the numbers of Brilliant Pebbles and their deployment in space, they would have had multiple opportunities for interception, thus increasing their potential for success either in boost-phase, midcourse, or even high in the earth’s atmosphere during reentry or the terminal phase. In contrast, the deployment of ground-based interceptors in the limited numbers presently planned in the ongoing missile 4 defense programs may not provide more than one intercept opportunity. They will need to be placed within a more robust layered missile defense architecture if we are to keep ahead of the emerging missile threat. Technology advances over the past decade furnish the basis for such an architecture for less mass, lower cost, and higher performance in space-based kinetic energy missile defense, provided necessary investments are made in Brilliant Pebbles-type technology for the twentyfirst century. This should be high on the missile defense agenda for the way ahead. In sum, the key to moving forward would be, first, to identify programs that were under development more than a decade ago as a basis for reviving a viable space-based interceptor program and the technologies that undergird it.

BP is an effective missile defense program
The Wall Street Journal 2001, Ambassador Henry F. Mr. Cooper, a Ph.D. engineer, was the director of the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Bush administration and was ambassador and chief U.S. negotiator at the Geneva Defense and Space Talks during the Reagan administration., The Wall Street Journal May 7 2001, “Why Not Space-Based Missile Defense?” http://www.highfrontier.org/Highfrontier/main/about/WSJ-Why%20Not%20Space-Based%20MIssile%20Defense.htm
This is surprising because a space-based interceptor concept called Brilliant Pebbles was the most effective global-defense concept produced by the $30 billion Reagan-Bush Strategic Defense Initiative. Inherently a layered defense, thousands of small, highly maneuverable satellites were designed to provide multiple shots at attacking missiles in all phases of their flight -- from early in their boost phase when they rise into space, to when they re-enter the atmosphere and approach their targets. Edward Teller first introduced me to this concept in 1988, and my subsequent all-day visit to Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory persuaded me of the potential of the hardware under development. Others also became excited about the first space-based interceptor concept that could more than match an attacker's reactive countermeasures -- a problem that plagues most of today's missile-defense concepts. So promising was the technology that Ronald Reagan used Brilliant Pebbles to justify his veto of the 1989 Defense Authorization Act, because it slashed funding for space-based interceptors. Pebbles received favorable critical reviews from the Pentagon's Defense Science Board, by JASON (a group of physicists who regularly advise the Pentagon), and by other technical groups. These 1988-90 reviews also recommended that other defense concepts exploit Pebbles technology. President Bush mandated an independent policy and technical review to recommend how SDI should respond to the new world disorder. I conducted that review, and my March 1990 report delivered to Defense Secretary Dick Cheney recommended SDI be redirected to build a global, layered defense against limited ballistic-missile attacks. Brilliant Pebbles was to play a key role, and I urged that its technology be incorporated into all ground-, air- and sea-defensive elements, as proposed by the outside reviews. In March 1990, Brilliant Pebbles was also designated the "first to deploy" American strategic defense by my predecessor at SDI, Lt. Gen. George Monahan. During my watch, we narrowed the Pebbles contractor teams to two -- led by TRW-Hughes and by Martin Marietta. And in 1991, Brilliant Pebbles became the first SDI major defense acquisition program approved by the Pentagon's acquisition bureaucracy. Had this program been allowed to continue, we expected 1,000 Pebbles to cost about $11 billion (in 1991 dollars). This included all the costs of building and launching the Pebbles, operating them for 20 years, and replacing each Pebble once over the two decades. If fully funded, and without the constraining ABM Treaty, I believe the first-generation Pebbles could have begun operating as early as 1996. Compare the Brilliant Pebbles life-cycle cost estimate to the Pentagon's $43 billion cost estimate for the Clinton administration's first ground-based missile-defense site. The two programs involve comparable programmatic maturity, but obviously very different defensive capabilities. The Pebbles would have provided a world-wide defense against even moderately severe attacks. For example, detailed computer simulations in 1991, using actual Gulf War missile-flight data from our geosynchronous satellite warning system, demonstrated that the Pebbles constellation could have shot down every SCUD launched by Iraq, including the salvo attack on Riyadh. Pebbles would be far more versatile than a ground-based site in Alaska focused on defending the U.S. from small-scale threats of much more limited geographic scope and sophistication. The undeniable scientific fact is that the Pebbles technology was mature in 1991 -- as the Clementine mission to the moon so clearly demonstrated in 1994. We formulated this demonstration in my office immediately after a Senate floor debate in 1992 made abundantly clear congressional leaders were bent on destroying the Pebbles program, and not allowing its testing in Earth orbit. Barely two years later, and for just $80 million, the Clementine deep-space probe successfully space-qualified nearly the entire suite of first-generation Brilliant Pebbles hardware (scavenged from the then-defunct Pebbles program, scuttled by the Clinton administration) and software. The small Clementine team received NASA decorations for mapping the entire surface of the moon for the first time (1.7 million frames of data from 15 miniature sensors) and discovering water at its south pole. NASA Administrator Dan Golden, who had led the TRW Brilliant Pebbles team, premised the U.S. deep-space program on the "faster, cheaper, better" approach pioneered by Clementine. Clementine didn't test the Pebbles propulsion system. But another wing of the Brilliant Pebbles team launched the Astrid rocket system in February 1994 and demonstrated the miniaturized rocket propulsion technology that would enable the extraordinary performance of the Pebbles spacecraft. In the end, all first-generation Pebbles technologies were proven in 1994. Space defense technology has continued to mature without help from the Pentagon's missile-defense programs. For example, industry has demonstrated the wide set of skills necessary to economically produce, deploy and operate large numbers of low-altitude Earth satellites. The $5 billion Iridium satellite telephony system was built upon Brilliant Pebbles technology. It was a financial disaster for its investors, but a fine technical achievement that is now being exploited at low costs by the Pentagon for world-wide communications -- with operating costs comparable to those predicted for the defensive Pebbles constellation. The Clinton administration deliberately destroyed a program that by now could have built a highly capable space defense with global coverage -- for 
less than one-third of the $30 billion Mr. Clinton spent on missile defense (producing no operational U.S. system beyond the Patriot used in the Gulf War). The Clinton administration also limited the effectiveness of air-, sea- and ground-based defenses by not exploiting the more mature technologies developed for space defenses. It would be a travesty for President Bush to fail to revive this important program. 
TURN: Technological barriers are not a product of a flawed concept, but the flawed epistemological standpoint of US policymakers—The Aff solves the root epistemological cause 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High  Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

The Misplaced Logic of Antiweaponization Opposition to the deployment of weapons in space clusters around two broad categories of dissent: that it cannot be done, and that it should not be done. Space Weapons Are Possible Arguments in the first category spill the most ink in opposition, but they are relatively easy to dispatch. Consider first that history is littered with prophesies of technical and scientific inadequacy, such as Lord Kelvin's famous retort, "Heavier-than-air flying machines are impossible." Kelvin, a leading physicist and president of the Royal Society, made this boast in 1895, and no less an inventor than Thomas Edison agreed. The possibility of spaceflight prompted even more gloomy pessimism. A New York Times editorial in 1921 excoriated Robert Goddard for his silly notions of rocket-propelled space exploration (an opinion it has since retracted): "Goddard does not know the relation between action and reaction and the need to have something better than a vacuum against which to react. He seems to lack the basic knowledge ladled out daily in high schools." Compounding its error in judgment, opining in 1936, the Times stated flatly, "A rocket will never be able to leave the Earth's atmosphere." 3 Bluntly negative scientific opinion on the possibility of space weapons writ large has been weeded out over time. No credible scientist today makes the claim of impossibility, and so less encompassing arguments are now the rule. The debate has moved to more subtle and scientifically sustainable arguments that a particular space weapon is not feasible. Mountains of mathematical formulae have been piled high in an effort, one by one, simply to bury the concept. But these limitations on specific systems are less due to theoretical analysis than to assumptions about future funding and available technology. 4 The real objection, too often hidden from view, is that a particular weapons system or capability cannot be developed and deployed within the planned budget or within narrowly specified means. When one relaxes those assumptions, opposition on technical grounds generally falls away. Furthermore, counterexamples exist—for example, the Brilliant Pebbles space-based interceptor system was the most advanced defense concept to emerge from the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). After a comprehensive series of technical reviews by even the strongest critics in 1989, it achieved major defense acquisition program status in 1990, was curtailed by congressional cuts in 1991 and 1992, and then was canceled by the Clinton administration in 1993. But the cancellation of the most advanced, least expensive, and most cost-effective missile defense system produced by the SDI program was for political, not technical, reasons. 5 The devil may very well be in the details. But when critics oppose an entire class of weapons based upon analyses that show particular weapons will not work, their arguments fail to consider the inevitable arrival of fresh concepts or new technologies that change all notions of current capabilities. Have we thought out the details enough to say categorically that no technology will allow for a viable space weapons capability? If so, then the argument is pat; no counter is possible. But if there are technologies or conditions that could allow for the successful weaponization of space, then ought we not argue the policy details first, lest we be swept away by a course of action that merely chases the technology wherever it may go? SpaceWeapons Should Be Deployed Opponents of space weapons on technical or budgetary grounds are not advocating space weapons in the event their current assumptions or analyses are swept aside. Rather, they argue that we ought not to deploy space weapons. Granted, just because a thing can be done does not mean it should be. But prescience is imperfect, new technologies emerge unpredictably, and foolish policymakers eschew adapting to them until their utility is beyond doubt. In anticipation of coming technologies that would make space weaponization a most cost-effective option, moral opposition centers on six essential arguments. 
Politics caused the cancellation

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
The conditions that brought this about were political, not technical, the epicenter of which was Congress, pitted against SDIO and the Bush administration. On the surface, it might appear that this was the continuation of some longstanding traditional Democrat-Republican partisan fight. Superficially, perhaps, but only for tactical convenience. The real flashpoint centered around whether or not the American people were still to be held hostage to potential strikes as the means to achieve “global stability” à la the ABM Treaty (the traditional mantra of the pro-Mutual Assured Destruction advocates) vs. the increasingly assertive argument that the post-Cold War aftermath and growing nuclear proliferation demanded effectively layered, technologically serious missile defenses soon. 11 11 Tensions between Congress and both the Reagan and Bush-41 administrations on missile defense issues were not new; in the stillexisting Cold War environment, they were more muted, even when Reagan vetoed the Defense Authorization Act of 1988, which capped Indeed it was the end of the Cold War that seemed to energize Congress, led by a small but powerful group of proMAD advocates, to become increasingly vocal and hard-line against SDIO programs, especially Brilliant Pebbles. At a time when the Soviet Union had become extinct (which raised serious questions about the legality and standing of the ABM Treaty) and the doctrine of “massive retaliation” now a relic of the past, one might have expected more harmonious relationships, given that the danger and source of contention had been considerably altered. Even the Bush administration and SDIO had recognized this and accordingly greatly scaled back their proposed missile defense systems away from protecting against “massive strikes” (100,000 Brilliant Pebbles) to offering GPALS – protection against limited strikes (1,000 Brilliant Pebbles). Even the newly emerging Russian Federation in 1991 had expressed interest in mutual missile defenses through a series of working group meetings with the United States in part aimed at alleviating the ABM Treaty constraints for both nations, which was to culminate in Boris Yeltsin’s proposal in January 1992 to build a joint global defense, replacing Mutual Assured Destruction with Mutual Assured Survival (MAS). 12 But Congress, acting as an institution and as the dominant enabling body of the federal system, 13 actually increased its hostility. However, it did so with circumspection. Faced with growing public support for serious missile defense efforts on the one hand and, on the other, the increasing internal pressure of the pro-MAD advocates (supported by their outside special interests), Congress “split the baby” when it enacted the Missile Defense Act of November 1991. It was an artfully drawn compromise document. First, it advocated setting specific deployment goals for both theater and national missile defense, including Section 232 implying an expectation that the ABM Treaty would be altered, and Section 234(a) which called for “robust funding for research and development for promising follow-on anti-ballistic missile technologies, including Brilliant Pebbles.” This was widely heralded by missile defense advocates Then the act turned around to include uncompromising language requiring missile defense deployments to comply with the now-20-year-old ABM Treaty – which in its totality allowed the United States only one single land-based ABM system comprised of no more than 100 interceptors at Grand Forks, North Dakota, to protect its own offensive nuclear missiles but not the American population. Further, in another section, “Exclusion from Initial Plan,” the act specifically barred Brilliant Pebbles from the initial plans for a limited national defense. The pro-MAD advocates were comfortable with these restrictions, which gave them what they needed.

Pebbles would use Pentagon radar systems
CBS News 9, David Kohn“America's Dream Defense” February 11, 2009 http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2000/10/30/60II/main245328.shtml
Lt. Gen. Ronald Kadish is in charge of building a ballistic missile defense system to defend the country against such potential enemies. The test July 8 was intended to be similar to a real missile attack. "It simulates all the things that have to happen in a combat situation," Kadish said. The Pentagon's sophisticated and highly classified secret weapon for a real combat situation is called a "kill vehicle." It is designed to find and destroy the enemy warhead high above the surface of the Earth. In the event of a missile assault, Pentagon radar systems are supposed to track the enemy warhead. Then the United States would launch the defensive rocket. In space, it would eject the kill vehicle, which would close in on the enemy warhead at a combined speed of 15,000 mph. It is called hitting a bullet with a bullet. Kadish knew there was a lot riding on the July demonstration. "The test is about $100 million so we want to make sure that it counts," he said.

A2 Postol BP indites

MDA 10, “Missile Defense Agency Responds to New York Times Article” Missile Defense Agency: U.S. Department of Defense May 18, 2010, http://www.mda.mil/news/10news0005.html
The ACT article stated that successful intercepts during tests of the SM-3 actually “missed” targets and should not have been assessed as successful. The Missile Defense Agency strongly refutes this allegation. The SM-3 program is one of the most successful programs within the Department of Defense, with operational interceptors now deployed aboard U.S. Navy ships. These ships range throughout the world’s oceans, providing an effective, reliable defense against short- to medium-range ballistic missiles. An extensive, operationally realistic test program is continuing to further improve and enhance the capabilities of the SM-3 element of the Ballistic Missile Defense System. For whatever reasons, The New York Times chose not to include information provided to the newspaper by MDA to respond to allegations by Dr. Postol and Dr. Lewis which would have provided accuracy, clarity and context to the article. Some examples: “The system is highly fragile and brittle and will intercept warheads only by accident, if ever,” said Dr. Postol…” FACT: Not included in the Times article from information provided to the reporter that from 1991 through 2010 the Missile Defense Agency has conducted 66 full scale hit-to-kill lethality sled tests and 138 sub-scale hit-to-kill light gas gun tests covering all MDA interceptor types against nuclear, unitary chemical, chemical submunitions, biological bomblets and high-explosive submunition threats. Eighteen of these tests were specifically devoted to the current SM-3 kinetic warhead system. This extensive database of lethality testing has conclusively demonstrated that MDA’s weapon systems are highly lethal against ballistic missile threats when they engage within their accuracy and velocity specifications. After successful completion of early developmental tests, the test program progressed from just “hitting the target” to one of determining lethality and proving the operationally configured Aegis SM-3 Block I and SM-3 Block 1A system. These tests were the MDA’s most comprehensive and realistic test series, resulting in the Operational Test and Evaluation Force’s October 2008 Evaluation Report stating that Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense Block 04 3.6 System was operationally effective and suitable for transition to the Navy.

Initial missile defense was recently deployed

Independent Working Group 11 Independent working group, “A Fiscal Year 2012 Missile Defense Agenda” 2011, 
http://ndupress.ndu.edu/space-Ch21.html]

Missile defense has entered a new era. With the initial missile defense deployments, the decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack was settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. What remains an open question is how the American missile defense system will evolve in the years ahead to take maximum advantage of technological opportunities to meet present and emerging dangers. The immediate question is what steps the 112th Congress should take to evolve the system during its consideration of the fiscal year 2012 (FY 2012) defense legislation. In order to address increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must move well beyond the initial missile defense deployments of recent years to deploy a system capable of comprehensively protecting the American homeland as well as U.S. overseas forces and allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – can provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. The key step for the 112th Congress, however, is to revive the cutting-edge technologies developed in the 1980s and early 1990s – technologies that produced the most effective, least costly ways to defend the U.S. homeland, its deployed troops, and its international partners from the threat of ballistic missile attack. The most impressive of these initiatives was Brilliant Pebbles. By 1992, that initiative – entailing the deployment of a constellation of small, advanced kill-vehicles in space – had developed a cheap, effective means of destroying enemy ballistic missiles in all modes of flight. A second initiative was to evolve the Navy Aegisbased air defense system into a missile defense system. Yet in the early 1990s, Brilliant Pebbles fell victim to a systematic eradication of space-based technologies that marked the closing years of the twentieth century and still impedes the development of the most effective missile defense today and the sea-based system was “dumbed down” for reasons having to do with arms control.

A2 Plan Violates Treaties

The Plan doesn’t break any treaties
Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis ’09, The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis (IFPA) is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues, Independent Working Group, 2009, “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & The 21st century” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf
Missile Defense Will Weaponize Space A shield against a sword will weaponize land. A Patriot missile against a Scud will weaponize a region. An anti-aircraft missile will weaponize air space. An anti-missile missile will weaponize space. The same reasoning links all of these declarations: defending one’s self is an offensive act of aggression, because it tells the adversary that you mean to survive to strike back, thus “forcing” the adversary to acquire weapons – hence, “weaponizing ” the environment (which becomes the defender’s fault). It ignores every human instinct of self-defense and discounts the centuries of legal tradition that codifies this as a natural right. While pacifists often use such reasoning, the most successful practitioners are generally those individuals and states who have a vested interest in seeing their neighbors defenseless and who work ceaselessly to persuade them to remain so. Recorded history offers stark evidence of how this upside-down approach to war and peace leads to tragedy. It is likewise the line of reasoning that led to the MAD doctrine of hostage holding which was codified in the ABM Treaty – thereby overruling all other laws, natural and manmade, concerning the right of self-defense. But it is also the sense of impending tragedy that later saw U.S. withdrawal from the treaty. This reversal of policy direction has created once again a major problem for missile defense opponents, for there is no longer any legal impediment to missile defense and this takes them back to where they were in the 1960s. Then – as now – natural law supports self-defense. The UN Charter (Article 51) supports the right of a nation to defend itself and indeed the 1967 Outer Space Treaty places no restrictions on using non-nuclear space-based means to shoot down somebody’s incoming nuclear ballistic missile as it moves up and through space. 13 Thus back then, the absence of any legal restrictions left a big hole in the rationale of the opponents’ arguments.
A2 Spending

The costs of space weaponization are often overstated

Brian C. Ruhm, April 2003, researcher for the U.S. Air Force, “Finding the Middle Ground: The U.S. Air Force, Space Weaponization, and Arms Control”, pg. 29

Additional considerations also suggest that concerns regarding the net cost of space weapons could be overstated. Space weapons such as CAVs or orbital bombardment systems employing precision conventional or kinetic strike weapons might render unnecessary whole classes of strategic nuclear systems.4 Replacing US strategic nuclear forces with conventional space surrogates would have two beneficial effects in terms of costs. First, it would help to dissuade other countries from pursing a nuclear capability and thus reduce the weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threat against which the US needs to defend.5 Second, the promise of conventional space weapons as a more effective and useful deterrent force may substantially reduce the likelihood of even smaller, regional wars.

A2 Feasibility 

Many U.S. states already have the capability to use anti-satellite weapons

Simon Collard-Wexler and Jesse Cowan-Sharp, 2004, write for SpaceSecuriy.org, “Space Security 2004”, pg. 128

The ASAT potential of high-energy lasers has been extensively explored by the US and to a lesser degree by the USSR. As many as 30 states may already have the capability to use low-power lasers to degrade unhardened sensors on satellites.42 In 1997, the US Mid-Infrared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL) was test-fired against a satellite in a 420- kilometer orbit, damaging the satellite’s sensors. Reportedly, it was not the mega-watt MIRACL laser, but a 30-watt laser used for alignment that actually damaged the target satellite’s sensors.43This suggests that even a commercially available low-watt laser could be used to ‘dazzle,’ or temporarily disrupt, a satellite functioning from the ground.

Technical objections to space weapons usually fade over time

Everett C. Dolman, Winter-Spring 2006, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies,  “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, pg. 168

We have learned much, it would seem, or else bluntly negative scientific opinion on space weapons has been weeded out over time. Less encompassing arguments are now the rule. As the debate moved completely away from the complete impossibility of weapons and wars in space to more subtle and scientifically sustainable arguments that a particular space weapon is not feasible, mountains of mathematical formulae have been piled high in an effort, one by one, simply to bury the concept. But these limitations on specific systems are less due to theoretical analysis than to assumptions about future funding and available technology.8 The real objection, too often hidden from view, is that a particular weapons system or capability cannot be developed and deployed within the planned budget, or within narrowly specified means. When one relaxes those assumptions, opposition on technical grounds generally falls away.

Space weapons technology within reach for several countries

Andrew T. Park, 2006, contributes to Houston Journal of International Law, “Incremental Steps for Achieving Space Security: The Need for a New Way of Thinking to Enhance the Legal Regime for Space”, Vol. 28, No. 3, pg. 881

The second major aspect in which the space environment has evolved since the creation of the legal regime is the reality of space weapons technology. The debate over space weaponization is far from the theoretical discussion debated by the founders of the current legal regime. One particular display of how far the debate has progressed is the billions of dollars the United States continues to invest into the research and development of advanced space weapons like the Space Based Laser (SBL). In fact, recent leaps in space technologies have put the development of space weapons within the realm of possibility for several different countries. As New World Vistas: Air And Space Power For The 2lst Century, a U.S. Air Force board report, states, “In the next two decades, new technologies will allow the fielding of space-based weapons of devastating effectiveness to be used to deliver energy and mass as force projection in tactical and strategic conflict. These advances will enable lasers with reasonable mass and cost to affect very many kills.”

A2 Plan Creates Space Debris
1. No significant space debris would be created under the plan, deterrence would prevent massive amounts of weapons from entering the atmosphere.

2. Space Warfare does not produce debris—China messed it up 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

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

U..S. State Department. April 27, 2007. “Study on Space Policy: Report of the International Security Advisory Board” Washington, D.C.: U.S. State Department < http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/85263.pdf>
The National Space Policy commits the United States to seek the minimization of space debris by government and nongovernment activities. The United States should continue to play a strong leadership role in the Inter-Agency Debris Coordination Committee, at the United Nations, and elsewhere, for the minimization of man-made space debris. At the same time, it should be recognized that space debris produced by human activity is quite low compared to that produced by nature. To minimize does not mean stopping all activities that would or might produce some debris. It is a relative not an absolute matter. U.S. national security requirements could take precedence over the goal of minimization of space debris –for example, the testing and use of ballistic missile defense interceptors against objects in space that would threaten populations, armed forces, and infrastructure.

2AC Militarization Inevitable

Militarization is inevitable

Theresa Hitchens 05, Director of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, “ Safeguarding Space: Building Cooperative Norms To Dampen Negative Trends,” Disarmament Diplomacy: Issue No. 81, Winter 2005

Up to now, humankind's exploitation of space has been relatively non-contentious and space has largely remained a zone of cooperation rather than a zone of conflict. But the possibilities for conflict in space are growing ever more worrisome. As civil society, commercial industry and, in particular, national militaries become more dependent on the use of space systems, there is a growing potential for tension, suspicions and outright disputes. This dependency is coupled with the fact that, physically, space systems are quite vulnerable to deliberate disruption, in large part due to the technological advances that have made space more useful. Increased perceptions of vulnerability have given rise to concerns about protecting those assets. In addition, the advantages that space systems have for civil activities, such as providing global telecommunications, make space systems more and more coveted by militaries for enhancing power projection. Under the administration of President George W. Bush, the US Air Force and Missile Defense Agency have begun to pursue the development of space weapons technologies - defined for the purposes of this essay as terrestrially-based anti-satellite weapons (ASATs)[3] to target on-orbit assets and weapons based in space aimed at targets on the ground, in the air and in space.[4] For example, the Missile Defence Agency has announced its intentions to pursue space-base kinetic energy interceptors to target ballistic missiles; the US Air Force is developing so-called guardian micro-satellites and manoeuvring micro-satellites that, while ostensibly for non-threatening purposes, could easily be deployed as ASATs. It is not surprising, therefore, that the US position against a space weapons ban has hardened. This is due both to a renewed interest in acquiring space weaponry for both offensive and defensive purposes, and to the current administration's deeply-held distrust of international treaties - although it must be noted that, up to now, most US administrations, including that of Democrat Bill Clinton, have been leery of a space weapons ban that would close off US military options in space. Nonetheless, it is apparent that the current campaign by the US Air Force's Space Command to garner domestic political approval for a space war strategy has reached a peak not seen since the darkest days of the Cold War. Further, for the first time in US history, a string of US Defence Department and Air Force documents have now been published[5] officially articulating US plans for war-fighting "in, from and through" space, based on a desired future arsenal of ASATs, space-based missile defences, and space-based weapons deployed against both terrestrial and on-orbit targets.[6] This, in turn, has led to renewed agitation on the part of many other nations about a dangerous arms race in space. Russia and China joined together in 2002 to push for revitalisation of talks in the Conference on Disarmament (CD) on the agenda item 'Prevention of an arms race in outer space' (PAROS). During the following years they have tabled draft treaty concepts and working papers and hosted meetings and seminars to discuss these issues. Canada too has been spearheading efforts to jump- start progress in preventing a space arms race, including urging the G-8 nations to support international discussions of a weapons ban. [7] Progress toward a treaty will be impossible, however, without US acquiescence. This is unlikely in the foreseeable future under any administration, because, as noted above, most US policymakers of any political stripe share concerns about closing off options in this strategic arena at a time when technological innovation may be providing others with improved military capabilities. Meanwhile, China seems to be pursuing a classic "two-track" approach to space arms control: promoting a treaty while pursuing research and development into weaponry either to hedge against a US deployment or to use as a bargaining chip. Some analysts, particularly in the United States, argue that, conversely, China is pursuing space weapons for offensive purposes while seeking to inhibit acquisition of similar weapons by the United States and other nations via its political stance promoting a weapons ban treaty. What is certain is that there are voices within China's military promoting the development of ASATs as a counter to both US space and power-projection capabilities.[8] In addition, there have been media reports that at least two other space powers, India and Israel, may be considering pursuit of their own space arsenals. The political climate for achieving a space weapons ban appears as grim as during the Cold War, when both the United States and Russia were actively testing ASAT weaponry. That said, no nation has yet committed to strong policies embracing space weapons, or major budget support for their development. And it is fairly certain that no nation currently has any such weapons in operation (although of course it is impossible to rule out that some nation has covertly acquired some type of simple ASAT or on-orbit weapon). Indeed, it is clear that many nations (and the general publics in nearly all nations) fear that the advent of space weapons will be catastrophic for the future of the human race. Because space is a global commons and most satellites are dedicated to civil and commercial functions, warfare in space could likely debilitate its use for near- and mid-term economic and social development here on Earth. The spectre of warfare could undercut the positive trend toward cooperative exploration of the universe - exploration that could lead to scientific developments of major benefit to future generations and, perhaps, even help make possible humankind's migration beyond the Earth's solar system some time in the future.

2AC Space control K2 stopping “Pearl Harbor”
Space militarization solves aggression: even PLA agrees

(Blair and Yali 06, Bruce Blair is the president of the World Security Institute, ex-Brookings Institution and Chen Yali is the editor in chief of Washington Observer, works with the Chen Shi China Research Group, ex-China Daily , The second journal issue of 2006, gd, http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=243&Itemid=8)
The non-manned space program is beyond the scope of their article. For a comprehensive examination of both arenas, interested readers should consult Chang’s ground-breaking book Military Astronautics (reviewed later in this journal in the book review section), which is the product of a Chang-led task force of the PLA on military space. While the China space threat consists of a spectrum of possibilities, the U.S. space threat to China clearly goes beyond the realm of possibilities, Zhang Hui at Harvard University contends in his article that examines threats from a Chinese perspective. Drawing on authoritative sources, he argues that the United States is unambiguously committed not only to exploiting space for military purposes, but also to controlling space by all necessary means including weapons deployed in space. The objective is not only to protect U.S. space assets, but to deny adversaries the use of space in wartime. In its most ambitious rendition, controlling space applies even to the transitory period of several minutes when an adversary’s missiles are passing through space enroute to their wartime targets on enemy soil. This prospective role for U.S. space control weapons -- shooting down an adversary’s ballistic missiles – is the central concern of Zhang’s analysis, as it represents the most serious threat to China’s security. A space-based U.S. missile defense system, especially one designed to shoot down ballistic missiles during their several minutes of boosted flight after launch (boost-phase defenses), would pose the gravest potential threat by enabling the United States to neutralize China’s strategic nuclear missile deterrent. In some respects Zhang and many U.S. analysts understate the degree of potential threat to China by stressing the huge cost of the thousands of space-based interceptors needed to maintain an around-the-clock vigil of Chinese missile launches, and by stressing the relative ease by which China’s missiles could punch holes in this defensive constellation. The understatement derives from the fact that a far less extensive galaxy of U.S. space-based interceptors would be needed if the United States could choose the moment for initiating hostilities as part of a preemptive offensive strategy. Even a constellation of dozens of interceptors could be decisive if the United States enjoyed the luxury of setting the terms of the onset of conflict and the interceptors were optimally positioned at that moment. In Zhang’s view, China could counter by deploying anti-space weapons designed to cripple the U.S. missile defense network, but such a step could ignite an arms race in space (and, we might add, create impulses to preemptively strike in space during a crisis). Alternatively, China could ramp up its arsenal of nuclear missiles and warheads to the point at which it would overwhelm the U.S. defense capability, but the downsides are numerous. A Chinese missile build-up could trigger nuclear reactions from India. If Pakistan follows suit, an arms race in South Asia could result. It could also require China to re-start its fissile materials production facilities and thereby unravel China’s commitment to the multinational treaty calling for all countries to stop future production of such materials. From a Chinese perspective, according to Zhang, the prospect of an unregulated military space environment is decidedly bleak, and warrants renewed efforts to ban space weapons. 
Weaponizing Space solves risk of “Space Pearl Harbor”

(Rumsfeld et all 01, The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization. Headed by Donald H. Rumsfeld, former Secretary of Defense, 1-11-01, gd, http://space.au.af.mil/space_commission/executive_summary.pdf)
An attack on elements of U.S. space systems during a crisis or conﬂict should not be considered an improbable act. If the U.S. is to avoid a “Space Pearl Harbor” it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems. The nation’s leaders must assure that the vulnerability of the United States is reduced and that the consequences of a surprise attack on U.S. space assets are limited in their effects. The members of this Commission have, together, identiﬁed ﬁve matters of key importance that we believe need attention quickly from the top levels of the U.S. Government. We have drawn these conclusions from six months of assessing U.S. national security space activities, including 32 days of meetings with 77 present and former senior ofﬁcials and knowledgeable private sector representatives. These ﬁve matters—our unanimous conclusions—are: First, the present extent of U.S. dependence on space, the rapid pace at which this dependence is increasing and the vulnerabilities it creates, all demand that U.S. national security space interests be recognized as a top national security priority. The only way they will receive this priority is through speciﬁc guidance and direction from the very highest government levels. Only the President has the authority, ﬁrst, to set forth the national space policy, and then to provide the guidance and direction to senior ofﬁcials, that together are needed to ensure that the United States remains the world’s leading space-far ing nation. Only Presidential leadership can ensure the cooperation needed from all space sectors—commercial, civil, defense and intelligence. Second, the U.S. Government—in particular, the Department of Defense and the Intelligence Community—is not yet arranged or focused to meet the national security space needs of the 21st century. Our growing dependence on space, our vulnerabilities in space and the burgeoning opportunities from space are simply not reﬂected in the present institutional arrangements. After examining a variety of organizational approaches, the Commission concluded that a number of disparate space activities should promptly be merged, chains of command adjusted, lines of communication opened and policies modiﬁed to achieve greater responsibility and accountability. Only then can the necessary trade-offs be made, the appropriate priorities be established and the opportunities for improving U.S. military and intelligence capabilities be realized. Only with senior-level leadership, when properly managed and with the right priorities will U.S. space programs both deserve and attract the funding that is required.10 Third, U.S. national security space programs are vital to peace and stability, and the two ofﬁcials primarily responsible and accountable for those programs are the Secretary of Defense and the Director of Central Intelligence. Their relationship is critical to the development and deployment of the space capabilities needed to support the President in war, in crisis and also in peace. They must work closely and effectively together, in partnership, both to set and maintain the course for national security space programs and to resolve the differences that arise between their respective bureaucracies. Only if they do so will the armed forces, the Intelligence Community and the National Command Authorities have the information they need to pursue our deterrence and defense objectives successfully in this complex, changing and still dangerous world. Fourth, we know from history that every medium—air, land and sea—has seen conﬂict. Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the U.S. must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space. This will require superior space capabilities. Thus far, the broad outline of U.S. national space policy is sound, but the U.S. has not yet taken the steps necessary to develop the needed capabilities and to maintain and ensure continuing superiority. Finally, investment in science and technology resources—not just facilities, but people—is essential if the U.S. is to remain the world’s leading space-faring nation. The U.S. Government needs to play an active, deliberate role in expanding and deepening the pool of military and civilian talent in science, engineering and systems operations that the nation will need. The government also needs to sustain its investment in enabling and breakthrough technologies in order to maintain its leadership in space. 
Space attack has empirically defeated US forces in Taiwan 

(Blair and Yali 06, Bruce Blair is the president of the World Security Institute, ex-Brookings Institution and Chen Yali is the editor in chief of Washington Observer, works with the Chen Shi China Research Group, ex-China Daily , The second journal issue of 2006, gd, http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=243&Itemid=8)
In the pioneering space war games played in recent years by American military strategists at U.S. space control headquarters in Colorado, the United States and China occupied center stage in hypothetical confrontations that put them on a collision course in the exosphere. These games play on the fault lines that underlie their space relations in the real world, the key features of which include: the massive dependency of the U.S. military on space assets, both military and commercial; the globalization of commercial space services by multinational corporations operating partially outside the jurisdiction of sovereign nations; the recognition by Chinese strategists that space dependency is a potential Achilles heel of an otherwise overpowering U.S. military juggernaut; the resurgence of extreme worst-case threat estimation in U.S. intelligence assessments; the emergence of China as the leading candidate to replace Russia as the next designated super-rival of the United States; and flash points prone to spark military hostilities over competing vital interests. The volatility of this mixture produces unstable results in war games. In these mental exercises, events tend to rush headlong into conflict. In one exercise, a confrontation over an unnamed island state in the Pacific, obviously a notional proxy for Taiwan, rapidly escalated from diplomatic crisis to limited strikes against space assets to nuclear war. Other forms of instability lurking in this brew simply shut down another exercise -- as happened when the players managing a large-scale U.S. military intervention to defend Taiwan discovered that their forces’ burgeoning appetite for commercial bandwidth for wartime military communications and reconnaissance operations vastly exceeded the available bandwidth. In this case, the notional adversary state, obviously representing China, managed to buy up long-term contracts with the multinational suppliers for the lion’s share of their surplus commercial capacity, leaving only bandwidth crumbs for foraging U.S. forces. This deficit of cyberspace brought the U.S. military goliath’s operations to a virtual standstill. These war games point to latent tensions existing in the real world. Although that world today appears placid on the surface, the appearance is deceiving Far from a vast expanse of tranquility, space is host to an expanding array of military operations and is becoming an arena of tension that mirrors earthly tensions among key nations. To avert the collision that this growing tension portends, the main interested parties -- notably, China and the United States -- must squarely confront the adverse trends and devise new instruments of dialogue and cooperation. This issue of China Security aims to facilitate this dialogue on space. Although it might not read like Western-style policy analysis featuring a wide diversity of perspectives, its literature reviews and articles by top Chinese (and American) experts on what is still an extremely sensitive topic in China offer a rare glimpse of the internal debate over the future of its space program. In China, policy debates among the real experts on such sensitive subjects are generally conducted behind closed doors. This special issue cracks open those doors by presenting the views of leading Chinese policy analysts. Bringing Chinese voices into the Washington policy discourse, and into thoughtful conversation with their expert counterparts in America and elsewhere, is the purpose of China Security. 
2AC Space Weapons K2 stop Asymmetrical Warfare

Rogue State Strike attacks are the “most likely and dangerous” threat, space weapons solve 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

 The most likely and most dangerous threat comes from a single or limited missile launch, and from sources that are unlikely to be either rational or predictable. The first is an accidental launch, a threat we avoided making protections against due to the potentially destabilizing effect on the precarious Cold War balance. That an accidental launch, by definition undeterrable, would today hit its target is almost incomprehensible. More likely than an accidental launch is the intentional launch of one or a few missiles, either by a nonstate actor (a terrorist or "rogue boat captain" as the scenario was described in the early 1980s) or a rogue state attempting to maximize damage as a prelude to broader conflict. This is especially likely in the underdeveloped theories pertaining to deterring third-party states. The United States can do nothing today to prevent India from launching a nuclear attack against Pakistan (or vice versa) except threaten retaliation. If Iran should launch a nuclear missile at Israel, or in a preemptory strike Israel should attempt the reverse, America and the world could only sit back and watch, hoping that a potentially world-destroying conflict did not spin out of control. When President Reagan announced his desire for a missile shield in 1983, critics pointed out that even if a 99-percent-reliable defense from space could be achieved, a 10,000warhead salvo by the Soviet Union still allowed for the detonation of 100 nuclear bombs in American cities—and both we and the Soviets had enough missiles to make such an attack plausible. But if a single missile were launched out of the blue from deep within the Asian landmass today, for whatever reason, a space-based missile defense system with 99-percent reliability would be a godsend. And if a U.S. space defense could intercept a single Scud missile launched by terrorists from a ship near America's coasts before it detonated a nuclear warhead 100 miles up—creating an electromagnetic pulse that shuts down America's powergrid, halts America's banking and commerce, and reduces the battlefield for America's military to third world status 8 —it might provide for the very survival of our way of life. 

Missile defense solves irrational actors
Pfaltzgraff 7, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. “Space and Missile Defense” presented at Missile Defense and Space Security organized by The Federalist Society held at the National Press Club, Washington, D.C. 

June 20, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/FedSoc_062007.pdf
Finally, we are entering a period in which additional countries are likely to acquire nuclear forces as well as their own space capabilities. We spend a great deal of time thinking and worrying about North Korea and Iran. If we cannot halt their respective nuclear programs, as appears to be the case, we will need to be able to counter them – to deter them from using such weapons or to defend ourselves if they are tempted to use them. Space not only affords the arena in which a missile defense could be deployed. It also provides the arena for essential reconnaissance, surveillance, communications, and other essential capabilities, as I have noted. Space will also be increasingly important as we update security assurances and guarantees to countries that may feel threatened by North Korea (especially Japan) or by Iran (Israel and NATO Europe). In other words, space-based missile defense offers a key component of a counterproliferation strategy. Therefore, the importance of space can only grow as we build new architectures to meet twenty first-century security challenges.

Space Weapons K2 stop terror 
(Dolman and Cooper 11, Everett Dolman and Henry Cooper, Everett Dolman is Phd and Prof. Military studies at USAF SAAS, former NSA analyst where he received the Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award. Henry Cooper is former DoD deputy executive and Chairman of the High Frontier think-tank and journal. This appeared in Chapter 19 of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower”, edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, ISBN 978-1780393858, 03-07-11, gd, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)
When they do, they can be pinpointed, but with such a small force, it takes time for Soldiers to get into position and engage their targets. Weapons in space could provide the global security needed to disrupt and counter small groups of terrorists wherever they operate, at the very moment they are identified. Currently, UAVs, dependent on space support for operations, fly persistent missions above areas of suspected terrorist activity in Iraq, providing real-time intelligence and, in some cases, onboard weapons to support ground forces in a specific area. Tactical units are informed of approaching hostiles, and due to all-weather and multi-spectral imaging systems, both friendly (Blue Force) and enemy tracking can occur throughout engagement operations. When ground troops are unable to respond to threatening situations beyond their line of sight or are unable to catch fleeing hostiles, armed UAVs can engage those threats. The other option in a large-scale counterterror operation is to bring in an overwhelming number of troops, enough to create a line across the entire country that can move forward, rousting and checking every shack and hovel, every tree and ditch, with enough Soldiers in reserve to prevent enemy combatants from re-infiltrating the previously checked zones. America could in this manner combat low-tech terrorism with low-tech mass military maneuvers, perhaps at a cost savings over an effective space-based surveillance and engagement capability (if one does not count the value of a Soldier's life), but we do not think dollar value is the overriding consideration in this situation. Terrorism in the form of limited, low-technology attacks is the most likely direct threat against America and its allies today, and space support is enabling the most sophisticated response ever seen. All-source intelligence has foiled dozens of attacks by al Qaeda and its associates. But what of the most dangerous threats today? Weapons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear but also chemical and biological ones, could be delivered in a variety of means vulnerable to interception if knowledge of their location is achieved in time for counteroperations to be effective. In situations where there is no defense available, or the need for one has not been anticipated, then time is the most precious commodity. A limited strike capability from space would allow for the engagement of the highest threat and the most fleeting targets wherever they presented themselves on the globe, regardless of the intention of the perpetrator. The case of a ballistic missile carrying nuclear warheads is exemplary. Two decades ago, the most dangerous threat facing America (and the world) was a massive exchange of nuclear warheads that could destroy all life on the planet. Since a perfect defense was not achievable, negotiators agreed to no defense at all, on the assumption that reasonable leaders would restrain themselves from global catastrophe. Today, a massive exchange is less likely than at any period of the Cold War, in part because of significant reductions in the primary nations' nuclear arsenals.
2AC Countries Won’t Counter – Generic

Countries wouldn’t challenge American missile defense

Dolman 6, SAIS Review Volume 26, Number 1, Winter-Spring 2006, pp. 163-175 (Article) Published by The Johns Hopkins University Press “A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html

The longer the United States dithers on its responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-Earth orbit before America is able to respond. In such circumstances, America certainly would respond eventually. Conversely, if America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely 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 too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the United States to entrench itself in space and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter U.S. deployments in kind. They might oppose U.S. interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the United States deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote. This reasoning does not dispute the fact that U.S. deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. Clearly this would be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be per- ceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continua- tion of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time.
No Solvency- Generic

NATO irrelevant—alliances solve.

Rajan Menon, Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,2003
, The End of Alliances, WORLD POLICY JOURNAL, SUMMER

The current European members of NATO will form alliances (bilateral and multilateral) or tacit alignments to protect themselves, and the Atlantic alliance could form the basis for a purely European defense community.Europe unquestionably has the economic wherewithal to safeguard its security; what it lacks is the will. NATO’s creeping irrelevance may actually supply this vital ingredient, stimulate European solutions, and end the strategic infantilization created by a half-century of dependence on the United States. There is, of course, no reason why the United States could not—through diplomacy as well as economic assistance, arms sales, and military training—bolster the ability of Europe’s weakest states to defend themselves and to participate as effective members in Europe’s security arrangements. The enlargement of the European Union and the consolidation of democracy in the EU’s current and prospective members from East-Central Europe, the Baltic states, and the Balkans should, in any event, create a setting in which war and insecurity recede so that the United States needs no longer be the sine qua non for peace in Europe.
Competing interests and threat construction among members weakens NATO.

Richard Rupp, Department of History and Political Science

Purdue University Calumet, NATO after 9/11: An Alliance in Decline, March 2006, 

http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/9/9/2/4/p99241_index.html 

Despite these accomplishments, NATO is proving to be of increasingly limited value to its members and has adopted structural changes that will exacerbate the organization’s ability to function effectively in the future. This conclusion is based upon analysis of three primary factors: first, the competing national interests, identities, and threat perceptions among NATO members; second, the competing alliance structures that have evolved within NATO; and finally, the military capabilities gap (MCG).
The coalition of the willing structure of NATO undermines effectiveness.  

Richard Rupp, Department of History and Political Science

Purdue University Calumet, NATO after 9/11: An Alliance in Decline, March 2006, 

http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/9/9/2/4/p99241_index.html 

One of the principle factors undermining NATO in 2006 is the presence of competing perspectives among member-states, officials in Brussels, and NATO supporters, as to the fundamental nature and purpose of the Alliance. NATO was established in 1949 as a military alliance based on the tenets of collective defense. For the next forty years, NATO’s security guarantee and identity remained unchanged and resolute. In the 1990s, NATO governments gradually altered the organization’s structure and mission, shifting the Alliance’s moorings toward collective security as NATO enlarged its membership. Sparked, in part, by the 1999 campaign in Kosovo, which some observers labeled “war by committee,” NATO’s transformation continued into a third phase, commonly known or derided as the “coalition-of-the-willing.” Each alliance structure—collective defense, collective security, and collations-of-the-willing—has strengths and weaknesses; however, the thinking behind each is unique, and though not mutually exclusive, efforts to unite the three into one coherent and effective alliance are not likely to succeed.

NATO Resilient

Conflicts within NATO will not kill the alliance

Stanley R. Sloan, 6/16/10, Visiting Scholar at the Rohatyn Center for International Affairs at Middlebury College, “NATO a Permanent Alliance: Outlook for the Future”, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/nato-permanent-alliance-outlook-future
Will the NATO members continue to find NATO cooperation to their advantage, even with a difficult experience in Afghanistan? Only time will tell. However, history suggests that, in spite of their differences, the United States and Europe will try to keep their act together. And today, NATO remains an important part of the script for that routine. Dealing with the threats posed by terrorism and managing most other aspects of transatlantic relations demand more effective transatlantic cooperation in political, economic, financial, and social as well as military aspects of the relationship. The bottom line, therefore, is that the transatlantic bargain will survive Afghanistan. The alliance has already shown its resilience during the early twenty-first century when decisions by the Bush administration put alliance cooperation under severe pressure. The bargain will survive in part because the security of the member states cannot be ensured through national measures alone. It will survive because the member states will continue to recognize that imperfect cooperation serves their interests better than no cooperation at all. NATO will be adapted to meet new challenges. And the value foundation of the transatlantic bargain will persist, in spite of differences over specific issues and shifting patterns of member state interests.
NATO is resilient; always recovers from crisis times

James Sperling and Mark Webber, 4/24/09, authors for The Royal Institute of International Affairs, “NATO: From Kosovo to Kabul”, http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/CHATHAM_NATO_FromKosovoKabul.pdf
This view of a NATO apparently perched permanently at the edge of collapse is problematic on at least three counts. First, the narrative of crisis is clouded by imprecision—at what point a crisis becomes terminal and precisely what NATO’s dissolution would look like are rarely, if ever, specified. Second, it falls foul of what might be termed the ‘Peter cried “Wolf!”’ syndrome. NATO has faced imminent collapse so often that it is difficult to take seriously the latest judgement that its days are numbered. Third, and as the list above suggests, NATO seems to possess an inexhaustible capacity for recovery, a characteristic NATO pessimists largely ignore. Of course, mere survival is not enough; what matters equally is how far and how well survival reflects a more thoroughgoing adaptation to new circumstances. NATO’s efforts to do just that, however imperfect or ill-judged, is the real story of the last two decades. The epithets of decline, dissolution and even death are, in this connection, misleading; while they allude to the very real problems NATO has encountered, they usually refer to a single operational experi- ence or historical moment. Longer-term processes of change are, consequently, ignored. In fact, from 1989 to 2009 the alliance has engaged in a ceaseless processof transformation—of structure and organization, of operations, partnerships and membership. Located squarely in the middle of all this activity is OAF. Thatoperation marked a decisive climax to a debate which had simmered throughout the 1990s over NATO’s relevance and purpose. The debate was not resolved in 1999, but OAF and the simultaneous adoption of the NATO Strategic Concept at the 50th anniversary summit in Washington DC marked the most significant shift in NATO’s history towards non-Article 5 missions. It also made manifest deep-seated problems of cohesion, leadership and capabilities. Thus OAF was both the occasion for presentiments of catastrophe yet also a driver of change. Its operational and political implications run all the way to the mission in Afghanistan.

NATO Not Expecting Consultation

NATO does not expect consultation: they’ve agreed to keep negotiations informal

David S. Yost, 6/29/10, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California. He earned a Ph.D. in international relations at the University of Southern California in 1976, and joined the NPS faculty in 1979, “NATO’s evolving purposes and the next Strategic Concept”, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2010.00893.x/pdf
The Allies have agreed to limit themselves to the monitoring of developments, to informal information exchanges, and to non-binding consultations … NATO’s role in terms of non-proliferation efforts, i.e. political and diplomatic efforts, remains relatively small. Declarations from NATO Summits and Communiqués from Foreign and Defense Minis- ters’ meetings usually emphasize the Alliance’s support for the NPT and its goals, but there is little measurable follow-up in terms of concrete action. These Communiqués are nonetheless important as they demonstrate the Alliance’s overall commitment to the principles and objectives of the NPT.
Neg Evidence
PPWT solves arms race, inevitable spacemil
(Vasiliev 08, Victor Vasiliev is a part of the Permanent Mission of Russia to the UN in Geneva, 4-01-08, gd, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2822.pdf)
Speaking in Munich on 11 February 2007, Russian President Vladimir Putin warned against the emergence of new high-technology destabilizing types of weapons and new areas of confrontation, particularly in outer space. He emphasized that weaponization of outer space could trigger unpredictable consequences for the international community—no less serious than the onset of the nuclear era. He also noted that a draft special treaty was being prepared aimed at preventing such a development. At its plenary meeting on 12 February 2008, Sergey Lavrov, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, addressed the Conference on Disarmament (CD) and ofﬁcially introduced the draft of the Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force Against Outer Space Objects (PPWT), prepared jointly by Russia and China, for consideration by the CD. The PPWT is not a new idea. The draft is based on the working document CD/1679 on possible elements of the treaty tabled by the delegations of Russia and China together with a group of co-sponsors in June 2002. It is the result of the subsequent discussions in various formats, reﬂ ected in a series of working papers and three versions of compilations of the views expressed at those discussions. All these documents are available at the CD website. So, the draft PPWT has not come as a surprise. THE RATIONALE BEHIND A PPWT Modern international space law does not prohibit deployment in outer space of weapons which are not weapons of mass destruction. However, Published in Security in Space: The Next Generation—Conference Report, 31 March–1 April 2008, United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), 2008.146 such weapons, if deployed in outer space, would have a global reach, high readiness and capability for engagement not only with other space objects to render them inoperative, but also with critical infrastructure on Earth. Such weapons would be ﬁ t for real use, generate suspicions and tension among states and frustrate the climate of mutual trust and cooperation in space exploration, rather than serve as a means of containment. This, in fact, will equate their military utility to that of weapons of mass destruction. Besides, deployment of weapons in outer space by one state will inevitably result in a chain reaction. And this, in turn, is fraught with a new spiral in an arms race both in outer space and on the Earth. The objective of the draft PPWT is to prohibit the placement of weapons of any kind in outer space, and the use or threat of force against space objects. The treaty is to eliminate existing gaps in international space law, create conditions for further exploration and use of outer space, preserve costly outer space property and strengthen international security and arms control regimes.
Space Mil is a Terrible Idea: Destroys relations, Prompts 1st strikes, Starts Arms race, Not governed by WMD, Would be destroyed militarily
(Vasiliev 08, Victor Vasiliev is a part of the Permanent Mission of Russia to the UN in Geneva, 4-01-08, gd, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2822.pdf)
So, why do we need a PPWT? First, because without such a treaty it would be difﬁ cult to predict the development of the strategic situation in outer space and on Earth due to the global operating range of space weapons. It would be impossible to claim that space weapons were “not targeted” at a given nation. Moreover, space weapons will enable actors to discreetly tamper with outer space objects and disable them. Second, because the international situation would be seriously destabilized due to a possibility of unexpected, sudden use of space weapons. This alone could provoke pre-emptive acts against space weapons and, consequently, the spiral of an arms race. Third, because space weapons, unlike weapons of mass destruction, may be applied selectively and discriminately, they could become real-use weapons. Fourth, because the placement of weapons in outer space would arouse suspicions and tensions in international relations and destroy the current 147 climate of mutual conﬁ dence and cooperation in exploration of outer space. Fifth, because attaining monopoly of space weapons would be an illusionary goal, all kind of symmetrical and asymmetrical responses would inevitably follow, which in substance would constitute a new arms race, which is exactly what humankind wants to avoid.
 SPW negatively impact US security

Taylor Dinerman, (he started the online magazine Space Equity, which covered the finance and investing side of the space industry) 6/20/5. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/394/1. “Space weapons: the new debate”

Evidence and analysis show, then, that deployment of space-based weapons will negatively impact U.S. national security—the combination of exploiting alter- native capabilities and preventing deployment of space-based weapons repre- sents for the United States the best chance of maintaining and increasing its military advantage. What, then, is the next step? In the long run, it is unlikely that American self-restraint alone would prevent other nations from pursuing space-based weapons. Some country will eventu- ally calculate that space-based weapons provide unique capabilities or leverage, probably against U.S. dominance. That prospect makes necessary an arms- control regime. 
Missile defense is ineffective and costly

Foreign Policy 11 “Billions for Missile Defense, Not a Dime for Common Sense” YOUSAF BUTT June 10, 2011 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/06/10/billions_for_missile_defense_not_a_dime_for_common_sense

James Woolsey -- a former CIA chief -- and Rebeccah Heinrichs worry that Barack Obama's administration might inadvertently give away technical secrets in its quest for missile-defense cooperation with Russia. "Should the United States share critical information about its missile defenses with the Russians, a Russian entity -- official or otherwise -- could pass that information along to Tehran, enabling the Iranians to capitalize on the weaknesses in the U.S. system," they write. If so, this would be just another problem to add to the long list of concerns about the deeply flawed missile-defense concept -- but it shouldn't be the main thing keeping Woolsey and Heinrichs up at night. What they should really be worried about is that the system will never protect the United States or NATO -- no matter how many more billions of taxpayer dollars are thrown at it -- and that it may actually lead to more nuclear weapons worldwide, not fewer. Missile defense, as it's currently being set up, can be easily defeated by any country that can field ballistic missiles -- no deep secrets leaked from the bowels of the Pentagon are needed at all. As the CIA's own top specialist in strategic nuclear programs testified in 2000, "Many countries, such as North Korea [and] Iran … probably would rely initially on readily available technology … to develop penetration aids and countermeasures. These countries could develop countermeasures based on these technologies by the time they flight test their missiles." Nothing has changed in the intervening decade to change this calculus. The simplest countermeasures are cheap inflatable balloon decoys similar to the shiny ones at children's birthday parties. Because the missile-defense interceptors try to strike the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) warheads in the vacuum of space, these balloons and the warhead would travel together, making it impossible to tell apart the decoys from the real thing. An enemy bent on delivering a nuclear payload to the United States could inflate many such balloons near the warhead and overwhelm the defense system by swamping it with fake signals. No technical secrets are needed to defeat the system because these obvious weaknesses have been repeatedly pointed out by the country's top scientists since the 1960s. As the Pentagon's proposed missile-defense system is predominantly sea-based, an even simpler way for North Korea (or Iran, possibly in the future) to defeat it would be to wait until the weather is stormy. The missile-defense system has not been tested in really rough sea conditions and is well-known to be unreliable beyond a certain sea state. We could certainly pray that North Korea or Iran attacks during calm sea conditions. But a faith-based missile defense is probably not what most taxpayers had in mind when they were asked to pay for it -- a tab that so far runs into the hundreds of billions of dollars. So, if missile defense could be so easily defeated by North Korea and Iran, why are the Russians so up in arms about it? The answer is simple: Their military planners are paid to be paranoid -- just like the ones in the Pentagon -- and they must assume a worst-case scenario in which they treat the system as being highly effective, even when it isn't.

US Space Weaponization Causes Chinese Arms Race

Hui Zhang, Senior Research Associate, Project on Managing the Atom at Belfer Center for Science & International Affairs

John F. Kennedy School of Government. Spring 2006. “Space Weaponization and Space Security: A Chinese Perspective” Vol. 2, Iss. 1, pg 34. < http://www.amacad.org/hui3.pdf>

Although there has been no formal public change in U.S. space policy, many Chinese are convinced by official statements and visible activity that U.S. policy is driving toward space weaponization—the development of weapons able to destroy targets in or from space. These weapons would presumably provide the United States with control over access to space and activity in space. Professor Du Xiangwan, vice president of the Chinese Academy of Engineering, said that the 2003 Transformation Flight Plan indicated that “many types of space based weapons will be developed” and that “the tendency of space weaponization is obvious and serious.” He further pointed out that achieving military supremacy on Earth is not enough, as “the U.S. also seeks to dominate space.”11 Ambassador Li Daoyu, President of the China Arms Control and Disarmament Association, recently stated, “As we cheer for every success of peaceful exploration and use of outer space, we also hear the approaching bugling of war. The space military technology is advancing rapidly. New military and combat concepts and theories like ‘control of space’ and ‘occupation of space’ are emerging. Research and development programs of space weapons are in implementation. The danger of the weaponization of and an arms race in outer space is ever more imminent.”12 

China will counter U.S. defenses

China Daily 5, “China ready to counter US space plans” Updated: 2005-05-23 09:56 China Daily.com, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2005-05/23/content_444886.htm
China takes U.S. plans to boost its space military capabilities very seriously and is likely to respond with energetic counter-measures of her own, a leading expert on the Chinese space program told United Press International. Chinese experts and leaders fear if the United States achieves absolute military and strategic superiority in space it could be used to intervene in China's affairs, such as the Taiwan issue, Hui Zhang, an expert on space weaponization and China's nuclear policy at the John F, Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University told UPI. He was discussing issues he had presented earlier this week in a paper to a conference on space weaponization at Airlie, Va., organized by the Washington-based Nuclear Policy Research Institute. Chinese leaders have noted that the Taiwan issue was included as a hypothetical threat in the 2001 Rumsfeld Commission report on space weaponization. Also, in a January 2001 U.S. war-gaming exercise China was taken as an assumed enemy, Zhang said. Hu Xiaodi, China's veteran senior negotiator on space weaponization, expressed Beijing's fears at a Committee on Peace and Disarmament panel on October 11, 2001. "It is rather the attempt toward the domination of outer space, which is expected to serve to turn the absolute security and perpetual authority (many people call this hegemony) of one country on earth," he said. "The unilateralism and exceptionalism that are on the rise in recent months also mutually reinforce this." Chinese strategists believe that U.S. missile-defense plans pose a great threat to China's national security, Zhang said. They believe such defenses could be used to neutralize China's nuclear deterrent and give the United States more freedom to encroach on China's sovereignty, including on Taiwan-related issues, he said. Washington's readiness to conclude an agreement on cooperative research and the development of advanced Theater Missile Defense with Japan has fed such fears, he said. The Chinese were also concerned about the Bush administration's 2002 Nuclear Posture Review that called for the United States to develop the ability to target mobile missiles. "A U.S. demonstration of the linkage between long-range precision strike weapons and real-time intelligence systems may dissuade a potential adversary from investing heavily in mobile ballistic missiles," it said. Zhang said such weapons would pose a huge threat to China's future mobile intercontinental ballistic missiles. But China would not stand passively by and do nothing if the United States pushed ahead with its ambitious plans to develop new weapons for force projection from and through space, Zhang said. "Historically, China's sole purpose for developing its nuclear weapons was to guard itself against the threat of nuclear blackmail," he said. "China first (intends to) pursue an arms control agreement to ban space weaponization, as it is advocating now," Zhang said. However, "If this effort fails, and if what China perceives as its legitimate security concerns are ignored, China would very likely develop responses to neutralize such a threat." These responses would depend on the specific infrastructure of the U.S. missile defense and space weaponization programs, Zhang said. But they could include producing as many as 14 or 15 times as many ICBMs with a range of more than 7,800 miles that are able to threaten the United States, he said. Currently, China has about 20 liquid-fueled, silo-based ICBMs with single warheads. But if the United States deployed a Ground-Based Missile Defense system with 100 to 250 ground-based interceptor rockets, China would probably be willing to build and deploy anything from 100 to almost 300 more warheads and the missiles necessary to carry them, Zhang said. Chinese scientists and engineers would also work on passive countermeasures against missile defense, Zhang said. These could include deploying decoys and anti-simulations and reducing the radar and infrared signatures of nuclear warheads during the midcourse phase of their flights. "These cheaper and effective countermeasures are accessible to China," Zhang said. China also had options to protect its ICBMs from interception and destruction during their first and most vulnerable boost phase of their flights, Zhang said. These include deploying fast-burn boosters, lofting or depressing the ICBM trajectories and spoofing the interceptor missiles' tracking sensors, he said. China could also react to boost-phase interceptors by seeking to overwhelm them through the tactic of simultaneously launching several ICBMs from a compact area, Zhang said. Another option would be to protect the missile's body with reflective or ablative coatings. Or the missile could also be rotated in flight, he said. "Given the inherent vulnerability of space-based weapons systems (such as space-based interceptors or space-based lasers) to more cost-effective anti-satellite, or ASAT, attacks, China could resort to ASAT weapons as an asymmetrical (defense) measure," Zhang said. Another option would be to develop ground-based kinetic-energy weapons such as miniature homing vehicles or pellet clouds," he said. "China should be able to develop these low-cost and relatively low-technology ASATs," he said. However, Zhang emphasized that China would only adopt these more aggressive counter-measures if the United States pushed ahead with its own ambitious missile defense and space weaponization plans first. Beijing still adhered to the policy set out in its 2000 national defense white paper that continued nuclear disarmament and the prevention of an arms race in outer space were preferable strategic options for both China and the United States, he said
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Missile defense is one important step toward U.S. space control. The United States has promoted the development and deployment of missile defense, particularly of an integrated, layered system, and it has increased the budgets for missile defense programs. Since 2004, the United States has begun deployment of a ground-based midcourse defense (GMD) system. Seven interceptors in Alaska and another two in California were deployed by November 2005. As many scientists and experts in the United States have pointed out, this initial GMD system would likely be ineffective against a real attack by long-range ballistic missiles13; however, from a Chinese perspective, there is no guarantee that the system would not someday, with the help of a breakthrough technology, become effective. Moreover, this GMD system could be the first step toward a more robust, layered system, capable of targeting missiles at various points in their flight trajectories. Some Chinese observers view this GMD system as a space weaponry system. The scope of space weaponry, as generally defined in China, includes not only space-based weapons, but also any weapons that target objects in outer space, regardless of where they are based. Objects in outer space would include satellites as well as intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) traveling through outer space.14 Because this GMD system would intercept its target at an altitude that China has defined as outer space (above 100 km), it would be considered space weaponry. Many Chinese feel that the U.S. plan to deploy a missile defense system is an intentional first step toward space weaponization. 

Space Weapons still leave satellite systems vulnerable
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As many experts point out, space-based weapons cannot protect satellites, as these weapons are vulnerable to the same types of attack as the objects they are meant to protect.37 Chinese officials believe the real purpose of U.S. space plans is not to protect U.S. assets but rather to further enhance U.S. military dominance. As one official pointed out, “Space domination is a hegemonic concept. Its essence is monopoly of space and denial of others’ access to it. It is also aiming at using outer space for achieving strategic objectives on the ground.”38 Ambassador Hu Xiaodi warned, “It is rather the attempt towards the domination of outer space, which is expected to serve in turn the absolute security and perpetual superiority (many people call this hegemony) of one country on earth. The unilateralism and exceptionalism that are on the rise in recent months also mutually reinforce this.”39   Washington’s missile defense plans and ambitions to dominate the use of space would very likely spark competitive military dynamics in space. As China’s proposal on PAROS at the CD states, “Outer space is the common heritage of mankind and plays an ever-increasing role in its future development.” China fears that the U.S. space weaponization plans will have disastrous effects on the peaceful use of outer space.40 U.S. plans will also have harmful consequences for China’s political, military-strategic, commercial, and international security interests. Of particular concern is the effect of U.S. actions on China’s modest deterrent capabilities, its capacity to pursue unification with Taiwan, its commercial stake in space development, and its broader interest in a stable security environment.  

US Space Weapons do not prevent others from developing Space Weapons.
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China fears that U.S. space weaponization plans, if acted on, will inevitably lead to an arms race in outer space and risk turning space into a battlefield. Richard Garwin, among others, speculates that “if there are weapons in space, then there will be extensive development and deployment of ASAT, in order to negate those weapons.”42 Chinese Ambassador Hu Xiaodi expressed China’s concerns about an arms competition in space: The country that takes the lead in deploying weapons in space will enjoy an advantage for a period, but it will not be able to monopolize space weapons. Other states, when they find it affordable economically, scientifically and technically, will follow suit at a different pace and scale. This many not generate a space arms race in its strict sense (because other states are not really competing with the leading power), but the space weapon arsenal will inevitably develop and increase both qualitatively and quantitatively. As soon as the weapons are deployed in outer space, the international community will have to change its efforts from preventive ones to the aim of space disarmament. Soon afterwards, as a few other countries (major powers) also have put their weapons in the arena of outer space, there will be an attempt towards space weapon non-proliferation—that is, let the haves continue their privileged position, while prohibiting other have-nots from accessing space weaponry. In other words, an old story will unfold in a new form.43 

 Missile Defense will cause China first strike. 
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Even a limited missile defense system could in principle neutralize China’s twenty single-warhead ICBMs capable of reaching the United States.49 Chinese officials realize this danger. “It is evident,” said Ambassador Sha Zukang, who until recently was the director general of the Department of Arms Control and Disarmament at the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “that the U.S. NMD will seriously undermine the effectiveness of China’s limited nuclear capability from the first day of its [NMD] deployment. This can not but cause grave concerns to China.”50 Many Chinese fear that whether or not U. S. missile defenses are as effective as planned, decision-makers could become incautious in their actions, willing to risk a disarming first strike because they believe they have the capability to intercept any surviving Chinese missiles.51 

Weaponizing Space increases space debris and shifts space focus from civilian enterprise to military use. 

Hui Zhang, Senior Research Associate, Project on Managing the Atom at Belfer Center for Science & International Affairs

John F. Kennedy School of Government. Spring 2006. “Space Weaponization and Space Security: A Chinese Perspective” Vol. 2, Iss. 1, pg 34. < http://www.amacad.org/hui3.pdf>

Weaponizing space would worsen the space debris problem. Under U.S. space plans, a larger number of space weapons could be deployed. A BMD system would include dozens or possibly hundreds of SBL weapons, and hundreds or thousands of SBI and sensor satellites; additional weapons for attacking satellites or Earth targets could be added to the total. Most of these systems would be stationed in LEO. The deployment of these weapons would increase the object population, and the launching and testing of these weapons would increase space debris. Moreover, the deployment of unlimited space-based weapons in the increasingly crowded LEO would limit orbit resource usage for civilian purposes. 

Increasing Space Debris causes a chain reaction, blocking access to space. 
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Many scientists are concerned that once space debris reaches a “critical density” a process of collisional cascading—a chain reaction where collision fragments trigger further collisions—will start. As a result, the density of debris surrounding Earth would be too great to allow the stationing or penetration of any satellites. Some experts estimate that a critical density of space debris would be reached in LEO with only a few-fold increase over current levels.73 Some scientists estimate that the density may already be sufficiently great at 900–1000 km and 1500–1700 km to sustain a cascade of collisions.74 Thus, it is not implausible to suggest that fragmenting several satellites at LEO could lead to a chain reaction, which would result in the elimination of satellites and vehicles in LEO. This includes those used for space exploration, such as the Hubble Space Telescope (at about 600 km), the Space Shuttle, International Space Station, Earth-observing satellites, photo-reconnaissance satellites, and some navigation satellites. As Joel Primack points out, “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.”75

***Misc.***
Lasers Work

SBL would devastate enemy missiles

Missile Threat.com No date given, a project of the Claremont Institute, no date given

“Space-Based Laser (SBL)”  http://www.missilethreat.com/missiledefensesystems/id.13/system_detail.asp
The Space-Based Laser (SBL) is one of the United States’s most daring and sophisticated anti-missile projects. As envisioned, it would consist of a 20-satellite constellation orbiting the globe at altitudes of 1,300 kilometers, each satellite equipped with a high-energy chemical laser that would detect, track, target, and destroy hostile ballistic missiles at the speed of light. SBLs would be capable of destroying enemy missiles of all sizes just after they have been launched, i.e. during the vulnerable boost phase when missiles are large and slow moving. By eliminating large numbers of incoming warheads quickly and efficiently, SBL would significantly reduce the burden on midcourse and terminal phase defenses. If completed, the SBL constellation would be the most important “layer” of the broader Ballistic Missile Defense System. The project began in the early 1980s under the auspices of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, and was transferred to the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization in 1984. In 1999, the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the U.S. Air Force created a joint venture—the Space-Based Laser Integrated Flight Experiment (SBL-IFX)—that included Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and TRW. SBL-IFX initially planned to perform a complete demonstration of SBL’s capabilities by 2012, although MDA recently canceled this test date. Progress on SBL has been challenged by the sheer complexity of the laser mechanism and tracking system, as well as the obstacle of creating a beam strong enough to travel through space and destroy an enemy missile. As currently envisioned, however, each SBL would consist of five main components: a satellite, a tracker, a laser beam, a beam control system, and a beam director. Each SBL would be located on a satellite roughly 20 meters long and weighing about 17,500 kilograms. The acquisition and tracking system, the “eyes” of each SBL, would detect the bright plume of a liquid-fueled missile as it rises above the clouds. The tracker would then lock on to the missile, compute its position and velocity, and predict how far it would have to travel in the amount of time the laser beam takes to cover the distance. Once locked on to the enemy missile, the SBL would then fire its megawatt-class high power beam. Within a three-meter long cylinder, hydrogen and fluorine gas would react and produce HF molecules in an excited state. An optical resonator would extract energy from the HF molecules and produce the actual beam. The beam control system would then aim the laser at the enemy missile, correct any aberrations in the beam itself, and transfer it to the beam director—a large mirror designed to focus the laser on the enemy missile. Once released, the high-powered beam would rush into the vacuum of space at the speed of light, penetrate the earth’s atmosphere, and destroy the missile just above the clouds. The entire process, from detection to elimination, would take seconds. Each SBL would carry enough fuel for about one hundred shots. Technical challenges aside, a fully operational 20-satellite constellation of SBLs would provide the United States with an effective means of eliminating large quantities of enemy missiles. In addition to providing continuous global coverage, SBL would take between one and ten seconds to destroy each missile and as low as 0.5 seconds to lock on to its next target (depending on the range). In other words, SBL would be able to respond instantaneously and comprehensively to missiles launched from anywhere on the globe. It is estimated that a 20-satellite constellation would destroy almost all threats, while a 12-satellite constellation would eliminate 94 percent. An added benefit of SBL is that it would force aggressors to think twice before launching nuclear, chemical, and biological warheads, since the destruction of a ballistic missile in its boost phase would cause payload debris to rain down on its launcher’s own territory. Despite its manifest advantages, the future of SBL remains uncertain. In 2002, MDA suspended research and development in order to concentrate on other components of the Ballistic Missile Defense System. At present, no decision has been made to deploy an operational SBL as part of a nationwide missile shield. Yet the fact remains that SBL’s potential to instantaneously destroy almost all missiles launched against the United States would force terrorists and aggressive nations to abandon their ballistic missile programs—since SBL would render them essentially useless.

SBL Boosts Heg

The Real Agenda No Date Given “Space Based Laser Weapons” fas.org no date given http://real-agenda.com/2010/09/07/space-based-laser-weapons/ 

The potential to intercept and destroy a missile over enemy territory soon after launch, rather than over friendly territory, makes the development of a boost phase intercept (BPI) capability very desirable. In concert with ground based theater missile defense (TMD) systems already under development, the U.S. continues to investigate BPI concepts for BMD systems. The SBL program could develop the technology to provide the U.S. with an advanced BMD system for both theater and national missile defense. BMDO believes that an SBL system has the potential to make other contributions to U.S. security and world security as a whole, such as inducing potential aggressors to abandon ballistic missile programs by rendering them useless. Failing that, BMDO believes that the creation of such a universal defense system would provide the impetus for other nations to expand their security agreements with the United States, bringing them under a U. S. sponsored missile defense umbrella. An SBL platform would achieve missile interception by focusing and maintaining a high powered laser on a target until it achieves catastrophic destruction. Energy for the sustained laser burst is generated by the chemical reaction of the hydrogen fluoride (HF) molecule. The HF molecules are created in an excited state from which the subsequent optical energy is drawn by an optical resonator surrounding the gain generator. Lasers have been studied for their usefulness in air defense since 1973, when the Mid Infrared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL) was first tested against tactical missiles and drone aircraft. Work on such systems continued through the 1980s, with the Airborne Laser Laboratory, which completed the first test laser intercepts above the earth. Initial work on laser based defense systems was overseen by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), but transferred to the newly created Strategic Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) in 1984. Work continues today under the auspices of the BMDO, the successor to the SDIO. The SBL program builds on a broad variety of technologies developed by the SDIO in the 1980s. The work on the Large Optics Demonstration Experiment (LODE), completed in 1987, provided the means to control the beams of large, high powered lasers. The Large Advanced Mirror Program (LAMP) designed and built a 4 meter diameter space designed mirror with the required optical figure and surface quality. In 1991, the Alpha laser (2.8 mm) developed by the SDIO achieved megawatt power at the requisite operating level in a low pressure environment similar to space. Numerous Acquisition, Tracking, and Pointing/ Fire Control (ATP/ FC) experiments both completed and currently underway will provide the SBL platform with stable aimpoints. Successes in the field of ATP include advances in inertial reference, vibration isolation, and rapid retargeting/ precision pointing (R2P2). In 1995 the Space Pointing Integrated Controls Experiment offered near weapons level results during testing. Most recently, the Alpha LAMP Integration (ALI) program has performed integrated high energy ground testing of the laser and beam expander to demonstrate the critical system elements. The next step is an integrated space vehicle ground test with a space demonstration to conclusively prove the feasibility of deploying an operational SBL system. Future plans include orbiting the SBL Readiness Demonstrator (SBLRD) in order to test all of the systems together in their intended working environment. Designs for the SBLRD satellite call for four major subsystems: the ATP system; providing acquisition, tracking, targeting, stabilization, and assessment capabilities; the laser device, providing the optical power, and beam quality, as well as maintains nozzle efficiency; the optics and beam control systems, enhancing and focus the beam, augmenting the capabilities of the laser device; and the space systems, providing a stable platform, storage of the reactants, and furnish electrical power (but do not power the laser). The SBLRD is intended to demonstrate the capability to perform boost phase Theater Missile Defense from space. The objectives of the space demonstration include gaining performance information critical to the development of an operational SBL system, as well as gain a general understanding of operating such a system. BMDO and the Air Force agreed to transfer the execution of the SBLRD project and the related SBL technology developments to the Air Force. BMDO retained overarching SBL architecture responsibilities.

Space weaponization is inevitable where ever humans go

Hays 2002, Lt Col Peter L., Professor of Comparative Military Studies School of Advanced Airpower Studies, “Paths Toward Space Weaponization,” International Studies Association, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/hays.html
The simplest inevitability argument is that warfare and armaments are intrinsically uncontrollable because people are warlike and states ultimately will do whatever they believe to be in their self-interest.[12]  In short, weapons and warfare abhor a vacuum, and will spread wherever humanity goes.[13]  In some cases, adherence to this belief is based upon skepticism about, or even deep visceral revulsion for, negotiated arms control.[14] The premise that states are selfish rational actors in an anarchic world actually predicts little about what their specific policies will be in the absence of additional information or assumptions.  In fact, warfare and states’ preparations for war are often limited by a wide variety of rational considerations, most of which have little to do with formal arms control negotiations.  Deploying space weapons would involve a variety of potential political costs and benefits, both domestic and international, and is far from unreasonable to think that states might shy away from such a course even if it promised to increase their absolute military capabilities, depending on the complete set of incentives and disincentives facing them.  As the space weapons debate itself proves, the norm of space as an unweaponized sanctuary that has evolved during the past forty-five years is far from politically insignificant.

Space Militarization is inevitable—Empirics 

M.V. SMITH, researcher at the School of Advanced Air Power Studies, June 2001 “TEN PROPOSITIONS REGARdING SPACEPOWER”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf

At the turn of the twenty-first century, we do not have experience fighting wars in, from, and through space, in the classic sense. Therefore, many people view military space activities as merely an avenue to support the information needs of terrestrial forces. While this is certainly important, space power is much more than support, as the propositions point out. While the propositions are rooted in space experience to date, it is proper to use analogies to other forms of power to predict, within reason, certain ways space power is likely to evolve. The case in point is the last proposition, that the weaponization of space is inevitable. Support for this proposition comes from the historical evidence that shows that humans have always weaponized the different media. Therefore, it is reasonable to predict that weaponizing space will also occur.

Space Militarization is inevitable—Human nature 

M.V. SMITH, researcher at the School of Advanced Air Power Studies, June 2001 “TEN PROPOSITIONS REGARdING SPACEPOWER”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf
Humanity has attempted to prevent or delay the proliferation of weapons for centuries, but history suggests that mankind is driven to develop new weapons.196 For example, in 1139, at the Second Lateran Council, the Church banned the crossbow for being too lethal.197 However, within a millennium, humans built nuclear weapons and used them in war. Competition is part of the human condition, and war is a natural expression of this condition. If this were not so, states would likely have forgone their military establishments and preparations for war a long time ago. We are not at the end of history—states still vie for power in anarchic international system and will compete in every medium of human endeavor. Former Secretary of the Air Force, Sheila E. Widnall states, “We have a lot of history that tells us that warfare migrates where it can, that nations engaged in a conflict do what they can, wherever they must.”198 Space is already militarized by virtue of the force enhancements derived from current systems on orbit. Going one step further and weaponizing space is only a matter of time. Barry Watts believes weaponizing space may come about in one of two ways. First, there may be a dramatic trigger event, such as the use of nuclear weapons to attack orbital or terrestrial assets, which compels states to place weapons in space. Second, there may be a slippery slope wherein a series of small, seemingly innocuous developments in orbital capabilities over several years that would, in hindsight, be recognized as having crossed the boundary of weaponizing space.199 There is a growing national debate on the issue of weaponizing space, initially sparked by President Reagans Strategic Defense Initiative and now reinvigorated by President George W. Bushs advocacy for a missile defense system. Although President Bush never mentioned placing weapons in space as part of his plan, his critics, such as Senate Majority Leader, the Honorable Thomas A. Daschle, claim this is implicit in his argument because space is the ideal place to station a small number of assets that can provide a global capability.200 Pundits from both sides of the debate have forged the pros and cons of weaponizing space over the years. Frank Klotz describes the debate this way: On one side are those who argue that the United States needs to develop a military capability to protect its satellites from attack and to deny adversaries access to the benefits of satellite products and services. On the other side are those who contend that weapons should never be employed in space. They urge instead that arms control and other cooperative measures are the best means to protect American equities in space, as well as to prevent space from becoming an arena for armed conflict.201 Both sides of the debate have valid concerns. Proponents of weaponization claim the US will enhance its national power by weaponizing space. They are quick to point out that “there is no blanket prohibition in international law on placing or using weapons in space, applying force from space to Earth or conducting military operations in and through space.”202 Hays and Mueller describe this side of the debate like this: If the United States moves expeditiously to take advantage of its existing leadership in space technology and establish an unassailable dominance of orbital space, its position as the preeminent world power will be enhanced and perpetuated; if, on the other hand, it fails to seize the opportunity to establish unassailable superiority in space, its world leadership will be threatened by more visionary rivals…[H]e who controls space will control the world or at least he who doesn’t, wont and, thus the more the United States invests in developing its spacepower, the more powerful and secure it will be.203 Conversely, advocates of preserving space as a peaceful sanctuary believe weaponizing space will reduce the overall power of the United States as an actor on the world stage. They are concerned about triggering security dilemmas that will lead to an arms race in space. According to Hays and Mueller: [Sanctuary realists] oppose space weaponization…because they believe it would reduce rather than enhance US power and security in particular. They argue that the United States, as the leading user of space, has far the most to lose if space systems become increasingly vulnerable to attack and that as the worlds preeminent air and surface power, it has the least to gain from developing such weapons. Sanctuary realists also assert that if the United States takes the lead in developing space weapons, it will be easier for other states to follow suit, thanks to US technological trailblazing. Finally, they tend to be skeptical that the military utility of space weapons, both for power projection and to protect US space assets, will be as great as the weaponization proponents typically claim.204 Undoubtedly, there are numerous concerns over space-based weapons such as monetary costs, a questionable threat, lack of survivability, lack of political will, incompatibility with democratic values, problems with orbital dynamics and laser Regardless of which side of the argument is correct, the historical relationship between man and his weapons provides insight into the probable future of space-based weapons. Robert L. O�Connell suggests that human naturenot technologyis at the root of weapons development.206 Covetous motives required early man to develop new ways to kill an opponent. Today’s modern weapons are more lethal than the sticks and stones of ancient days, but their purpose is still to gain an advantage over an adversary. O’Connell suggests that humans will constantly develop new weapons as long as their imagination discovers and exploits timeless and eternal scientific principles such as quantum mechanics and relativistic physics, which may give them an advantage in war.207 Therefore, the very idea of weaponizing space becomes a driving force to do so, like the idea of splitting and fusing the atom, made doing so inevitable. O’Connell states, “Because so much of this is a function of the physical universe and the laws that govern it, the process is, in a very real sense, beyond our control.”208 Formulating new and creative ideas for weapons may be inevitable, but man always has a choice whether to develop those weapons or not.209 Dr. Colin S. Gray cautions that the feasibility of deploying weapons in space does not mean that such weapons are strategically required—or prudent.210 However, we are also warned that once someone begins development, the “technological imperative becomes nearly absolute, and that “Once the initial conditions are set, however, the logic of technology becomes nearly irresistible, at times sweeping us toward destinations never contemplated or desired.”211 This suggests the choice to weaponize space may be beyond rational decision-making. If this premise is correct, some actor may weaponize space as a poorly thought-out reaction to some unforeseen security dilemma, or may already be on the slippery slope towards weaponizing space as it seeks to protect its space systems the two conditions that Watts believes will likely lead to the weaponization of space. The momentum is not likely to stop over the long run. There is another sort of risk that makes weaponizing space much more likely. Without a world system of checks and balances that can ensure non-proliferation of space-based weapons, spacefaring states have the option of developing space-based weapons in a covert manner. Doing so might prevent an adversary from getting the upper hand. At the same time, secrecy would mitigate the risk of triggering a security dilemma and a subsequent arms race in space. An actor could place weapons on orbit claiming they were something else, or the actor could store the weapons on the ground in a launch-ready configuration. The later option simplifies the problem of maintaining secrecy, plus gives the opportunity to frequently inspect and upgrade the weapons. Unfortunately, this simple logic makes the secret development of weapons for space highly attractive—and much more likely. 

Rivalries and tech advancements make space mil inevitable- China’s ASAT test proves

Wade L. Huntley, Joseph G. Bock and Miranda Weingartner, Senior Lecturer at Naval Postgraduate School Director, Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Research at Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia, Associate Professor at Hiroshima Peace Research Institute, Hiroshima City University; Director, Global Peace and Security Program at Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies, February 2010,  “Planning the Unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026596460900126X

Behind these concerns, however, has been a consistent presumption that the increasing militarization of space and the ever-present potential for space-related combat are an inevitable result of natural historical progression. For example, the US Space Command's widely-circulated 1998 “Vision for 2020” anticipated that space would eventually “evolve into a separate and equal medium of warfare” and outlined requisite US preparations for that inevitability.9 The subsequent and more notorious report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, chaired by soon-to-be US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, viewed the eventual extension of warfare into space a “virtual certainty”, famously warning of an impending “Space Pearl Harbor”, and recommended that the USA “vigorously pursue” full-scale capabilities for space weapons deployment. The Obama administration seems set to take US space policy in different directions, but reflecting convergent concerns. As a candidate, the future president explicitly opposed “the stationing of weapons in space and the development of anti-satellite weapons” but simultaneously recognized the need “to protect [US] assets in space” and supported programs “to make US systems more robust and less vulnerable.”11 Shortly after his inauguration, President Obama reaffirmed this position by declaring his intention to seek a ban on space weapons; but White House policy emphasized barring weapons that could interfere with US satellites, thereby linking the policy directly to securing US space-based capabilities.12 The new directions of the present administration encourage long-standing advocates of more multilateral approaches to space security challenges. However, these directions are ambivalent on the deeper presumption of the inevitability of space-based conflict, if not weaponization. Recent interest among US military strategists in the prerequisites for establishing and maintaining “space deterrence”13 reflect continuity in this vein of thinking.  Notably, many supporters of establishing treaty-based control of future military-related space activities share the judgment that technological advancement is creating genuine security implications rendering existing space regulation increasingly insufficient, and encouraging the expectation that, absent stronger controls, weaponization may indeed be inevitable. Here also, China's ASAT-testing satellite shoot-down has been taken as a demonstration of these conclusions.16 Whereas space nationalists and space globalists differ markedly on prescriptions, the underlying diagnoses of contemporary forces and prospects are more convergent. The “realism” of the appeal among lesser-powered states of treaty-based regime solutions to space weaponization concerns underscores the observation, noted above, that “great” and “lesser” powers share a similar diagnosis of the underlying space security condition: namely, that inevitable technological advancement combined with the anarchic rivalry of states will, in the absence of restraint, lead ineluctably to the weaponization of space. These outlooks vary less on the nature of the political forces driving current circumstances than on the possibility and desirability of containing those forces. Hence, the alternative to weaponization is sometimes presented as the preservation of space as a peaceful “sanctuary”, holding at bay the terrestrial pressures that would otherwise invade the pristine space environment.19 Among other things, such visions can explore how alternative futures in space are intimately linked to terrestrial conditions. As the human presence in space develops into an integral aspect of global life, it will increasingly reflect the prevailing conditions of global life. Anticipation of space weaponization premises continued earthly insecurity and conflict, while ambitions for growing commercial and exploratory development of space presume increasing international integration and collaboration. A future in which space becomes a domain of conflict and arms race competition may be irreconcilable with visions for increasing peaceful human presence embodied in today's growing commercial and exploratory activities. Choices among alternative futures for the human presence in space may depend upon choices among alternative futures for life on Earth as well.

Space militarization by the U.S. is key to prevent an arms race 

Everett C. Dolman, 2006, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html
This reasoning does not dispute the fact that U.S. deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. Clearly this would be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although [End Page 169] there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This would be disconcerting to nations that accept the current international order—including the venerable institutions of trade, finance and law that operate within it—and intolerable to the United States. As leader of the current system, the United States could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside. There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that weaponizing space would in time be less threatening to the international system than the failure to do so. The weaponization of space would decrease the likelihood of an arms race by shifting spending away from conventional weapons systems. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand better ways to spend the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, housing or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. Thus the question should be directed not at particular weapons, but at all weapons. The immediate budget impact of significant funding increases for space weapons would be to decrease funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This may well set the proponents of space weaponization at odds with both proponents and opponents of increased defense spending. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities forgone. This is a mighty task. The tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars needed to develop, test and deploy a minimal space weapons system with the capacity to engage a few targets around the world could displace a half-dozen or more aircraft carrier battle groups, entire aircraft procurement programs such as the F-22, and several heavy armored divisions. This is a tough sell for supporters of a strong military. It is an even more difficult dilemma for those who oppose weapons in general, and space weapons in particular. Ramifications for the most critical current function of the Army, Navy, and Marines—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory—are profound. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the U.S. ability to do all three would wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light [End Page 170] of the no-end-in-sight occupations of Iraq and Afghanistan, space weapons proponents must advocate reduction of these capabilities in favor of a system that will have no direct potential to do so. Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is further eroded. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. But they offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of conventional weapons employed in their stead. What would be more threatening to a state in opposition to American hegemony: a dozen lasers in space with pinpoint accuracy, or (for about the same price) 15 infantry divisions massed on the border? A state employing offensive deterrence through space weapons can punish a transgressor state, but it is in a poor position to challenge that state's sovereignty. A transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives that its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons would inhibit their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states would recognize that the United States could not and would not use space weapons to threaten another country's internal self-determination. The United States still would challenge any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and it would have severely restricted its own capacity to do the latter. Judicious and non-arbitrary use of a weaponized space eventually could be seen as a net positive, an effective global police force that punishes criminal acts but does not threaten to engage in aggressive behavior. Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is unchallenged in space, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race in space. The enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space and to readily engage and destroy terrestrial anti-satellite capacity would make the possibility of large-scale space war or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote. Moreover, if the United States were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the United States use its advantage to police the heavens and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of low-Earth orbit could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. In much the same way the British maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights, the United States could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. There is reasonable historic support for the notion that the most peaceful and prosperous periods in modern history coincide with the appearance of a strong, liberal hegemon. America has been essentially unchallenged in its naval dominance over the last 60 years, and in global air supremacy for the last 15 or more. Today, there is more international commerce on the oceans and in the air than ever. Ships and aircraft of all nations worry more about running into bad weather than about being commandeered by a military vessel or set upon by pirates. Search and rescue is a far more common task than forced embargo, and the transfer of humanitarian aid is a regular mission. Lest one think this era of cooperation is predicated on intentions rather than military stability, recall that the policy of open skies advocated by every president since Eisenhower did not take effect until after the fall of the Soviet Union and the singular rise of American power to the fore of international politics. The legacy of American military domination of the sea and air has been positive, and the same should be expected for space. To be sure, America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable and deadly. At the same time, the United States would forgo some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because the necessary budget tradeoffs would diminish its capacity to do so. Space weapons offer no advantage if the opponent is not dispersed broadly around the globe. Against massed and regionally concentrated forces, conventional weaponry is far more efficient. As such, transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The need to limit collateral damage, the requirement for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and the tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high-value, time-sensitive targets. An opposing state's calculation of survival no longer would depend on interpreting whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space-dominant American military will subside. The United States will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire.

Space militarization is key to military readiness

Everett C. Dolman, 9/14/05, , Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/Backgrounder%20Dolman%20US%20Weapons%20in%20Space.pdf
With such demonstrated utility and reliance, there is no question the US must guarantee space access if it is to be successful in future conflicts. Its military has stepped well over the threshold of a new way of war. It is simply not possible to go back to the violently spasmodic mode of combat typical of pre-space intervention. The United States is now highly discriminating in the projection of violence, parsimonious in the intended breadth of its destruction. For the positive process of transformation to continue, however, space weapons must enter the combat inventory of the United States. 
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