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Neg Strat
This aff is pretty big stick-- the key thing to win in this debate is going to be that weaponization is not inevitable. This will take out most of their claims because if weaponization is inevitable, there's no reason to do the plan. 

eLORAN CP: This is the enhanced Long Range Navigation system that used to be in place as a revision C system. It essentially replaces GPS as necessary without having to put satellites in space, meaning that we aren't vulnerable to a space attack anymore. The net benefit can be the arms race or soft power DA.
PPWT CP: A uniqueness counterplan that proposes to ban space weaponization-- a treaty was proposed by Russia and China to do this, and the CP suggests that we sign and enforce it, making it so that space weaponization is not inevitable. Net benefit of arms race, soft power, or politics.
Arms Race DA: Very good on this aff because there's a lot of legitimate fear around the globe that the US weaponizing space will be threatening to their security. This means that these countries will take countermeasures, and a destabilizing race will ensue. There are country specific modules, as well as different impacts.

Soft Power DA: The US will lose a lot of legitimacy and influence because others fear us for weaponization. 
***eLORAN CP***
eLORAN 1NC (1/3)
CP Text: The United States Federal Government should fully reinstate Long Range Navigation system revision C technology and develop enhanced Long Range Navigation system technology.

eLORAN solves all military and civilian uses for satellites.

ILA 7

International LORAN Association- Authoring Team: Dr Sally Basker General Lighthouse Authorities (GLA) of the UK and Ireland, Commander Joseph Chop US Coast Guard, Colonel J Ron Davis (USAF, Ret.) Booz Allen Hamilton, Captain G Thomas Gunther (USCG, Ret.) Booz Allen Hamilton, Lieutenant Michael Herring US Coast Guard, Mr Francis Hubert DCN Brest, France, Professor David Last GLA Consultant, Dr Sherman Lo Stanford University, Commander John Merrill US Coast Guard, Lieutenant Kirk Montgomery (USCG, Ret.) Symmetricom, Inc, Mr Mitchell J Narins US Federal Aviation Administration, Commander Christopher Nichols US Coast Guard, Dr Gerard Offermans Reelektronika BV, Dr Ben Peterson (Captain, USCG, Ret.) Peterson Integrated Geopositioning, Captain Robert Wenzel (USCG, Ret.) Booz Allen Hamilton, Lieutenant Ronald Wright US Coast Guard 16 October 2007 ‘Enhanced Loran (eLoran) Definition Document’ <http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CDEQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.loran.org%2FILAArchive%2FeLoran%2520Definition%2520Document%2FeLoran%2520Definition%2520Document-1.0.pdf&rct=j&q=eLORAN&ei=Gi4oTuyOJKTm0QH37q2_Cg&usg=AFQjCNFLxpCR66dT6fSaUXJcc0Qoa13Maw&sig2=8isojPb4l6dNuuHGCDJQIg&cad=rja>//DoeS

eLoran services will deliver safety, security and economic benefits to a wide range of stakeholders (e.g. governments, service providers) and users (e.g. aviation, maritime) by: supporting aircraft operations during all phases of flight;  enabling maritime e-Navigation including permanent or temporary virtual AtoNs to be used to mark dangerous waters;  supporting road user charging providing authentication; and maintaining synchronization of wired and wireless telecommunications without the need for expensive external oscillators. The Way Ahead eLoran is an independent, dissimilar complement to GNSS.  As such, it will allow PNT users with demanding safety-critical or mission-critical applications to secure their safety, security and economic benefits even when their satellite services are disrupted. eLoran is capable of meeting the accuracy, availability, integrity, and continuity performance requirements for: • aviation non-precision instrument approaches; • maritime harbor entrance and approach maneuvers; • land-mobile vehicle navigation; • location-based services; and • precise time and frequency users. 

eLORAN CP-- 1NC (2/3)
eLORAN solves the aff without having to send satellites into space.

ILA 7

International LORAN Association- Authoring Team: Dr Sally Basker General Lighthouse Authorities (GLA) of the UK and Ireland, Commander Joseph Chop US Coast Guard, Colonel J Ron Davis (USAF, Ret.) Booz Allen Hamilton, Captain G Thomas Gunther (USCG, Ret.) Booz Allen Hamilton, Lieutenant Michael Herring US Coast Guard, Mr Francis Hubert DCN Brest, France, Professor David Last GLA Consultant, Dr Sherman Lo Stanford University, Commander John Merrill US Coast Guard, Lieutenant Kirk Montgomery (USCG, Ret.) Symmetricom, Inc, Mr Mitchell J Narins US Federal Aviation Administration, Commander Christopher Nichols US Coast Guard, Dr Gerard Offermans Reelektronika BV, Dr Ben Peterson (Captain, USCG, Ret.) Peterson Integrated Geopositioning, Captain Robert Wenzel (USCG, Ret.) Booz Allen Hamilton, Lieutenant Ronald Wright US Coast Guard 16 October 2007 ‘Enhanced Loran (eLoran) Definition Document’ <http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CDEQFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.loran.org%2FILAArchive%2FeLoran%2520Definition%2520Document%2FeLoran%2520Definition%2520Document-1.0.pdf&rct=j&q=eLORAN&ei=Gi4oTuyOJKTm0QH37q2_Cg&usg=AFQjCNFLxpCR66dT6fSaUXJcc0Qoa13Maw&sig2=8isojPb4l6dNuuHGCDJQIg&cad=rja>//DoeS

This Enhanced Loran (eLoran) Definition Document has been published by the International Loran Association to provide a high-level definition of eLoran for policy makers, service providers, and users.  It was developed in November 2006 at the United States Coast Guard Navigation Center by an international team of authors. Enhanced Loran is an internationally-standardized positioning navigation, and timing (PNT) service for use by many modes of transport and in other applications.  It is the latest in the long- standing and proven series of low-frequency, LOng-RAnge Navigation (LORAN) systems, one that takes full advantage of 21st century technology. eLoran meets the accuracy, availability, integrity, and continuity performance requirements for aviation non-precision instrument approaches, maritime harbor entrance and approach maneuvers, land-mobile vehicle navigation, and location-based services, and is a precise source of time and frequency for applications such as telecommunications1. eLoran is an independent, dissimilar, complement to Global Navigation Satellite Systems (GNSS).  It allows GNSS users to retain the safety, security, and economic benefits of GNSS, even when their satellite services are disrupted. The eLoran System eLoran meets a set of worldwide standards and operates wholly independently of GPS, GLONASS, Galileo, or any future GNSS.  Each user’s eLoran receiver will be operable in all regions where an eLoran service is provided.  eLoran receivers shall work automatically, with minimal user input. The core eLoran system comprises modernized control centers, transmitting stations and monitoring sites.  eLoran transmissions are synchronized to an identifiable, publicly-certified, source of Coordinated Universal Time (UTC) by a method wholly independent of GNSS.  This allows the eLoran Service Provider to operate on a time scale that is synchronized with but operates independently of GNSS time scales.  Synchronizing to a common time source will also allow receivers to employ a mixture of eLoran and satellite signals. The principal difference between eLoran and traditional Loran-C is the addition of a data channel on the transmitted signal.  This conveys application-specific corrections, warnings, and signal integrity information to the user’s receiver.  It is this data channel that allows eLoran to meet the very demanding requirements of landing aircraft using non-precision instrument approaches and bringing ships safely into harbor in low-visibility conditions.  eLoran is also capable of providing the exceedingly precise time and frequency references needed by the telecommunications systems that carry voice and internet communications. 

e-LORAN CP-- 1NC (3/3)
eLORAN solves positioning and communication over oceans.
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The world’s shipping industry is experiencing strong growth, which is expected to continue. Ships are getting larger and faster, sea-lanes are becoming more crowded, and crews are increasingly relying on electronic navigation systems to operate in this environment9.  The newly proposed concept of e-Navigation will improve safety, security, and protection of the marine environment as well as potentially reducing costs.  It will provide bridge officers with all the information they need on a single display.  In order to make these critical e-navigation services available, the system will require a supply of position and timing data of exceptionally high accuracy and reliability.  This information will come principally from GNSS.  But GNSS alone cannot be guaranteed to meet the availability and reliability required.  Uniquely, the combination of GNSS and eLoran will do so, with the two systems operating independently of one another, but providing a single combined output data stream.  Thus, eLoran is the key that will enable e-Navigation to deliver its full range of benefits and maintain safety through redundancy10.  The high availability achieved could also lead to a reduction in the number of traditional physical aids to navigation - lights and buoys – with potentially substantial cost savings. The International Maritime Organization (IMO) sets the navigation performance requirements for systems to gain acceptance into the World Wide Radionavigation System (WWRNS).  These apply in harbor entrances, harbor approaches and those coastal waters with a high volume of traffic and/or a significant degree of risk11. 

eLORAN CP—Solvency—Air Power

eLORAN solves airpower.
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Aviation navigation services support aircraft operations in the departure, en-route, and approach and landing phases of flight.  In the US, Loran-C has long been approved by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for use by aircraft with certified receivers for flying en-route and making departures and arrivals, but not for the critical approach and landing phases. The much higher accuracy, availability, integrity, and continuity of eLoran does meet the specifications for each of these phases allowing eLoran to support aircraft operations from gate-to-gate. eLoran meets the requirement for non-precision approaches; this means that although eLoran (which has no means of measuring height) will not provide any vertical guidance, it will provide sufficient horizontal guidance.  Specifically eLoran meets the requirements for Area Navigation (RNAV) non-precision approaches to Lateral Navigation (LNAV) minimums. For non-precision approaches aviation has the following stringent requirements.
eLORAN CP—Solvency—Solves Land Mobile

eLORAN solves land mobile functions.
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eLoran will provide PNT data for a variety of land mobile applications, working alongside GNSS. 

However, it can also provide the e-Loran compass capability to determine the heading of a vehicle even when it is stationary. eLoran, via the data channel, can authenticate its own and GNSS data when it is used for toll collection or vehicle monitoring. It is perhaps on land that eLoran’s greatly enhanced immunity to jamming compared to that of GNSS will prove to be of the greatest value.  eLoran employs high-powered transmitters, so the signals reaching receivers are of much greater strength than those of GNSS and require much more power to jam.  Given that radiating significant power efficiently at the low frequency and long wavelength of Loran requires large antenna structures, it is extremely difficult to produce a signal that could jam an eLoran signal over more than a very small local area.  In contrast, jamming a GNSS signal even over a whole city (for example, to block a road pricing system) is not very technically demanding. A further important benefit of eLoran’s low frequency signals is their ability to penetrate into places where GNSS signals either cannot be received at all, or where they are intermittent or inaccurate.  These include the urban canyons in the centers of major cities.  Loran signals have been shown to penetrate reliably into steel shipping containers, refrigerated vehicles and storage warehouses14.  This ability has led to the development of systems that track items either of high-value or whose safe and timely delivery must be guaranteed.  The tracking of hazardous cargoes also demands the consistent updates and high availability of eLoran-based systems. Unlike aviation and maritime systems, those designed for land tracking applications are generally not required to meet published performance standards. Rather, their performance is normally assessed and optimized for user specific applications. 

eLORAN CP—Solvency—Time Synchronization

eLORAN solves global time synchronization.
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Using GNSS is now the principal method of recovering UTC time world-wide.  GNSS is extensively employed as a time source in the telecommunications and many other industries.  It provides time with an accuracy of 5 – 100 nanoseconds. eLoran is a viable alternative source of time, since its transmissions are precisely synchronized to UTC.  The data channel carries messages that receivers use to identify the timing of each individual eLoran pulse from each station.  Other messages on this channel also correct for small variations caused by propagation delays.  Employing them allows absolute UTC time to be recovered with an accuracy of 50 nanoseconds.  Thus an eLoran timing receiver can serve as a reference clock, a primary source of time, or as an alternative to GNSS; combined GNSS-Loran timing receivers are available commercially. A particular advantage of eLoran over GNSS is the availability of its signals indoors.  This avoids the need to install an outside antenna with a clear view of the sky, something that can be particularly difficult (and even expensive) in downtown city-center locations and high-rise buildings. eLoran is also used as a source of precise frequency; frequency is the rate of change of a clock. eLoran timing receivers have been shown to meet the Stratum 1 (1x10-11) frequency standard, even without differential corrections.  And this can be done with an indoor antenna! 

eLORAN CP—AT: Less Accurate

The old LORAN-C was not accurate but eLORAN is accurate.

Pappalardo 9

Joe Pappalardo, senior editor at Popular Mechanics and a former associate editor at Smithsonian's Air & Space magazine. Recipient of a 2005 distinguished reporting award from Military Reporters and Editors. December 18, 2009 ‘Will Obama Kill Navigation Backup System as GPS Threatens to Fail?’ <http://www.popularmechanics.com/technology/military/satellites/4318471>//Do
eS)
Even as a government watchdog agency warns that GPS navigation satellites could fail, the Obama administration's proposed fiscal 2010 budget has quietly killed the nation's backup navigation system. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a report last week warning, "It is uncertain whether the Air Force will be able to acquire new satellites in time to maintain current GPS service without interruption. If not, some military operations and some civilian users could be adversely affected." The report also notes that the current program is about $870 million over budget and the launch of its first satellite has been delayed to November 2009, almost three years late. This GAO report comes at a bad time for the Obama administration, which cut funding for the nation's only backup to GPS from its 2010 budget. The LORAN system, which stands for Long-Range Aids to Navigation, is a network of terrestrial transmission stations, equipped with antennas as tall as 900 feet and staffed with Coast Guard personnel. The network has been on the verge of obsolescence because GPS has a wider range and can transmit more precise information. That's why Peter Orszag, director of Obama's Office of Management and Budget, in an online posting on the White House's website wrote the "long-range, radio-navigation system has been made obsolete by GPS." But his language describes LORAN-C, an older system that the Department of Homeland Security last year started upgrading with modern electronics and solid-state transmitters. Users of the improved system, called eLORAN, would acquire and track signals from ground stations in much the same way they triangulate signals from multiple satellite feeds. The new hardware would add a data channel that can handle more detailed information. The system won't just wait for GPS to fail: eLORAN stations would continually transmit timekeeping data needed for navigation and warnings about coming disruptions. But without LORAN-C there can be no eLORAN; if the Obama administration cuts funding to the older system, the new system won't exist either. 

eLORAN is more than accurate enough to meet needs.
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eLoran meets a set of worldwide standards and operates wholly independently of GPS, GLONASS, Galileo, or any future GNSS.  Each user’s eLoran receiver will be operable in all regions where an eLoran service is provided.  eLoran receivers shall work automatically, with minimal user input. The core eLoran system comprises modernized control centers, transmitting stations and monitoring sites.  eLoran transmissions are synchronized to an identifiable, publicly-certified, source of Coordinated Universal Time (UTC) by a method wholly independent of GNSS.  This allows the eLoran Service Provider to operate on a time scale that is synchronized with but operates independently of GNSS time scales.  Synchronizing to a common time source will also allow receivers to employ a mixture of eLoran and satellite signals. The principal difference between eLoran and traditional Loran-C is the addition of a data channel on the transmitted signal.  This conveys application-specific corrections, warnings, and signal integrity information to the user’s receiver.  It is this data channel that allows eLoran to meet the very demanding requirements of landing aircraft using non-precision instrument approaches and bringing ships safely into harbor in low-visibility conditions.  eLoran is also capable of providing the exceedingly precise time and frequency references needed by the telecommunications systems that carry voice and internet communications. 
eLORAN CP—AT: Power Outage

eLORAN uses an uninterruptable power supply.
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All eLoran transmitters use modern solid-state transmitter (SSX) and control technology.  They have uninterruptible power supplies (UPS) that ensure that any failure of the incoming power will neither interrupt nor affect the transmitted signal.  The time and frequency control systems of the transmitter are designed for eLoran operation and they apply phase corrections in a continuous manner.  The time reference system uses multiple cesium clocks, or an alternative technology of at least equal quality. eLoran transmissions are synchronized to an identifiable, publicly-certified, source of Coordinated Universal Time (UTC) by a method wholly independent of GNSS.  This allows the eLoran Service Provider to operate on a time scale that is synchronized with but operates independently of GNSS time scales.  Synchronizing to a common time source will also allow receivers to employ a mixture of eLoran and satellite signals. When an eLoran station is detected as being out of tolerance it is immediately taken off the air to ensure that receivers promptly cease to use its signals.  Traditional Loran-C blinking8 is used to show that a station is under test and should not be used. 

GPS Will Fail (1/2)
Enemies can easily jam and spoof GPS.

Hopson 10

D.J Hopson March 4, 2010 ‘Addicted to Satellites? Air Force Searches For Alternatives to GPS’ <http://www.popularmechanics.com/technology/military/satellites/4343983>//DoeS

Last week, the Air Force's Chief of Staff, Gen. Norton Schwartz, gave voice to a chink in the U.S. military's armor, one that many know about but few like to discuss in public: Without satellites, modern militaries lose most of their edge. "It seemed critical to me that the joint force reduce its dependence on GPS (Global Positioning System)," he told attendees at a national security conference in Washington. There are two main reasons why a GPS system might fail: spoofing and jamming. Spoofing can trick the GPS system into showing a false location. This is especially dangerous with bombs, unmanned aircraft and missiles that use GPS for guidance. Enemies on the ground can also jam signals from the satellite, while more technologically-advanced foes can fire kamikaze space vehicles that could disable a satellite at a critical moment. Schwartz assured the audience that Air Force researchers are busy designing backups to GPS. "The Air Force wants a system that will still be up when, or if, the current system is attacked in some way," says Leemon Baird, a senior research scientist at the Academy Center for Cyber Space Research (ACCSR). "If you have multiple systems it is harder to attack them all."

GPS failure means no detection of natural disasters, loss of hard power, banking crash, treaty violations and poverty.

Krepon 8

Michael Krepon is co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs. He has championed confidence-building and nuclear risk-reduction measures between India and Pakistan, several of which have subsequently been implemented.  He has mentored more than  seventy visiting fellows from the region, and has worked on the general outlines of a Kashmir settlement. Krepon is the author or editor of thirteen books, and more than 350 articles. Prior to co-founding Stimson, he worked at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency during the Carter administration, and in the US House of Representatives, assisting Congressman Norm Dicks.  Krepon's current research focus is on nuclear stability and crisis management in South Asia.  His work on space security centers around the promotion of a code of conduct for responsible space-faring nations, which has subsequently been endorsed by the European Union and the Obama administration. October 06, 2008 ‘Space: A Code of Conduct’ <http://www.stimson.org/books-reports/space-a-code-of-conduct/>//DoeS

Satellites are indispensable and vulnerable. Satellites perform essential military functions. They provide early warning of missile launches and offensive military preparations. They provide intelligence to monitor compliance with treaties, or the emergence of new security challenges. They help soldiers communicate and navigate in unfamiliar terrain. Satellites also guide weapons to their targets. They help many countries, rich and poor, to manage and develop their natural resources. Satellites provide early warning of disastrous storms, and help to pin-point relief efforts. They are essential for communication and global commerce. Emergency cell phone calls and pagers depend on satellites. Many essential services, including those provided by the medical and banking professions, would break down if satellites fail. Anti-satellite weapons have been tested recently by China and the United States, and many military technologies can be adapted to harm satellites. The challenge we face is how to best assure that US satellites will remain available to advance US national and economic security.
GPS Will Fail (2/2)
Solar flares mean GPS will fail.

Lochhaas 10

Tom Lochhaas, writer in developing college-level textbooks and ancillaries, working independently for several publishers. Full-time faculty teaching writing courses at UCLA. June 10, 2010 <http://sailing.about.com/b/2010/06/10/will-marine-gps-fail-from-solar-flares.htm>//DoeS
Scientists are saying the sun is entering a period of more intensive solar flare activity that may disrupt GPS satellite signals in the near future. Solar activity is expected to peak in 2011-12 after a decade of low activity. Since GPS consumer devices were in much less widespread use during the last flare-up, no one knows for sure what effects to expect. But solar flares could incapacitate GPS navigation devices for short periods or could produce position errors. This has some obvious serious implications for marine navigation. 
***PPWT CP***
PPWT CP: 1NC 
CP Text: The United States Federal government should ratify and enforce the Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force Against Outer Space Objects. 

Now is key-- point of no return

Jaramillo 09 (Cesar, 12/1/09, "In Defence of the PPWT Treaty: Toward a Space Weapons Ban," Space Security, Winter 2009 Volume 30 Issue 4, http://www.ploughshares.ca/content/defence-ppwt-treaty-toward-space-weapons-ban

Time is of the essence for a weapons ban. General Xu Qiliang, chief of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army Air Force, was recently quoted as saying, “as far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space... this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back” (Daily Telegraph 2009). Beyond the paradox of his nationality—China being one of the primary sponsors of the PPWT—and the degree to which his statement reflects the official stance of the Chinese government, his words are a grim reminder of the risks associated with the weaponization of space. If space weapons are indeed placed in orbit, with the utilization or threat of utilization by any state, the event will likely trigger an arms race, with potentially disastrous results. It is imperative to act now in moving toward a space weapons ban, before the first hostile weapon is launched. If the international community fails to act decisively, there will probably be a ratchet effect, whereby the process of space weaponization will not go backwards once it is set in motion. The PPWT could stand in the way of that dangerous possibility and should be afforded the attention it deserves, so that space can be preserved as a peaceful global commons.

IL: PPWT

PPWT increases transparency, prevent arms race, and increase cooperation

Vasiliev 08 (Victor, political counselor for the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 4/1/08, "THE DRAFT TREATY ON THE PREVENTION OF THE PLACEMENT OF WEAPONS IN OUTER SPACE, THE THREAT OR USE OF FORCE AGAINST OUTER SPACE OBJECTS," 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 difﬁcult 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 

climate of mutual conﬁdence 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.
US Key

The US should ratify the PPWT-treaty is meaningless without the US

Su 10 [Jinyuan, fellow at Cambridge University, 4/8/10, “The ‘peaceful purposes’ principle in outer space and the Russia-China PPWT Proposal”, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026596461000024X] AS

The debate on militarization vis-à-vis non-aggression in interpreting “peaceful purposes” in the context of outer space is already settled, with the latter doctrine having the advantage. However, non-aggression is too loose a concept when facing the issue of space weaponization. The current regime of space law should be amended to prohibit all weapons in space and ASATs on Earth. The PPWT provides a good basis for efforts in this direction. But it is noteworthy that, absent a legally binding treaty, deploying weapons in outer space in situations not amounting to self-defense still constitutes a violation of the general principle of maintaining international peace and security and falls foul of the current cooperative background theme of international law. The PPWT was submitted with a research mandate. It was hoped that it could be channeled into a negotiating format through establishment of a relevant ad hoc committee of the CD.130 This hope is now a step nearer, as on 29 May 2009 the CD adopted a program of work with PAROS as one of the working groups. The program is regarded as a breakthrough in light of the 11-year deadlock in the world's sole disarmament forum. A future treaty would be meaningless if the USA, a space superpower, was not on board. Therefore, the US positions must be incorporated. This makes the future of the PPWT heavily dependent on the interplay between Russia and China on one side and the USA on the other. The challenges ahead should not be underestimated, because the USA has been maintaining its space policy consistently for decades and the technical difficulties are unprecedented. But one should have good reasons to be optimistic, in view of the more multilateral vista promoted by President Obama on global issues. Priority has been given to the issue of outer space, as soon after his presidential inauguration he brought the 2006 US Space Policy under review, which usually only happens in a president's second term. In fact, Obama has said that he “opposes the stationing of weapons in space and the development of anti-satellite weapons” and that the USA “must show leadership by engaging other nations in discussions of how best to stop the slow slide towards a new battlefield”.131 The Joint Statement on the US–China Relationship released by the White House after President Obama's state visit to China also states that “[t]he two sides believed that the two countries have common interests in promoting the peaceful use of outer space and agree to take steps to enhance security in outer space”.132

AT: Others block

PPWT popular-- US is only obstacle

Grego et al 5 (Laura, Lisbeth Gronlund, David Wright, "The Physics of Space Security: a reference manual," 

Perhaps the biggest obstacle to the adoption of the PPWT has been the staunch US opposition—to the draft treaty in particular and to any legal measure designed to restrict its options in space. In 2007, the US Permanent Representative to the CD, Christina Rocca, said, “We continue to believe that there is no arms race in space, and therefore no problem for arms control to solve” (US Mission to the UN in Geneva, 2007). Such opposition by the Bush Administration was hardly surprising, as the US has recently rejected any binding mechanisms that could restrict its ability to operate freely in outer space. Moreover, this reluctance to abide by multilateral legal regimes related to space security has been codified in its National Space Policy (US Office of Science & Technology Policy 2006), which specifically states that: The United States will oppose the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access to or use of space. Proposed arms control agreements or restrictions must not impair the rights of the United States to conduct research, development, testing, and operations or other activities in space for U.S. national interests. It is highly unlikely that the PPWT draft treaty will ever see the light of day as a binding multilateral legal instrument unless the recalcitrant US position is somehow moderated. 
AT: Not Verifiable

SSA can verify

Pindjak 10 (Peter, MPIA in security and intelligence studies, University of Pittsburgh, 7/21/10, “The Ultimate High Ground and Space Arms Control”, http://oilprice.com/Geo-Politics/International/The-Ultimate-High-Ground-and-Space-Arms-Control.html)

Meanwhile, at the 2008 Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, China and Russia introduced an actual space arms control treaty entitled the Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT). The treaty bans placement of any type of weapons in outer space, but it allows for deployment of ground-, sea- and air-based ASAT systems as an inherent right of self-defense embodied in Article 51 of the UN Charter.  At first, this provision may appear bizarre, but in fact, the treaty strives to curtail a prospective arms race in space, while imposing no limits on defensive programs such as ballistic missile defense. In the US, missile defense has become a strong bi-partisan effort that could hardly be restrained by an outside party; however, sacrificing deployment of space-based missile defense elements with destructive power – such as kinetic interceptors and high-power lasers – in exchange for a comprehensive weapons placement ban in outer space might be a reasonable tradeoff. Although the previous administration responded to the PPWT proposal rather unwillingly, the Obama administration’s change of negative vote to abstention for the PAROS resolution signifies a change. Obama has no interest in reviving an arms race. Indeed, arms control and disarmament are high on his agenda. Having just signed the New START Treaty that currently awaits ratification in the Senate, one may expect his genuine effort to engage in the PPWT negotiations at the Conference on Disarmament. But Obama will have to confront political opposition. Missile defense advocates will argue that space is the best domain for pursuing boost phase intercept initiatives, and prompt global strike proponents will assert that orbital weapons will give the US an unmatched military capability greatly enhancing its national security. Some arms control critics have already pointed out that the PPWT would be unverifiable. But one must remember that the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, which bans the “placement” of WMDs in outer space and on celestial bodies, includes no verification mechanism and has been known to work well. It appears that it is rather the intrinsic peer-pressure of signatories not to violate an international treaty of strategic importance that provides for a strong guarantee of compliance. After all, the sophisticated US Space Situational Awareness (SSA) system would certainly be capable of detecting most if not all prospective attacks originating from hostile spacecraft. While the “placement” of weapons in outer space would continue to be unverifiable, a violation of the PPWT would most likely be detected by the US and also by Russia and China as they continue to improve their space surveillance capabilities. President Obama stands at critical juncture of space arms control. Living up to the challenges outlined in his space policy will surely pose a challenge; however, if he manages to overcome domestic political restraints, he could make a true difference by agreeing to the first legal agreement banning placement of any types of weapons in outer space.

AT: China Lies

China committed to peaceful use of space-- not threatening

One may doubt China's sincerity in light of its ASAT test in 2007 but Premier Wen Jiabao, in response to enquiries from the AP at the international press conference following the fifth session of the Tenth National People's Congress on 16 March 2007, said: The test is not directed against and does not threaten any country. Neither does it violate any international treaties. China advocates the peaceful use of outer space and opposes space arms race. I reaffirm that we still maintain this position. And I call on States concerned to sign an international treaty on peaceful use of outer space as soon as possible.90 The message is clear: attaining space dominance is illusive; ASAT tests, like space weapons, are not explicitly prohibited by international treaties; and we need an international treaty safeguarding the peaceful use of outer space. Testing against one's own satellite must be banned, or at least regulated, in light of political and environmental concerns. But a provision should be established to accommodate the legitimate need to bring down one's own satellite, e.g. for the purposes of elimination of threat to other space objects. In similar situations this must be done in observance of, e.g. the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee's (IADC) Debris Mitigation Guidelines, which were endorsed by COPUOS in 2007 and are now regarded as a model for a broader set of “Best Practice Guidelines”.

AT: Other policies solve

Transparency can't replace PPWT-- we stop arms race

Vasiliev 08 (Victor, political counselor for the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 4/1/08, "THE DRAFT TREATY ON THE PREVENTION OF THE PLACEMENT OF WEAPONS IN OUTER SPACE, THE THREAT OR USE OF FORCE AGAINST OUTER SPACE OBJECTS," http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2822.pdf)
Transparency and conﬁdence-building measures (TCBMs) in outer space activities are important for strengthening trust in outer space activities, for enhancing safety in outer space manoeuvres, for decreasing motivation for weaponization of outer space and for obtaining the necessary climate for negotiating a PPWT. Through the relevant UN General Assembly resolutions, Russia has initiated a new round of elaborations on updating recommendations on TCBMs in outer space activities in the United Nations. TCBMs may also become a part of the new treaty. But they cannot be a substitution for a legally binding PPWT, they should not deviate our efforts and attention in the CD away from a PPWT, although reaching a certain agreement on TCBMs could be a relatively easy and consolidating step on the way to a PPWT.We are not proposing a treaty on the prevention of an arms race in outer space (PAROS). But we intend to nip the problem of PAROS in the bud. If we prohibit the placement of weapons in outer space and everyone observes this ban, there will be no an arms race in outer space. There can be no room for an arms race there where even the placement of weapons as such is forbidden. In other words, by addressing the issue of non-weaponization of outer space we are at the same time averting the danger of a possible arms race in outer space. However, this prohibition alone is not enough. The functioning of outer space objects can be disrupted without using spacebased weapons, but with weapons based elsewhere or by other actions not related to the use of weapons. In order to protect outer space objects from such a threat and to prevent any other force-related actions in outer space, we propose to supplement the non-weaponization obligation by another one—that of non-use of force or threat of force against outer space objects. Thus, in our view, a PPWT will be a solution to the problem of PAROS.

***Security K Links***
Criticism solves the unilateralist actions of the plan

Douglas J. Feith & Seth Cropsey —Douglas J. Feith and Seth Cropsey are senior fellows at the Hudson Institute. Feith served as under-secretary of defense for policy from 2001 to 2005 and is the author of War and Decision: Inside the Pentagon at the Dawn of the War on Terrorism (Harper). Cropsey served as a naval officer from 1985 to 2004 and as deputy undersecretary of the Navy in the administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush.July 2011 “The Obama Doctrine Defined” http://www.commentarymagazine.com/article/the-obama-doctrine-defined/
One such thinker, Samantha Power, is now a special assistant to President Obama. In a 2003 article for the New Republic, Power argued that since “international institutions certainly could not restrain American will,” American unilateralism was the force giving rise to the anti-Americanism commonplace in intellectual circles abroad. “The U.S,” she wrote, “came to be seen less as it sees itself (the cop protecting the world from rogue nations) than as the very runaway state international law needs to contain.” But hers were not criticisms only of the Bush administration. The actions she regretted occurred during the Clinton administration as well and included the refusal to pay United Nations dues and being opposed to the International Criminal Court treaty, the Kyoto Protocol on the environment, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, the land mines ban, the Comprehensive [Nuclear] Test Ban Treaty, “and other international treaties.” Power wrote that America’s record in world affairs had been so harmful to the freedoms of people around the world that the United States could remedy the problem only through profound self-criticism and the wholesale adoption of new policies.
***Arms Race DA***
1NC: Arms Race DA (1/2)
China is not weaponizing space now

Shixiu 7 [Bao, senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China, visiting scholar at the Virginia Military Institute, “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space,” China Security, Winter, 2007, p2-11, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf]

Despite the need for an effective deterrent to meet security challenges that China may confront in space, it will not initiate a space weapons race with the United States or any other country. First, China does not have the ambition to enter a space weapons race. During the Cold War period, faced with a threat of nuclear war, China did not join in the nuclear weapons race between the United States and the Soviet Union. Today, China’s space program is pointed in the direction of peaceful development. The new political and diplomatic doctrines – a harmonious society and world – also curb China’s entrance to a space weapons race.14 Second, China does not have the ability to enter a space weapons race. Although China has ambitious plans in space, the technical gap, especially in the military area vis-à-vis the United States, is difficult if not impossible to fill. China will not and cannot expend significant budgetary resources pursuing space weapons, but will instead focus on civilian and commercial space assets.15 So, if China owns space weapons, their number and quality will be limited in their capacity to act as an effective defense mechanism and will not be a threat to other countries. China has every interest to avoid triggering a confrontation in outer space and it will never be a deliberate choice for China. Equally important, however, is that China will not shrink from defending its core national interests.

Space weapons lead to global arms race

Hitchens 02 (Theresa Hitchens, Vice President of the Center for Defense Information, 2002. “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette?” http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm)

The United States already enjoys an overwhelming advantage in military use of space; space assets such as the Global Positioning System satellite network have proven invaluable in improving precision-targeting giving the U.S. military a decisive battlefield edge. There would be even a more formidable military advantage to possession of weapons in space — global power projection and the enormous difficulty in defending against space weapons aimed at terrestrial targets. "It is ... possible to project power through and from space in response to events anywhere in the world. Having this capability would give the United States a much stronger deterrent and, in a conflict, an extraordinary military advantage," notes the Space Commission report. Space weapons — even those primarily designed for defense of U.S. satellites — would have inherent offensive and first-strike capabilities, however, (whether aimed at space-based or earth-based targets) and would demand a military and political response from U.S. competitors. "To be sure, not deploying weapons in space is no guarantee that potentially hostile nations (such as China) will not develop and deploy ASATs. However, it is virtually certain that deploying U.S. weapons in space will lead to the development and deployment of ASATs to counter such weapons," notes a new policy brief by the Cato Institute.27 China and Russia long have been worried about possible U.S. breakout on space-based weaponry. Officials from both countries have expressed concern that the U.S. missile defense program is aimed not at what Moscow and Beijing see as a non-credible threat from rogue-nation ballistic missiles, but rather at launching a long-term U.S. effort to dominate space. Both Russia and China also are key proponents of negotiations at the UN Conference on Disarmament to expand the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to ban all types of weapons. The effort to start talks known as PAROS, for "prevention of an arms race in outer space," has been stalled due in large part to the objection of the United States. For example, in November 2000, the United States was one of three countries (the others were Israel and Micronesia) to refuse to vote for a UN resolution citing the need for steps to prevent the arming of space.28 It is inconceivable that either Russia or China would allow the United States to become the sole nation with space-based weapons. "Once a nation embarks down the road to gain a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural tendency of others is to close that gap. An arms race tends to develop an inertia of its own," writes Air Force Lt. Col. Bruce M. DeBlois, in a 1998 article in Airpower Journal.29 Chinese moves to put weapons in space would trigger regional rival India to consider the same, in turn, spurring Pakistan to strive for parity with India. Even U.S. allies in Europe might feel pressure to "keep up with the Joneses." It is quite easy to imagine the course of a new arms race in space that would be nearly as destabilizing as the atomic weapons race proved to be.
1NC: Arms Race DA (2/2)
Space weapons cause first striking and nuclear war
Krepon 04 (Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, 2004. Arms Control Association, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon#krepon)

To prevent adversaries from shooting back, the United States would need to know exactly where all threatening space objects are located, to neutralize them without producing debris that can damage U.S. or allied space objects, and to target and defeat all ground-based military activities that could join the fight in space. In other words, successful space warfare mandates pre-emptive strikes and a preventive war in space as well as on the ground. War plans and execution often go awry here on Earth. It takes enormous hubris to believe that space warfare would be any different. If ASAT and space-based, ground-attack weapons are flight-tested and deployed, space warriors will have succeeded in the dubious achievement of replicating the hair-trigger nuclear postures that plagued humankind during the Cold War. Armageddon nuclear postures continue to this day, with thousands of U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons ready to be launched in minutes to incinerate opposing forces, command and control nodes, and other targets, some of which happen to be located within large metropolitan areas. If the heavens were weaponized, these nuclear postures would be reinforced and elevated into space. U.S. space warriors now have a doctrine and plans for counterspace operations, but they do not have a credible plan to stop inadvertent or uncontrolled escalation once the shooting starts. Like U.S. war-fighting scenarios, there is a huge chasm between plans and consequences, in which requirements for escalation dominance make uncontrolled escalation far more likely. A pre-emptive strike in space on a nation that possesses nuclear weapons would invite the gravest possible consequences. Attacks on satellites that provide early warning and other critical military support functions would most likely be viewed either as a surrogate or as a prelude to attacks on nuclear forces.
China Module
Space weaponization is controlled by the United States – we choose whether or not it becomes inevitable

Park ‘6 Andrew T. Park: J.D. Candidate 2006, University of Houston Law Center. This comment received the 2005 Strasburger & Price, L.L.P. Award for Outstanding Comment in International Law. 2006. “Incremental Steps for Achieving Space Security: The Need for a New Way of Thinking to Enhance the Legal Regime for Space” <http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf>
The simplest argument for space weaponization (inevitability) may also be the most reckless because of its selffulfilling nature. Proponents of the inevitability of space weaponization have proffered multiple theories as to why the realm of space will eventually become weaponized. 86 According to the logic of these inevitability proponents, the United States should lead the way rather than be left in the dust as military technology continues to rapidly develop. 87 However, while the inevitability argument may have some merit, its true danger lies in its unverifiable nature until weaponization actually occurs. Moreover, it is important to note that this premise is driven not only by American insecurities, but also by the need for the United States to control its own future. Since the ideological divide between “space doves” and those who believe space weaponization is inevitable is not likely to be bridged soon, the international community must recognize the need for a legal regime for space with teeth—or, put another way, a legal regime that goes beyond simply establishing a set of norms that have little to no consequences. 1. The Self-Fulfilling Prophecy of the “Need” for SpaceBased Military Defense 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 United States must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space. This will require superior space capabilities. In 2000, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld chaired the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization. The Commission warned of a “space Pearl Harbor” if the United States did not move to defend its space assets. The statement above from the Rumsfeld Commission summarized the sentiment of many hawks in the United States about the need to achieve space dominance in order to achieve the best possible space security. Accordingly, this view of space by weapons proponents not only justifies military support missions, but also lends support to the justifiable application of military force through the use of weapons stationed in space. The fallacy of the inevitability argument is that, in the short run at least, the United States is the only country that possesses the resources and capabilities necessary to deploy space weapons. This has never been the case in American history. As one historian notes, from the “development of ironclad warships in the 1860s, Dreadnought battleships after 1900, or atomic weapons in the 1940s,” different nations were simultaneously developing the same technology. This left a choice to the different governments to either take the lead in the arms race or get passed by. In the space weapons debate, in contrast, “the United States can unilaterally [for the time being] choose whether space will be weaponized.” Consequently, the United States controls the inevitability of space weaponization. This conviction is dangerously close to evolving into a self-fulfilling prophecy that simply cannot be refuted. 
Space weapons can’t solve, and just provoke attack

Zhang ‘5 Hui Zhang is a research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. December 2005. “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”.
The United States clearly has legitimate concerns about its space assets, given that U.S. military operations and the U.S. economy are increasingly dependent on them. Satellites are inherently vulnerable to attacks from many different sources, including ground-based missiles, lasers, and radiation from a high-altitude nuclear explosion. However, it does not mean that the United States currently faces credible threats from states that might exploit those vulnerabilities.[8] Most analysts believe no country seriously threatens U.S. space assets.[9] Only the United States and, in the Cold War era, the Soviet Union have explored, tested, and developed space weapons; Russia placed a moratorium on its program in the 1980s. To be sure, a number of countries, including China, are capable of attacking U.S. satellites with nuclear weapons, but such an attack would be foolhardy, as it would almost certainly be met by a deadly U.S. response. Moreover, as many experts point out, space-based weapons cannot protect satellites because these weapons are nearly as vulnerable to attack as the satellites themselves.[10] No wonder that many countries, including China and Russia, have sought multilateral negotiations on the prevention of space weaponization.

China Module– Link Ext. (1/7)
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 

Space weapons guarantee an arms race

Lowery ‘7 Scott Lowry, May 2007 (no date given, May 2007 is the most recent published citation given) “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued” <http://www.colorado.edu/ArtsSciences/PWR/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf>
It is clear that the weaponization of space is not inevitable. However, does the concern of foreign weaponization justify the pursuit of space weapons anyway? The answer is an emphatic no. Although doing so would seem to increase the asymmetric space advantage the US has, it would actually have a destabilizing effect and result in a decreased advantage. The idea of space weapons brings to mind visions of military omnipotence, with the US able to easily strike down any adversary without fear of retaliation. Such an ability would deter many conflicts. A similar rationale developed in the 1940s with the creation of the atom bomb. It too seemed to provide infinite power that would cause the rest of the world to kneel before the US or suffer unimaginable retaliation. This idea worked once, ending World War II. Once the atom bomb became public, it sparked a massive arms race as other nations developed nuclear power. The stockpiling of nuclear arms led to the Cold War, an era defined by a world on the brink of destruction and rapidly shifting political climates. It is not a large leap in logic to conclude that since space weapons offer advantages of similar magnitude to nuclear weapons, their development will cause a similar situation. Other nations will not stand idle as the US weaponizes space—they will follow suit. In the end, space will become a volatile political liability and the medium for a new Cold War–style weapons spiral.
China Module– Link Ext. (2/7)
China is peaceful now, but US missile defense systems cause a US-Sino space race
Zhang ‘5 Hui Zhang is a research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. December 2005. “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”.
Chinese officials have expressed a growing concern that U.S. space and missile defense plans will stimulate a costly and destabilizing arms race. In particular, the prevailing view in Beijing is that the United States seeks to neutralize China’s strategic nuclear deterrent, freeing itself to intervene in China’s affairs and undermining Beijing’s efforts to prod Taiwan to reunify. If U.S. plans are left unchecked, therefore, Beijing may feel compelled to respond by introducing its own space weapons. Beijing, however, would prefer to avoid this outcome. Chinese officials argue that weaponizing space is in no state’s interest, while continued peaceful exploitation redounds to the benefit of all states. Rather than battling over space, China wants countries to craft an international ban on space weaponization. U.S. Moves Toward Space Weaponization China ’s concerns are prompted by evidence that U.S. moves toward space weaponization are gaining momentum. In January 2001, a congressionally mandated space commission headed by Donald Rumsfeld, who is now secretary of defense, recommended that “the U.S. government should vigorously pursue the capabilities called for in the National Space Policy to ensure that the president will have the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats to, and, if necessary, defend against attacks on U.S. interests.”[1] Moreover, the U.S. withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002 has given the United States a free hand to move forward with missile defenses, and space-based missile defenses are envisioned as part of the U.S. mix. In the clearest official sign yet of support for space weaponization, last year the U.S. Air Force publicized its vision of how “counterspace operations” could help achieve and maintain “space superiority,” the “freedom to attack as well as the freedom from attack” in space.[2] Already the United States is pursuing a number of military systems[3] that could be used to attack targets in space from Earth or targets on Earth from space. To China, current U.S. deployment of a Ground-Based Midcourse Missile Defense system represents an intentional first step toward space weaponization.[4] China experts argue that the interceptors of the system based in Alaska and California could be used to attack satellites.[5] After all, such systems could be easily adapted to target satellites, which are more fragile and more predictable than ballistic missile warheads. If the United States is determined to ensure “space dominance,” it would first want to use such weapons to negate an adversary’s satellites. Beijing is even more concerned about U.S. plans for a robust, layered missile defense system. Such a system would provide the capability to engage ballistic missiles in all phases of flight: soon after they are launched, at the height of their trajectory, and as they descend. These are known as the boost, midcourse, and terminal phases, respectively. In particular, China is concerned about interceptors and other defenses that the United States would like to position in space.
Missile defense causes Chinese proliferation

Zhang ‘5 Hui Zhang is a research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. December 2005. “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”.
One of China’s simplest options would be to build more ICBMs. Until now, although China has the smallest declared nuclear arsenal of the five nuclear-weapon states, its modernization efforts have been aimed more at quality than quantity. The current effort focuses mainly on enhancing the survivability of its strategic nuclear force through greater mobility. By contrast, the size of the force has grown quite modestly. Absent U.S. missile defense plans, China might be expected to build no more than 50 ICBMs by 2015. China’s plans could change significantly were the United States to deploy a more comprehensive or more operationally successful missile defense. To maintain a credible minimum retaliatory capability, the size and quality of China’s nuclear arsenal would have to shift. Predicting an exact response is difficult without knowing the specifications of a U.S. missile defense system, including the numbers of interceptors and the firing doctrine. However, one could project the potential changes in size of China’s nuclear arsenal based on a few simple assumptions. For example, China might need about 100-300 ICBMs to defeat the current U.S. system if that system employed 100-250 interceptors. Clearly, China would need even more warheads to penetrate a layered ballistic missile defense system.
China Module– Link Ext. (3/7)
Space weapons aggress against China – signal possible US first use
Zhang ‘5 Hui Zhang is a research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. December 2005. “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”.
Many Chinese officials assume that China is the real target for U.S. missile defense and space planning. From Beijing’s perspective, it is inconceivable that Washington would expend such massive resources on a system that would be purely defensive and aimed only at “rogue” states. As seen by Chinese leaders, China’s own small strategic nuclear arsenal appears to be a much more plausible target for U.S. missile defenses.[11] Chinese experts are concerned that even a limited missile defense system could neutralize China’s fewer than two dozen single-warhead ICBMs that are capable of reaching the United States. “It is evident that the U.S. [national missile defense] will seriously undermine the effectiveness of China’s limited nuclear capability from the first day of its deployment,” said Ambassador Sha Zukang, the former director-general of the Department of Arms Control and Disarmament at the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. “This cannot but cause grave concerns to China,” he said.[12] Some Chinese fear that, whether or not the U.S. missile defenses are as effective as planned, U.S. decision-makers could act rashly and risk a disarming first strike once the system is operational. Beijing is particularly concerned about the refusal of the United States, unlike China, to declare a no-first-use nuclear policy. The Bush administration’s 2001 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) feeds these anxieties. The NPR specifically mentions the possibility of using nuclear weapons during a conflict in the Taiwan Strait and the possible use of tactical nuclear weapons. The Pentagon’s draft Doctrine on Joint Nuclear Operations would maintain an aggressive nuclear posture including the possible use of nuclear weapons to pre-empt an adversary’s attack with weapons of mass destruction and increasing the role of such weapons in regional (theater) nuclear operations.[13] Thus, some experts fret that the U.S. policy of possible first use of nuclear weapons, in combination with its missiles defenses and a lowered nuclear threshold, could encourage Washington to resort to the threat or use of nuclear weapons against China over Taiwan. U.S. plans for global force projection would pose another threat to China. Some proposed space weapons such as common aero vehicles would be used to target hard and deeply buried as well as mobile targets. Such weapons would pose a major threat to the nuclear arsenal of mobile ICBMs that China is in the process of developing. Consequently, China worries that the combination of future U.S. space weapons and its missile defense system could subject China to political or strategic blackmail. Such systems would give the United States much more freedom to intervene in China’s affairs, including undermining China’s efforts at reunification with Taiwan. This concern is enhanced by U.S. moves in recent years to boost cooperation in research and development of advanced theater missile defense with Japan and potentially with Taiwan. 
Space weapons harm existing arms control – makes arms races and prolif inevitable
Zhang ‘5 Hui Zhang is a research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. December 2005. “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”.
One major Chinese concern about U.S. space weaponization plans, as addressed frequently in statements at the UN Conference on Disarmament (CD), is that the deployment of space weapons “will disrupt strategic balance and stability, undermine international and national security and do harm to the existing arms control instruments, in particular those related to nuclear weapons and missiles, thus triggering new arms races.”[14] Because space weapons are at once threatening and vulnerable, it is reasonable to assume that other countries would attempt to block such a move by political and, if necessary, military means. One possible response, for example, would be the development of anti-satellite weapons to target space-based weapon systems. It is widely believed that space weapons and sensor satellites would themselves become prime high-value targets and the most vulnerable elements for defense suppression attacks.[15] It is reasonable to believe that other countries could resort to a number of low-cost and relatively low-technology anti-satellite devices to counter those critical and vulnerable U.S. space-based weapons. Eventually, China fears that the U.S. space weaponization plan would lead to an arms race in outer space and turn outer space into a battlefield. Moreover, space weaponization would seriously disrupt the arms control and disarmament process. The initiation of U.S. space-based missile defenses would likely cause Russia as well as the United States (in response to Russia) to make smaller reductions in their nuclear arsenals. China would likely be forced to build more warheads to maintain its nuclear deterrent, which could in turn encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit. Also, Russia has threatened to respond to any country’s deployment of space weapons. Failure to proceed with the nuclear disarmament process would also further undermine the already fragile nuclear nonproliferation regime. As Ambassador Hu Xiaodi warned in 2001, “With lethal weapons flying overhead in orbit and disrupting global strategic stability, why should people eliminate [weapons of mass destruction] or missiles on the ground? This cannot but do harm to global peace, security and stability, hence be detrimental to the fundamental interests of all states.”
China Module– Link Ext. (4/7)
Space BMD drastically increase the risk of miscalc and accidental launch
Lewis 04 (Jeffrey Lewis, in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Study Program- Worked In the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Center for Defense Information, "What if Space Were Weaponized," July 2004 pg online @ www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf)
While China currently maintains its forces on a “no alert” status, Beijing has indicated considerable concern about how a U.S. spacebased missile defense system might undercut its nuclear deterrent. The Chinese ambassador to the Conference on Disarmament warned that the deployment of space weapons would “jeopardize the global strategic balance and stability” and “trigger off … another round of arms race.” 38 China currently does not appear to keep nuclear warheads mated to its ballistic missiles, nor aboard its single ballistic missile submarine (which stays in port). All Chinese nuclear weapons appear to be under lock and key in storage facilities that are physically separate from their launch pads. The deployment of space weapons could create strong incentives to reverse this restraint, and increase the alert rates of Chinese forces. 39 Raising the alert rates of Russian and Chinese nuclear forces would undermine U.S. security on a day-to-day basis, because forces on alert are inherently more vulnerable to the inherent risks of accident or unauthorized use. Accidents happen, including accidents with U.S. nuclear weapons. In some cases, the warheads were lost – the United States lost at least two nuclear weapons during aircraft crashes in 1958 off the coast of Savannah, Georgia, and in 1966 off the coast of Spain. 40 In other cases, warheads have been recovered: In 1996, an Energy Department tractor trailer overturned in a Nebraska blizzard carrying “classiﬁed cargo” – later conﬁrmed to be several nuclear warheads. Fortunately, the weapons were recovered undamaged after several hours. 41 These kinds of accidents are more likely to happen when forces are kept on alert and moved around. There is also the risk that nuclear warheads might be stolen by terrorists or sold by military units. Although Russian soldiers are now paid regularly, obviating concerns that they might sell nuclear weapons on the black market, both Russia and China have indigenous terrorist groups with ties to al Qaeda. These groups would have strong incentives to attempt to steal one or more nuclear weapons – and mobile missiles patrolling in remote areas, for example, might be an inviting target. Forces on high rates of alert are also vulnerable to the nightmare scenario of an unauthorized launch by a ﬁeld commander. Although the United States has instituted extensive human reliability programs to ensure that U.S. military personnel are psychologically stable, there is little evidence of comparable programs in Russia or China. Even in a perfect program, mistakes are made. As one U.S. ofﬁcer recalled: “I used to worry about Gen. [Thomas] Power. I used to worry that Gen. Power was not stable. I used to worry about the fact that he had control over so many weapons and weapon systems and could, under certain conditions, launch the force. Back in the days before we had real positive control, [Stratgeic Air Command] had the power to do a lot of things, and it was in his hands, and he knew it.” 42 These problems are a feature of what some call the “always/never” dilemma: “nuclear weapons must always detonate when those authorized direct and never detonate when those authorized do not.” These are cross purposes – ﬁnding the right balance between the two requires making intelligent judgments about which risks one chooses to run. Given the enormous destructive power of nuclear weapons and important economic and political interests that the United States shares with both Russia and China, all sides should be more interested in the “never” part of the equation. Yet space weapons, by threatening the nuclear forces of both countries, could well create incentives for Russia and China to do the opposite.
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China’s weapons are off alert now, but will build up if the US deploys BMD

Li Bin 11, a professor in Tsinghua University’s Department of International Relations. He directs the Arms Control Program in the department. March 2011, “China’s Potential to Contribute to Multilateral Nuclear Disarmament” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2011_03/LiBin

China chooses to keep a small, off-alert nuclear force because it believes that this best serves its security interests. The reluctance to get involved in multilateral nuclear disarmament comes mainly from its inexperience in disarmament diplomacy rather than deliberate calculation. China has a unique nuclear philosophy, and the benefits of the philosophy are not yet recognized and appreciated in a discourse in which the West has been dominant. China fully understands the roles of the nuclear taboo against the use of nuclear weapons and does not consider nuclear weapons to have a military use. (The next section will discuss China’s nuclear philosophy in more detail.) The differing nuclear philosophies obstruct communication between Chinese security experts and their counterparts in other nuclear-weapon states. An additional difficulty is that the United States is developing missile defense systems that may undermine China’s nuclear retaliatory capability. It is difficult for China to figure out how many nuclear weapons it may need when it faces growing missile defense capabilities in the world. An easy response for China is to leave the option of buildup open if there is not a serious dialogue between China and the United States on missile defense.
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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 seen by China as the first step toward Space Weaponization

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>

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. 

Chinese perception of vulnerability causes militarization
Carroll 03 (James, journalist, “Bush’s Battle to Dominate Space” The Boston Globe, October 28 2003, http://www.commondreams.org/scriptfiles/views03/1028-03.htm )
If the Chinese were alarmed in 1998 by such "full-spectrum dominance," as US planners call it, imagine how much more threatened they feel now that Pentagon fantasies of preemption and permanent global supremacy have become official Bush policies. For decades, "deterrence" and "balance" were the main notes of Pentagon planning, but now "prevention" and "dominance" define the US posture. Such assertions can be made in Washington with only good intentions, but they fall on foreign ears as expressions of aggression. When it comes to space, the Chinese have good reason for thinking of themselves as the main object of such planning, which is why they are desperate for a set of rules governing military uses of space. (At the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, a study of such rules is underway codirected by Steinbruner and the academy's Martin Malin). Two weeks ago China put a man in space, a signal of China's arrival -- and of the arrival of this grave question. Beijing has invested heavily in commercial development of space and will become a significant economic competitor in that sphere. But such peaceful competition presumes a framework of stability, and it is inconceivable that China can pursue a mainly nonmilitary space program while feeling vulnerable to American military dominance. China has constructed a minimal deterrent force with a few dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs, but US "global engagement" based on a missile defense, will quickly undercut the deterrence value of such a force. The Chinese nuclear arsenal will have to be hugely expanded. 
China builds ASATS in response to US Space Weapons
Hagt 07 (Eric Hagt, director of the China Program at the World Security Institute, in Washington, D.C. and Beijing. His research interests include Sino-U.S. relations in the field of space, energy and a range of non-traditional security issues. 2007, “China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response,” http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_3.pdf)
As U.S. military space developments have evolved, China’s observations and subsequent conclusions have engendered a fundamental response: we cannot accept this state of affairs. For reasons of defense of national sovereignty as well as China’s broader interests in space – civilian, commercial and military – America’s pursuit of space control and dominance and its pursuit to develop ASATs and space weapons pose an intolerable risk to China’s national security.9 China’s own ASAT test embodied this message. Attempting to redress what China perceives as a critically imbalanced strategic environment that increasingly endangers its interests, China demonstrated a deterrent to defend against that threat. Its willingness to risk international opprobrium through such a test conveys China’s grim resolve to send that message.

North Korea Module (1/2)
BMD causes nuclear arms race

AP News 11 July 27, 2011 “North Korea predicts new nuclear arms race” http://www.khnr.com/article.aspx?id=1bd9af6d-5977-496d-90fe-6f6225cdf864&catid=0
North Korea's U.N. ambassador said Wednesday that U.S. modernization of its nuclear weapons and expansion of its missile defense systems will eventually spark a new nuclear arms race. Sin Son Ho told a General Assembly meeting on revitalizing the Conference on Disarmament, which North Korea chairs this month, that if "the largest nuclear weapon state" _ a reference to the United States _ wants to stop the spread of nuclear weapons "it should show its good example by negotiating the Treaty of Abolishing Nuclear Weapons." "The total and complete elimination of nuclear weapons remains the consistent policy of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea," he said, using his country's official name. But Sin said modernization projects including making small nuclear weapons that can be used like conventional weapons and expanding missile defense systems show that the U.S. "has lost its legal or moral justifications to talk of proliferation issues." His remarks came on the eve of talks between U.S. Ambassador Stephen Bosworth and North Korean Vice Foreign Minister Kim Kye Gwan in New York on Thursday and Friday on the possibility of reviving disarmament talks after more than a year of animosity and high tension between the rival Koreas. The discussions aim to build on last week's talks between nuclear negotiators from North and South Korea in Indonesia, the first such meeting since disarmament talks collapsed in 2008. State Department spokesman Mark Toner said earlier that the U.S. wants to determine if North Korea is ready "to fulfill its commitments" under a 2005 agreement requiring Pyongyang to abandon all nuclear weapons programs and allow a return of international inspections. Sin challenged the missile defense systems "being pushed under the pretext of responding to so-called ballistic missile developments by what they call `rogue states'." The nature and scope of these systems demonstrate that the real target is "none other than the gaining of absolute nuclear superiority and global hegemony over the other nuclear power rivals," he said. "In the current changing world, one can easily understand that this dangerous move will eventually spark a new nuclear arms race," Sin said. The 65-nation Conference on Disarmament, the world's only multilateral forum for nuclear arms diplomacy, hasn't produced anything substantial since the 1996 nuclear test-ban treaty, a pact now on hold because key nations, including the U.S., have not ratified it. Last September, Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon hosted a high-level meeting at the U.N. to try to revitalize the conference, but the deep divisions that have stalled action were still evident _ and they were evident at Wednesday's follow-up meeting as well. The Conference on Disarmament works on the basis of consensus, which means one country can hold up action. The U.S. and others warned last September that either the Conference on Disarmament gets moving on a long-proposed treaty to ban production of atomic bomb material, or they would start negotiations outside the conference. The warning was aimed at Pakistan, the latest nation to block negotiation of a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty. That warning was repeated Wednesday by Rose Gottemoeller, U.S. assistant secretary of state for arms control verification and compliance who said that at a time of significant progress on nuclear nonproliferation, including a new U.S.-Russia START treaty to reduce their nuclear weapon stockpiles, it was "disappointing" that a single state was preventing negotiations on the fissile cutoff treaty. The United States would prefer to negotiate the treaty in the Conference on Disarmament, Gottemoeller said, but "because of this continuing stalemate ... we have launched consultations to move this issue forward" and promote negotiations elsewhere. Pakistan's acting ambassador Raza Bashir Tarar said his country would not join any negotiation outside the Council on Disarmament or accept its result. He accused the nuclear powers of pushing for a fissile cutoff treaty only after accumulating huge stockpiles of nuclear weapons and uranium and plutonium to make them. "No country can be expected to compromise on its fundamental security interests for an instrument that is `cost free' for all other concerned countries," he said. The U.S. Mission to the United Nations did not immediately respond to a request for comment on Sin's comments about the U.S. sparking a new nuclear arms race.
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Proliferation escalates to nuclear war
STRATFOR 10 [5/26/10, “North Korea, South Korea: The Military Balance on the Peninsula,” http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20100526_north_korea_south_korea_military_balance_peninsula]

Managing Escalation But no one, of course, is interested in another war on the Korean Peninsula. Both sides will posture, but at the end of the day, neither benefits from a major outbreak of hostilities. And despite the specter of North Korean troops streaming under the DMZ through tunnels and wreaking havoc behind the lines in the south (a scenario for which there has undoubtedly been significant preparation), neither side has any intention of invading the other. So the real issue is the potential for escalation — or an accident that could precipitate escalation — that would be beyond the control of Pyongyang or Seoul. With both sides on high alert, both adhering to their own national (and contradictory) definitions of where disputed boundaries lie and with rules of engagement loosened, the potential for sudden and rapid escalation is quite real. Indeed, North Korea’s navy, though sizable on paper, is largely a hollow shell of old, laid-up vessels. Wdhat remains are small fast attack craft and submarines — mostly Sang-O “Shark” class boats and midget submersibles. These vessels are best employed in the cluttered littoral environment to bring asymmetric tactics to bear — not unlike those Iran has prepared for use in the Strait of Hormuz. These kinds of vessels and tactics — including, especially, the deployment of naval mines — are poorly controlled when dispersed in a crisis and are often impossible to recall. For nearly 40 years, tensions on the Korean Peninsula were managed within the context of the wider Cold War. During that time it was feared that a second Korean War could all too easily escalate into and a thermonuclear World War III, so both Pyongyang and Seoul were being heavily managed from their respective corners. In fact, USFK was long designed to ensure that South Korea could not independently provoke that war and drag the Americans into it, which for much of the Cold War period was of far greater concern to Washington than North Korea attacking southward. Today, those constraints no longer exist. There are certainly still constraints — neither the United States nor China wants war on the peninsula. But current tensions are quickly escalating to a level unprecedented in the post-Cold War period, and the constraints that do exist have never been tested in the way they might be if the situation escalates much further.
Miscalc Module (1/3)
Space weapons are destabilizing and cause miscalc and ground conflict

Kislyakov ‘8 Andrei Kislyakov is a political commentator for the RIA Novosti. June 5, 2008. “Space Race Warnings”.
MOSCOW, June 5 (UPI) -- The Americans seem determined to flood outer space with weapons. In early April U.S. Missile Defense Agency Director Lt. Gen. Henry Obering again called for the early deployment of space-based missile defense systems, a universal means of hitting either ground or space targets. His Russian counterpart and longtime opponent on this issue, Space Forces Commander Col. Gen. Vladimir Popovkin, responded in late May, warning for the umpteenth time: "We are against any deployment or placement of weapons in outer space, as it is one of the few realms where frontiers do not exist. Militarization of outer space will disrupt the current balance in the world." The Russian general is seriously worried that space-based attack weapons could increase the risk of igniting hostilities on the ground. Putting the long-distance dispute between the two generals aside, let us recall that the defensive doctrines of most industrialized countries are space-oriented. Satellite systems are involved in every aspect of an industrialized country's activity, warfare included. The majority of modern weapon systems, both nuclear and conventional, include space-based components. Russia is behind the United States in development and deployment of space-based systems. The figures are far from encouraging. A total of around 500 American and 100 Russian satellites currently are orbiting the Earth. The U.S. military satellite fleet is more than four times the size of Russia's, and some of the orbiting Russian satellites are inoperable. The Americans also have the Navstar Global Positioning System, which has been working successfully already several years. Russia's equivalent, the widely publicized GLONASS, is undergoing its initial deployment, with only 12 operable satellites presently in orbit, compared with 31 American ones. Obviously the Pentagon can afford to speak of space-based weapons deployment, possessing such impressive assets. Now back to Col. Gen. Popovkin's idea that space-based weapons could spark a war. He says that present space systems and complexes are very sophisticated and susceptible to failures, and "in such cases, I cannot guarantee that a failure was not caused by hostile action." Is this statement logical? Surely it is. Strategic nuclear stability -- that is to say, a high-degree guarantee against a surprise nuclear missile strike -- depends on the trouble-free operation of early warning and intelligence satellites. If a satellite fails with another country's attack weapons deployed in orbit, there will be an increase of mistrust, which could lead to a military disaster. Besides, it is well known that tests involving satellite destruction result in a growing amount of orbital debris, which is difficult to counter. According to NASA and the U.S. Air Force, China's anti-satellite weapon tests in January 2007 left up to 2,000 baseball-sized fragments orbiting at altitudes of 120 to 2,340 miles above the Earth. High speed makes these fragments extremely dangerous for man-made space objects.
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Space weapons cause extinction through accidents and miscalculation 

Mitchell, Associate Professor of Communication and Director of Debate at the University of Pittsburgh, Ayotte and Helwich, Teaching Fellows in the Department of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, 2001 (Dr. Gordon R., Kevin J., David Cram, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, “Missile Defence: Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”, No. 6 July, 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.
Miscalc Module (3/3)

Secret nuclear weapons miscalc

Devin T. Hagerty Professor of political science at the University of Maryland 1998 “The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation: Lessons from South Asia” pg 56-7

To recapitulate, Schelling's "reciprocal fear of surprise attack" describes a situation of escalating tension, which ultimately leads one or both states in a crisis to conclude that the benefits of a preemptive strike outweigh the costs of absorbing a first strike and only then responding.36 Most analysts believe that opacity increases the prospects for this kind of preemptive escalation. The most ardent proponent of this view is Shai Feldman, who argues, that "the proliferation of advanced but covert nuclear weapons programs entails the greatest dangers.  Regions where nuclear weapons have been introduced secretly will be the least stable." He continues: "The risks of nuclear proliferation are greatest during the transition stage, right after a primitive nuclear force is obtained. The forces are then small and vulnerable, presenting both appealing targets for preemption and incentives for early use. Clearly a region containing such forces would be extremely unstable." By Feldman's reasoning, opacity prevents  states from signalling their intentions, thereby enhancing the possibilities of miscalculation and preemption. Moreover, the limited circle of nuclear decision-makers circumscribes debate, leading to ill-advised and faulty doctrines. Where the military exercises control over nuclear decision-making, preemptive doctrines will predominate. Also, undeclared nuclear forces might push adversary elites into aggressive postures because they underestimate the opaque proliferant's nuclear capabilities and therefore discount the possibility of a nuclear response to aggression. In Feldman's conception, credibility demands an overt nuclear posture. Since "the risks are greatest during the transition" to nuclear weapons, "once a state attains a rudimentary nuclear force, making its eventual transition into a nuclear power inevitable," the more advanced nuclear powers should "manage" this transition into a more stable force posture.37  Susan Burns shares Feldman's pessimism about the effects of opacity on crisis stability. She argues that if new proliferants are known to have crossed the line into nuclear weapon deployments, stability is served by bringing their bombs up from the basement. As Burns writes: "Because of the greater certainty regarding the capabilities of an overtly nuclear adversary, a much stronger element of caution would be introduced, substantially decreasing incentives to engage in provocation" that might lead to nuclear war. For Cohen and Frankel the chances of preemptive escalation are increased by the necessarily limited discourse between "primitive" nuclear weapon states. As Frankel writes:  The deep secrecy surrounding the nuclear programs of contemporary proliferators has created a situation where the nuclear "red lines," those thresholds that the enemy is warned not to cross lest a nuclear attack would follow, are not clearly drawn or perceived. Since the nuclear presence is actively denied, the elites of the countries in conflict lack the opportunity to develop a common language of nuclear threats and responses, that delicate, codified grammar of things said and half-said that allow two nuclear armed countries in a crisis fully to understand each other and avoid the irrevocable consequences of misperceptions 

Russia Miscalc Module
Russian early warning satellites are the only thing preventing miscalc
Lewis 04 (Jeffrey Lewis, in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Study Program- Worked In the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Center for Defense Information, "What if Space Were Weaponized," July 2004 pg online @ www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf)
As we have noted in an earlier section, the United States canceled its own ASAT program in the 1980s over concerns that the deployment of these weapons might be deeply destabilizing. For all the talk about a “new relationship” between the United States and Russia, both sides retain thousands of nuclear forces on alert and conﬁgured to ﬁght a nuclear war. When briefed about the size and status of U.S. nuclear forces, President George W. Bush reportedly asked “What do we need all these weapons for?” 43 The answer, as it was during the Cold War, is that the forces remain on alert to conduct a number of possible contingencies, including a nuclear strike against Russia. This fact, of course, is not lost on the Russian leadership, which has been increasing its reliance on nuclear weapons to compensate for the country’s declining military might. In the mid-1990s, Russia dropped its pledge to refrain from the “ﬁrst use” of nuclear weapons and conducted a series of exercises in which Russian nuclear forces prepared to use nuclear weapons to repel a NATO invasion. In October 2003, Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov reiterated that Moscow might use nuclear weapons “preemptively” in any number of contingencies, including a NATO attack. 44 So, it remains business as usual with U.S. and Russian nuclear forces. And business as usual includes the occasional false alarm of a nuclear attack. There have been several of these incidents over the years. In September 1983, as a relatively new Soviet early-warning satellite moved into position to monitor U.S. missile ﬁelds in North Dakota, the sun lined up in just such a way as to fool the Russian satellite into reporting that half a dozen U.S. missiles had been launched at the Soviet Union. Perhaps mindful that a brand new satellite might malfunction, the ofﬁcer in charge of the command center that monitored data from the early-warning satellites refused to pass the alert to his superiors. He reportedly explained his caution by saying: “When people start a war, they don’t start it with only ﬁve missiles. You can do little damage with just ﬁve missiles.” 45 In January 1995, Norwegian scientists launched a sounding rocket on a trajectory similar to one that a U.S. Trident missile might take if it were launched to blind Russian radars with a high altitude nuclear detonation. The incident was apparently serious enough that, the next day, Russian President Boris Yeltsin stated that he had activated his “nuclear football” – a device that allows the Russian president to communicate with his military advisors and review his options for launching his arsenal. In this case, the Russian early-warning satellites could clearly see that no attack was under way and the crisis passed without incident.
Space weapons make nuclear war inevitable – eliminates decision time

Marko Beljac, a Foreign Policy In Focus contributor, teaches at the University of Melbourne, 2008. “Arms Race in Space,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/arms_race_in_space

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.
India/Pakistan Module
Space weapons cause Indo-Pak conflict 

Hitchens 02 (Theresa Hitchens, Vice President Center for Defense Information, “US Space Policy: Time to Stop and Think ,” 2002, Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No. 67, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd67/67op2.htm)
An arms race in space would threaten international stability. Space weapons have inherent first-strike capabilities and, much like nuclear weapons, a dangerous "use or lose" nature, making them destabilising factors in any military competition. Consider, for example, the high probability that bitter, nuclear-armed enemies India and Pakistan would enter any space arms race. If constructed in the next few years, an international arms control regime would still have a real chance of preventing the outbreak of an arms race in space, by any country. In addition, by limiting other nations' pursuit of space weapons and/or counterspace weapons, the United States might be able to maintain its current military edge for a longer period of time.

Extinction

Fai ‘01(Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director, Kashmiri American Council, Washington Times, 7-8)
The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The director of central intelligence, the Defense Department, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention. The boiling witches' brew in Kashmir should propel the United States to assertive facilitation or mediation of Kashmir negotiations. The impending July 14-16 summit in New Delhi between President Musharraf and Indian Prime Minister A. B. Vajpayee featuring Kashmir on the agenda does not justify complacency.
Prolif Module

BMD destroys further reductions efforts
Bruce Blair et al, Victor Esin, Matthew McKinzie, Valery Yarynich, and Pavel Zolotarev,  B r u c e B l a i r is President of the World Security Institute and Co-coordinator of Global Zero. Vi c t o r E s i n is a retired Colonel General and former Chief of Staª of the Russian Strategic Rocket Forces. He is a Professor of Military Science at the Institute of the United States and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences. M at t h e w M c K i n z i e is a Senior Scientist at the Natural Resources Defense Council. Va l e r y Ya r y n i c h is a retired Colonel and served at the Center for Operational and Strategic Studies of the Russian General Staª. He is a Fellow at the Institute of the United States and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences. Pav e l Zol o ta r e v is a retired Major General and former Section Head of the Defense Council of the Russian Federation. He is Deputy Director of the Institute of the United States and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences, September 2010, ‘Smaller and Safer” http://carnegieendowment.org/static/npp/pdf/Smaller_and_Safer.pdf

When antiballistic missile (abm) systems are small enough, they do not distract from the arms reduction process. Russia, for example, is comfortable with having regional abm systems near its borders that are designed to shoot down short- and medium-range missiles, and it sees merit in joining with other states in creating a cooperative regional system. It is especially keen on regional defenses because its nuclear-armed neighbors—China, India, and Pakistan—are not subject to the ban on nonstrategic missiles stipulated by the U.S.-Russian Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty. These neighbors have been deploying nonstrategic missiles, and still other countries (such as Iran and North Korea) are likely seeking them. Russia was therefore disappointed by Washington’s plans to create piecemeal regional abm systems—partnering with Israel in the Middle East, with Japan in the Asia-Paciﬁc region, and with nato members in Europe—without consulting Moscow. Although the Obama team has suggested using Russian radar stations in the Azerbaijani city of Gabala and the Russian city of Armavir in a regional abm system, the United States has shown little real interest in cooperating with Russia in such an endeavor. In Russia’s eyes, the United States is intending to create not a true European system— including Russia as part of Europe—but a nato system instead. This noninclusive approach might lead to a new crisis in U.S.-Russian and nato-Russian relations in a decade or so, when the United States’ and nato’s new missile defense systems will likely be able to destroy signiﬁcant numbers of Russia’s strategic missiles. If this capacity is constrained in ways that reassure Russia that its nuclear deterrent will remain viable, then the process of nuclear weapons reductions will remain on track. But if Russia is not reassured, the New start agreement could become the end of nuclear weapons reductions rather than a step toward further ones
Link Ext: Generic Arms Race

Countries without weapons now will develop WMD and terrorism
Hitchens 03 (Theresa, Vice president Center for Defense Information, “U.S. Weaponization of Space: Implications for International Security, “03, http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentID=1745)

Still, the basic physics of space mean that other nations seeking to challenge or degrade U.S. space capabilities do not necessarily have to seek a level playing field with U.S. space power, or even have a highly sophisticated space program. Reasonably low-tech methods to counter or attack on-orbit systems – such as detonation of a nuclear weapon in Low-Earth Orbit using a mid-range ballistic missile – already exist or are rapidly emerging. Further, especially if the United States were to move all the way to the deployment of space weapons against terrestrial targets, even non-space powers might feel threatened enough to seek other asymmetrical means of deterring the use of U.S. force against them, such as weapons of mass destruction, methods to damage ground-facilities or communications links used by U.S. space assets, or even the development of terrorist operations.
US Space Weapons do not prevent others from developing Space Weapons.

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>

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 

Space weapons lead to arms race
Vasiliev 08 (Victor, political counselor for the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 4/1/08, "THE DRAFT TREATY ON THE PREVENTION OF THE PLACEMENT OF WEAPONS IN OUTER SPACE, THE THREAT OR USE OF FORCE AGAINST OUTER SPACE OBJECTS," http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2822.pdf)
Modern international space law does not prohibit deployment in outer space of weapons which are not weapons of mass destruction. However, 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 fit 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. 
Link Ext: Generic Arms Race

Space weapons lead to arms races and loss of hegemony

Hitchens 02 (Theresa Hitchens, Vice President of the Center for Defense Information, 2002. “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette?” http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm)

Such a strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that would outweigh the obvious (and tremendous) short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. There would be direct economic costs to sustaining orbital weapon systems and keeping ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities — raising the proverbial question of whether we would be starting a game we might not be able to win. (It should be remembered that the attacker will always have an advantage in space warfare, in that space assets are inherently static, moving in predictable orbits. Space weapons, just like satellites, have inherent vulnerabilities.) Again, the price tag of space weapons systems would not be trivial — with maintenance costs a key issue. For example, it now costs commercial firms between $300 million and $350 million to replace a single satellite that has a lifespan of about 15 years, according to Ed Cornet, vice president of Booz Allen and Hamilton consulting firm.30 Many experts also argue there would be costs, both economic and strategic, stemming from the need to counter other asymmetric challenges from those who could not afford to be participants in the race itself. Threatened nations or non-state actors might well look to terrorism using chemical or biological agents as one alternative. Karl Mueller, now at RAND, in an analysis for the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, wrote, "The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states' significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power."31 Spurring other nations to acquire space-based weapons of their own, especially weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would certainly undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a worldwide basis — negating what today is a unique advantage of being a military superpower.32 U.S. commercial satellites would also become targets, as well as military assets (especially considering the fact that the U.S. military is heavily reliant on commercial providers, particularly in communications). Depending on how widespread such weapons became, it also could even put U.S. cities at a greater risk than they face today from ballistic missiles.
Space weapons lead to arms race and hurt war-fighting capabilities
Krepon 04 (Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, 2004. Arms Control Association, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon#krepon)

If the United States leads the way in flight-testing and deploying new anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, other states will surely follow suit because they have too much to lose by allowing the Pentagon sole rights to space warfare. U.S. programs will cost more and be far more sophisticated than the ASAT weapons of potential adversaries, who will opt to kill satellites cheaply and crudely. The resulting competition would endanger U.S. troops that depend on satellites to an unprecedented degree for battlefield intelligence, communication, and targeting to win quickly and with a minimum of casualties.

Link Ext: Nuclear War, Debris, Miscalc, First Strike

Space weapons cause nuclear war, debris, miscalculation, and first strikes 

Johnson 07 (Rebecca Johnson, PhD negotiated arms withdrawal, 10/8/07, “Space without Weapons”, The Acronym Institute, http://www.acronym.org.uk/space/congo.htm)

The pursuit of missile defences could increase nuclear threats by creating an escalating offence-defence spiral, not only in production of weaponry, but also in operational situations, which could be particularly destabilising and dangerous in times of crisis. The use of space for targeting conventional forces may already provoke asymmetric threats, particularly through hacking, jamming or attacks to disable ground stations. A number of adverse security consequences are foreseeable if space were to be weaponised. It could exacerbate the threats from space debris and EMP and provoke other space-faring nations to deploy weapons for use in, to or from space. In computer wargame trials conducted by the Pentagon a few years ago, the use of weapons in space (including anti-satellite weapons) led inexorably to the use of nuclear weapons and therefore to nuclear war on the ground. Losing one's space-based 'eyes and ears' appeared to cause miscalculations that led to rushed, panicky 'use them or lose them' decisions being made, with devastating consequences. Even if weaponising space did not lead directly to nuclear war - with the inevitable catastrophic consequences for humankind - it would create a situation of widespread distrust. It could also impede international cooperation in areas related to space technology and developments, including commercial enterprises and space exploration.
Internal Link-- First Strike

Space weapons lead to an enemy first-strike
DeBlois 03 (Bruce DeBlois, Director of Systems Integration at BAE SYSTEMS, 10/29/03, “US Space Posture and the Role of Space Weapons to Outer Space and International Security: Options for the Future Conference Elliot School of International Affairs” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/DeBlois.pdf)
And we found the posturing of weapons in space will extend and expose our space-based military force enhancement Center of Gravity. My years in the space intelligence community have only reinforced this notion of vulnerability: space weapons equate to more static / vulnerable targets, posing a larger threat from space, and no doubt voiding existent diplomatic protection of National Technical Means. From a weakened and more vulnerable position, we would simultaneously posture space forces that invite pre-emption and escalation as evidenced in one wargame after another. And this in regionally and globally more diplomatically unstable environments created by the posturing of space weapons in the first place. Furthermore, adversaries will be encouraged to focus effort on lesser expensive asymmetric approaches against a Space Superpower. Simply put, we would posture ourselves as a target in a volatile context that we create, and weaken ourselves at the same.
Internal Link: Terrorism
Nuclear weapons on alert cause nuclear terrorism and accidental launch
Bruce Blair et al, Victor Esin, Matthew McKinzie, Valery Yarynich, and Pavel Zolotarev,  B r u c e B l a i r is President of the World Security Institute and Co-coordinator of Global Zero. Vi c t o r E s i n is a retired Colonel General and former Chief of Staª of the Russian Strategic Rocket Forces. He is a Professor of Military Science at the Institute of the United States and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences. M at t h e w M c K i n z i e is a Senior Scientist at the Natural Resources Defense Council. Va l e r y Ya r y n i c h is a retired Colonel and served at the Center for Operational and Strategic Studies of the Russian General Staª. He is a Fellow at the Institute of the United States and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences. Pav e l Zol o ta r e v is a retired Major General and former Section Head of the Defense Council of the Russian Federation. He is Deputy Director of the Institute of the United States and Canada of the Russian Academy of Sciences, September 2010, ‘Smaller and Safer” http://carnegieendowment.org/static/npp/pdf/Smaller_and_Safer.pdf

Given the recent surge of terrorism and nuclear proliferation, the liabilities of maintaining such quick-launch postures are only increasing. In the future, the danger of mistaken or unauthorized use or of the exploitation of nuclear weapons by terrorists is likely to grow rather than diminish. War-ready nuclear postures keep hundreds of nuclear weapons in constant motion, changing combat positions or moving to and from maintenance facilities. This affords terrorists opportunities to steal them as they are transported and stored temporarily—the relatively exposed phase of their operation. These postures also perpetuate a mutual reliance on nuclear weapons that lends legitimacy to the nuclear ambitions of other nations. When more states go nuclear, intentional use becomes more likely, and deﬁciencies in nuclear command and warning systems multiply the risk of accidental or unauthorized use or terrorist theft.

Impact: Heg decline
Nuclear war 

Khalizad 95 (Zalmay, RAND policy analyst, Spring, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, “Losing the Moment?”)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world’s major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Impact: Space Debris

Destroying satellites increases debris amounts

Dinerman 8 (Taylor, 3/24/08, "Messy Battlefields," The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1089/1)
As space technology spreads, the incentives for small and medium-sized states to seek space warfare capability increases. A dictator who does not want to end the way Saddam Hussein did may seek way to hurt US warfighting capability in such a way as to impose major costs and casualties on the US early on. The destruction of a major US satellite would be both a substantive and a symbolic victory over the US. Hitting a number of satellites would increase the effect. Such an attack would result in a major increase in the amount of debris orbiting the Earth. This would be the equivalent of a “scorched earth” policy if enough deadly debris were created. 

AT: Dissuasion Solves (1/2)
Other nations won’t be dissuaded - the atom bomb race proves

Lowery 11 (Scott Lowery, Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued, January 13th 2011, http://ebookbrowse.com/lowery-why-the-weaponization-of-space-should-not-be-pursued-pdf-d49100654)
It is clear that the weaponization of space is not inevitable. However, does the concern of foreign weaponization justify the pursuit of space weapons anyway? The answer is an emphatic no. Although doing so would seem to increase the asymmetric space advantage the US has, it would actually have a destabilizing effect and result in a decreased advantage. The idea of space weapons brings to mind visions of military omnipotence, with the US able to easily strike down any adversary without fear of retaliation. Such an ability would deter many conflicts. A similar rationale developed in the 1940s with the creation of the atom bomb. It too seemed to provide infinite power that would cause the rest of the world to kneel before the US or suffer unimaginable retaliation. This idea worked once, ending World War II. Once the atom bomb became public, it sparked a massive arms race as other nations developed nuclear power. The stockpiling of nuclear arms led to the Cold War, an era defined by a world on the brink of destruction and rapidly shifting political climates. It is not a large leap in logic to conclude that since space weapons offer advantages of similar magnitude to nuclear weapons, their development will cause a similar situation. Other nations will not stand idle as the US weaponizes space—they will follow suit. In the end, space will become a volatile political liability and the medium for a new Cold War–style weapons spiral.  

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

MacDonald 08—consultant on technology and national security policy management @ The Council on Foreign Relations, senior director for science and technology @ the National Security Council, Assistant Director of National Security @ the White House Office, BSE in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Aerospace Engineering @ Princeton University, M.A. in Public and International Affairs @ Princeton University [Bruce, the Council on Foreign Relations Special Report, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security,” September 2008, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707]
A third doctrinal option is sustained offensive U.S. space dominance. In this case, the United States would maintain such a powerful offensive and defensive counterspace capability that no other nation could compete with it. Such a capability would be highly sensitive to the motivations and responses of China and other CRINKIL countries. Even if China adopted a policy of minimum space deterrence, space dominance would be unstable because U.S. efforts to maintain it would by definition weaken China’s ability to deter. Chinese efforts to restore its deterrent would then spark responsive efforts by the United States to maintain dominance, and a serious arms competition in space would be inevitable unless one side gave up. Where a U.S. adversary was determined to maintain rough parity in offensive space capability, the resulting strategic space environment would be even more unstable. Sudden technological breakthroughs by either side, rarely predictable, would aggravate this dynamic. Such a dominant stance could theoretically convince a competitor like China that it should not even attempt to develop the capability to attack U.S. space systems, much less put such capabilities in space, but in reality such a result is highly unlikely. China’s burgeoning economy, its nonmilitary space programs, and its strong nationalist streak make it far more likely to continue to spend considerable resources on its satellites and counterspace capabilities. China would see such a U.S. doctrine as provocative, and it would likely stimulate a more determined Chinese response. Attempting to maintain space dominance would thus be very costly, destabilizing, and ultimately unsuccessful, compromising U.S. ability to pursue other military and nonmilitary priorities in the meantime.

AT: Dissuasion Solves (2/2)
Nations won’t view us as benign

Freese 06 [Strategic Communication with China: What message about space?,  China Security. Vol. 1, No. 2 (2006): 37-57 ,Joan Johnson-Freese,  chair of the Department of National Security Studies at the Naval War College since August 2002, http://www.wsichina.org/space/attach/CS2_4.pdf]
The United States says it is interested in working with China “as a global partner.” Yet actions don’t match words when in functional areas such as space, it maintains a strategy that the United States might characterize as hedging, but many see as containment,38 trying to ignore the Chinese regarding cooperation in space while the other nations of the world are falling all over themselves to engage China. China, on the other hand, is making it clear it is open to cooperation. In fact, at the first International Association for the Advancement of Space Joan Johnson-Freese ~53~ Safety (IAASS) conference, held in Nice, France, in October 2005, an official from the government-run China Aerospace & Science Corporation (CASC) offered an open invitation to international cooperation on Chinese programs during a presentation. So, while engaging in a dialogue of ideas between people and institutions is one of the four fundamental premises of strategic communication, the United States has summarily rejected that premise regarding China and space. The message from the United States is clear in that regard. Whether it is the right message, however, is increasingly doubtful. In other areas, regarding U.S. intentions in space and the U.S. view of Chinese space activities, the message is less clear. The United States seems to be almost schizophrenic in denying any intentions regarding space weapons on one hand and having Air Force officials boast of their accomplishments and gee-whiz programs in that area, based on no apparent requirement, on the other. Further, holding and widely publicizing a space war game with China as the obvious ‘enemy’ could be interpreted as indicating U.S. plans. Was that the intent? Moreover, the United States makes arguments that come across as hypocritical. When the United States pursues certain technologies, remote sensing and communications, for example, it is for connectivity in a global world. When China pursues similar technology, nefarious intent is assumed because of its Communist government. In the area of smallsat and microsat technology, the pursuance of programs like the XSS is presented in the United States as defensive, while China’s small satellite program is viewed as an obvious step to developing an offensive ASAT capability. Even Chinese manned space activities are viewed by conservative analysts in the United States as inherently for military gain, though the United States was unable to capitalize on a manned program for military gain except indirectly and NASA has not been immune to the Pentagon imposing itself on its programs. Finally, the United States has made it clear that it is not interested in space arms control – while China and Russia have led the world in obtaining a majority vote at the United Nations – where the United States once again comes across as holding a position diametrically opposed to world opinion, and once again appears to focus on military answers to all questions of international relations. Consequently, it seems that China may currently hold a global advantage over the United States regarding strategic communications on space. Although U.S. policymakers may presume that as a democracy, U.S. intentions are inherently viewed as benign, opinion polls show this is a false presumption. While the United States may see itself as Han Solo or Obi-Wan Kenobi, much of the rest of the world, including China, hears the eerie voice of Darth Vader when the United States speaks of its plans in space.39 

***Soft Power DA***
1NC Soft Power (1/2)
US soft power high now
Joseph Nye,  professor and former dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, 6/23, 2011, The Seesaw of Power,  New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/24/opinion/global/24iht-june24-ihtmag-nye-36.html?_r=1&ref=ihtGlobalAgendaSummer2011
There are two great power shifts going on in this century that I describe in my book. One is West to East, on which I agree with Kishore. Before the industrial revolution, Asia was more than half the world’s population and more than half the world’s product, and by the middle of the 21st century Asia will return to what you might call normal proportions.  But the second shift is quite different, and I don’t think we’ve wrapped our minds around it enough, and that is the shift away from governments, East or West, to nongovernmental actors, which is powered by the information revolution. When I think about the distribution of power in the world, I think of a three-dimensional chess board. The top board is military power: I think the Americans are the only global superpower, and I think it’ll stay that way for a couple of decades. If you go to the second board, of economic power among states, the world is multipolar. If you go to the bottom board — transnational relations, things outside the control of governments — power is chaotically distributed, and this is where the diffusion of power comes in. You have flows of financial reserves and resources that are larger than the budgets of most countries. You have not only terrorists, but you have cyberterrorists who stay at home and send electrons across borders, and you don’t have any idea where they came from. You have climate change. You have pandemics.  In these areas, it’s not a question of East vs. West. Unless East and West — and South — cooperate, you can’t deal with these issues. You have to use soft and hard power to create networks and institutions, and if you ask what country is best placed to create them, I think it’ll remain the United States. So I think the Americans will remain the most powerful, but it’ll be a different sort of power.

1NC Soft Power (2/2)
Space weapons cause loss of soft power and a multipolar world – outweighs hard power.

Brown 09 (Trevor Brown, MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, 2009. Air & Space Power Journal, “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 The military options for Russia and China are not very appealing since neither can compete directly with the United States in space on an equal financial, military, or technical footing. Consequently, their first and best choice is the diplomatic route through the United Nations (UN) by presenting resolutions and treaties in hopes of countering US space-weaponization efforts with international law. Although such attempts have thus far failed to halt US plans, they have managed to build an international consensus against the United States. Indeed, on 5 December 2007, a vote on a UN resolution calling for measures to stop an arms race in space passed by a count of 178 to one against the United States, with Israel abstaining.6 The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance.7 In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power—the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them—which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce).8 The United States should not take its soft power lightly since decreases in that attribute over the past decade have led to increases in global influence for strategic competitors, particularly Russia and China. The ramifications have included a gradual political, economic, and social realignment, otherwise known as “multipolarism” and translated as waning US power and influence. “Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. . . . When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries’ domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions. . . . And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs.”9 Due to US losses of soft power, the international community now views with suspicion any legitimate concerns that the United States may have about protecting critical assets in space, making it far more difficult politically for the Air Force to make plans to offer such protection.
Prolif Module (1/2)
Space weapons cause loss of multilateralism 

Johnson 07 (Rebecca Johnson, PhD negotiated arms withdrawal, 10/8/07, “Space without Weapons”, The Acronym Institute, http://www.acronym.org.uk/space/congo.htm)

The pursuit of missile defences could increase nuclear threats by creating an escalating offence-defence spiral, not only in production of weaponry, but also in operational situations, which could be particularly destabilising and dangerous in times of crisis. The use of space for targeting conventional forces may already provoke asymmetric threats, particularly through hacking, jamming or attacks to disable ground stations. A number of adverse security consequences are foreseeable if space were to be weaponised. It could exacerbate the threats from space debris and EMP and provoke other space-faring nations to deploy weapons for use in, to or from space. In computer wargame trials conducted by the Pentagon a few years ago, the use of weapons in space (including anti-satellite weapons) led inexorably to the use of nuclear weapons and therefore to nuclear war on the ground. Losing one's space-based 'eyes and ears' appeared to cause miscalculations that led to rushed, panicky 'use them or lose them' decisions being made, with devastating consequences. Even if weaponising space did not lead directly to nuclear war - with the inevitable catastrophic consequences for humankind - it would create a situation of widespread distrust. It could also impede international cooperation in areas related to space technology and developments, including commercial enterprises and space exploration.
Space weapons lead to proliferation 

Alexey Arbatov, professor of the Academy of Defense, Security and Police and Head of the Center for International Security Center of the Institute for International Economy and International Relationships of the Russian Academy of Sciences, 2009. “Space Weapons: Science Fiction, Real Threats, and Arms Control Opportunities,” http://www.icnnd.org/Documents/Arbatov_Space_Weapons.pdf?noredirect=1

Currently, the economic and technological superiority of the USA in space is obvious and indisputable. However, if a space arms race is initiated, it will inevitably be joined by other countries, above all China, Russia, India, Brazil, Japan, and later possibly Iran, Pakistan, and others. As a result, the USA, despite its superiority in space, may lose more than all the rest because, in their military and civilian activities, they more than anyone else depend on the security of space vehicles. Historically, this is what happened with nuclear weapons and missile technology, where the USA initially had a monopoly or superiority, but now they see the proliferation of such weapons as the main threat to their own security. In the long term, the growing threat of an arms race and, even more so, space conflicts, will inevitably lead to the “vertical” and “horizontal” proliferation of missiles and nuclear weapons, and to the irreversible crisis of the whole nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation regime. Additionally, outer space (which does not have natural borders and natural shelters) through its saturation by weapons, will present a grave threat from the point of view of accidents, incidents, false alarms, and navigational system failures. Having entered the era of globalisation, the world is confronting ever new security problems that cannot be resolved on a unilateral basis, and even less through the use of military force. In order to resolve these tasks, it is absolutely necessary that leading powers and all responsible states in the world are engaged in concerted action, including cooperation in the use of outer space to fight proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, control of international terrorism, the fostering of multilateral peacekeeping operations, verification of radical disarmament steps, promotion of effective measures in relation to climate and ecology as a whole, and the provision of a secure supply of energy and food. For this to happen, it is imperative to develop international agreements without delay, to prevent the arming of outer space. As Napoleon I said, “Great politics are only common sense applied to great things”. The first step on this path can be the urgent adoption of outer space code of conduct, in which states shall voluntary adhere to general principles of the peaceful and co-operative use of outer space. A Draft for such a Code was proposed at the end of 2008 by the Council of the European Union under the title “Draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities”. One of its provisions proclaims “the freedom of access to, exploration and use of outer space24 and exploitation of space objects for peaceful purposes without interference, fully respecting the security, safety and integrity of space objects in orbit”.
Prolif Module (2/2)

Space weaponization causes proliferation-- heg can't solve
Krepon and Hyman 6 – founder of Stimson and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs.  (Michael, Katz, “Space weapons and proliferation”, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2555.pdf)

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

Utgoff 2 [Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, "Proliferation, Missile Defense, and American Ambitions," Survival, Summer, p. 87-90]

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. This kind of world is in no nation’s interest. The means for preventing it must be pursued vigorously. And, as argued above, a most powerful way to prevent it or slow its emergence is to encourage the more capable states to provide reliable protection to others against aggression, even when that aggression could be backed with nuclear weapons. In other words, the world needs at least one state, preferably several, willing and able to play the role of sheriff, or to be members of a sheriff’s posse, even in the face of nuclear threats.

Link: Space Weapons

The US is forfeiting considerable ground for soft power by expanding military space dominance; the US must nurture space leadership internationally to restore credibility

Eve Lichtgarn, Attorney practicing in the Los Angeles area, July 23, 2007  “Review: Space as a Strategic Asset”, Book Review of Space as a Strategic Asset by Joan Johnson-Freese, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/913/1

The core problem with US space policy, she emphasizes, is America’s unrelenting militarization and weaponization of space. “While the rest of the world seeks to increase its ability to use space assets for information linkages required for economic growth in a globalized world, the United State sees much of the technology they are seeking as militarily sensitive and, consequently, is trying to stop its spread. That initial clash of ambitions is further exacerbated by the parallel emphasis the United States places on expanding its space superiority to space dominance.” Fear and national security issues have made the US inherently nervous about “dual-use” technology such as satellites, lasers, and GPS, which have military and civilian applications. Johnson-Freese points out that, initially, the US deliberately inserted timing errors into transmissions to downgrade the accuracy of nonmilitary GPS receivers with the intent of discouraging foreign military exploitation of the technology. However, the unintended result was to motivate foreign entities to develop their own GPS systems. She makes a compelling argument that “through clumsy rather than intentionally nefarious use of its considerable power, the U.S. is perceived as a rogue nation in its own right. Other nations regard the U.S. as skirting international law in its treatment of war prisoners, lack of support for international treaties, and proclivity toward preemption and unilateralism. In the space arena, movement toward space weapons further reinforces this perception. The commitment of the U.S. to a regime in space based on legal premises and parameters would demonstrate its commitment to the rule of law at a time when that commitment is doubted, and when it is dearly needed to support U.S. efforts to spread democracy and principles of good governance.” Johnson-Freese believes a robust manned space program is necessary for nurturing soft power internationally. “As long as the U.S. manned space vision is purely about exploration, its future is uncertain. As long as its future is uncertain, so too is American leadership in manned space. It is ours to lose. Other countries, particularly Russia and China, have manned space capabilities, and China offers another option to countries that already have experienced partnerships with the U.S. Letting go of its leadership in manned space might be tolerable under some circumstances, but not now. Currently, the U.S. is considering forfeiting an area that has long yielded soft power when soft power is most needed.” At the root of the dilemma is funding. We need only look back to our Moon project to see this. Johnson-Freese says clearly, “The lesson of Apollo is simple: without a strategic purpose, manned space flight is not deemed sufficiently important to warrant the kind of government resource investment necessary for success.” If a strategic purpose is a prerequisite, the resource investment is daunting. “The rule of thumb in calculating the cost of developing space technology—and this should be remembered later, when estimated costs for developing a new crew exploration vehicle (CEV) or missile defense are cited—is to take the high estimate, and double it.”

Space weapons destroy multilateralism

Krepon 03 (Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, 2003, “Space Assurance or Space Dominance? THE CASE AGAINST WEAPONIZING SPACE”, The Henry L. Stimson Center, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf)
U.S. initiatives to “seize” the high ground of space are likely to be countered by asymmetric and unconventional warfare strategies carried out by far weaker states—in space and to a greater extent on Earth. In addition, U.S. initiatives associated with space dominance would likely alienate longstanding allies, as well as China and Russia, whose assistance is required to effectively counter terrorism and proliferation, the two most pressing national security concerns of this decade. No U.S. ally has expressed support for space warfare initiatives. To the contrary, U.S. initiatives to weaponize space would likely corrode bilateral relations and coalition-building efforts. Instead, the initiation of preemptive or preventive warfare in space by the United States based on assertions of an imminent threat—or a threat that cannot be ameliorated in other ways—is likely to be met with deep and widespread skepticism abroad.
Link: Space Weapons

The United States is losing measures of space cooperation by adopting a strategy of military space dominance; denying other countries their space assets crushes international legitimacy

Marc Kaufman, reporter for the Washington Post, 7/9/08, “US Finds It’s Getting Crowded Out There: Dominance in Space Slips as Other Nations Step Up Efforts”, http://www.globalpolicy.org/empire/challenges/competitors/2008/0709space.htm

The study by Futron, which consults for public clients such as NASA and the Defense Department, as well as the private space industry, also reported that the United States is losing its dominance in orbital launches and satellites built. In 2007, 53 American-built satellites were launched -- about 50 percent of the total. In 1998, 121 new U.S. satellites went into orbit. In two areas, the space prowess of the United States still dominates. Its private space industry earned 75 percent of the worldwide corporate space revenue, and the U.S. military has as many satellites as all other nations combined. But that, too, is changing. Russia has increased its military space spending considerably since the collapse of the Soviet Union. In May, Japan's parliament authorized the use of outer space for defense purposes, signaling increased spending on rockets and spy satellites. And China's military is building a wide range of capabilities in space, a commander of U.S. space forces said last month. Last year, China tested its ground-based anti-satellite technology by destroying an orbiting weather satellite -- a feat that left behind a cloud of dangerous space debris and considerable ill will. Ironically, efforts to deny space technology to potential enemies have hampered American cooperation with other nations and have limited sales of U.S.-made hardware. Concerned about Chinese use of space technology for military purposes, Congress ramped up restrictions on rocket and satellite sales, and placed them under the cumbersome International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). In addition, sales of potentially "dual use" technology have to be approved the State Department rather than the Commerce Department. The result has been a surge of rocket and satellite production abroad and the creation of foreign-made satellites that use only homegrown components to avoid complex U.S. restrictions under ITAR and the Iran Nonproliferation Act. That law, passed in 2000, tightened a ban on direct or indirect sales of advanced technology to Iran (especially by Russia). As a result, a number of foreign governments are buying European satellites and paying the Chinese, Indian and other space programs to launch them. "Some of these companies moved ahead in some areas where, I'm sorry to say, we are no longer the world leaders," Griffin said. Joan Johnson-Freese, a space and national security expert at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, said the United States has been so determined to maintain military space dominance that it is losing ground in commercial space uses and space exploration. "We're giving up our civilian space leadership, which many of us think will have huge strategic implications," she said. "Other nations are falling over each other to work together in space; they want to share the costs and the risks," she added. "Because of the dual-use issue, we really don't want to globalize."

Space weapons destroy cooperation. Key to stop proliferation and arms races
Krepon 04 (Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, 2004. Arms Control Association, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon#krepon)

Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized.
Internal Link: Cooperation K2 Heg
Legitimacy is central to securing foreign cooperation and maintaining American leadership 

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Global Justice and Geopolitics, Georgetown University, and Charles A. Kupchan, Professor of International Relations, Georgetown University, Fall 2004, “Liberal Realism: The Foundations of a Democratic Foreign Policy” – The National Interest,  lexis

The Bush Administration's disregard for legitimacy has had devastating consequences for America's standing in the world, particularly among Europeans. The country that for decades was seen to be at the forefront of progressive change is now regarded as a threat to the international system. During the heyday of American legitimacy amid the Cold War, it would have been unthinkable for a German chancellor to rescue his bid for re-election by insisting that Berlin stand up to Washington. Not only did Gerhard Schroder do so in 2002, but candidates in other countries--Spain, Brazil and South Korea--have thrived by distancing themselves from the United States. In a world of degraded American legitimacy, other countries are more reluctant to cooperate with the United States. Over the longer term--and in a thousand different ways--countries will take steps to separate themselves from the United States, to resist its leadership and to organize their regions of the world in opposition to Washington. From the perspective of liberal realism, legitimacy is an intrinsic aspect of power. To care about legitimacy is not to cede American power to the UN or any other party. Instead, it is to exercise American power in a manner that continues to attract the support of others.
Soft Power Good – Hegemony (1/3)
The US must regain international legitimacy to shape coalitions and leadership for a sustainable global nonproliferation regime

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, George Perkovich vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Jessica T. Mathews president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace , Joseph Cirincione senior fellow and director for nuclear policy at the Center for American Progress and formerly director for nonproliferation at the Carnegie Endowment, Rose Gottemoeller Director of Carnegie Moscow Center and previous deputy undersecretary for defense nuclear nonproliferation in the U.S, Jon B. Wolfsthal a senior fellow with the Center for Strategic and International Studies’ International Security Program and formerly deputy director for nonproliferation at the Carnegie Endowment, June 2007, “Universal Compliance A Strategy for Nuclear Security”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/univ_comp_rpt07_final1.pdf

The United States cannot defeat the nuclear threat alone, or even with small coalitions of the willing. It needs sustained cooperation from dozens of diverse nations—including China, Russia, France, the United Kingdom, and leading states that have forsworn nuclear weapons, such as Argentina, Brazil, Germany, Japan, South Africa, and Sweden—in order to broaden, toughen, and stringently enforce nonproliferation rules. In exchange, many states, especially those that have given up nuclear weapons, will want to know that burdensome new rules and costly enforcement will ultimately enhance their security. Put differently, the nuclear weapon states must show that tougher nonproliferation rules not only benefit the powerful but constrain them as well. Nonproliferation is a set of bargains whose fairness must be self-evident if the majority of countries is to support their enforcement. Success will depend on the United States’ ability to marshal legitimate authority that motivates others to follow. As Francis Fukuyama notes, “Legitimacy is important not simply because we want to feel good about ourselves, but because it’s useful. Other people will follow the American lead if they believe it is legitimate; if they do not, they will resist, complain, obstruct, or actively oppose what we do. In this respect, it matters not what we believe to be legitimate, but rather what other people believe is legitimate.”9 Recent events, most dramatically the war in Iraq, have undermined that legitimacy. Many feel that the United States has not followed Thomas Jefferson’s admonition to have a “decent respect to the opinions of mankind,” preferring the unilateral exercise of power to the often-cumbersome operation of rule-based international institutions. With societies bristling at U.S. government rhetoric and action, elected leaders in key countries such as Brazil, Germany, France, India, South Africa, South Korea, and Turkey, and elsewhere, distance themselves from U.S. initiatives. This challenged legitimacy is one reason why few states have welcomed President Bush’s February 11, 2004, nonproliferation initiatives and have resisted the U.S. push to isolate Iran. Even when others share U.S. views of the nuclear threat, they may balk at following U.S. policies because they do not see Washington acting on their priorities, be those the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the International Criminal Court, actions to minimize climate change, or other measures affecting global security. The United States naturally and wisely will use its power to induce others to accept and follow nonproliferation rules it values, but success also depends on its willingness to give greater weight to the views and interests of others. In Robert Kagan’s words, “The United States can neither appear to be acting only in its self-interest, nor can it in fact act as if its own national interest were all that mattered.”10 The new proliferation challenges make it clear beyond denial that “racing from threat to threat” does not suffice. The present nonproliferation regime needs fixing. Nor can the United States prevent and resolve proliferation crises without greater international support. This is a time that demands systemic change: a new strategy to defeat old and new threats before they become catastrophes. Nuclear threats lie along four axes, though development along one axis often influences developments along the others. The four categories of threat are nuclear terrorism, new nuclear weapon states and regional conflict, existing nuclear arsenals, and regime collapse. The greatest concerns are outlined here.
Soft Power Good – Hegemony (2/3)
The collapse of US legitimacy will shatter global cooperation, resulting in US isolationism

Lex Reiffel, Visiting Fellow at the Global Economy and Development Center of the Brookings Institution , 12-27-2005, “Reaching Out: Americans Serving Overseas,” www.brookings.edu/views/papers/20051207rieffel.pdf

I. Introduction: Overseas Service as a Soft Instrument of Power The United States is struggling to define a new role for itself in the post-Cold War world that protects its vital self interests without making the rest of the world uncomfortable. In retrospect, the decade of the 1990s was a cakewalk. Together with its Cold War allies Americans focused on helping the transition countries in Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union build functioning democratic political systems and growing market economies. The USA met this immense challenge successfully, by and large, and it gained friends in the process. By contrast, the first five years of the new millennium have been mostly downhill for the USA. The terrorist attacks on 9/11/01 changed the national mood in a matter of hours from gloating to a level of fear unknown since the Depression of the 1930s. They also pushed sympathy for the USA among people in the rest of the world to new heights. However, the feeling of global solidarity quickly dissipated after the military intervention in Iraq by a narrow US-led coalition. A major poll measuring the attitudes of foreigners toward the USA found a sharp shift in opinion in the negative direction between 2002 and 2003, which has only partially recovered since then.1 The devastation of New Orleans by Hurricane Katrina at the end of August 2005 was another blow to American self-confidence as well as to its image in the rest of the world. It cracked the veneer of the society reflected in the American movies and TV programs that flood the world. It exposed weaknesses in government institutions that had been promoted for decades as models for other countries. Internal pressure to turn America’s back on the rest of the world is likely to intensify as the country focuses attention on domestic problems such as the growing number of Americans without health insurance, educational performance that is declining relative to other countries, deteriorating infrastructure, and increased dependence on foreign supplies of oil and gas. A more isolationist sentiment would reduce the ability of the USA to use its overwhelming military power to promote peaceful change in the developing countries that hold two-thirds of the world’s population and pose the gravest threats to global stability. Isolationism might heighten the sense of security in the short run, but it would put the USA at the mercy of external forces in the long run. Accordingly, one of the great challenges for the USA today is to build a broad coalition of like-minded nations and a set of international institutions capable of maintaining order and addressing global problems such as nuclear proliferation, epidemics like HIV/AIDS and avian flu, failed states like Somalia and Myanmar, and environmental degradation. The costs of acting alone or in small coalitions are now more clearly seen to be unsustainable. The limitations of “hard” instruments of foreign policy have been amply demonstrated in Iraq. Military power can dislodge a tyrant with great efficiency but cannot build stable and prosperous nations. Appropriately, the appointment of Karen Hughes as Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs suggests that the Bush Administration is gearing up to rely more on “soft” instruments.2
Soft Power Good – Hegemony (3/3)
Soft power is necessary-- Catholic church, British empire prove

Robert Cooper, 2004, HARD POWER, SOFT POWER AND THE GOALS OF DIPLOMACY, In: David Held/Mathias Koenig-Archibugi (eds), American Power in the, 21st Century, pp. 167-180
The greatest historical example of soft power must be the Catholic Church. Indeed the distinction between spiritual and temporal power may be more or less the same as that between hard and soft power. Stalin (who was something of an enthusiast for hard power) was right that the Pope did not have very many divisions - though there were times when, apart from owning gigantic areas of land, the Church could always enlist one or other of the Lords Temporal fight for it. What the Pope did have was perhaps the greatest organization the world has ever known. And he had potentially at least the obedience of a large part of the population In fact the Pope was the source of legitimacy in its most literal sense through his power to pronounce marriages legal or illegal – and so their offspring legitimate or illegitimate. This was a critical capability in a world linked by a network of obligations based on kinship. He was in some sense the source of all soft power in the feudal world. Kings went to him to have their cause pronounced just or their marriage invalid. (On the importance of kinship see the way in which Shakespeare’s Henry V seeks to legitimate his claim to the French throne – Act I scene 2 lines 33 onwards). Eventually this formidable collection of soft power was pushed into the background not so much by the accumulating hard power of the European Nation States as by the weakening of its own monopoly on legitimacy through the split in Christendom. Then came an alternative source of legitimacy offered by the State first through its capacity to protect and organise people and later through its ability to represent them. A second example, less impressive and more short-lived, but closer to our experience is the British Empire. The tiny quantities of military force used to control the lives of millions of imperial subjects are in retrospect astonishing. It is true that a certain amount of hard power was also available to sustain the Empire when needed; but in every case when the Empire had to be defended with hard power it was the beginning of the end. The survival of the Empire depended first and last on prestige: the prestige of technology and organisation, perhaps even of a certain kind of justice, but also the prestige supplied by myths of racial superiority. When these were punctured by people who did not believe in white superiority such as the Japanese and Mahatma Ghandi there was nothing for the British to do but to get out. These two examples concern soft power in its hardest form: when it represents real power, even power over life and death rather than a general good feeling about a country or organisation. Strikingly they are both examples of semi-domestic situations. At the core of soft power is legitimacy. Armies obey civilian governments, junior gangsters obey their bosses and children obey parents because they accept some rules or some authority. The most developed version of soft power is the legal and constitutional order by which most states are governed. It is true that behind this power remains the possibility of using force but for the most part obedience is obtained without this being mentioned or even thought of. People obey the state because that is what you do with a legitimately constituted state. Most power in a domestic context is soft power: authority without force. And if soft power sometimes seems to be a complicated, many-sided and elusive concept that may be because legitimacy, which lies at its heart, is also a complex and elusive concept. 


Soft Power Good – Terror, Prolif
Perceptions of military over-reliance destroys US alliances key to solve terror, prolif and conflict

The Hon. Lee H. Hamilton,  11/2/02, Claremont College, “Major U.S. foreign policy challenges” www.wilsoncenter.org

The second cause of global resentment is the extent and use of American military power. Since 9/11, the U.S. has aggressively projected its military power abroad – invading Afghanistan, constructing new bases in Central Asia, operating in numerous countries, and threatening regime-change in Iraq. Some are concerned that the U.S. is embarking on a new age of imperialism and military adventurism. Many of our friends and allies feel that the best hope for peace is to bind the world together through international law and international institutions. They prefer diplomacy to force, engagement to isolation, and are uncomfortable with America’s military posture.  What are the consequences of global resentment: The U.S. should not dismiss this growing resentment to its hegemony and the way it uses power. While it may do little to constrain immediate U.S. policy objectives, this developing form of anti-Americanism is a serious threat to long-term American interests for several reasons: -- 1) Global resentment hinders our ability to obtain support on international security issues. The extended debate about a UN resolution on Iraq indicated the growing international distrust of the United States. Eventually we obtained a resolution, but if the current pattern continues, it will become even harder for the U.S. to gain international support for its initiatives. This could lead to a weakening of international support for the war on terrorism, which depends on international cooperation.  -- 2) Global resentment makes it harder to get cooperation on global issues. Most of the key issues of the twenty-first century will be global in nature – environmental degradation, global warming, migration, the drug trade, epidemic diseases. If we alienate our friends and allies, we will be less effective in addressing these problems.  -- 3) Global resentment could eventually produce a coalition to balance or challenge American power. Those of you who study history know that nations and empires rarely maintain the dominance that the U.S. currently enjoys for extended periods of time. So far, no coalition has emerged to balance U.S. power because other nations believe that the U.S. by and large represents their interests. Growing global resentment could change that, and encourage nations to coalesce against the U.S. 
 What are the challenges to the U.S.? This complicated international environment – one that is characterized by American power and opposition to that power – presents several key challenges for the United States.  Terrorism: The first and most immediate challenge to the U.S. is posed by international terrorism. September 11 made it clear to everyone how dangerous the post-Cold War world can be – terrorists achieved what no empire or state had achieved in centuries: a catastrophic strike on America’s continental homeland. We now live in an era when small groups of people scattered around the world can do great harm to us. The proliferation of conventional weapons and terrifying technology raises this threat to almost unimaginable heights – the worst-case scenario, of course, is that terrorist steal or acquire weapons of mass destruction to use against us. We are now engaged in a global campaign against terrorists and those who support them. Fighting terrorism includes diplomatic, economic, legal, and law enforcement action, as well as military action. To meet these challenges we will need strong American leadership, but we also need the close cooperation of our friends and allies. Terrorism is a tactic, not a clearly defined enemy. Because we are combating a tactic, our campaign against terrorism will not have a clear end. There will be no V-E Day or V-J Day, no triumphant occupation of an enemy’s capital, no unconditional surrender, no grand moment of victory. But pursuing the terrorists and those who support them, and eliminating the causes of terrorism, will remain the primary challenge for American policymakers in the years to come – the safety and security of the American people depends upon it.  Proliferation of WMD: A second key challenge facing the U.S. is the proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, or weapons of mass destruction. In the last year we have watched a tense nuclear standoff between India and Pakistan in Kashmir, and were recently faced with the troubling revelation that the dangerous and unpredictable regime in North Korea has a nuclear weapons capability. Countries like Iran, Syria and Libya have or have tried to produce weapons of mass destruction, and the U.S. is prepared to go to war to stop Saddam Hussein from arming himself with the world’s deadliest weapons in Iraq. Terrorist groups such as al Qaeda have also made clear their determination to build or acquire weapons of mass destruction. The U.S. must provide leadership in combating the proliferation of these terrible weapons. With the end of the Cold War, the threat of total nuclear annihilation may be lifted, but the chance of an isolated horrific attack may be even higher. We must remain committed to helping Russia secure and cut back its own arsenal, which is in the hands of a sometimes disgruntled and disorganized military. We must also continue to make clear our determination to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction through diplomatic and, if need be, military action. As with the war on terrorism, this effort must be sustained, and depends upon the cooperation of friends and allies around the world.  Conflict Resolution: A third challenge for the U.S. is the persistence of deadly and intractable conflict around the world. Sadly, the world is plagued by unremitting ethnic, religious and territorial conflicts. These conflicts have the potential to claim countless lives while provoking larger wars. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict continues to bring misery and suffering to many people, destabilizes the Middle East, and could lead into a wider war involving Syria and other Arab countries. This conflict is also a source of Islamic terrorism. The conflict between India and Pakistan over Kashmir is the world’s most dangerous nuclear flashpoint. Hundreds of thousands of troops face each other on the border, cross-border terrorism continues, and both sides have nuclear weapons.  The Korean peninsula remains a dangerous flashpoint – the border between North and South Korea is still heavily militarized, 30,000 U.S. troops are in South Korea, and North Korea has admitted to having an advanced weapons of mass destruction program.  The U.S. cannot turn a blind eye to the world’s most troubled places – the difficulty of the task must not dissuade us. We must work to resolve these disputes and prevent what could be tomorrow’s catastrophic disasters. 

Soft Power Good--Terrorism

Soft power combats terrorism

Joseph S. Nye, Jr.. Foreign Affairs. New York: May/Jun 2004. The Decline of America's Soft Power Vol. 83, Iss. 3; p16-17
Anti-Americanism has increased in recent years, and the United States' soft power -- its ability to attract others by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that underlie them -- is in decline as a result. According to Gallup International polls, pluralities in 29 countries say that Washington's policies have had a negative effect on their view of the United States. A Eurobarometer poll found that a majority of Europeans believes that Washington has hindered efforts to fight global poverty, protect the environment, and maintain peace. Such attitudes undercut soft power, reducing the ability of the United States to achieve its goals without resorting to coercion or payment. Skeptics of soft power (Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld professes not even to understand the term) claim that popularity is ephemeral and should not guide foreign policy. The United States, they assert, is strong enough to do as it wishes with or without the world's approval and should simply accept that others will envy and resent it. The world's only superpower does not need permanent allies; the issues should determine the coalitions, not vice-versa, according to Rumsfeld. But the recent decline in U.S. attractiveness should not be so lightly dismissed. It is true that the United States has recovered from unpopular policies in the past (such as those regarding the Vietnam War), but that was often during the Cold War, when other countries still feared the Soviet Union as the greater evil. It is also true that the United States' sheer size and association with disruptive modernity make some resentment unavoidable today. But wise policies can reduce the antagonisms that these realities engender. Indeed, that is what Washington achieved after World War II: it used soft-power resources to draw others into a system of alliances and institutions that has lasted for 60 years. The Cold War was won with a strategy of containment that used soft power along with hard power. The United States cannot confront the new threat of terrorism without the cooperation of other countries. Of course, other governments will often cooperate out of self-interest. But the extent of their cooperation often depends on the attractiveness of the United States. Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. When Washington discounts the importance of its attractiveness abroad, it pays a steep price. When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries' domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions (witness the defiance of Chile, Mexico, and Turkey in March 2003). And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs. Some hard-line skeptics might counter that, whatever its merits, soft power has little importance in the current war against terrorism; after all, Osama bin Laden and his followers are repelled, not attracted, by American culture and values. But this claim ignores the real metric of success in the current war, articulated in Rumsfeld's now-famous memo that was leaked in February 2003: "Are we capturing, killing or deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting, training and deploying against us?" The current struggle against Islamist terrorism is not a clash of civilizations; it is a contest closely tied to the civil war raging within Islamic civilization between moderates and extremists. The United States and its allies will win only if they adopt policies that appeal to those moderates and use public diplomacy effectively to communicate that appeal. Yet the world's only superpower, and the leader in the information revolution, spends as little on public diplomacy as does France or the United Kingdom -- and is all too often outgunned in the propaganda war by fundamentalists hiding in caves.

AT: China Threat
US Soft Power High- No China threat 

Joseph Nye, professor and former dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard  6/23, 2011, The Seesaw of Power,  New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/24/opinion/global/24iht-june24-ihtmag-nye-36.html?_r=1&ref=ihtGlobalAgendaSummer2011
Nye: While Kishore and I are good friends, I happen to disagree with him. We agree on some trends, but I think he greatly exaggerates about American soft power being in decline. The facts show quite the opposite. Look at the recent BBC poll on the attractiveness of different countries, and you will find that the United States is ranked well ahead of China. Hu Jintao told the 17th Party Congress in China in 2007 that China needed to invest more in its soft power, and they’ve invested billions in Confucius Institutes and in creating a “Chinese Al Jazeera” and so forth. But the problem for China is that much of a country’s soft power comes from its civil society, not from its government, and China can’t unleash its civil society. Why is it that India’s Bollywood sells so many films overseas and China doesn’t? It’s not because Indian actors and directors are better; it’s because China has censors. China has a magnificent Expo at Shanghai, which I went to and loved, and then it goes and locks up Liu Xiaobo, and it undercuts its own soft power. If you look at the polls done by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs or the BBC poll I mentioned, Chinese soft power has not increased and U.S. soft power has. So I just think the facts are not consistent with Kishore’s grand sort of sweeping generalizations. One point where we do agree is that Americans have to adapt their attitudes on climate change. But ice caps don’t melt just because of what happened 100 years ago. They melt because of what’s put into the atmosphere now, and here China has passed the U.S. We — meaning China, the U.S., India, others — have got to reduce the carbon intensity of our growth, and that’s an area where we can work cooperatively, not competitively. Let me tell you: If the Himalayan glacier system melts and Chinese rivers stop flowing, this is going to be extraordinarily damaging, both for China and India, regardless of what the U.S. does.
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***Debt Ceiling Ptx*** 
Link—Spending (1/2)
Increasing Defense Spending in Space would devastate negotiations between Obama and Republicans, current compromise proves. 

Andy Sullivan; Correspondent, political and general news, (Reuters) – 1/12/2011: http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/01/12/us-usa-poll-spending-idUSTRE70B38620110112
Some 71 percent of those surveyed oppose increasing the borrowing authority, the focus of a brewing political battle over federal spending. Only 18 percent support an increase The poll underscores the tough task ahead for U.S. lawmakers as the debt nears its current ceiling of $14.3 trillion. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner last week warned that a failure to raise the borrowing limit in the coming months could lead to "catastrophic economic consequences". Republicans, who won control of the House of Representatives in November on a promise to scale back government, hope to pair any debt-ceiling hike with a commitment from President Barack Obama to reduce long-term spending. Republicans have vowed to slash $60 billion from the budget as soon as March, but many of those cuts are not likely to be popular with the public. WHAT TO CUT? Only 24 percent say the country can afford to cut back on education spending, a likely Republican target, and 21 percent support cuts to law enforcement. With the Pentagon fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, 51 percent supported cutbacks to military spending. Less than half, 45 percent, support an expected Republican effort to pare environmental enforcement. Some 53 percent support cutting the budgets of financial regulators like the Securities and Exchange Commission, in spite of the widespread consensus that a lax regulatory atmosphere contributed to the devastating financial crisis of 2007-2009. And 47 percent support cutbacks to national parks, which were shuttered for several weeks during the budget battles of 1995 and 1996. Expensive benefit programs that account for nearly half of all federal spending enjoy widespread support, the poll found. Only 20 percent supported paring Social Security retirement benefits while a mere 23 supported cutbacks to the Medicare health-insurance program. Some 73 percent support scaling back foreign aid and 65 percent support cutting back on tax collection. The poll of 1,021 U.S. adults was conducted between Friday and Monday. It has a margin of error of plus or minus 3.1 percent. 
Link—Spending (2/2)
New Spending creates massive backlash amongst majority of Republicans who want to cap spending limits, destroys any chance of passing Debt Ceiling. 
Tina Korbe, Conservative Columnist and commentator; in the Center for Media and Public Policy – 4/13/2011 - http://blog.heritage.org/2011/04/13/sen-ron-johnson-debt-ceiling-debate-should-net-spending-cap/
While some members of Congress still attempt to unscramble all the details of the six-month spending deal struck by leadership last week, Sen. Ron Johnson (R-Wis.) said he’s already steeling himself for the next big debate.“This whole CR skirmish — and that’s about all it is — is just setting us up for what I think is the really big fight and that’s over the debt ceiling,” Johnson said yesterday at The Bloggers Briefing.Speaking at Heritage shortly before his maiden Senate speech, the freshman senator from Oshkosh said the upcoming discussion about the debt ceiling offers spending-conscious members of Congress an unparalleled opportunity to negotiate major cuts and necessary spending caps.“I think our maximum of leverage really is around that debt ceiling,” he said. “The Democrats in the Senate … they’re going to be forced to vote for that debt ceiling increase or they’re going to shut the government down. The only way they’re going to get support from the Republicans like me is if they establish those hard spending caps.”Known for his business background and private-sector perspective, Johnson prides himself on his true status as a “citizen-legislator.” He said the president’s weak position throughout the spending debate has evoked a certain realism in him.“If we had a president right now who was leading,” he said, “we could maybe accomplish something in the next year and a half. I haven’t seen that. I’m not necessarily confident that’s going to happen. So, unfortunately, unless we get enough Senate Democrats to go along with us to establish hard spending caps, this is going to be kicked down to the 2012 election and that’s what that election is going to be about.”Johnson personally favors a constitutional amendment to limit the size of spending in relation to GDP, in addition to a statute to do the same. Rep. Mike Pence (R-IN) has introduced such an amendment, while Sen. Bob Corker (R-TN) has proposed legislation to statutorily reduce spending.But whatever the mechanism, Johnson said, spending caps are essential to solve the debt problem — the big picture that most preoccupies Johnson.“The absolute first step has to be establishing that hard spending cap,” he said. “To me, deficits, out-of-control spending, high unemployment, a sluggish economy — those are all symptoms of the root cause. To me, the root cause absolutely is the size, the scope — I’m talking about all the things the government is involved in that it never should have gotten involved in, all the regulatory overreach — and the cost of government. I’m looking for hard spending caps that actually address and attack that root cause.”
Republicans are on board debt ceiling raise due to budget cuts – spending would devastate support

Bryan Yurcan. Journalist @ Christian Post.“House to Vote on Spending Bill in Debt Row.” July 19, 2011. http://www.christianpost.com/news/house-to-vote-on-tea-party-inspired-spending-bill-52497/>] AC

The House of Representatives is sett o day to vote on a spending plan that would raise the debt ceiling another $2.4 trillion but also require deep and immediate spending cuts. Republican Leaders will present the “cut, cap, and balance” plan, which would allow the federal government to borrow an additional $2.4 trillion to pay its debts, in exchange for $111 billion in spending cuts in the upcoming budget year,which begins Oct. 1.The deal will also require another $6 trillion in cuts over the coming decade, proponents of the bill have said.

***Case Defense***
Solvency F/L (1/6)
Space BMD is penetrable, vulnerable, and ineffective – if they’re deployed, China will proliferate missiles and ASATS

Zhang ‘5 Hui Zhang is a research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. December 2005. “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”.
China could also employ a number of technically feasible and cost-effective measures so that its warheads would stand a strong chance of penetrating a missile defense system. A number of countermeasures could defeat a midcourse missile defense system like the current one in Alaska.[18] For example, each ICBM could be deployed with decoys. Conversely, China might also disguise the warhead as a decoy by enclosing it in a radar-reflecting balloon, covering it with a shroud, hiding it in a cloud of chaff, or using electronic or infrared jamming measures. Beijing has already demonstrated that it can use decoys and similar capabilities. It has been reported that China has already made some missile flight tests with penetration aids, such as the 1999 flight test of China’s new DF-31 ICBM. Similarly, a number of measures could be developed to counter a space-based interceptor.[19] One countermeasure would be to develop technology to boost rockets faster, rendering important boost-phase defenses impotent. China has already made steps in this direction by developing solid-fuel ICBMs that burn faster than its previous liquid-fueled missiles. If the spaced-based laser were to be revived, specific countermeasures could be developed. The countermeasures could include rotating the missile to distribute the laser energy over a wide area, thus preventing the missile from being damaged, or protecting the vulnerable parts of the ICBM with reflective or ablative coatings.[20] Moreover, the attacker could simultaneously launch several ICBMs or an ICBM with some theater or tactical ballistic missiles used as decoys from a compact area to overwhelm space-based weapon systems. Moreover, it is reasonable to believe that China could resort to asymmetric methods, such as anti-satellite weapons, to counter critical and vulnerable space-based components in LEO such as space-based interceptors, a space-based laser, or space-based tracking satellites. China’s best anti-satellite pick might be small, ground-launched kinetic-kill vehicles, which can be used to destroy their target by colliding with it at extremely high velocity. Such weapons are relatively cheap and technically easy and should be well within China’s grasp. These vehicles could reach a satellite in LEO; if mated with a larger booster, they might be capable of reaching higher orbits. Another possible anti-satellite weapon would be a space mine armed with conventional charges. China could also resort to using missiles to deliver a cloud of shrapnel to a particular spot in LEO at a precise time and destroy a space-based interceptor or space-launch satellite as it arrives there. Countries such as China that have the ability to place objects in orbit or lift them to geosynchronous altitude can also track objects closely in space. Beijing should thus have the ability to develop weapons that could attack satellites either in low-Earth or geosynchronous orbit. Still, it should be noted that, although China has some technology capabilities that could be used potentially as anti-satellite weapons, it does not mean China has already developed them or has the intention to do so. Several recent editions of the Pentagon’s Chinese military power report claim China is developing and intends to deploy such weapons, including a direct-ascent system, ground-based laser anti-satellite weapons, and microsatellites for weapons purposes. However, there is no evidence to back up these claims, and China would have been foolish to pursue such weapons, given the diplomatic damage it would have caused amid its two-decade-long ardent support for preventing the weaponization of outer space. However, if the United States moves forward with space-based weapons, there would far less diplomatic cost to doing so.
Solvency F/L (2/6)
Missile defense can’t stop nukes

Butt ’10 Yousaf Butt is a staff scientist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he worked on NASA's orbiting Chandra X-Ray Observatory Project and served as a research fellow at the Union of Concerned Scientists' Global Security Program. He holds a PhD in experimental nuclear astrophysics. May 8 2010. “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”. <http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent>
In other words, the posture review essentially asserts that missile defense can somehow compensate for the deterrent capability that will supposedly be lost due to reductions in the U.S. nuclear stockpile. Setting aside the fact that there haven't been any realistic tests indicating "major improvements in missile defenses," such logic is questionable on three levels. First, it's far from clear that the precise number of deployed U.S. nuclear weapons affects an adversary's deterrent calculus--especially when the operational stockpile will still consist of more than 1,000 weapons. (Even if New START is ratified and the Russian and U.S. operational warheads are reduced to about 1,550 each, many thousands of additional weapons will remain in the reserve stockpiles.) As Jeffrey Lewis has pointed out, "An enemy who can be deterred, will be deterred by the prospect of a counterattack, even if it consists of only a few nuclear weapons. Beyond that minimum threshold, nuclear weapons provide little additional deterrent benefit." Similarly, Col. B. Chance Saltzman, chief of the air force's Strategic Plans and Policy Division, has argued PDF that "the United States could address military utility concerns with only 311 nuclear weapons in its nuclear force structure while maintaining a stable deterrence." So contrary to what the NPR indicates, slightly reducing the U.S. operational arsenal won't create a "deterrence gap" that needs to be filled. Second, even if reducing the U.S. stockpile did affect U.S. deterrent posture, missile defense couldn't replace any lost deterrent value because missile defense doesn't deter nuclear attacks. The purpose of missile defense is to defend--or, more accurately, attempt to defend. An adversary wouldn't be deterred from launching a nuclear attack because of the existence of missile defense; rather, it's the credible threat of overwhelming nuclear retaliation that deters an adversary. If the enemy is irrational and suicidal enough to discount the threat of massive nuclear retaliation, then a missile defense system that can theoretically intercept only some of the attacking missiles most certainly isn't going to be a deterrent. In wonk parlance, the NPR conveniently conflates reprisal deterrence with denial deterrence. Reprisal deterrence is the 800-pound gorilla, and denial deterrence is the flea. If our adversaries are thinking twice about using nuclear weapons it's because they're scared of reprisal deterrence. And if they aren't sufficiently scared of reprisal, fractional denial certainly isn't going to stop them. To borrow an analogy used by Thomas Schelling, a Nobel laureate with a deep knowledge of arms control and game theory: Denial deterrence adds to reprisal deterrence like tying an extra cotton string adds to the strength of an aircraft carrier's anchor chain. Third, even if one agrees with the NPR's argument that missile defense can somehow compensate for the deterrence allegedly lost by reducing the nuclear arsenal, an enormous logical flaw persists: The two alleged "deterrents"--the operational stockpile and missile defenses--are aimed at different countries and aren't interchangeable. Reducing the U.S. operational nuclear stockpile, which is calibrated to Russia's arsenal, isn't going to be compensated by investing in missile defenses to protect against an Iranian attack. Plus, many experts agree that if Iran obtains nuclear weapons, it wouldn't use them in a suicidal first strike. A detailed National Defense University study concluded that Tehran desires nuclear weapons mainly because it feels strategically isolated and that "possession of such weapons would give the regime legitimacy, respectability, and protection." Basically, Iran wants a nuclear capability for deterrence purposes--just like every other nuclear-armed nation. The Polish foreign minister has even admitted that Warsaw is involved with U.S. missile defense plans in Europe to improve diplomatic ties with Washington, not out of any fear of Iranian nuclear attack. But if Tehran does obtain nuclear weapons, surrounding it with missile defenses, no matter how effective, will never eliminate the threat that a single missile could penetrate the defense system. Thus, the United States can never neutralize the deterrent value of any possible future Iranian nuclear ballistic missiles with any incarnation of missile defense. A nuclear-armed Iran would have to be treated identically by Washington whether or not missile defenses were in play. The strategic uselessness of missile defenses aimed at intercepting nuclear-tipped missiles is clear (as I have argued before). This is a conceptual problem, not merely a technical PDF one. The reason is simple: There is always a reasonable probability that one or more nuclear missiles will penetrate even the best missile defense system. Since a single nuclear missile hit would cause unacceptable damage to the United States, a missile defense system shouldn't change U.S. strategic calculations with respect to its enemies. Washington should treat North Korea, Iran, and other adversaries the same before and after setting up missile defense systems. Recently, Schelling publicly stated that missile defense will be of dubious value in addressing the possible future threats from Iran.
Solvency F/L (3/6)
Missile defense is easy to thwart

Butt ’11 Yousaf Butt is a staff scientist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he worked on NASA's orbiting Chandra X-Ray Observatory Project and served as a research fellow at the Union of Concerned Scientists' Global Security Program. He holds a PhD in experimental nuclear astrophysics. June 10, 2011. “Billions for Missile Defense, Not a Dime for Common Sense” <http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/06/10/billions_for_missile_defense_not_a_dime_for_common_sense>

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.
Brilliant Pebbles fails: will not work in an ideal world

Jeffrey Lewis, 7/20/05, researcher for DefenseTech, “Brilliant Pebbles Returns”, http://defensetech.org/2005/07/20/brilliant-pebbles-returns/
Long-time space-based missile defense advocate Lowell Wood, officially a scientist at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, has been talking up the Brilliant Pebbles concept that he pushed during the better part of my elementary school years. Wood was at the Capitol Hill Club for an event sponsored by the American Foreign Policy Council and the Marshall Institute. Sharon Weinberger at Defense Daily summarizes Wood’s talk (subscription only, I am afraid). Wood’s presentation was entitled “Ballistic Missile Defense in an Ideal World”. Wood’s “ideal world” is one, presumably, where the laws of physics are substantially relaxed. One of his slides caught my eye: Total life-cycle cost to the Nation to own the Brilliant Pebbles defensive system was $11 B $11 B (89 $) CAIG-validated, DoD-certified-to-Congress cost estimate Tight consensus of 3 from the bottom up cost-estimation projects All RDT&E, all production-&-deployment; 2 decades ops Total deployed constellation of 2000 Pebbles Worst-case GPALS threat: Typhoon salvo-launching off Bermuda Clearly met Reagans ..impotent and obsolete.. spec for the SDI Higher cost estimates come from critics-&-opponents Manifestly, professional nafs ?Will you believe this?!? Whatever you think of the critics, the American Physical Society and Congressional Budget Office (1996, 2002 and 2004) are not staffed by “professional nafs.“ Of all people to hurl this charge, Dr. Wood is not the person with the most credibility. His days pimping the X-Ray laser remain a source of controversy. Worse, in my view, the technically savy Dr. Wood encrypted his .pdf file — something that took me three seconds to defeat with Elcomsoft. Let’s hope Brilliant Pebbles fares better than Wood’s encryption when dealing with adversary countermeasures
Solvency F/L (4/6)
Multiple technical barriers for both kinetic and laser weapons

Theresa Hitchens, Vice President of the Center for Defense Information, 2002. “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette?” http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm

Indeed, the technical barriers to development and deployment of space-based weapons cannot be overestimated, even for the U.S. military. There are serious, fundamental obstacles to the development of both kinetic kill weapons and lasers both for use against targets in space and terrestrial targets — not to mention the question of the staggering costs associated with launch and maintaining systems on orbit. Problems with lasers include power generation requirements adding to size, the need for large quantities of chemical fuel and refueling requirements, and the physics of propagating and stabilizing beams across long distances or through the atmosphere. Space-based kinetic energy weapons have their own issues, including achieving proper orbital trajectories and velocities, the need to carry massive amounts of propellant, and concern about damage to own-forces from debris resulting from killing an enemy satellite. Space-based weapons also have the problem of vulnerability, for example, predictable orbits and the difficulty of regeneration. A detailed discussion of technology challenges is beyond the scope of this paper, but a comprehensive primer on the myriad problems with developing space-based weapons is a September 1999 paper by Maj. William L. Spacy II, "Does the United States Need Space-Based Weapons?" written for the College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research and Education at Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.

Space weapons are vulnerable and easily destroyed

Lt Col Donald Christy, MA in Strategic Studies, 2006. “United States Policy on Weapons in Space,” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil307.pdf

Space is a fragile weapons platform. For defense, space is as static as an earth bound fortification. 53 It takes a great amount of energy to achieve a particular orbit and it is both time and energy consuming to change an orbit. 54 As a result, satellite systems are typically deployed in constellations requiring large numbers and increased expense to achieve global coverage. Like a weakness in a fortification, this allows an adversary to concentrate on one point and potentially overwhelm the system. 55 Space systems reside in stable, observable and predictable orbits. The laws of orbital mechanics govern their motion. A satellite’s presence is observable through the electro-optical spectrum. Therefore, an adversary will likely know the precise current and future location of any satellite system. Command, control and logistics are expensive and complex. Command and control nodes provide terrestrial targets as necessary to the overall systems function as the space based segment. The cost per pound to place objects in orbit is very high and launches occur from a few static terrestrial locations. Command and control relies on terrestrial networks subject to jamming or destruction. Maintenance, refueling and rearming (if necessary) are impractical or, at best, orders of magnitude more difficult than for aircraft.
Multiple simple countermeasures negate space weapons

Maj Robert J. Reiss Jr., USAF Chief, Opposing Forces Division 505 Exercising Control Squadron, 2005. High Frontier, 2:1, p. 47 

Adversaries can conduct attacks against our space capabilities using various methods both symmetric and asymmetric. Adversaries may have the capacity to develop counterspace capabilities but, in many cases, may simply acquire them from a third party. Near and far-term threats may include the following: • Ground system attack and sabotage using conventional and unconventional means against terrestrial nodes and supporting infrastructure. • Radio frequency (RF) jamming equipment capable of interfering with space system links. • Laser systems capable of temporarily or permanently degrading or destroying satellite subsystems, thus interfering with satellite mission performance. • Electromagnetic pulse (EMP) weapons capable of degrading or destroying satellite and/or ground system electronics. • Kinetic antisatellite (ASAT) weapons capable of destroying spacecraft or degrading their ability to perform their missions. • IO capabilities capable of corrupting space-based and terrestrial based computer systems utilized to control satellite functions and to collect, process, and disseminate mission data.

Solvency F/L (5/6)
Countermeasures would overwhelm space weapons 

Captain David Hardesty, U.S. Navy, teaches at Naval War College’s Strategy and Policy Department, 2005. “Space Based Weapons: Long Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA521114&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

In general, space-basing weapons would offer an enemy a number of interesting targeting options. Even a small number of kinetic weapons could have a devastating effect on space-launch or satellite-control facilities, large warships in port, and sensors involved in space and missile defense. Large numbers of conventional submunitions could attack military and economic targets across the continental United States. If the attack were preemptive, the chances of defeating it or preventing extensive damage would be very low. 

Technology will fail: we are a long way from mastering space weaponization: attempts have historically failed

Lt Col Bruce M. DeBlois (BS, MS, Union College; PhD, Oxford University) is the division chief of Strategic Studies and Assessments at the National Reconnaissance Office, Chantilly, Virginia, Space Sanctuary: A Viable National Strategy, Aerospace Power Journal - Winter 1998, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj98/win98/deblois.html

Technological Limitations: An Overstated, Promised Capability Much of the space-weaponization argument hinges upon an assumed capability, given proper investment. Such “technological optimism” warrants a second look. As noted by a distinguished scientist, “Scientists and engineers now know how to build a station in space that would circle the Earth 1,075 miles up. . . . Within the next 10 or 15 years, the Earth will have a new companion in the skies, a man-made satellite that could be either the greatest force for peace ever devised, or one of the most terrible weapons of war—depending on who makes and controls it.”24 Surprisingly, the distinguished scientist is the father of the space rocket, Wernher von Braun, and the year he made this unrealized statement was 1952. More recently, space-shuttle design plans of the 1970s called for 160-hour turnaround times and a minimal-maintenance concept requiring three or four technicians.25 Obviously, we have not attained anything close to this vision either. Such optimistic projections on the future uses of space have been around since the beginning of the US space program, and that tradition continues today. We should remain cautious on several counts:     1. The energy differential between air flight and spaceflight is orders of magnitude,26 and requires not simply an evolutionary advance of current aerodynamics technology but revolutionary leaps in astrodynamics and rocket technology.     2. In the concept-design phase of many space systems, some aspects of the hostile space environment have underestimated effects. Micrometeorites, space debris, extreme temperatures, and excessive radiation all require shielding, insulation, and energy-dissipation mechanisms.     3. One of the biggest technical problems facing any spacecraft is generating and/or maintaining sufficient onboard energy.     4. Remote guidance and control of spacecraft have posed confounding problems since the advent of the rocket in the early 1940s.27
Too much optimism in space tech is foolish

Lt Col Bruce M. DeBlois (BS, MS, Union College; PhD, Oxford University) is the division chief of Strategic Studies and Assessments at the National Reconnaissance Office, Chantilly, Virginia, Space Sanctuary: A Viable National Strategy, Aerospace Power Journal - Winter 1998, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj98/win98/deblois.html
All told, the story of proliferated space access and exploitation in the near future is grossly exaggerated. Since the beginning of the space age, we have readily assumed away the very many technical and political difficulties associated with access to and movement in space. It is a natural thing to do—the skies were readily conquered; why not space? Visions of Buck Rogers “flying” through space reinforce the natural, albeit false, analogy between the conquest of air and space—hence the misnomer spaceflight. This optimism is part of our American heritage. Although it is a positive motivator of our inevitable move into space, it must not cloud rational decisions.
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Interceptors easily overwhelmed with missiles

Grego et al 5 (Laura, Lisbeth Gronlund, David Wright, "The Physics of Space Security: a reference manual," 

The global coverage space-based weapons can provide is also a key motivation for deploying ballistic missile defense interceptors in space. The United States is conducting research on various types of missile defense systems designed to attack long-range ballistic missiles during their boost phase (the time when the rocket booster is still burning), which lasts only minutes. The short time available means that interceptors must be located close to the launch site of the missile; against large countries it may not be possible to deploy ground or air-based interceptors close enough. In contrast, a constellation of spacebased interceptors in low earth orbits could provide global coverage. Thus, in principle, a space-based boost-phase missile defense system could offer capabilities that would not be available with a ground- or air-based system. However, because of the short response time this mission requires, the system would be intrinsically vulnerable to debilitating attack and to being overwhelmed. Any country with the capability to launch a long-range ballistic missile could also develop an effective capability to destroy satellites in low earth orbit using ASATs launched on short-range missiles. Once one or more space-based interceptors were destroyed, producing a hole in the defense constellation, an attacker could launch a long-range missile through this hole. If the defense used one of its interceptors to protect itself, it would still remove the interceptor from the constellation and create a hole. Alternatively, an attacker could overwhelm the defense. A defense system designed to intercept one ballistic missile launched from any given region would require many hundreds or even a few thousand orbiting interceptors, depending on the design of the constellation and the interceptors. Increasing the defense capability so the system could attack two missiles launched simultaneously from the same region would require doubling the total number of interceptors in the constellation. Because the system costs would increase rapidly with the number of interceptors, any plausible defense system would be designed to intercept only one or two ballistic missiles launched simultaneously. Thus, any country launching more than one or two missiles roughly simultaneously from the same region would penetrate such a defense, even if it worked perfectly 
AT: Space Weapons Inevitable (1/2) 
Space weapons not inevitable – banned chemical and biological weapons prove. 

Hardesty 05 (David C Hardesty, Captain in the US Navy, faculty of the Naval War College's Strategy and Policy Departmentfaculty of the Naval War College's Strategy and Policy Department, Spring 2005, “SPACE-BASED WEAPONS Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives,” Naval War College Review, Vol. 58, No. 2)

The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization reported five major findings. One of these concerned the inevitability of weaponizing space: Every medium of transport—air, land, sea—has seen conflict. Space will be no different. . . . As with national capabilities in the air, on land, and at sea, the United States must have the capabilities to defend its space assets against hostile acts and to negate the hostile use of space against American interests. Explicit national security guidance and defense policy [are] needed to direct development of doctrine and concepts of operations for space capabilities, including weapons systems that operate in space and that can defend assets in orbit and augment current air, land, and sea forces. This requires a deterrence strategy for space, which in turn must be supported by a greater range of space capabilities.33 The report cites no background analysis supporting this rather dramatic chain of logic. The argument seems to be, first, one of historical determinism— that other mediums having seen conflict, space will as well. That inevitability requires not only defense of assets in space but negation in advance of the hostile use of space. The final leap is to the idea that these offensive and defensive requirements can be met only by “weapons systems that operate in space.”No potential disadvantages or possible alternatives are noted. As for the inevitability argument, Dr. Karl P. Mueller concludes that arguments based on human nature or historical analogies to the air and sea are “thought-provoking but ultimately weak.”34 They do not account for the fact that though some nations continue to possess banned chemical and biological weapons, there is no clamor in the United States to deploy such weapons in such large numbers on the ground that their further spread is inevitable. “Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread.”35 The analogy to the medium of air also has significant holes. Less than fifteen years after the first powered flight, military aircraft were carrying out reconnaissance, offensive and defensive counterair, and strategic and tactical bombing missions. In contrast, over forty-five years after Sputnik, space-based counterspace and terrestrial bombardment is not being conducted, long after the technical capability emerged. “In fact, both superpowers did develop anti-satellite interceptors, but then abandoned their ASAT programs, something utterly without precedent in the history of air power that casts further doubt on the soundness of the analogy.”36

AT: Space Weapons Inevitable (2/2)
China won’t be aggressive in space
Cheng 11 (Jia Cheng, a daily Chinese tabloid produced under the auspices of the official Chinese Communist Party newspaper, the People's Daily,[1] focusing on international issues , Global Times, July 13, 2011 “China opposed to space arms race” 
http://www.globaltimes.cn/NEWS/tabid/99/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/665946/China-opposed-to-space-arms-race.aspx)
China dismissed a report that said its space development aims to deter the US from using aircraft carriers in any future conflict, saying China is opposed to an arms race in space. According to Reuters, the Journal of Strategic Studies is set to publish a report that China may already be able to match the US ability to image a known, stationary target and will likely surpass it in the flurry of launches which are planned over the next two years. China has always adhered to the peaceful development of outer space, and is opposed to its militarization, which would trigger an arms race. Chinese foreign ministry spokesman Hong Lei said Tuesday that space should only be used for peaceful purposes. China also asserts the need for international cooperation in space. It is willing to work with relevant parties to promote the peaceful development of space, Hong added. Stressing the potential threat of China's space developments to the US, the report said China's strategically disquieting application of reconnaissance satellites is a targeting and tracking capability in support of the anti-ballistic missile, which could hit US carrier groups. The report exaggerates China's military forces, Gu Guo liang, director of the Center for Arms Control and Nonproliferation Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, told the Global Times, adding that there is still a gap of military development between China and the US, evidenced by the differences in military spending of the two countries. US defense spending stands at $700 billion a year, dwarfing China's 800 billion yuan ($123.6 billion). Meanwhile, Reuters reported that China could begin testing its first aircraft carrier within weeks, sparking concerns about its expanding military clout amid rows over the South China Sea. Ni Feng, deputy director of American Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, told the Global Times that the advances of China's military and space technologies are within the scope of its development needs, and China would not be able to challenge US forces simply by building its own aircraft carrier. The report came as Chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff Mike Mullen began a visit to China from Saturday. Tuesday, Mullen observed an anti-terror drill and visited an air force base of the Chinese People's Liberation Army in Shandong Province, the Xinhua News Agency reported. Gu said that Mullen's visit to China aimed to enhance mutual trusts between the militaries, and overcome suspicion. The visit to an airforce base showed that China is seeking to become more transparent in its military affairs, Gu added. He Xin and agencies contributed to this story

Rogue States F/L (1/6)
Impossible to deter destruction of satellites
RAND Project Air Force 2010. PAF is the U.S. Air Force’s federally funded research and development center for studies and analyses “Deterrence and First Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf

Deterrence in the Space Environment Deterrence entails discouraging an opponent from committing an act of aggression by manipulating the expectation of resultant costs and benefits. Deterring attacks on U.S. space systems will require the United States to fashion credible threats of punishment against potential opponents, persuade adversaries that they can be denied the benefits of their aggression, or some combination of both approaches. However, fashioning a space deterrence regime that is sufficiently potent and credible will be difficult given that U.S. warfighting capabilities, much more so than those of any potential adversary, depend on space support. Threatening to punish aggressors by destroying their satellites might not deter them from attacking U.S. assets—a game of satellite tit-for-tat would likely work to the adversary’s advantage. Conversely, threats of punishment in the terrestrial domain may lack credibility in crises and at lower levels of limited war and would likely be irrelevant at higher levels of war, when heavy terrestrial attacks are already under way. Denial strategies face other hurdles. Efforts to deny adversaries the benefits of space aggression are hindered by the inherent vulnerability of some important U.S. space systems and the high degree of U.S. dependence on those assets. As long as those systems are vulnerable, the enemy’s benefit in attacking space assets is proportionate to the United States’ dependence on the capabilities they provide. (See pp. 24–33.)
Space weapons undermine deterrence – place a premium on offense 

Lt Col Donald Christy, MA in Strategic Studies, 2006. “United States Policy on Weapons in Space,” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil307.pdf

The first case for deliberate acquisition of space weapons is in response to an adversary’s threat that cannot be deterred by other means, such as the United States current conventional or nuclear deterrent capability. 18 For this choice to make strategic sense, the United States must strike a balance between these new undeterred adversaries while not upsetting the existing balance with more capable historical adversaries such as Russia. 19 The strategy must also add to the existing deterrence capability of the United States or else we can only assume the United States seeks impunity from attack for the purpose of possible military action against the lesser adversary. For deterrence to work, an adversary must believe that enough of its forces would survive a first strike to inflict sufficient damage on the United States in order to make a first strike inconceivable. The key to deterrence is that both sides are taking a defensive posture. Neither side will strike first because they know the other side is capable of a counter strike that will inflict unacceptable damage. If one side disrupts this “balance” through a combination of space or other weapons, then by definition, deterrence does not exist. Either the adversary will seek to rebalance the equation by improving their capabilities (a defensive posture) or they will seek alternate means to strike first (an offensive posture). If they choose the former, we can conclude they merely hope to prevent aggression from the United States. If they choose the latter, then deterrence is irrelevant because that adversary wants to strike at the United States regardless of our capabilities to respond overwhelmingly. In this case, space weapons add nothing to deterrence capability while potentially they could alter the deterrence equation elsewhere. The undeterred adversary can seek ways to strike that we cannot counter or that are unknown to us, many less complex than missiles and nuclear weapons.
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Miscalc is unlikely

Bruce Bueno de Mesquita and William H. Riker,  (mesquita) Chair, Department of Politics, New York University and (riker)  chair of the Political Science at the University of Rochester June 1982 “An Assessment of the Merits of Selective Nuclear Proliferation” pg 301- 2The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 26, No. 2, Conflict and International Security http://www.jstor.org/stable/173903 

One might object further. Conceding that the likelihood of miscalculation does diminish as proliferation occurs, one might still contend that the costs of such a miscalculation are so large that they cannot conceivably justify even the diminished risk of war. If the expected costs from nuclear wars arising out of miscalculation or irrational acts exceed the expected costs from wars that could be prevented by proliferation, then, indeed, proliferation is a very dangerous thing. There is, of course, no precise way to measure these expected costs, but we do have some basis for estimating them. Using expected utility calculations similar to the one suggested here, one of us (Bueno de Mesquita 1981b) found that 65 of approximately 70,000 opportunities to initiate war rationally were seized in the period 1816 to 1974, with hundreds of other opportunities being used to threaten war. In that same study it was also found that only 11 of nearly 500,000 opportunities to initiate war were seized in violation of the expectations arising from the expected utility framework. In other words, the ratio of seemingly rational and correct calculations to either irrational calculations or miscalculations that have led to war is over 40 to 1. This implies that through symmetry-producing nuclear proliferation, we may expect to prevent approximately 40 conventional or onesided nuclear wars for every one miscalculated or irrational bilateral nuclear exchange. Using the 40 most recent wars as a crude indicator, this analysis implies that a single miscalculated or irrational nuclear exchange in the third world would have to kill several tens of millions of people before some proliferation would be unjustified by yielding a higher expected loss of life. It seems to us unlikely that one such miscalculated or irrational act among third world countries, each with a very few warheads, could produce this level of loss. Still, we do not rule it out, but rather note that it is exactly such estimates that must be made in calculating the trade-offs between gains and losses from nuclear  proliferation. One might expect, for instance, that selection of candidates for proliferation might be based partially on the calculation of the marginal effect on expected costs in life and property from not standing in the way of the candidate in question. Thus, proliferation would be resisted where the expected marginal effect would be an increase in loss of life and property over nonproliferation, but would be encouraged where the marginal effect was otherwise.

Nuclear Weapons make miscalc very unlikely

Chris Gagne, 11/25/04, “Nuclear Risk Reduction In South Asia: Building on  Common Ground”, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/NRRMGagne.pdf
Scholars disagree about whether nuclear weapons promote stability or instability. “Nuclear optimists” such as Kenneth Waltz argue that offsetting nuclear weapon capabilities are stabilizing because they make war too costly. According to this line of thinking, the destructive power of even a few nuclear weapons is so immense that no rational leader would risk waging war if nuclear retaliation by the enemy were even remotely possible.2 Waltz claims that when faced with almost certain destruction, military miscalculation becomes unlikely among nuclear powers.
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No escalation- Global Powers have moderated

Dr. Gwynne Dyer (lecturer on international affairs) October 21 2001 “The World Turned Upside Down?”, International Affairs, http://peernet.lbpc.ca/thelink/102502/04IntAffDyer.html

How bad could it get? Very bad." Yet Dyer concluded by pointing out a number of significantly positive indications: that the terrorists are probably not going to succeed in stampeding the Americans into any truly stupid reaction; that direct physical threat from terrorism was statistically less of a threat than smoking (though over-reaction to terrorism could pose a threat to civil liberties); and that the conflict in the Middle East is likely to stay confined to the region because the connections outward have been dismantled. Most significantly, he explained, the larger trends are promising in that "there are no enemies among the Great Powers. World War III has been cancelled." The number of democratic countries has doubled in the lifetime of our Pearson College students, and "democratic countries don’t fight wars with each other." A kind of global culture of values has been emerging. Things are actually changing for the better.
Conflict will not escalate – casualties low and empirically false

Edward Luttwak (senior adviser at the Centre for Strategic and International Studies) May 2007 “The middle of nowhere”, Prospect

Why are middle east experts so unfailingly wrong? The lesson of history is that men never learn from history, but middle east experts, like the rest of us, should at least learn from their past mistakes. Instead, they just keep repeating them. The first mistake is “five minutes to midnight” catastrophism. The late King Hussein of Jordan was the undisputed master of this genre. Wearing his gravest aspect, he would warn us that with patience finally exhausted the Arab-Israeli conflict was about to explode, that all past conflicts would be dwarfed by what was about to happen unless, unless… And then came the remedy—usually something rather tame when compared with the immense catastrophe predicted, such as resuming this or that stalled negotiation, or getting an American envoy to the scene to make the usual promises to the Palestinians and apply the usual pressures on Israel. We read versions of the standard King Hussein speech in countless newspaper columns, hear identical invocations in the grindingly repetitive radio and television appearances of the usual middle east experts, and are now faced with Hussein’s son Abdullah periodically repeating his father’s speech almost verbatim. What actually happens at each of these “moments of truth”—and we may be approaching another one—is nothing much; only the same old cyclical conflict which always restarts when peace is about to break out, and always dampens down when the violence becomes intense enough. The ease of filming and reporting out of safe and comfortable Israeli hotels inflates the media coverage of every minor affray. But humanitarians should note that the dead from Jewish-Palestinian fighting since 1921 amount to fewer than 100,000—about as many as are killed in a season of conflict in Darfur.
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Economic and institutional interdependence preserves peace

Aaron L Friedberg, Fall 05, professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University, “The Future of U.S.-China Relations Is Conflict Inevitable?” International Security, Volume 30, Number 2, pg 7-45, Project Muse

Liberal Optimists In foreign affairs, most Americans are liberals.9 As regards the prospects for peace, cooperation, and understanding among nations, most liberals are opti- mists. It should therefore come as no surprise that liberal optimists are com- mon and probably, in numerical terms, dominant among U.S. analysts, policymakers, and China watchers. On the question of the future of U.S.-China relations and, more generally, regarding the future of world politics, liberal optimists believe in the pacifying power of three interrelated and mutually reinforcing causal mechanisms: economic interdependence, international insti- tutions, and democratization.10 economic interdependence Liberal optimists believe that bilateral economic exchange creates shared inter- ests in good relations between states. The greater the volume of trade and investment oowing between two countries, the more groups on both sides will have a strong interest in avoiding conoict and preserving peace. Liberal optimists note that economic exchange between the United States and China has increased dramatically since the onset of market reforms in China in the late 1970s. From the start of reform in 1978 to the end of the twen- tieth century, the value of the trade moving between the two countries grew by more than two orders of magnitude, from $1 billion to almost $120 billion an- nually.11 By 2004 that agure had doubled to a reported total of $245 billion.12Capital oows have also risen, with U.S. investors pouring signiacant resources each year into China.13 As China enters the World Trade Organization (WTO) and opens its markets even wider to foreign goods and capital, the density of commercial linkages between the United States and the PRC will increase.14 Economic interdependence has already helped to create a strong mutual inter- est in peace between the two Paciac powers. Barring some major disruption, economic forces will probably continue to draw them together, constraining and damping any tendencies toward conoict.15 international institutions In addition to their faith in trade as an instrument of peace, liberal optimists place great store in the role of international institutions of various kinds. These can help to improve communication between states, reducing uncertainty about intentions and increasing the capacity of governments to make credible, binding commitments to one another. By so doing, they can help to ease or counteract some of the pernicious effects of international anarchy, clearing the way for higher levels of cooperation and trust than would otherwise be attainable.16 As regards U.S.-China relations, liberal optimists note that since the end of the Cold War there has been a proliferation of regional institutions in East Asia. Included among these are APEC (the Asia-Paciac Economic Cooperation forum); the ARF (the ASEAN [Association of Southeast Asian Nations] Re- gional Forum); ASEAN 􏰀 3; the East Asia Summit; an expanding network of bilateral military-to-military talks; and an even wider array of quasi-ofacial track-2 security dialogues involving scholars, analysts, and bureaucrats from countries in the region. Over the course of the last decade, China has also sought entry into several important global institutions, including the WTO (which it entered in 2001) and the nuclear nonproliferation regime (which it joined in 1996). In addition, it has begun to play a more active and prominent role in the United Nations. By one count, the PRC’s membership in formal, in- ternational governmental organizations more than doubled between 1977 and 1997 (from 21 to 52), while its membership in international nongovernmental organizations soared during the same period from 71 to 1,163.17 The growth of international institutions in Asia and the expansion of both U.S. and Chinese participation in them are drawing the United States and the PRC into a thickening web of ties that liberal optimists believe will promote contact, communication and, over time, greater mutual understanding and even trust, or at the very least, a reduced likelihood of gross misperception. Aside from whatever direct effects it may have on bilateral relations with the United States, China’s increasing participation in international institutions should also give it a growing, albeit more diffuse, stake in the stability and continuity of the existing global order. The desire of China’s leaders to con- tinue to enjoy the beneats of membership in that order should make them less likely to take steps that would threaten the status quo. This, in turn, should re- duce the probability that the PRC will act in ways that could bring it into conflict with the United States, which is, after all, the principal architect, de- fender, and beneficiary of the contemporary international system.18
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Even unstable states prefer peace through negotiation

James Fearon, 95, “Rationalists Explanation of War” International Organization Volume 49,slantchev.ucsd.edu/courses/pdf/fearon-io1995v49n3.pdf
While I do not doubt that the condition of anarchy accounts for major differences between domestic and international politics, and that anarchy encourages both fear of and opportunities for military conflict, the standard framing of the argument is not enough to explain why wars occur and recur. Under anarchy, nothing stops states from using force if they wish. But if using force is a costly option regardless of the outcome, then why is it ever employed? How exactly does the lack of a central authority prevent states from negotiating agreements both sides would prefer to fighting? As it is typically stated, the argument that anarchy provides a rationalist explanation for war does not address this question and so does not solve the problem posed by war's expost inefficiency. Neither, it should be added, do related arguments invoking the security dilemma, the fact that under anarchy one state's efforts to make itself more secure can have the undesired but unavoidable effect of making another state 6. The quotation is drawn from Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State, and War:A TheoreticalAnalysis (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1959), p. 188. 7. For a careful analysis and critique of this standard argument on the difference between the international and domestic arenas, see R. Harrison Wagner, "The Causes of Peace," in Roy A. Licklider, ed., Stopping the Killing: How Civil Wars End (New York: New York University Press, 1993), pp. 2 3 5 4 8 and especially pp. 251-57. ￼less s e ~ u r eB.y~itself this fact says nothing about the availability or feasibility of peaceful bargains that would avoid the costs of war. More elaborate arguments are required, and those that are typically given do not envision bargaining and do not address the puzzle of costs. Consider, for instance, a spiral scenario in which an insecure state increases its arms, rendering another so insecure that it decides to attack. If the first state anticipated the reaction producing war, then by itself this is a deadlock argument; I argue against these below. If the first state did not anticipate war and did not want it, then the problem would seem to be miscalculation rather than anarchy, and we need to know why signaling and bargaining could not have solved it. As Robert Jervis has argued, anarchy and the security dilemma may well foster arms races and territorial competi- t i ~ nB.u~t with the exception of occasional references to the preemptive war problem, the standard security dilemma arguments do not explicitly address the question of why the inability to make commitments should necessarily make for war between rational states
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Rational states will negotiate before war
James Fearon, 95, “Rationalists Explanation of War” International Organization Volume 49,slantchev.ucsd.edu/courses/pdf/fearon-io1995v49n3.pdf
One can argue that even rational leaders who consider the risks and costs of war may end up fighting nonetheless. This article focuses on arguments of the third sort, which I will call rationalist explanations.' Rationalist explanations abound in the literature on interna- tional conflict, assuming a great variety of specific forms. Moreover, for at least two reasons many scholars have given rationalist explanations a certain pride of place. First, historians and political scientists who have studied the origins of particular wars often have concluded that war can be a rational alternative for leaders who are acting in their states' interest-they find that the expected benefits of war sometimes outweigh the expected costs, however unfortunate this may be. Second, the dominant paradigm in international relations theory, neorealism, is thought to advance or even to depend on rationalist arguments about the causes of war. Indeed, if no rationalist explanation for war is theoretically or empirically tenable, then neither is neorealism. The causes of war would then lie in the defects of human nature or particular states rather than in the international system, as argued by neorealists. What I refer to here as "rationalist explanations for war" could just as well be called "neorealist explanation^."^ This article attempts to provide a clear statement of what a rationalist explanation for war is and to characterize the full set of rationalist explanations that are both theoretically coherent and empirically plausible. It should be obvious that this theoretical exercise must take place prior to testing rationalist explanations against alternatives-we cannot perform such tests unless we know what a rationalist explanation really is. Arguably, the exercise is also foundational for neorealism. Despite its prominence, neorealist theory lacks a clearly stated and fully conceived explanation for war. As I will argue below, it is not enough to say that under anarchy nothing stops states from using force, or that anarchy forces states to rely on self-help, which engenders mutual suspicion and (through spirals or the security dilemma) armed conflict. Neither do diverse references to miscalculation, deterrence failure because of inad- equate forces or incredible threats, preventive and preemptive considerations, or free-riding in alliances amount to theoretically coherent rationalist explana- tions for war. My main argument is that on close inspection none of the principal rationalist arguments advanced in the literature holds up as an explanation because none addresses or adequately resolves the central puzzle, namely, that war is costly and risky, so rational states should have incentives to locate negotiated settlements that all would prefer to the gamble of war. The common flaw of the standard rationalist arguments is that they fail either to address or to explain adequately what prevents leaders from reaching a ante (prewar) bargains that would avoid the costs and risks of fighting. A coherent rationalist explanation for war must do more than give reasons why armed conflict might appear an attractive option to a rational leader under some circumstances-it must show why states are unable to locate an alternative outcome that both would prefer to a fight. To summarize what follows, the article will consider five rationalist argu- ments accepted as tenable in the literature on the causes of war. Discussed at length below, these arguments are given the following labels: (1) anarchy; (2) expected benefits greater than expected costs; (3) rational preventive war; (4) rational miscalculation due to lack of information; and (5) rational miscalcula- tion or disagreement about relative power. I argue that the first three arguments simply do not address the question of what prevents state leaders from bargaining to a settlement that would avoid the costs of fighting. The fourth and fifth arguments do address the question, holding that rational leaders may miss a superior negotiated settlement when lack of information leads them to miscalculate relative power or resolve. However, as typically stated, neither argument explains what prevents rational leaders from using diplomacy or other forms of communication to avoid such costly miscalcula- tions.

Hegemony F/L (1/4)
Dolman advocates American domination – that’s bad
Macdonald 2007 [Fraser, School of Anthropology, Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Melbourne, Melbourne, Victoria 3010 Australia, pp. 592-615 in Progress in Human Geography Journal, “Anti-Astropolitik – outer space and the orbit of geography”, downloaded through college access to Progress in Human Geography Journal]

Dolman slips from presenting what would be merely a ‘logical’ outworking of Astropolitik to advocating that the United States adopt it as their space strategy. Along the way, he ac- knowledges the full anti-democratic potential of such concentrated power, detaching the state from its citizenry: the United States can adopt any policy it wishes and the attitudes and reactions of the domestic public and of other states can do little to challenge it. So powerful is the United States that should it accept the harsh Realpolitik doctrine in space that the military services appear to be proposing, and given a proper explanation for employing it, there may in fact be little if any opposition to a fait accompli of total US domination in space. (Dolman, 2002: 156) Although Dolman claims that ‘no attempt will be made to create a convincing argument that the United States has a right to domin- ation in space’, in almost the next sentence he goes on to argue ‘that, in this case, might does make right’, ‘the persuasiveness of the case’ being ‘based on the self-interest of the state and stability of the system’ (2002: 156; my emphasis). Truly, this is Astropolitik: a veneration of the ineluctable logic of power and the permanent rightness of those who wield it. If it sounds chillingly familiar, Dolman hopes to reassure us with his belief that ‘the US form of liberal democracy ... is admirable and socially encompassing’ (p. 156) and it is ‘the most benign state that has ever at- tempted hegemony over the greater part of the world’ (p. 158). His sunny view that the United States is ‘willing to extend legal and political equality to all’ sits awkwardly with the current suspension of the rule of law in Guantanamo Bay as well as in various other ‘spaces of exception’ (see Gregory, 2004; Agamben, 2005). Dolman’s astropolitical project is by no means exceptional. The journal Astropolitics, of which he is a founding editor, contains numerous papers expressing similar views. It is easy, I think, for critical geographers to feel so secure in the intellectual and political purchase of Ó Tuathailian critiques (Ó Tuathail, 1996), that we become oblivious to the undead nature of classical geopolitics. It is comforting to think that most geography undergraduates encountering geopolitics, in the UK at least, will in all likelihood do so through the portal of critical perspectives, perhaps through the excellent work of Joanne Sharp or Klaus Dodds (Dodds, 2005; Sharp, 2005). But the legacies of Mackinder and Mahan live on, and radical critique is as urgent as ever. While this is not the place for a thoroughgoing reappraisal of astropolitics in the manner of Gearòid Ó Tuathail, a few salient points from his critique can be brought out. . (1) Astrography and astropolitics, like geo- graphy and geopolitics, constitute ‘a pol- itical domination and cultural imagining of space’ (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 28). While com- mentators like Colin Gray have posited an ‘inescapable geography’ (eg, ‘of course, physical geography is politically neutral’), a critical agenda conceives of geography not as a fixed substratum but as a highly social form of knowledge (Gray, 1999: 173; Ó Tuathail, 1999: 109). For geography, read ‘astrography’. We must be alert to the ‘declarative’ (‘this is how the Outer Earth is’) and ‘imperative’ (‘this is what we must do’) modes of narration that astropolitics has borrowed from its terrestrial ante- cedent (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 107). The models of Mackinder and Mahan that are so often applied to the space environ- ment are not unchanging laws; on the con- trary they are themselves highly political attempts to create and sustain particular strategic outcomes in specific historical circumstances. . (2) Rather than actively supporting the dominant structures and mechanisms of power, a critical astropolitics must place the primacy of such forces always already in question. Critical astropolitics aims to scrutinize the power politics of the expert/ think-tank/tactician as part of a wider project of deepening public debate and strengthening democratic accountability (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 108). . (3) Mackinder’s ‘end of geography’ thesis held that the era of terrestrial exploration and discovery was over, leaving only the task of consolidating the world order to fit British interests (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 27). Dolman’s vision of space strategy bears striking similarities. Like Ó Tuathail’s critique of Mackinder’s imperial hubris, Astropolitik could be reasonably described as ‘triumphalism blind to its own precarious- ness’ (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 28). Dolman, for instance, makes little effort to conceal his tumescent patriotism, observing that ‘the United States is awash with power after its impressive victories in the 1991 Gulf War and 1999 Kosovo campaign, and stands at the forefront of history cap- able of presiding over the birth of a bold New World Order’. One might argue, however, that Mackinder – as the theorist of imperial decline – may in this respect be an appropriate mentor (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 112). It is important, I think, to demystify Astropolitik: there is nothing ‘inevitable’ about US dominance in space, even if the USA were to pursue this im- perial logic. (4) Again like Mackinder, Astropolitik mobilizes an unquestioned ethnocentrism. Implicit in this ideology is the notion that America must beat China into space because ‘they’ are not like ‘us’. ‘The most ruthlessly suitable’ candidates for space dominance, we are told – ‘the most capably endowed’ – are like those who populated America and Australia (Dolman, 2002: 27). (5) A critical astropolitics must challenge the ‘mythic’ properties of Astropolitik and disrupt its reverie for the ‘timeless insights’ of the so-called geopolitical masters. For Ó Tuathail, ‘geopolitics is mythic because it promises uncanny clarity ... in a complex world’ and is ‘fetishistically concerned with .... prophecy’ (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 113). Ó Tuathail’s critical project, by con- trast, seeks to recover the political and historical contexts through which the knowledge of Mackinder and Mahan has become formalized.

Hegemony F/L (2/4)
American leadership will continue

Goldberg 11 [ January 28 2011 “America's China Syndrome” AEIPPR American Enterprise Institute For Public Policy Research http://www.aei.org/article/103022
It's true that from the early 1990s until around now, America has been essentially alone at the top of the world heap. But that hasn't meant as much as a lot of folks claim. During this pax Americana, a nasty war broke out in Europe, genocide materialized in Africa and the United States was harassed and wounded by stateless Islamic terrorism. We also fought a war in Iraq that ended in a bloody armistice, requiring constant policing for more than a decade. And now we're in another expensive war. Meanwhile, our trade deficit only gets worse and our industrial base has been outsourced to Mexico, Vietnam and, of course, China. Next, we're told, one of the consequences of the new multipolar world will be that we won't be able to do things unilaterally anymore. Anymore? What movie were they watching? When we were supposedly cock of the walk, under Democratic and Republican presidents alike, anti-Americanism flourished. The United Nations refused to authorize the use of force to stop ethnic cleansing in the Balkans. Sure, we didn't take no for an answer, but we didn't go it alone. We joined with our NATO allies to put an end to the bloodshed. During the Persian Gulf War, America had that "grand coalition" that Sen. John F. Kerry talked about. During the second Iraq war, the "coalition of the willing" was smaller, but we were hardly flying solo. U.S. leaders decried unilateralism, an odd sentiment for the undisputed global hegemon. Another reigning cliche is that the sun is setting on us as it did on the British Empire. But what does that mean? China isn't remotely powerful, influential or rich enough to play the leading role of America, and we aren't nearly so weak, ignorable or poor to deserve the supporting gig as 1950s Britain. Besides, although China clearly wants its moment in the sun, it doesn't seem particularly eager or able to lead. "When was the last time Beijing offered its own peace plan for the Arab-Israeli conflict, for instance?" asks Jonathan Eyal, Europe correspondent for the Straits Times in Singapore. "Other emerging powers are no better," he adds. "What is India's contribution to, say, solving the crisis in Sudan? Or Russia's plan for dealing with the North Korean nuclear problem?" In other words, American leadership is still the global norm. Then there are China's very real problems. China has 700 billion very poor people. By 2050, it will have 400 million very old people. It will "get old before it gets rich," as conservative writer Mark Steyn likes to say. The country is shot through with corruption, bogus accounting practices that make subprime mortgage bundles look like gold bullion, and a political elite that remains terrified of democracy. A confident government doesn't banish its Nobel Peace Prize winners. Even with its copycat stealth fighter, China is certainly less of a military threat to the United States than the Soviet Union was. It's more of an economic challenger, but that's a good problem to have, right? Currency wars are better than nuclear ones. The most important point is that China's rise doesn't reflect some grand failure of American foreign policy but its success. Drawing China into the global economic and political system has been a bipartisan foreign policy goal for generations. That creates new problems but better ones. China is still governed by a fundamentally evil system. Hu has blood on his hands--he ordered the slaughter of hundreds of unarmed Tibetan protestors in 1989. But it's less evil than when it kept a billion people in poverty and killed 65 million of its own citizens. That's progress. For the last century, America was the good-guy lead on the international stage. In that role, we relied on a broad arsenal, literally and figuratively, to help move the world to democracy and prosperity. Contrary to a lot of nostalgic nonsense about the simplicity of the Cold War and the ease of our "unipolar moment," that effort was hard, complicated and punctuated with surprising successes and unpredicted failures. In that sense, the new normal looks a lot like the old normal
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Hegemony is sustainable – rivals don’t matter

CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER  is an American Pulitzer Prize–winning syndicated columnist, political commentator, and physician. His weekly column appears in The Washington Post and is syndicated to more than 200 newspapers and media outlets. April 29 2011 National Review Online “The Obama Doctrine: Leading from Behind” http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/265933/obama-doctrine-leading-behind-charles-krauthammer

A foreign policy of hesitation, delay, and indecision. Obama may be moving toward something resembling a doctrine. One of his advisers described the president’s actions in Libya as “leading from behind.” To be precise, leading from behind is a style, not a doctrine. Doctrines involve ideas, but since there are no discernible ones that make sense of Obama’s foreign policy — Lizza’s painstaking two-year chronicle shows it to be as ad hoc, erratic, and confused as it appears — this will have to do. And it surely is an accurate description, from President Obama’s shocking passivity during Iran’s 2009 Green Revolution to his dithering on Libya — acting at the very last moment, then handing off to a bickering coalition, yielding the current bloody stalemate. It’s been a foreign policy of hesitation, delay, and indecision, marked by plaintive appeals to the (fictional) “international community” to do what only America can. But underlying that style, assures this Obama adviser, there really are ideas. Indeed, “two unspoken beliefs,” explains Lizza. “That the relative power of the U.S. is declining, as rivals like China rise, and that the U.S. is reviled in many parts of the world.” Amazing. This is why Obama is deliberately diminishing American presence, standing, and leadership in the world? Take proposition one: We must “lead from behind” because U.S. relative power is declining. Even if you accept the premise, it’s a complete non sequitur. What does China’s rising GDP have to do with American buck-passing on Libya, misjudging Iran, appeasing Syria? True, China is rising. But first, it is the only power of any significance rising militarily relative to us. Russia is recovering from levels of military strength so low that it barely registers globally. And European power is in true decline (see their performance — except for the British — in Afghanistan and their current misadventures in Libya). And second, the challenge of a rising Chinese military is still exclusively regional. It would affect a war over Taiwan. It has zero effect on anything significantly beyond China’s coast. China has no blue-water navy. It has no foreign bases. It cannot project power globally. It might in the future — but by what logic should that paralyze us today? Proposition two: We must lead from behind because we are reviled. Pray tell, when were we not? During Vietnam? Or earlier, under Eisenhower? When his vice president was sent on a good-will trip to Latin America, he was spat upon and so threatened by the crowds that he had to cut short his trip. Or maybe later, under the blessed Reagan? The Reagan years were marked by vast demonstrations in the capitals of our closest allies denouncing America as a warmongering menace taking the world into nuclear winter. “Obama came of age politically,” explains Lizza, “during the post–Cold War era, a time when America’s unmatched power created widespread resentment.” But the world did not begin with the coming to consciousness of Barack Obama. Cold War resentments ran just as deep. It is the fate of any assertive superpower to be envied, denounced, and blamed for everything under the sun. Nothing has changed. Moreover, for a country so deeply reviled, why during the massive unrest in Tunisia, Egypt, Bahrain, Yemen, Jordan, and Syria have anti-American demonstrations been such a rarity? Who truly reviles America the hegemon? The world that Obama lived in and that shaped him intellectually: the elite universities; his Hyde Park milieu (including his not-to-be-mentioned friends, William Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn); the church he attended for two decades, ringing with sermons more virulently anti-American than anything heard in today’s full-throated uprising of the Arab Street. It is the liberal elites who revile the American colossus and devoutly wish to see it cut down to size. Leading from behind — diminishing America’s global standing and assertiveness — is a reaction to their view of America, not the world’s. Other presidents take anti-Americanism as a given, rather than evidence of American malignancy, believing — as do most Americans — in the rightness of our cause and the nobility of our intentions. Obama thinks anti-Americanism is a verdict on America’s fitness for leadership. I would suggest that “leading from behind” is a verdict on Obama’s fitness for leadership. Leading from behind is not leading. It is abdicating. It is also an oxymoron. Yet a sympathetic journalist, channeling an Obama adviser, elevates it to a doctrine. The president is no doubt flattered. The rest of us are merely stunned.
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Chinese rise won’t crush American hegemony

Andrew J. Nathan Andrew J. Nathan is Class of 1919 Professor of Political Science at Columbia University.  His teaching and research interests include Chinese politics and foreign policy, the comparative study of political participation and political culture, and human rights.  He is engaged in long-term research and writing on Chinese foreign policy and on sources of political legitimacy in Asia, “What China Wants” July 20 2011 Foreign Affairs, http://www.gatewayhouse.in/publication/gateway-house-affiliated/foreign-affairs/what-china-wants
By focusing on intentions, Friedberg, like Kissinger, leaves out any serious accounting of China's capability to achieve the goals that various writers propose. Such an audit would show that China is bogged down both internally and in Asia generally. At home, it devotes enormous resources, including military ones, to maintaining control over the two-fifths of its territory that comprise Xinjiang and greater Tibet, to keeping civil order throughout the densely populated and socially unstable Han heartland, and to deterring Taiwan's independence. Around its borders, it is surrounded chiefly by two kinds of countries: unstable ones where almost any conceivable change will make life more difficult for Chinese strategists (such as Myanmar, North Korea, and the weak states of Central Asia) and strong ones that are likely to get stronger in the future and compete with China (such as India, Japan, Russia, and Vietnam). And everywhere on its periphery, on land and at sea, China faces the powerful presence of the United States. The U.S. Pacific Command remains the most muscular of the U.S. military's six regional combatant commands, after the Central Command (which is managing two ongoing wars), and it continues to adjust its strategies as China's military modernizes. Friedberg is also imprecise. His title, A Contest for Supremacy, means one thing; part of his subtitle, the Struggle for Mastery in Asia, means another -- and neither idea is vindicated by the body of the book. He is on firmer ground when he writes that "if China's power continues to grow, and if it continues to be ruled by a one-party authoritarian regime, its relations with the United States are going to become increasingly tense and competitive." But friction is not conflict. And all this assumes that China's rise will continue unabated. Friedberg reasonably enough makes this assumption for the purposes of argument. But it is unlikely to prove correct in the long run because China's economic and political model faces so many vulnerabilities. To add to the worries of Chinese leaders, as Friedberg points out, there are U.S. intentions: "stripped of diplomatic niceties, the ultimate aim of the American strategy is to hasten a revolution, albeit a peaceful one, that will sweep away China's one-party authoritarian state." This helps explain why Chinese leaders act more like people under siege than like people on an expansionist warpath. Even if China does stay on course, it cannot hope for anything that can reasonably be called supremacy, or even regional mastery, unless U.S. power radically declines. Absent that development, it is implausible that, as Friedberg predicts, "the nations of Asia will choose eventually to follow the lead of a rising China, 'bandwagoning' with it . . . rather than trying to balance against it." Instead, the more China rises, the more most of China's neighbors will want to balance with the United States, not against it.

China F/L (1/3)
China will only weaponize because of the US-- ASAT test was not threatening
Blazejewski 08 (Kenneth , private practice in New York City, focusing primarily on international corporate and financial transactions, JD from NYU Law. “Space Weaponization and US China Relations,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2008/Spring/blazejewski.pdf)

On this account, China’s primary concern with US space weaponiza- tion is its contribution to a US multilayered missile defense shield. In- deed, China’s campaign for PAROS negotiation at the CD seems to inten- sify after each new development in United States BMD plans.20 Although China could respond to a BMD shield with effective countermeasures,21 future technological developments may permit the BMD system to viti- ate China’s nuclear deterrent.22 In the case of a conflict over Taiwan, for example, a US space-based BMD system could prove very valuable to the United States. According to this view, if the United States decides to advance with such a BMD program, China will respond so as to maintain its nuclear deterrence. It will modernize its ICBM fleet (a program it has already initiated), develop further countermeasures to circumvent the BMD shield, and develop the means to launch multiple ASAT attacks. Ultimately, an arms race could ensue. This, however, would not be China’s chosen outcome. Its development of space weapons is merely a counter- strategy to what it views as likely US space weaponization.23 China would much prefer that the United States negotiate a PAROS agreement not to build the BMD shield.24 If this were the case, China’s January ASAT test would appear to be an attempt to get the United States to the negotiating table. By launching the ASAT, China sought to put the United States on notice that any attempt to weaponize outer space would lead to this mutually undesirable path.
China F/L (2/3)
No US-China War – Economics
Thomas Barnett, 2004, a former Professor and senior military analyst at the U.S. Naval War College, and a top advisor to SecDef Donald Rumsfeld, 2004, ("The Pentagon's New Map: War and Peace In The Twenty-First Century," Why China will never Risk War with the US over Taiwan... http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1361719/posts accessed 7/3/2011)

(the following excerpt shows why war in the Taiwan strait is highly improbable if not impossible): "Three key pillars control the vast bulk of long-term investments. Not surprisingly, these three constitute the Old Core of Globalization II: the United States, the (now) European Union, and Japan. This relatively small slice of the global population (approximately one-eighth) controls over four-fifths of the money. If you want to join the Core, you must be able to access that money-plain and simple.  That fundamental reality of the global economy explains why we won't be going to war with China. The Pentagon can plan for it all it wants, but it does so purely within the sterile logic of war, and not with and logical reference to the larger flows of globalization. Simply put, those flows continue to reshape the international security environment that the Defense Department often imagines it manages all by its lonesome.  Let me paint you the same basic picture I love to draw each time I give my brief to Pentagon strategists and, by doing so, give you a realistic sense of what China would be up against if it chose to challenge the United States-led globalization process wing military means.  China has to double its energy consumption in a generation if all the growth it is planning is actually going to occur. We know where the Chinese have to go for the energy: Russia, Central Asia, and the Gulf. That's a lot of new friends to make and one significant past enemy to romance (Moscow). But Beijing will pull it off, because they have no choice. To make all that energy happen, China has to build an amazing amount of infrastructure to import it, process it, generate the needed energy products, and deliver it to buildings and vehicles all over the country (though mostly along the coast). That infrastructure will cost a lot, and it's common when talking to development experts to hear the "T" word-as in "trillions"-casually tossed around. Where is China going to go for all that money? Certainly it will tap its biggest trade partner, Japan, for all it can. But when it really wants to tap the big sources of money, there are only two financial communities that can handle that sort of a request: Wall Street and the European Union. So when you add it all up, for China to get its way on development, it needs to be friends with the Americans, the Europeans, the Muslims, and the Slavs. Doesn't exactly leave a lot of civilizations to clash with, does it.
Peaceful Reunification Now – no risk of conflict

Robert S. Ross, 2006, Professor of Political Science at Boston College and an Associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University, March/April 2006, (Foreign Affairs, Taiwan's Fading Independence Movement, p. Lexis)

Political developments in Taiwan over the past year have effectively ended the independence movement there. What had been a major source of regional instability – and the most likely source of a great-power war anywhere in the world -- has become increasingly irrelevant. The peaceful transformation of relations between China and Taiwan will help stabilize eastern Asia, reduce the likelihood of conflict between China and the United States, and present an opportunity for Beijing, Taipei, and Washington to adjust their defense postures -- all without hurting Taiwan's security or threatening U.S. interests. 
A shift in power won’t cause war

James Fearon, 95, “Rationalists Explanation of War” International Organization Volume 49,slantchev.ucsd.edu/courses/pdf/fearon-io1995v49n3.pdf
It frequently is argued that if a declining power expects it might be attacked by a rising power in the future, then a preventive war in the present may be rational. Typically, however, preventive war arguments do not consider whether the rising and declining powers could construct a bargain, perhaps across time, that would leave both sides better off than a costly and risky preventive war would.ll The incentives for such a deal surely exist. The rising state should not want to be attacked while it is relatively weak, so what stops it from offering concessions in the present and the future that would make the declining state prefer not to attack? Also, if war is inefficient and bargains both sides prefer to a fight will exist, why should the declining power rationally fear being attacked in the future? The standard argument supposes that an anticipated shift in the balance of power can by itself be enough to make war
rational, but this is not so.
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Status quo solves miscalculation – plan makes it worse 

Aaron L Friedberg, Fall 05, professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University, “The Future of U.S.-China Relations Is Conflict Inevitable?” International Security, Volume 30, Number 2, pg 7-45, Project Muse

As regards Taiwan, China’s goal may be only to prevent that island from sliding toward independence. The PRC’s leaders may be perfectly willing to live with the status quo indeanitely, but they may believe that they have to is- sue periodic threats to prevent Taiwan from breaking free. The U.S. objective may be only to prevent forceful reuniacation. But China’s threats and ongoing military buildup may increase fears that Beijing will eventually feel capable of achieving its objectives through the use of force. To maintain deterrence, Wash- ington may then feel compelled to increase military assistance to Taipei and to take other measures designed to make it appear more likely that the United States would intervene if Taiwan were attacked. But these steps will almost certainly make the PRC more fearful of a Taiwanese bolt for independence, which will cause Beijing to further intensify its military efforts and heighten its rhetoric, and so on.43 China’s aim in deploying large numbers of theater ballistic missiles may be primarily to deter Taiwan from declaring independence. But those deploy- ments inevitably appear threatening not only to Taiwan but also to Japan, the United States, and others in the region. Conversely, the U.S. aim in moving to- ward deployment of some kind of theater missile defense (TMD) system may be to provide a measure of protection to U.S. friends and allies and to its bases and forces in the Western Paciac. But the possibility of such a deployment is obviously deeply threatening to the Chinese, who see it as undermining their ability to prevent unfavorable regional developments, especially if a U.S.- orchestrated TMD system is extended to include Taiwan. Beijing’s concerns about TMD will be further heightened by the deployment of a U.S. national missile defense system, which the Chinese could see as reducing their ability to deter an attack on their own territory. The Chinese response to these developments is likely to include steps to augment both their theater- and intercontinental-range strike forces, which will tend to heighten U.S. anxieties about their intentions
Turn-- China First Strike

Missile Defense will cause China first strike. 

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>

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 
US space weaponization leads to Chinese miscalculation and space wars 

Chase 11 (Michael S. Chase is an Associate Research Professor and Director of the Mahan Scholars Program at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. “Defense and Deterrence in China’s Military Space Strategy” Publication: China Brief Volume: 11 Issue: 5. 3-25-2011 2011 01:22 http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=37699&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=25&cHash=e3f0fcd233f563e2364ad7bc49425244)

A review of Chinese writings on military space operations indicates that Chinese strategists are concerned about a wide variety of perceived threats to Chinese space systems. In particular, Chinese analysts characterize U.S. space policy as inherently threatening to China’s interests because of its emphasis on space dominance. As Zhang Hui of Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs writes, "Many Chinese officials and security experts have great interest in U.S. military planning documents issued in recent years that explicitly envision the control of space through the use of weapons in, or from, space to establish global superiority" [7]. Similarly, according to Bao Shixiu, a senior fellow at the PLA’s Academy of Military Science (AMS), "the only conclusion that can be drawn is that the United States unilaterally seeks to monopolize the military use of space in order to gain strategic advantage over others" [8]. Given that China must protect its own interests, Bao argues, "China cannot accept the monopolization of outer space by another country." Consequently, he asserts that U.S. space policy "poses a serious threat to China both in terms of jeopardizing its national defense as well as obstructing its justified right to exploit space for civilian and commercial purposes" [9]. Chinese writers also assert that U.S. space war exercises reflect the growing militarization of space. Yet Beijing’s concerns are not limited to the realm of policy statements and war games. Indeed, some Chinese strategists appear to believe that other countries are actively developing counter-space capabilities that could threaten Chinese satellites. Some Chinese writers discussed what they characterize as a long history of ASAT research, development, and testing in the United States and Russia dating back to the Cold War [10]. Like their Western counterparts, Chinese writers divide these potential threats into two major categories: "soft kill" and "hard kill" [11]. Soft kill threats can cause temporary loss of the effectiveness of space systems, causing them to be unable to carry out operational functions. According to Chinese military researchers, the main methods of soft kill anti-satellite attack include electronic warfare and computer network attacks [12]. In contrast to soft kill threats such as jamming, hard kill capabilities are intended to cause permanent damage to spacecraft. Chinese writers identify kinetic energy weapons and directed energy weapons such as high-energy lasers as the main hard kill ASAT threats. Other Chinese writings offer more detailed discussions of perceived threats from a wide range of systems, such as kinetic energy interceptors, laser ASAT systems, nuclear ASAT systems, microwave weapons, and space planes that could be used to disable or destroy an adversary’s satellites [13]. In addition, some Chinese authors assert that U.S. missile defense interceptors provide the United States with an inherent ASAT capability [14]. In all, according to Chinese analysts, as a result of the actions of the world’s major space powers, space war is no longer the stuff of science fiction. Indeed, they argue that it is already more a reality than a myth. Consequently, they conclude that China must be prepared not only to degrade an adversary’s ability to use space, but also to protect its own space capabilities. Chinese writings suggest that Beijing would consider doing so through a combination of defensive measures and deterrence.
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