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***Case***

Inherency- Not Inevitable 

Space conflict with China not inevitable – multiple warrants

Moore 06 (Mike Moore, Senior Consultant at Sapient Government Services, Winter 2006, “A Debate About Weapons in Space: Against A New Cold War?” SAIS Review, Volume 26, Number 1, pg.180-181)

On the surface, such threat estimates are not unreasonable. Even a casual look at the literature of the People’s Liberation Army since Gulf War I in 1991 suggests an obsessive pursuit of ways to counter U.S. high-tech military power, including U.S. assets in space. The American “revolution in military affairs” and its new way of precision war haunts the leaders of the PLA, a force that had long relied on sheer numbers of troops to prevail in a military conflict. Now the PLA is attempting to modernize by cutting back manpower and making the “informationalization” of its forces—its version of the revolution in military affairs—the highest priority. Hardliners in the Chinese government and the PLA assume that a military confrontation short of all-out war with the United States is virtually inevitable. Similarly, U.S. hardliners believe that a future military showdown of some sort with China is likely. Are China’s hardliners winning the battle to shape China’s official policy toward the United States? That’s an uncertainty that bedevils analysts in Washington and perhaps even in Beijing. Before President Nixon began to mend U.S. relations with China in 1972, the Middle Kingdom spoke incessantly of U.S. “hegemonism” in starkly lurid terms. But in the post- Nixon years, China greatly moderated its official rhetoric, partly because the Chinese government came to realize that communism simply was not working as an economic system. During Mao’s Great Leap Forward in the late 1950s and early ‘60s, as many as 30 million people may have died amid the Great Famine.8 Mao’s Cultural Revolution, launched in 1966, did not lead to mass death, but it did produce a near-total breakdown of society. By the early 1970s, China was effectively bankrupt and the machinery of the Communist Party had been shredded. After much inner turmoil at the highest levels during the 1970s, Beijing initiated a policy of free enterprise with “Chinese characteristics”— or as Deng Xiaoping tirelessly put it, “To get rich is glorious!” The result has been sustained economic growth. While hundreds of millions of peasants in rural areas barely make it from day to day, the economic boom in the coastal cities as well as in many inland cities is staggering. The Chinese government may be corrupt and repressive, but it is not collectively stupid. China learned a vital lesson from the collapse of the Soviet Union: In a direct arms competition with the United States, the United States wins. The Soviet Union sought to create an alternate universe, a socialist paradise with Muscovite characteristics. It failed. China has chosen, albeit cautiously, to join the global community, and it expects the payback will be a modest degree of national prosperity. Does China actively seek to initiate a cold war-style competition with the United States? Several factors would suggest it does not. Manufacturing consumer goods for export to the West drives China’s boom and provides employment for tens of millions in a nation in which unemployment is still dangerously high. A cold war-style confrontation would sap China’s economic vitality by diverting huge amounts of capital away from the making of consumer goods (mainly for export) into China’s arms industries, thus threatening China’s main business: the Wal-Marting of America. That Red China and capitalist America are now joined at the hip in the economic sphere is a fact that few politicians care to acknowledge fully. The overriding fact is that China needs U.S. consumers, the biggest single market for its made-in-China products, and American consumers seem comfortable with that. “The China price,” which denotes the lowest possible price for manufactured goods, is now part of the American lexicon. The downward competition among American manufacturers to meet the China price means that American consumers buy manufactured goods far more cheaply at discount stores than they could have bought comparable American-made goods. A quid pro quo relationship has developed between Washington and Beijing. Washington generally accepts that China will continue to supply inexpensive products to U.S. consumers; in turn, China continues to help finance the growing U.S. national debt by buying hundreds of billions of dollars of low-interest Treasury bonds that private investors in the United States and elsewhere no longer covet.9 

Inevitability is irrelevant – whoever wins the impact debate wins the flow, either way, heg is not guaranteed.

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)

If a decision to space-base weapons should not rest solely on arguments of historical inevitability, it is possible to argue that weaponization of space will occur at some time in the future. When humans ultimately explore deep space, they may indeed carry weapons for protection. A powerful weapons system may ultimately be deployed to protect the earth from asteroids. “Ultimately” is a long time. However, it is not long-term predictive accuracy that is important but the almost complete irrelevance of “inevitability” to current efforts. Things that are inevitable can be either good or bad. If something is good and inevitable, it is logical to pursue acquisition now in order to obtain the benefits as early as possible; if something is inevitable and bad, it is logical to delay it as long as possible. Thus, our current decisions with regard to space-basing weapons must be dictated not by its inevitability but by whether it is good or bad—by whether weaponization and its consequences will improve or degrade the national security environment. If analysis points to overall degradation,U.S. policy should be to delay the introduction of space-based weapons: “Even if weaponization of space is ultimately inevitable, like our own deaths, why should we rush to embrace it?”37 There is, nonetheless, an inevitability-based argument that is more strongly supported by history—that once a nation deploys weapons that provide an advantage, other nations will build similar weapons or find asymmetric ways to avoid their effect. Britain’s introduction of the dreadnought battleship at the beginning of the last century, with its combination of heavy guns, armor, and speed, caused in Germany “something close to panic.”38 However, this revolution in warship effectiveness did not forever solidify Britain’s hold on the seas. Only four years later, in 1909, it was the British who were in a panic, over the rapid buildup of dreadnoughts by Germany;39 the new concept, by making previous ships almost irrelevant, was allowing Germany to overtake British naval power much more quickly than would otherwise have been possible. History is filled with other examples: chemical weapons, atomic bombs, multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles, etc.; it is difficult to think of a single counterexample, even when the original innovator had the clear capability to maintain a numerical lead. Worse, space-based weapons differ in important ways from the dreadnoughts of the early 1900s. First, as we have seen, space-based weapons are not individually robust under attack, nor can they be hidden in port; instead, they are fragile and always exposed to attack. Additionally, in the 1900s a nation needed almost as many expensive dreadnoughts as the enemy fleet had to have a chance of wresting from it control of the sea. In the twenty-first century, high-technology space-based lasers and mirrors may be able to destroy many satellites before the attack is even detected. Even low-technology space mines and global-strike weapons can destroy high-technology satellites and ground facilities if employed first. Finally, because of these less expensive alternatives, American technical and industrial capacity advantages will not ensure the security in space that it would have at sea a century ago. Even if the United States deploys spacebased weapons first, its supremacy in space would not be “inevitable.”
Solvency- Infeasible- BPI Fails 

Boost phase interception fails—burn time

Space Daily, Oct 18, 2004, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/bmdo-04zf.html, “Boost-Phase Defense Not Effective For Protecting US: New Study” 

Intercepting missiles while their rockets are still burning would not be an effective approach for defending the U.S. against attacks by an important type of enemy missile. This conclusion comes from an independent study by the American Physical Society (APS) into the scientific and technical feasibility of boost-phase defense, published in the latest issue of the APS Reviews of Modern Physics. President Bush has expressed confidence in US missile defense programs, which are currently planned to include boost-phase defenses as well as other defensive measures, and plans to spend $10 billion on the effort in 2005. Senator Kerry supports the development of a missile defense system that works and is fully tested, but he has questioned the Bush Administration's extraordinarily strong focus on such a system at the expense of more vigorous attempts to halt the spread of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. Boost-phase defense (disabling ballistic missiles while their rockets are still burning) has received much attention as one possible element of a National Missile Defense system. However, the report shows that issues of timing severely limit the feasibility of this approach. The short time window available for disabling an enemy missile means that interceptor rockets would have to be based close to enemy territory to have a chance of intercepting the missile in time, if it is possible at all. The study found that defending the United States against solid-propellant ICBMs would be impractical in many cases, because of their short burn times. 
Solvency- Infeasible- BPI Fails EXT. 

More evidence

Space Daily, Oct 18, 2004, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/bmdo-04zf.html, “Boost-Phase Defense Not Effective For Protecting US: New Study” 

According to the U.S. intelligence community, countries of concern could deploy such ICBMs within 10 to 15 years, about the same time the study judged would be required for the United States to field a boost-phase defense against ICBMs. Even against the longer burning liquid-propellant ICBMs that North Korea or Iran might initially deploy, a boost-phase defense would have limited use due to the requirement that interceptors be based close to potential missile flight paths. Only two to three minutes would be available to achieve a boost-phase intercept, even assuming substantial improvements in systems for detecting and tracking missiles, according to Study Group findings. Consequently, even fast interceptors could have difficulty catching liquid-propellant ICBMs and would be unable to catch solid-propellant ICBMs in time. In the most optimistic scenarios, the defense would have only seconds to decide whether to fire interceptors and could be required to make this decision before knowing whether a rocket launch were a space mission or a missile attack, the group finds. However, boost-phase defense against short- or medium-range missiles launched from ships off U.S. coasts appears technically possible, provided ships carrying interceptors could stay within about 40 kilometers of the threatening ships. "This report takes a detailed look at the technical issues involved in creating such a system,” said APS President Helen Quinn. "The study group includes scientists and engineers with experience and expertise in a range of missile-related areas. The study provides a reasoned basis for public discussion of the capabilities and limitations of this approach to missile defense. APS is proud to contribute this work for the information of policy makers and the general public." The APS Study Group looked at boost-phase defense systems utilizing land-, sea, or air-based interceptors, space-based interceptors, or the Airborne Laser. The effectiveness of interceptor rockets would be limited by the short time window for intercept, which requires interceptors to be based within 400 to 1,000 kilometers of the possible boost-phase flight paths of attacking missiles. In some cases this is closer than political geography allows. Even interceptors that were very large and fast and that pushed the state of the art would in most cases be unable to intercept solid-propellant ICBMs before they released their warheads. A system of space-based interceptors, also constrained by the short time window for intercept, would require a fleet of a thousand or more orbiting satellites just to intercept a single missile. Deploying such a fleet would require a five- to tenfold increase in the United States' annual space-launch capabilities. The Airborne Laser currently in development has the potential to intercept liquid-propellant ICBMs, but its range would be limited and it would therefore be vulnerable to counterattack. The Airborne Laser would not be able to disable solid-propellant ICBMs at ranges useful for defending the United States. "Few of the components exist for deploying an effective boost-phase defense against liquid-propellant ICBMs and some essential components would take at least 10 years to develop," said Study Group co-chair Daniel Kleppner. "According to U.S. intelligence estimates, North Korea and Iran could develop or acquire solid-propellant ICBMs within the next 10 to 15 years. Consequently, a boost-phase defense effective only against liquid-propellant ICBMs would risk being obsolete when deployed." Although a successful intercept would prevent munitions from reaching their target, live nuclear, biological, or chemical warheads could strike populated areas short of the target in the United States or in other countries, shows the study. This "shortfall problem" is inherent in any boost-phase defense and difficult to avoid. 
Solvency- Infeasible- Tech
Physical technical challenges prevent solvency

Joan Johnson-Freese is Professor and Chair of the National Security Decision Making Department at the United States Naval War College and Thomas Nichols is Professor of National Security Affairs at the United States Naval War College. He is also a Fellow in the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School at Harvard University, November 2nd 2010,  http://www.chinasecurity.us/images/stories/Johnson-Freese%20and%20Nichols(2).pdf, “ Space, Stability and Nuclear Strategy: Rethinking Missile Defense”
In part, this is because the challenges, risks and costs of actually developing, deploying and successfully using a missile defense system—all of which have become clearer with the passage of time—are rarely raised to the public. Some of the technical challenges are potentially insurmountable without defying the laws of physics, and even without defying them, overcoming them demands a level of investment that would require a virtual blank check from the American people. 8 This is not well understood by the average voter; ironically, our anecdotal experience even with students in international security studies is that they seem to think that nuclear weapons are terribly expensive but that defenses would be cheap—the exact opposite of the true costs. Nevertheless, to put it bluntly, the debate regarding whether the United States should have a missile defense system is over; indeed, it could be argued that it never truly took place at all. 

Solvency- Infeasible- Laundry List 
Time, cost and tech challenges 

Joan Johnson-Freese is Professor and Chair of the National Security Decision Making Department at the United States Naval War College and Thomas Nichols is Professor of National Security Affairs at the United States Naval War College. He is also a Fellow in the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School at Harvard University, November 2nd 2010 http://www.chinasecurity.us/images/stories/Johnson-Freese%20and%20Nichols(2).pdf

Challenges and risks associated with missile defense come in multiple varieties, but the technical aspects cannot be separated from either the domestic or international ramifications. The time and cost of the science and engineering trials needed to develop missile defense systems are considerable; worse, they are complicated by the existence of cheaper, technically easier countermeasures. Even if the technical challenges could be overcome, missile defense offers very limited protection against weapons of mass destruction—no system will be completely leak-proof. It could also be argued that missile defense research assumes by default that a ballistic missile would be an enemy’s nuclear delivery system of choice rather than, for example, a cargo ship, even though a missile comes with a clear return address and would generate a ghastly response. Still, there is no denying that missile defense advocates have a point that the most recalcitrant proliferators—especially North Korea and Iran—are clearly as determined to develop ballistic delivery vehicles as they are to making the bombs they would carry. But even here, perhaps reflecting a case of the classic war gaming mistake of “defending against what we prefer rather than what the enemy can do,” missile defense advocates focus almost unrelentingly on stopping an incoming warhead aimed at an impact point and discount other missile-borne dangers, such as an electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, which would be far easier for a nascent missile-building state to achieve and virtually impossible to stop.
1NC Miscalculation

1. NMD falsely increases US confidence which leads to miscalculation and nuclear war

Butt ‘10 (Yousaf, physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Former fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences, nuclear physics Ph.D., 5/8/10 “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent,” http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent.)

Exaggerating the abilities of missile defense is downright dangerous and military leaders ought to make sure that it doesn't happen; unfortunately, it does. Take, for example, these claims made in the February 2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review (BMDR) report PDF: "The United States now possesses a capacity to counter the projected threats from North Korea and Iran for the foreseeable future." And: "The United States is currently protected against the threat of limited ICBM [intercontinental ballistic missile] attack, as a result of investments made over the past decade in a system based on ground-based midcourse defense." Neither of these statements is remotely true. The current system cannot even reliably intercept a single missile that's launched at a known time and on a known trajectory. None of the various missile defense systems, sea- or land-based, have ever been tested in a realistic setting: For instance, a surprise attack with salvos of missiles with decoy warheads (and other countermeasures) and unknown trajectories. J. Michael Gilmore, the director of the Operational Test and Evaluation Office of the Secretary of Defense, recently testified PDF that "it will take as many as five to seven years to collect" just the necessary data to determine whether the administration's planned missile defense architecture is even sensible. And if future tests do prove it to be an empirical failure will the administration really roll back missile defense? It's unlikely. The long-range plans appear to be unencumbered by any realistic testing requirements. Unfounded claims of missile defense's effectiveness create a serious risk that political leaders might be misled into mistakenly believing that missile defenses actually work. And if they incorrectly think that missile defense has secured the country by neutralizing the threat of ballistic missile attack, policy makers might be emboldened to stake out riskier and more aggressive regional policies than in the absence of missile defense. A similar mistaken confidence in overwhelming U.S. conventional firepower misled Washington into the Iraq War debacle; nuclear miscalculations would be much more costly. For this reason, missile defense should not, as the NPR claims it would, play any role in "reassuring allies and partners around the world"; no ally should feel secured by a defensive system that can be penetrated by nuclear-tipped missiles. If allies do feel they have neutralized their adversaries' deterrent forces, they too might be tempted to undertake riskier actions, possibly leading to conflict and ultimately even U.S. nuclear intervention. A misplaced confidence in missile defenses could even lull Washington into complacency regarding the spread of WMD and ballistic missile technology: Imagining that they have largely addressed the threat from ballistic missiles, policy makers might feel less urgency to fight proliferation.

2. Safeguards check Russian accidental launch

National Intelligence Council ‘02 “Annual report to Congress on the Safety and Security of Russian Nuclear Facilities and Military Forces” http://www. nci.org/02NCI/02/nic_annual-report.htm

Moscow has maintained adequate security and control of its nuclear weapons, but a decline in military funding has stressed the nuclear security system.  An unauthorized launch or accidental use of a Russian nuclear weapon is highly unlikely as long as current technical and procedural safeguards built into the command and control system remain in place and are effectively enforced.  Our concerns about possible circumvention of the system would rise if central political authority broke down. 

3.  Space-based missile defense increases likelihood of Russian miscalc

Graham ’05 (Thomas Graham, Jr., former senior-level diplomat and a world-renowned authority on nuclear nonproliferation. As a U.S. diplomat, Ambassador Graham was involved in the negotiation of every major arms control and nonproliferation agreement from 1970 to 1997, including START, SALT, the CTBT, the INF Treaty, and the ABM Treaty, 12/05, “Space Weapons and the Risk of Accidental Nuclear War,” Arms Control Today, pg online @ http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1953)

The United States and Russia maintain thousands of nuclear warheads on long-range ballistic missiles on 15-minute alert. Once launched, they cannot be recalled, and they will strike their targets in roughly 30 minutes. Fifteen years after the end of the Cold War, the chance of an accidental nuclear exchange has far from decreased. Yet, the United States may be contemplating further exacerbating this threat by deploying missile interceptors in space.  Both the United States and Russia rely on space-based systems to provide early warning of a nuclear attack. If deployed, however, U.S. space-based missile defense interceptors could eliminate the Russian early warning satellites quickly and without warning. So, just the existence of U.S. space weapons could make Russia’s strategic trigger fingers itchy.  The potential protection space-based defenses might offer the United States is swamped therefore by their potential cost: a failure of or false signal from a component of the Russian early warning system could lead to a disastrous reaction and accidental nuclear war. There is no conceivable missile defense, space-based or not, that would offer protection in the event that the Russian nuclear arsenal was launched at the United States.

4. No risk of accidental launch – Russia Won’t Launch on Warning

Peterson ‘04 (Scott, Staff Writer for The Chrisian Science Monitor, 5/6/04, "US and Russia Nukes: Still On Cold War, Hair Trigger Altert." Christian Science Monitor)

Over the past decade, the US has spent roughly $7 billion funding nuclear-threat-reduction programs to control "loose nukes" and to secure weapons-grade nuclear material and scientific expertise that might be easy targets for terrorists. The $1 billion total spent per year on all threat reduction amounts to less than one-third of one percent of US defense spending.  Taking the thousands of warheads off hair-trigger alert, experts say, would also help lower risks. Experts estimate that there is a world total of 30,000 assembled nuclear weapons and enough bomb-grade material to create nearly a quarter million more.  Some Russian experts argue that, since they have no intention of ever "launching on warning," Moscow is deliberately letting its early-warning system deteriorate.  "Certainly if you look at what they do to maintain their satellite constellation, it's pathetic," says Matthew Bunn, a nuclear expert at Harvard's Belfer Center. There is virtually no coverage of areas where US submarines could launch missiles - long considered the first phase of any attack on Soviet forces.  "I can't imagine a Russian president awakened in the middle of the night with a blip on the radar screen, saying 'Yes, I'm going to launch the missiles on that basis,' knowing what he has to know about the state of their early-warning system," says Mr. Bunn. 

5. Nuclear miscalculation theory false – defensive realism posits proportionality assessment comes first

Clifton ‘11 (January 2011, Joseph K., Lead Information Technology Assistant at Claremont McKenna College, “Disputed Theory and Security Policy: Responding to the "Rise of China,” pg online @ http://scholarship.claremont.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1164&context=cmc_theses&sei-redir=1#search=%22miscalculation%20nuclear%20war%20rational%20actors%22)

The controversy over offense-defense balance is extensive and highly technical, including additional criticisms of the ability to calculate the balance, the degree to which the balance changes over time, and how relevant the balance is to explaining the behavior of states. 85 While the entirety of the debate is beyond the scope of this paper, it is worth noting that Charles Glaser offers a powerful defensive realist critique of Mearsheimer’s position on the debate. Glaser argues that distinguishing between the offensive and defensive capabilities of any particular weapon or tactic is not important, especially because the offense-defense balance of any weapon or tactic can vary depending on other contextual factors. Instead, all that is required is that one be able to assess the probability of success in an offensive mission and the probability of success in a defensive mission against an attacking opponent. While such an assessment could be complicated, military strategists do this all the time when they make military net assessments. 86 Acknowledging the possibility that offensive capabilities will be inferior to defensive capabilities is cause for greater optimism in the case of future Sino-American relations. The offense-defense variable could result in little ability for either side to pose a threat to the other, ensuring security and reducing the need for competition. Even though the possibility of a future change in the offense-defense variable could lead to a greater likelihood of conflict, 87 both sides can pursue strategies that focus on defensive capabilities and increase transparency to reduce the risk of miscalculation.  Ultimately, equating power and security ignores too much. Considerations of the offense-defense balance (both in terms of weapons and geographic constraints) are necessary for good analysis. They allow for more detailed explanation by accounting for relevant factors that the most barebones of structural realisms (Waltz’s and Mearsheimer’s) reject, and they can allow for more correct analysis by taking these relevant factors into consideration. This has an enormous impact on policy because it empowers policymakers to use their knowledge to pursue policies that result in less intense competition. In the end, these policies possibly avoid the “tragic” outcomes of offensive realism. 

2NC Miscalculation- #2 EXT
And, Command and control system checks accidental launch

National Intelligence Council ‘02 (“Annual report to Congress on the Safety and Security of Russian Nuclear Facilities and Military Forces,” pg online @ http://www. nci.org/02NCI/02/nic_annual-report.htm)

Russia currently uses essentially the same nuclear command and control system built by the Soviet Union, whose military and political leaders concerned about the possibility of an unauthorized launch built a highly centralized system with technical and procedural safeguards.  We judge that an unauthorized launch or accidental use of a Russian nuclear weapon is highly unlikely as long as those safeguards remain in place.  A breakdown of central political authority, however, would raise our concerns about possible circumvention of the system. 

2NC Miscalculation- #3 EXT
Failure to stop missiles  

Glaser and Fetter ‘01 (Charles L., Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago, Richard, Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, College Park., National Missile Defense and the Future of US. Nuclear Weapons Policy, International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer, 2001), pp. 40-92, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092078) 

The argument that limited NMD would reduce the risk of an erroneous or unauthorized Russian attack is deeply flawed. First, the size of such an attack could greatly exceed the capacity of a limited NMD system. If Russian leaders mistakenly believed their country was under attack, it seems far more likely that they would order a massive counterstrike involving thousands of warheads rather than a small attack. Unauthorized attacks also could be large: A single submarine carries 16 to 20 missiles armed with 48 to 200 warheads, and it is likely that anyone who somehow gains the ability to launch a single ICBM could just as easily launch dozens of missiles armed with hundreds of warheads. 73 Although there might be accidental Russian attacks that would not overwhelm limited U.S. NMD, most of them probably would. 

1NC Hegemony 

1.) China not a threat 

Kaplan, 10 (Robert D., working for the Defense Policy Board (DPB) since 09 with work published in The Washington Post, The New York Times, The New Republic, The National Interest, Foreign Affairs and The Wall Street Journal, “The Geography of Chinese Power”, http://shangaiexpress.blogspot.com/2010/05/geography-of-chinese-power-robert-d.html)

To be sure, China is not an existential problem for these states. The chance of a war between China and the United States is remote; the Chinese military threat to the United States is only indirect. The challenge China poses is primarily geographic -- notwithstanding critical issues about debt, trade, and global warming. China's emerging area of influence in Eurasia and Africa is growing, not in a nineteenth-century imperialistic sense but in a more subtle manner better suited to the era of globalization. Simply by securing its economic needs, China is shifting the balance of power in the Eastern Hemisphere, and that must mightily concern the United States. On land and at sea, abetted by China's favorable location on the map, Beijing's influence is emanating and expanding from Central Asia to the South China Sea, from the Russian Far East to the Indian Ocean. China is a rising continental power, and, as Napoleon famously said, the policies of such states are inherent in their geography.
2.) No perception based arguments – countries are unsure of feasibility 

Charles Glaser and Steve Fetter, Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago and  Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, 01
International Security, “National Missile Defense and the Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, Summer, 2001, Vol. 26, No. 1, P. 40-92 

We argue that the United States should reject full-scale NMD against Russia and China because the prospects for achieving an effective defense are small (even if NMD becomes feasible against small rogue forces) and because the political costs would be large. Turning to effective limited NMD, we find that on balance the expected benfits are small, and possibly negative. Rogue states should be deterred by the United States’ massive conventional and nuclear retaliatory capabilities. There is, however, some chance that deterrence might fail, in which case NMD might then reduce the attack’s damage. Contrary to the hopes of many proponents, effective NMD is unlikely to provide other benefits. Limited NMD would not bolster deterrence of a rogue attack, nor would it restore much leeway to U.S. foreign policy, because its effectiveness would be uncertain and U.S. leaders would still be concerned about the vulnerability of U.S. cities. Still worse, limited NMD could bring military dangers of its own: Russian reactions to U.S. NMD could increase the probability of accidental Russian missile launches, and NMD is unlikely to afford protection against such attacks. 

4.) Hegemony is resilient

Kagan ‘07(Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History” http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html) 

These qualities of American foreign policy reflect not one man or one party or one circle of thinkers. They spring from the nation ’s historical experience and are a characteristic American response to international circumstances. They are underpinned, on the one hand, by old beliefs and ambitions and, on the other hand, by power. So long as Americans elect leaders who believe it is the role of the United States to improve the world and bring about the “ultimate good,”10 and so long as American power in all its forms is sufficient to shape the behavior of others, the broad direction of American foreign policy is unlikely to change, absent some dramatic — indeed, genuinely revolutionary — effort by a future administration. Realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. These American traditions, together with historical events beyond Americans’ control, have catapulted the United States to a position of pre-eminence in the world. Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of this “unipolar” world, there has been much anticipation of the end of unipolarity and the rise of a multipolar world in which the United States is no longer the predominant power. Not only realist theorists but others both inside and outside the United States have long argued the theoretical and practical unsustainability, not to mention undesirability, of a world with only one superpower. Mainstream realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. Others expected the post-Cold War era to be characterized by the primacy of geoeconomics over geopolitics and foresaw a multipolar world with the economic giants of Europe, India, Japan, and China rivaling the United States. Finally, in the wake of the Iraq War and with hostility to the United States, as measured in public opinion polls, apparently at an all-time high, there has been a widespread assumption that the American position in the world must finally be eroding. Yet American predominance in the main categories of power persists as a key feature of the international system. The enormous and productive American economy remains at the center of the international economic system. American democratic principles are shared by over a hundred nations. The American military is not only the largest but the only one capable of projecting force into distant theaters. Chinese strategists, who spend a great deal of time thinking about these things, see the world not as multipolar but as characterized by “one superpower, many great powers,” and this configuration seems likely to persist into the future absent either a catastrophic blow to American power or a decision by the United States to diminish its power and international influence voluntarily. 11  Sino-Russian hostility to American predominance has not yet produced a concerted effort at balancing. The anticipated global balancing has for the most part not occurred.

5.) Military dominance in space doesn’t reinforce hegemony and leads to backlash

Hardesty Captain David C. is is a member of the faculty of theNaval War College’s Strategy and Policy Department ’05 (Naval War College Review, “Space-Based Weapons: Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives”, Spring 2005)

THE ARGUMENT S FOR SPACE-BAS ING WEAPONS Basing weapons in orbit, then, will not be in the long-term interests of the United States. Still, there are those who disagree. The two most commonly heard arguments that full weaponization of space would be beneficial for the United States are that it is inevitable, and that space is a “center of gravity” that the nation must weaponize in order to protect. A third argument less frequently heard is that moving first to weaponize space would achieve complete dominance in that domain and thus permanently secure U.S. national interests through a benevolent hegemony. U.S. Space Hegemony Everett Dolman argues that the downsides of space-basing weapons can be avoided by using current and near-term capabilities “to . . . seize military control of low-Earth orbit. From that high ground vantage . . . space-based laser or kinetic energy weapons could prevent any other state from deploying assets there, and could most effectively engage and destroy terrestrial enemy ASAT facilities.” 28 Other states would be allowed to compete commercially in space with the United States, but only after notification and approval of each launch. Underlying this view and the arguments adduced in its support is the idea that by seizing space the United States will have seized a vantage point from which the earth itself can be dominated. This is the “ultimate high ground” argument, which, as we have seen, has serious weaknesses; it is not at all clear that even in strictly military terms dominance in space means dominance on earth. In fact, its benefits are likely to be both marginal and temporary if an enemy shifts the terms of the engagement. The more important questions would be the political and legal. The preemptive destruction of another nation’s space-based weapon would be a direct violation of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, which states that outer space “shall be free for exploration and use by all States without discrimination of any kind.” 29 If U.S. deployment of space-based weapons is a peaceful use of space under the treaty, deployment by another state is protected as well. This is not in itself a problem for space hegemonists, who advocate “withdrawing from the current space regime” and announcing “a principle of free-market sovereignty in space.” 30 However, potential foes are not in the least likely to accept unilateral American assertion of space dominance, negating as it would many countries’ deterrence strategies and implying permanent and irreversible asymmetric U.S. advantage in space. In the absence of a direct threat to their existence, such as existed during the Cold War, it is unlikely that allies would accept it either. Both would probably, as the United States does now, view “purposeful interference with space systems” as “an infringement on sovereign rights.” 31 Heavy political and economic costs would likely be imposed on the United States, which is unlikely to find the political will to uphold such a dramatic change in policy against both friends and enemies. A more limited approach, denying “rogue states” access to space, could also be proposed. This could be construed as in accordance with the current National Security Strategy objective to “prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends with weapons of mass destruction,” since it is difficult to verify that there are no weapons of mass destruction on orbital space weapons platforms, and even conventional space-based ordnance could attack such facilities as nuclear power sites and so produce WMD-like effects. 32 This concept might be accepted internationally, or imposed unilaterally with acceptable political cost, against a state like North Korea, with a history of attacking its neighbors, clear links to terrorist acts, a record of violating treaties, and an authoritarian regime. Even this example poses problems, however. Debris from a boost-phase EAGLE engagement of a missile launched from North Korea would presumably not hit the United States, but other nations in the region might be struck. It is not hard to envision the outcry should debris rain on Japan, China, or Russia from a booster that North Korea claimed had been merely placing a communications satellite into orbit. Other rogue state space “lockout” issues are even more problematic. Iran is frequently quoted as a potential future threat to the United States, but it seems almost certain that a space “lockout” against a country that has not attacked its neighbors in recent history and has functioning democratic institutions would cause a severe international backlash. Additionally, any deployment of space-based weapons against a “rogue state” is likely to elicit space-based weapons deployments by third parties. China is likely to be one of the first countries to follow suit. The destabilizing aspects of space-based weapons would be particularly unhelpful in any future crisis over Taiwan. Thus, a decision to space-base weapons should not be made under the illusion that it will result in unilateral U.S. advantage. Some limited “lockout” from space of a rogue state may be possible under certain circumstances, but the space-basing of weapons in response by other states that could become enemies must be considered.

6.) Heg doesn’t solve war

Preble ‘10 (Christopher, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 8/10, “U.S. Military Power: Preeminence for What Purpose?” pg online @ http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/u-s-military-power-preeminence-for-what-purpose/)

Most in Washington still embraces the notion that America is, and forever will be, the world’s indispensable nation. Some scholars, however, questioned the logic of hegemonic stability theory from the very beginning. A number continue to do so today. They advance arguments diametrically at odds with the primacist consensus. Trade routes need not be policed by a single dominant power; the international economy is complex and resilient. Supply disruptions are likely to be temporary, and the costs of mitigating their effects should be borne by those who stand to lose — or gain — the most. Islamic extremists are scary, but hardly comparable to the threat posed by a globe-straddling Soviet Union armed with thousands of nuclear weapons. It is frankly absurd that we spend more today to fight Osama bin Laden and his tiny band of murderous thugs than we spent to face down Joseph Stalin and Chairman Mao. Many factors have contributed to the dramatic decline in the number of wars between nation-states; it is unrealistic to expect that a new spasm of global conflict would erupt if the United States were to modestly refocus its efforts, draw down its military power, and call on other countries to play a larger role in their own defense, and in the security of their respective regions. But while there are credible alternatives to the United States serving in its current dual role as world policeman / armed social worker, the foreign policy establishment in Washington has no interest in exploring them. The people here have grown accustomed to living at the center of the earth, and indeed, of the universe. The tangible benefits of all this military spending flow disproportionately to this tiny corner of the United States while the schlubs in fly-over country pick up the tab.

7.) Turn- Credibility 

a. Obama must take a hard stance on national policy to restore credibility

Mead 6/20 (Walter Russell Mead -- James Clark Chase Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College and Editor-at-Large of The American Interest, Business Insider, 6/20/11, “Here's How Obama Can Save His Presidency” http://www.businessinsider.com/heres-how-obama-can-save-his-presidency-2011-6)
Americans are realistic enough to understand that the breakdown of the blue social model is a messy process and that perhaps no president can deliver a pain free transition to the next stage.  But what they aren’t hearing from President Obama is a compelling description of what has gone wrong, how it can be fixed, and how the policies he proposes will take us to the next level. What they hear from this administration are defensive responses: Hooveresque calls for patience mingled with strange-sounding attacks on ATMs and sharp, opportunistic jabs at former President Bush.  The White House has responded to strategic challenges at home and abroad with tactical maneuvers. Voters sense that we live in historic times that demand leadership of a different kind.  What does President Obama think about the fiscal squeeze forcing trade-offs between state employee benefits and services to the poor?  How much trouble is the American middle class in — and what changes are needed to save it? The President of the United States has to own this conversation.  His vision, his initiatives must dominate the political scene.  His opponents may fight him and defeat his proposals in Congress — that is not the worst thing that can happen.  Harry Truman did very well running against a ‘do-nothing’ Congress in 1948. At a time of historic anxiety and tension like the present, the President of the United States cannot be an administrator, a fence-sitter, a finger-pointer.  He must first and foremost stand for something — and he must be able to make that something resonate with the voters.  The President’s job is to lead. The longer the President fails to dominate the discussion about where this country is going the more his authority will erode.  In the end, a failure to define the problem and outline a convincing solution will hurt more than what now appears his likely failure to regenerate healthy economic growth by the next election. He may have only one chance to get this right.  A failed attempt to define the problem and control the discussion would further fuzz the President’s image and reinforce the sense among many voters that the man is not up to the hour. The Obama Presidency can still be saved, but only if the President becomes the kind of inspiring and effective leader these tough and uncertain times demand.

b. Obama wants to cut NMD – the plan would be perceived as weakness and hurt his credibility

World Net Daily ’08 (5/30/08, “Obama’s goal? ‘Jeopardize U.S. battlefield superiority’,” pg online @ http://www.worldnetdaily.com/index.php?pageId=65771)
Thanks so much for the Caucus4Priorities, for the great work you've been doing. As president, I will end misguided defense policies and stand with Caucus4Priorities in fighting special interests in Washington.   First, I'll stop spending $9 billion a month in Iraq. I'm the only major candidate who opposed this war from the beginning. And as president I will end it.  Second, I will cut tens of billions of dollars in wasteful spending.  I will cut investments in unproven missile defense systems.   I will not weaponize space.   I will slow our development of future combat systems.   And I will institute an independent "Defense Priorities Board" to ensure that the Quadrennial Defense Review is not used to justify unnecessary spending.   Third, I will set a goal of a world without nuclear weapons. To seek that goal, I will not develop new nuclear weapons; I will seek a global ban on the production of fissile material; and I will negotiate with Russia to take our ICBMs off hair-trigger alert, and to achieve deep cuts in our nuclear arsenals.   You know where I stand. I've fought for open, ethical and accountable government my entire public life. I don't switch positions or make promises that can't be kept. I don't posture on defense policy and I don't take money from federal lobbyists for powerful defense contractors. As president, my sole priority for defense spending will be protecting the American people. Thanks so much.

c.) Loss of credibility turns heg-- uniquely causes nuclear war

South China Morning Post 2000, 12-11-00, Position of Weakness, Pg. 19


A weak president with an unclear mandate is bad news for the rest of the world. For better or worse, the person who rules the United States influences events far beyond the shores of his own country. Both the global economy and international politics will feel the effect of political instability in the US. The first impact will be on American financial markets, which will have a ripple effect on markets and growth across the world. A weakened US presidency will also be felt in global hotspots across the world. The Middle East, the conflict between India and Pakistan, peace on the Korean peninsula, and even the way relations between China and Taiwan play out, will be influenced by the authority the next US president brings to his job. There are those who would welcome a weakening of US global influence. Many Palestinians, for example, feel they would benefit from a less interventionist American policy in the Middle East. Even within the Western alliance, there are those who would probably see opportunities in a weakened US presidency. France, for example, might feel that a less assertive US might force the European Union to be more outward looking. But the dangers of having a weak, insecure US presidency outweigh any benefits that it might bring. US global economic and military power cannot be wished away. A president with a shaky mandate will still command great power and influence, only he will be constrained by his domestic weakness and less certain about how to use his authority. This brings with it the risks of miscalculation and the use of US power in a way that heightens conflict. There are very few conflicts in the world today which can be solved without US influence. The rest of the world needs the United States to use its power deftly and decisively. Unfortunately, as the election saga continues, it seems increasingly unlikely that the next US president will be in a position to do so.

2NC Hegemony- #1 EXT
Even if china is expanding-- the Chinese Won’t Go to War- Grand Strategy prevents 

DoD ’07 (“Annual Report to the Congress Military Power of the People’s Republic of China” http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/070523-China-Military-Power-final.pdf)
China’s leaders describe the initial decades of the 21st Century as a “20-year period of opportunity,” meaning that regional and international conditions will generally be peaceful and conducive to economic, diplomatic, and military development and thus to China’s rise as a great power. Closely linked to this concept is the “peaceful development” campaign to assuage foreign concerns over China’s military modernization and its global agenda by proclaiming that China’s rise will be peaceful and that conflict is not a necessary corollary to the emergence of a new power.

2NC Hegemony- #2 EXT
More evidence-- Missile defense can’t solve deterrence – enemies fear retaliation, not defense

Butt ’10 (Yousaf, physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics, 5/8/10, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, pg online @ http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)
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.
Even more evidence-- 

Butt ’10 (Yousaf, physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics, 5/8/10, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, pg online @ http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)
A poor proliferation deterrent. It's often incorrectly asserted that missile defenses dissuade adversaries from researching and producing ballistic missiles. For instance, the BMDR report states: "The United States, with the support of allies and partners, seeks to create an environment in which the acquisition, deployment, and use of ballistic missiles by regional adversaries can be deterred, principally by eliminating their confidence in the effectiveness of such attacks, and thereby devaluing their ballistic missile arsenals."  But the countries developing ballistic missile technology do so for numerous reasons, not just to launch nuclear attacks against the United States. Many countries desire conventional ballistic missile technology for prestige or because of regional considerations. Whether or not a U.S. missile defense system is operational, such nations will still try to acquire ballistic missile technology. In fact, the countries of most interest to the United States--Iran and North Korea--currently have well-developed ballistic missile programs. The BMDR's claims of an already-functioning missile defense shield obviously haven't diminished their ballistic ardor.  Furthermore, space-launch technology and ICBM technology are identical, and U.S. missile defenses are unlikely to dissuade an adversary from pursuing a space-launch capability. So missile defense has been, is, and will be, an empirical failure at dissuading countries of concern to the United States from pursuing ballistic missile programs.   

2NC Hegemony- #3 EXT

US heg is resilient

Hadar ‘07 (Leon T., Cato Institute research fellow in foreign policy studies and author of Sandstorm: Policy Failure in the Middle East, 7/20/07, “Pax Americana or Primus Inter Pares?” pg online @ http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8500) 

The cover of a recent issue of The Economist, the British magazine that has always been bullish on U.S. power — it considers the United States to be the successor to the British Empire — is quite simple: "Still No. 1" it reads, next to a drawing of Uncle Sam standing in the boxing arena and ready to punch again despite his (minor) injuries. Hobbled hegemon The magazine calls the United States a "hobbled" hegemon and concludes that while the problems in Iraq may have weakened the United States, it is still likely to remain the "dominant superpower." Much of the support for the America-Is-Still-Number-One thesis, which not surprisingly is also very popular among members of the foreign policy establishment in Washington — after all, who really wants to be a member of an elite in charge of a declining power? — is based on numbers. The United States has the largest and most advanced economy and the largest and most powerful military. Even those who are doing a lot of cheerleading for China these days agree that that country will not become the world's largest economy before 2050 — and even that proposition is very "iffy." No challengers And no one expects any of the United States' potential global rivals (the European Union, Russia, China and India) to overspend the United States on defense and overtake it in the military sphere any time soon. It just ain't gonna happen. And notwithstanding the advances that the Chinese, Indians and the Europeans are making in science and technology, the United States' open and dynamic free-market economy — as well as its impressive elite universities and research institutions — help it to maintain its status as the world's center of scientific and technological creativity. U.S.-led wars It can therefore be accepted as an axiom that there is no great power — or even a combination of powers — that is ready to challenge the United States for global supremacy at this time in history. At the same time, one cannot deny that the U.S.-led wars in the Arc of Instability — ranging from the Middle East to South Asia, including Iraq and Afghanistan — have overstretched the U.S. armed forces. In fact, it has reached a point at which the United States would find it very costly, if not impossible, to fight and win other military conflicts.

2NC Hegemony- #4 EXT

More evidence- BMD can’t solve- Weaponization turns your internal links

Michael Krepon is co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Summer/Fall 2004, http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf, “Space Assurance or Space Weapons?”  

The quest to secure dominion over space could therefore elevate into the heavens the hair-trigger postures that plagued U.S. and Soviet officials during the Cold War. The use of space weapons would be an historic first, and could have catalytic effects in space as well as on the ground. Satellites now provide essential operational support, communications, early warning, and intelligence functions to the U.S. government and military. These assets would be placed at risk if other states develop and deploy space weaponry. Space warfare would therefore complicate, rather than reinforce, U.S. military operations. Consequently, if space were weaponized, U.S. armed forces would likely suffer greater casualties and the conStar Wars Reduxduct of war would become less precise and more punishing for noncombatants as well as combatants
2NC Hegemony- #5 EXT
More evidence—heg can’t solve conflict

Christopher Layne 06 Research Fellow @ the Independent Institute, Visiting Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies @ the Cato Institute (The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 176-7)

A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the postconflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States “could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environment costly to its own trade and investment.” This really is not an economic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eurasia’s political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Here, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not culminate in war, but it’s a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states’ calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of “environment shaping” have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hegemon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia. 

1NC Rogue States
1.) Low risk of rogue state attack

Charles Glaser and Steve Fetter, Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago and  Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, 01
International Security, “National Missile Defense and the Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, Summer, 2001, Vol. 26, No. 1, P. 40-92

The probability of a rogue-state attack in the absence of NMD is very low. We explained above that the number of rogue states that might acquire ICBMs over the next ten to fifteen years is small, and diplomacy may enable the United States to prevent some of these threats from materializing. Here we argue that the United States most likely will be able to deter any rogue ICBM threats that do emerge. 

2.) No Iran attack – they want nukes for their own deterrence capabilities

Butt ’10 (Yousaf, physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics, 5/8/10, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, pg online @ http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)
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.

3.) Rogue states would transport weapons in new ways if NMD was deployed

Charles Glaser and Steve Fetter, Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago and  Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, 01
International Security, “National Missile Defense and the Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, Summer, 2001, Vol. 26, No. 1, P. 40-92

Opponents argue that NMD lacks value because rogue states do not need ICBMs to attack the United States with WMD. If faced with an effective U.S. NMD, rogues could turn to short-range ballistic or cruise missiles launched from surface ships operating in international waters off the U.S. coast, or they could smuggle weapons into the United States by land, sea, or air. We believe that effective NMD would retain some value nevertheless, because ICBMs possess military-operational characteristics and political uses not easily provided by other means of delivery. Alternative means of delivery generally are far less expensive and technically challenging to develop and deploy than is an ICBM. It is much easier to develop or purchase a short-range ballistic or cruise missile and to modify it for launch off a ship than to develop or purchase an ICBM of equal payload, and the technical challenges associated with smuggling are trivial in comparison. 

4.) Decoys make space NMD ineffective

Charles Glaser and Steve Fetter, Professor in the Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago and  Professor in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, 01
International Security, “National Missile Defense and the Future of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, Summer, 2001, Vol. 26, No. 1, P. 40-92 

For missiles armed with a nuclear warhead, an attacker could deploy decoys to overwhelm U.S. NMD. Decoys take advantage of the fact that all objects with the same initial velocity travel along identical paths in the vacuum of space, regardless of their mass. With the proposed NMD system, the kill vehicle would attempt to distinguish between simple balloon decoys and warheads on the basis of their infrared signatures. Tests done so far leave serious doubts about whether the system will be able to reliably distinguish warheads from balloons.35 
2NC Rogue States- #2 EXT

Even if Iran attacked, missile defense can’t solve

Butt ’10 (Yousaf, physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics, 5/8/10, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, pg online @ http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)
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 a 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.
2NC Rogue States- #3 EXT

Can’t solve rouge states- external motivations

Yousaf Butt  is a physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, 8 May 2010, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent” 

It's often incorrectly asserted that missile defenses dissuade adversaries from researching and producing ballistic missiles. For instance, the BMDR report states: "The United States, with the support of allies and partners, seeks to create an environment in which the acquisition, deployment, and use of ballistic missiles by regional adversaries can be deterred, principally by eliminating their confidence in the effectiveness of such attacks, and thereby devaluing their ballistic missile arsenals." But the countries developing ballistic missile technology do so for numerous reasons, not just to launch nuclear attacks against the United States. Many countries desire conventional ballistic missile technology for prestige or because of regional considerations. Whether or not a U.S. missile defense system is operational, such nations will still try to acquire ballistic missile technology. In fact, the countries of most interest to the United States--Iran and North Korea--currently have well-developed ballistic missile programs. The BMDR's claims of an already-functioning missile defense shield obviously haven't diminished their ballistic ardor. Furthermore, space-launch technology and ICBM technology are identical, and U.S. missile defenses are unlikely to dissuade an adversary from pursuing a space-launch capability. So missile defense has been, is, and will be, an empirical failure at dissuading countries of concern to the United States from pursuing ballistic missile programs.

A2: Will Blow Up Over Attacker
Nope, it will continue at same velocity until it hits another target—causes mass death

Brian Weeden, is a technical consultant for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, September 15, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1212/1,  “The fallacy of space-based interceptors for boost-phase missile defense” 

Mr. Dinerman’s desire to have ballistic weapons destroyed over their launching state is also much harder than most assume. Hitting the large missile body, which is what most missile defense interceptors target, with an interceptor can leave the warhead intact. Moreover, a ballistic missile destroyed in mid-flight does not simply stop dead. The laws of physics, particularly that of inertia, dictate that any warheads will continue at whatever velocity they had when the missile was destroyed. Unless this happens very quickly after launch, typically seconds, the warheads will still travel quite a bit downrange, possibly impacting a third country outside the original target, as explained in the 2003 APS study: A key problem inherent in boost-phase defense is munitions shortfall: although a successful intercept would prevent munitions from reaching their target, it could cause live nuclear, chemical, or biological munitions to fall on populated areas short of the target, in the United States or other countries. 
_______________
***TRADEOFF***
Spending DA- Link 

Plan destroys the budget—50 billion dollars

Raymond Duvall Prof. of Pol Science @ University of Minnesota and  Jonathan Havercroft Assistant Professor of Political Science @ University of British Columbia, October 2006, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/ Havercroft _paper.pdf, “ Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”
There are major obstacles to the realization of these weapons systems. The most significant obstacle is cost. The demonstrator model alone for a space-based laser will cost between $3.5 and $4 billion, 38 with the costs for deploying a constellation of 24 space-based lasers estimated to be around $50 billion. 39 A second major obstacle is that the designs for the space-based weapons exceed the size and weight limitations of current launch vehicle technology. An attempt to develop new launch technology capable of overcoming this obstacle is one of the central objectives of President Bush’s recently announced manned mission to Mars, as this program will inject new funds into launch-vehicle technology research. 40 Additionally, there is the strategic problem. If the military can find a less expensive way of destroying a target it is not likely to use expensive space-based weapons systems such as the ones discussed here. 
Spending DA- Link

Space Militarization ineffective: Could require 20 + years and over $200 billion

Greg Grant, 11/8/07, staff writer for governmentexecutive.com, “Report questions cost effectiveness of space weapons”, http://www.govexec.com/dailyfed/1107/110807g1.htm

Putting weapons in space to shoot down ballistic missiles fired at the United States or to destroy enemy satellites would be a poor investment, particularly when compared with ground-based weapons designed to do the same thing, according to a new study by the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, a Washington-based think tank. The report, "Arming the Heavens: A Preliminary Assessment of the Potential Cost and Cost-Effectiveness of Space-Based Weapons," examined a number of potential space-based weapons systems, many of which remain largely theoretical, and attempted to quantify the costs of such systems and the likelihood that they would actually work. It acknowledged the difficulty of assessing space weapons, since most of the information on them is highly classified. But based on available information, the report concluded that a constellation of such weapons presents enormous costs, technological challenges, potential risk of escalation of an arms race in space, and is of questionable effectiveness. The most widely discussed option, stemming from the Reagan-era Star Wars missile defense proposal, is to build a constellation of satellites that would fire either missiles or lasers at incoming ballistic missiles. Considering the technological leaps required, particularly for a space-based laser, the report considered it unlikely that such a system could be built within 20 years. If the technology hurdles were overcome, the costs to build such a system could approach $200 billion.
Spending DA- Link

Space Militarization will exceed military budget

William D. Hartung, 7/12/05, guest columnist for Seattle Pi, “Weapons in space put the world at risk”, http://www.seattlepi.com/local/opinion/article/Weapons-in-space-put-the-world-at-risk-1178161.php

In addition to the threats to U.S. security and our economy from sparking an arms race in space, the whole process would be extremely costly. According to the Union of Concerned Scientists, launching an adequate number of Space-Based Interceptors to achieve total global coverage in a missile defense role could cost up to $60 billion over a decade's time. Space-Based Interceptors can also be adapted to work as anti-satellite weapons, although the numbers needed to reach an initial capability would be much smaller. And a Council on Foreign Relations study group estimates that placing just 40 rods in space for the "Rods from God" program would cost more than $8 billion. Given all the other space weapons projects on the drawing board, a concerted effort to weaponize space could eventually exceed the $100 billion-plus already spent on the missile defense program, which has been plagued by delays and technical difficulties from its inception. Witness the fact that in the last two major missile defense tests, the interceptor missile did not even make it out of its silo. Launching and maintaining hundreds or thousands of weapons in the harsh environment of space would pose its own technical obstacles, some of which may not be readily overcome. The better way to go would be to act now to establish some rules of the road for space-faring nations. The Henry L. Stimson Center has developed a model code of conduct for space that includes no flight-testing or deployment of space weapons, minimizing space debris that can destroy satellites and cooperating on space traffic management. The time to act on these ideas is now, while the United States still maintains unparalleled dominance in space.

F-35 DA- Turns Case

F-35s solves your aff and our impact turns 
Space War, 9/10/2010, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/F35_DAS_Demonstrates_Ballistic_Missile_Defense_ Capabilities_999.html, “F-35's DAS Demonstrates Ballistic Missile Defense Capabilities”

Northrop Grumman's AN/AAQ-37 Electro-Optical Distributed Aperture System (DAS) for the F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter successfully detected and tracked a two-stage rocket launch at a distance exceeding 800 miles during a routine flight test conducted aboard the company's BAC 1-11 test bed aircraft. "The DAS could fill critical capability gaps in the area of ballistic missile defense (BMD)," said Dave Bouchard, program director for F-35 sensors at Northrop Grumman. "We have only scratched the surface on the number of functions the F-35's DAS is capable of providing. With DAS, we've combined instantaneous 360-degree spherical coverage, high frame refresh rates, high resolution, high sensitivity powerfu4l processors and advanced algorithms into a single system. The number of possibilities is endless." An operational DAS system is comprised of multiple DAS sensors whose images are fused together to create one seamless picture. DAS successfully detected and tracked the rocket during a nine minute, two-stage, flight period from horizon break until final burnout through multiple sensor fields of regard. Unlike other sensors, DAS picks up targets without assistance from an external cue. Because DAS is passive, an operator does not have to point the sensor in the direction of a target to gain a track. "The DAS software architecture already includes missile detection and tracking algorithms that can be applied to the BMD mission," Bouchard added. "The results of the flight test were extraordinary. We found that the data gathered during this flight validated our performance predictions. In fact, we knew we could have seen the rocket at a longer distance." The AN/AAQ-37 DAS is a high resolution omni-directional infrared sensor system that provides advanced spherical situational awareness capability, including missile and aircraft detection, track and warning capabilities for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter. DAS also gives a pilot 360 degree spherical day/night vision, with the capability of seeing through the floor of the aircraft. Northrop Grumman is now exploring how the existing DAS technology could assist in several additional mission areas, including Ballistic Missile Defense and irregular warfare operations. 
_______________________

*****COUNTERPLANS*****
**Uniqueness CP**

1NC Uniqueness CP

Counterplan Text: The United States federal government should not militarize or weaponize space. 

CP solves the reason countries challenge the US in space 

Lieutenant Colonel Don L. Wilkerson is space operations officer for the United States Army, 3/15/08, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA482300&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, “Space Power Theory: Controlling The Medium Without Weapons In Space”

Conversely, the other side of the argument to not deploy weapons in space is probably more compelling. The proliferation of space-based weapons will allow potential adversaries to place U.S. space assets at risk without the long-term equivalent investment in technology and hardware, and potentially without placing similar space systems in orbit. If the U.S. withdraws from the Outer Space Treaty and begins pursuing weapons in space to justify the defense of vital national space systems, other countries will undoubtedly pursue these weapons as well. Once other space-faring nations deploy weapons in space, not only will on-orbit assets be in danger, but also terrestrial targets within the U.S., such as cities, conceivably may be held at risk from attack from space. The proliferation of space weapons could become tomorrow’s “nuclear arms control” issue that would be a costly venture for all involved. Countries would begin to12 channel resources to develop the technology and systems to place weapons in space in order to demonstrate their power, modernity and their desire to compete with the world’s most powerful countries. However, current U.S. ground-based space weapon systems and conventional warfighting systems already provide the necessary offensive capabilities and deterrence to support a space power theory without deploying weapons into space. 

2NC Extension

Solves the reason arms races happen 

Lieutenant Colonel Don L. Wilkerson is space operations officer for the United States Army, 3/15/08, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA482300&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, “Space Power Theory: Controlling The Medium Without Weapons In Space”

Political Implications for Space Weapons The international political implications of placing weapons in space would generate opposition internationally and domestically. It is intuitive that once a nation state deploys weapons into space, other space-faring countries will attempt to do the same undoubtedly creating the next arms race in space. David Zeigler, a former mission21 specialist with NASA, (the author of the article “Safe Havens: Military Strategy and Space Sanctuary”) argues that placing weapons in space actually detracts from the security of states that pursue protection of space based assets. He also asserts that the weaponization of space may be more consistent with Cold War strategies but not necessarily appropriate for a post Cold War environment. Zeigler contends that the need for space sanctuary is greater now than ever with space weapons being economically unfeasible based on limited military funding and the fact that their operational need and capability concepts are grossly overrated. 47 

***ARMS CONTROL CP***

1NC CP Shell

CP Text: The United States federal government should abide by the United Nations resolution to expand the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to ban all types of space weapons. 
CP solves arms race and hegemony

Todd Barnet, Associate Professor of Legal Studies, Pace University, February 2010, “A Proposal to Amend the Outer Space Treaty and the United States National Space Policy of 2006”

While the U.S. has reason to fear a space attack in the future, there is little evidence of risk of such an attack today and nothing directly of this nature has to date occurred. The NSP06 will give the U.S. some short-term false confidence that the unilateralist path is the right one, but in the long run, it will prove impractical to regulate space on a unilateral basis. It is infinite outer space we are regulating, not the circumscribed land of a specific nation. The power and durability of the Outer Space Treaty may have been somewhat of an accident, but its broad-based, international approach is quite as logical as a unilateral, nation by nation approach, is illogical and doomed to failure. A scenario wherein nuclear weapons or other wmd are rained down on fragile Earth would not be in any nation’s best interest. This, unfortunately, is precisely the direction we are heading in. It is not too late for the U.S. and other member nations to amend NSP06. Such an amendment would coincide with a highly desirable amendment to the OST. This amendment would for the first time permit a sovereign state to acquire space assets such as precious metals and/or helium3 in meteors and asteroids as well as land on outer space bodies. This would greatly benefit the commercial development of space that the U.S. so clearly states is in its national interest. The result of the amendments to the OST and the NSP06 will benefit all humankind and help reduce the military race in space. At least outer space will then have some truly lucrative commercial uses. This will be a far better way for each nation to spend its time and money. Admittedly, protection of land and other assets owned by governments or private parties has, in Earth’s past history, caused military defense and aggressive action in regard thereto. Space, however, is so infinite in scope, that there is less impetus to battle over these assets. Space is vast enough to allow for both international, peaceful cooperation and lucrative commercial activities. The amendments to the OST and the NSP06 will give the treaties greater transparency, less legal fiction, and more international cooperation. The future of humankind may depend on a peaceful resolution of these issues. This is no time for childlike regression to “might makes right” nationalist policies in space. At the same time, it seems absurd that no nation may own property in space, and encourage development, for example, even hundreds or thousands of light years from Earth! The most direct course is the best course in the present, highly volatile situation. As Earth’s finite resources are used up, populations increase, and new sources of financial profits are needed, humans will naturally seek to explore and settle new worlds. Today, one may see the OST primarily as a basis for future treaties. By amending the Outer Space Treaty, and providing clearly for both private as well as sovereign ownership in space, commerce will be encouraged, medical advances may also be achieved, responsibility of ownership will be brought about, and humankind will be free to explore a more peaceful universe. It is logical, safer, and more 

2NC Overview

Absent the counterplan- US takes pre-emptive strikes—kills heg 

Todd Barnet, Associate Professor of Legal Studies, Pace University, February 2010, “A Proposal to Amend the Outer Space Treaty and the United States National Space Policy of 2006”

Again, the initial wording carefully tracks the Space Treaty but adds the words, “and to protect and promote freedom around the world.” The Space Treaty foresees no such role for any specific nation! The Outer Space Treaty lacks any language, express or implied, for any nation, including the U.S., “to promote freedom around the world.” The phrase sounds jingoistic in this context. The statement that this will be pursued with the “other nations,” does very little to ameliorate this vast over-reaching by the U.S.! It runs counter to any alleged U.S. concern about an arms race in space. The implication is that the U.S. will exert its power from space to dominate nations throughout the world. This will depend on who is viewed as an adversary, or as a possible adversary! This is not a peaceful use of space and is one of the most undesirable statements in the entire NSP06. It is suggested that the U.S. may find it desirable to eliminate this phrase from an amended NSP. Does the United States really wish to be the policeman for the world? One would hope not after recent events in Iraq and Afghanistan. Especially since the U.S. has troops stationed throughout the world and is spread too thin in the view of this author.  The United States considers space systems (read, weapons systems), allegedly for “defense,” to have free rights of passage through space and that U.S. operations in space should be allowed to exist without interference. Consistent with this principal, the United States will view purposeful interference with its space systems as an infringement on its rights. This could permit a pre-emptive strike anywhere on Earth, if the U.S. feels threatened. (This space systems’ approach also affirms this writer’s position that a space war has already been, and will continue to be, a common occurrence. Space war does not necessarily mean a war fought exclusively in space, as space weapons are a system, utilizing both space, the atmosphere immediately above the earth, and the surface of the earth.) Space wars have already been going on for some time in Iraq, Afghanistan, and other nations. 

Plan would lead to a ban on ASATs—kills solvency

Raymond Duvall Prof. of Pol Science @ University of Minnesota and  Jonathan Havercroft Assistant Professor of Political Science @ University of British Columbia, October 2006, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/ Havercroft _paper.pdf, “ Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”

The potential that ballistic missile defense systems could be used as ASAT weapons must also be considered. Certain weapons systems in the U.S. ballistic missile defense program should be able to intercept targets at altitudes that encompass nearly every satellite in LEO. 35 Dual-use concerns are likewise raised by the existing or prospective ballistic missile defense systems of other countries, such as China. 36 It is possible that countries could devise software-only modifications to convert ballistic missile defense systems to ASAT weapons, enabling a sudden breakout capability from a ban on ASAT possession that would be impossible to detect under any realistic verification regime. For this reason, proposals for complete bans on ASAT weapons seem incapable of achieving what Paul H. Nitze called ‘‘effective verification,’’ the ability to detect a militarily significant violation in time to respond effectively and deny the violator the benefit of the violation. 3 

Solvency- International Adherence
US is the only block to arms control

NYT 2/13/08, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/13/world/europe/13arms.html, U.N. Weighs a Ban on Weapons in Space, but U.S. Still Objects

GENEVA — The Russian foreign minister, Sergey V. Lavrov, on Tuesday presented a Russian-Chinese draft treaty banning weapons in space to the United Nations Conference on Disarmament, an idea that was quickly rejected by the United States. Russia and China have pushed for years for a treaty to prevent an arms race in space, a threat underlined by China last year after it shot down one of its own aging satellites. Responding to previous American assertions that there is no arms race in space and therefore no need for a treaty, Mr. Lavrov instead submitted a draft on “prevention of the placement of weapons in outer space, the threat or use of force against outer space objects.” “Weapons deployment in space by one state will inevitably result in a chain reaction,” Mr. Lavrov warned. “And this in turn is fraught with a new spiral in the arms race, both in space and on the earth.” The draft treaty aims to fill gaps in existing law, create conditions for further exploration and use of space, and strengthen general security and arms control, Mr. Lavrov said. It is time “to start serious practical work in this field,” he said.

Solvency- International Adherence
Other countries say yes—but only if the US does 
 Todd Barnet, Associate Professor of Legal Studies, Pace University, February 2010, “A Proposal to Amend the Outer Space Treaty and the United States National Space Policy of 2006”

There has from the outset been a mix of motivations for launching the hundreds of satellites in orbit around the Earth. Outer space and Antarctica are, the point has been made, fundamentally terra nullius, unclaimed land. 34 In fact, outer space is currently res communis, meaning no one can own land in space. The suggested changes to the OST, however, would alter the nature of real property in space to res nullius. This means sovereign and private ownership of real property in space would be clearly permitted and actually encouraged. Clouding the issue somewhat is the fact that military and private/civilian uses of space have been hard to distinguish one from the other, since the early 1960s.The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, for example, estimates that approximately 70 percent of all satellites in space have over-lapping functions. 35 By its nature, a satellite is easily set-up for more than one potential purpose. Also, commencing a pattern of obfuscation, the U.S. had a “spy” satellite in orbit in 1954. 36 There are now hundreds of satellites in orbit. So there is already a substantial, partly implicit, militarization of space. Probably the most important date in the exploration and potential military use of space was the Soviet Union’s launch of Sputnik. 37 The launch was in October of 1957.The United States immediately thereafter made great effort to project a peaceful image out of serious concern that the former U.S.S.R. had gained a major advantage over the U.S. The U.S. was deeply troubled, if not panicked, by the Sputnik launch. Space is often compared to Antarctica, but Antarctica’s non-military use goal only applies today in a general sense to the Outer Space Treaty, in light of the dual purpose satellites in active mode. 38 The OST was, therefore, conceived of by the U.S. for the benefits of satellite information for military and commercial purposes. Despite the selfish motivations, the OST fortunately provided parameters and general guidelines for peaceful conduct by nations venturing into outer space. The OST stipulates space shall be for “the common interest of all mankind in the progress of the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.” 39 This will obviously not be the case if there is an arms race over space. Due to the dual purpose capability of most satellites, President Obama is opting for a ban on ASATs, i.e., satellite attack weapons. 40 Because there are so many ways to destroy or disable a satellite, this goal may be very difficult to achieve. It is, however, worth examining and also opens a discussion of how best to achieve peaceful purposes in space. The president’s motive here appears to be avoidance of a strike on our military and communications satellites, which would be a devastating blow to the country. The U.S. is clearly vulnerable in this regard. With all of the modern tracking equipment now available, it may not be that difficult to even bring down a satellite. Recently, the Chinese shot down their worn out weather satellite by simply hitting it with an unarmed missile. There was no explosive employed. This is a kinetic energy ASAT, i.e., satellite killer, or “anti-satellite attack technology.” A mass ASAT attack method would destroy numerous satellites simultaneously. Another method, involving a nuclear explosion in space, would destroy dozens of satellites outright, while incapacitating the U.S. electrical and communications grid and causing other long- term damage to the remaining satellites. This would be a terrible blow to both U.S. military defense and commercial interests. 41 At the same time, the U.S. reaction, as evidenced by the NSP06, which would unilaterally and effectively seize control of outer space, appears short-sighted and will have a negative effect in the long term. International cooperation is required to control and regulate conflict among nations in space. Treaties without enforcement mechanisms are a start but are not a complete answer. For the U.S. to assert it can do all of these things on its own, while “promoting peace and freedom around the world,” seems the height of hubris. International cooperation is at the heart of the OST, not the possibly fictional wording that “space is the province of all mankind.” 42 The spirit and intent of the OST is, however, expressed in these and similar words. One may also interpret the words as meaning space is to be explored and enjoyed in a spirit of peace and international cooperation.  President Eisenhower conceived of the Outer Space Treaty as a foil to the then Soviet launch of a manned satellite, “Sputnik.” One theory says the resulting U.S. intelligence gap created a threat of military dominance by the Soviets. He who commands the “high ground,” has the advantage. 43 Once U.S. Air Force pilot Gary Powers’ U2 plane was shot down by the U.S.S.R the U.S. could also no longer use its spy planes for over-flights during the Cold War. Thus, the use of satellites to furnish the same or better information as to conditions on the ground came into being. Space, it was agreed by the pundits of the day, would be “for peaceful purposes” and would be deemed “the province of all mankind.” This proved a temporary fix that now requires clarification and a move towards space asset ownership, because there is currently so much more commercial and military activity in space. The famous treaty, sometimes called the “Magn Carta” of space, gave free access to the U.S. for intelligence gathering as part of its general right of exploration and freedom of movement in space. An arms race in space was also implicitly to be avoided. In this context, in 2000, the U.N. General Assembly voted to stop the arms race in space. This was called the “Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space” 44 and it passed with 163 votes for the resolution, none against, and 3 abstentions. The three abstentions were the U.S., Israel, and Micronesia. Then in 2006, the U.S. showed its true intentions by actually voting against the latest “Prevention of An Arms Race” resolution! Why would the U.S. do this unless it felt prevention of an arms race was not a priority? This action was a glaring departure for the U.S. from its 1967 OST statement that space should be “for the benefit of all mankind.” It was also an unmistakable sign of a cynical attitude on the part of the Bush Administration that bodes ill for prevention of a space arms race 

Solvency- China 
Yes China co-operation on arms control 

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

Because of the security dilemma, many experts in both China and the U.S. have expressed growing pessimism about the future of arms control. However, this article suggests that precisely because the current U.S.-China military space relationship is governed by the security dilemma, it is amenable to changes in the strategic environment that could extricate both from their mutual mistrust and the ongoing cycle of actions and counteractions. The current strategic adjustment by the U.S., eforts by the Obama administration to curb missile defense, and the fundamentally altered situation in the Taiwan Strait ofer a window of opportunity for the two countries to relax the tensions in their space relationship. With the right strategies, China and the U.S. could slow the momentum toward a space arms race. Perhaps relecting this new context of space security, when meeting with the heads of foreign air force delegations in November 2009, President Hu Jintao promised that China would “unswervingly uphold the principle of peaceful use of space and actively participate in international cooperation on  space security.” 7 Li Daguang, a leading PLA space war expert known for his pessimistic views on international space cooperation, recently argued that “ensuring the peaceful use of outer space and preventing its weaponization represent a consensus of the international community.” 8 hese messages show that China has perhaps modiied its previous assessment of the feasibility of arms control in outer space. his shift, together with President Obama’s new space policies, could dilute the security dilemma between China and the U.S. and pave the way for arms control. 
Solvency- China/ Arms Race

Arms control with China solves root cause of arms race and China conflict 

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

Important changes in U.S. strategic posture, missile defense, and the Taiwan Strait situation may now allow Washington and Beijing to extricate themselves from their space security dilemma, paving the way for arms control. In fact, these changes have already led to rising optimism among Chinese security experts with regard to the possibility of arms control in outer space. Zhao Kejin, a space security expert at Qinghua University, argues that there is no need for China to “engage the U.S. in a space arms race.” Instead, “Facing the possibility of emerging anarchy in outer space, China and the U.S. can work together to push for arms control negotiations, with the aim of establishing efective mechanisms for the monitoring and management of outer space.” 50 his upbeat mood among Chinese experts represents a big change from the pessimism of the Bush era.The challenge for China and the U.S. is to seize the opportunity and forge a realistic approach to space arms control. In this regard, China and the U.S. could pursue a two-stage strategy. The first stage would have to focus on reducing strategic misunderstandings and thus the vicious effects of the security dilemma. If so, the root cause of the action/counteraction spiral that deines a classic arms race will lose its hold on the two countries. Recent and important changes in the strategic landscape have improved the chances of achieving such a goal. Once the vicious circle of action and counteraction has been minimized, China and the U.S. could move on to the second stage, which is to pursue multilateral agreements banning weapons in space. Until recently, because of the Bush administration’s steadfast opposition to any legally binding treaty that would limit the U.S.’s military use of space, a multilateral approach to arms control seemed beyond reach. Now, however, the Obama administration’s willingness to take a leadership role in constructing a global treaty offers the hope of success. 
Solvency- China/ Russia 

Raymond Duvall Prof. of Pol Science @ University of Minnesota and  Jonathan Havercroft Assistant Professor of Political Science @ University of British Columbia, October 2006, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/ Havercroft _paper.pdf, “ Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”

China and Russia have also acknowledged the difficulties of verification in space arms control. In a joint unofficial presentation to the Conference on Disarmament in August 2004, the Chinese and Russian delegations reviewed the verification measures previously envisaged by various countries for space arms control. After summarizing political, technical, and financial objections to these proposals, they conceded that ‘‘many practical problems are to be solved before codifying meaningful verification provisions for the new outer space treaty.’’ 38 Last year, China and Russia reiterated their desire for a new legal instrument on arms in outer space, and proposed that ‘‘to facilitate an early consensus,’’ countries could ‘‘set aside the question of verification and other contentious issues for the time being.’’ 39 We believe, in contrast, that any efforts to reach a binding treaty on space weapons should emphasize, rather than disregard, the issue of verifiability. Specifically, a limited ban on ASAT testing can meet the standard of effective verification 
Solvency- Verifiability 

Can verify—tracking devises 

Raymond Duvall Prof. of Pol Science @ University of Minnesota and  Jonathan Havercroft Assistant Professor of Political Science @ University of British Columbia, October 2006, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/ Havercroft _paper.pdf, “ Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”

A limited test ban would be verifiable by the United States via its unmatched ability to track launches, satellites, and debris. The ban would not address the possibility of breakout, in which an adversary stockpiles ASAT weapons without testing them. Stockpiling would be very difficult to monitor. But research, development, or stockpiling
including placing ASAT weapons in orbit
would not violate the proposed agreement, which would not change the current lack of legal restrictions on these non-destructive actions. This proposal also would not address ASAT weapons that do not produce debris. Under this limited ban, the inability to assess what states possess on the ground
and some of what states do in space
is accepted. As is the case today, the United States could maintain or develop its offensive capabilities, and so could its potential adversaries, so long as they do not cause deliberate collisions or detonations above a certain altitude. 

________________
***SECURITY K***

Security K- Link/Root Cause
The only reason China is militarizing space is because of the United States securitizing actions 
Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”
China’s military space program and its strategies for space warfare have caused rising concerns in the United States. In fact, China’s military intentions in outer space have emerged as one of the central security issues between the two countries. In November 2009, after the commander of the Chinese Air Force called the militarization of space “a historical inevitability,” General Kevin Chilton, head of the U.S. Strategic Command, urged China to explain the objectives of its rapidly advancing military space program. 1 Indeed, in the wake of China’s January 2007 anti-satellite (ASAT) test, many U.S. experts have attempted to identify China’s motives. One driver of China’s military space program is its perception of a forthcoming revolution in military afairs. he People’s Liberation Army (PLA) sees space as a new and critical dimension of future warfare. he comment by the commander of the Chinese Air Force captures this perception of the PLA. 2 In addition, China’s military space program is seen as part of a broad asymmetric strategy designed to ofset conventional U.S. military advantages. For example, as observed by Ashley J. Tellis in 2007, “China’s pursuit of counterspace capabilities is not driven fundamentally by a desire to protest American space policies, and those of the George W. Bush administration in particular, but is part of a considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capabilities of the United States.” 3 Richard J. Adams and Martin E. France, U.S. Air Force oicers, contend that “Chinese interests in space weapons do not hinge on winning a potential U.S.-Chinese ASAT battle or participating in a space arms race.” Instead, they argue7 4 his perspective implies that given the predicted U.S. superiority in conventional warfare, China feels compelled to continue its ofensive military space program. Inevitably, this perspective sees China as the main instigator of a possible space arms race, whether implicitly or explicitly. China’s interpretation of the revolution in military affairs and its quest for asymmetric warfare capabilities are important for understanding the 2007 ASAT test. his article suggests that the Chinese military space program is also inluenced by the security dilemma in international relations. Due to the anarchic nature of the world order, “the search for security on the part of state A leads to insecurity for state B which therefore takes steps to increase its security leading in its turn to increased insecurity for state A and so on.” 5 he military space relationship between China and the U.S. clearly embodies the tragedy of a security dilemma. In many ways, the current Chinese thinking on space warfare relects China’s response to the perceived U.S. threat to its national security. his response, in turn, has triggered American suspicion about China’s military intentions in outer space. Thus, the security dilemma in the U.S.-China space relationship has inevitably led to measures and countermeasures. As Joan Johnson-Freese, a scholar at the Naval War College, observed after the January 2007 ASAT test, China and the U.S. “have been engaged in a dangerous spiral of action-reaction space planning and/or activity.” 
Security K- Link/Root Cause 

Security dilemma root cause of Sino-US rivalry 

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

The above analysis indicates that while the Chinese military space program is driven by multiple considerations, including the PLA’s interpretation of the revolution in military afairs and its quest for asymmetric warfare capabilities, the security dilemma in international relations has also played an important role. Indeed, the security dilemma is responsible for the emerging Sino-U.S. strategic rivalry in space, and an attitude of pessimism seems to have influenced both U.S. and Chinese analysts. As previously mentioned, Tellis believes structural imperatives make it diicult for the two countries to manage the emerging space arms race. 
_______________________

*****IMPACT TURNS*****
______________________
**Counter-Measure Turn**

1NC- “Bi-Winning” Turn [1/2]

The development of BMD spurs worse countermeasures by adversaries—turns case

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Some argue that the deployment of a US national missile defense will deter the development and deployment of missiles by emerging missile states because it would cast doubt on the effectiveness of such weapons. 1 This is only plausible if the steps emerging missile states could take to counter the defense were technically difficult or prohibitively expensive relative to acquiring ballistic missiles in the first place. As we discuss in this and subsequent chapters, this is simply not the case. Thus, if the United States deploys a national missile defense, it must expect that any adversaries interested in acquiring long-range ballistic missiles will continue to do so, and that countries that have acquired (at considerable expense and effort) long-range ballistic missiles to threaten the United States would also take steps to counter the defense by deploying countermeasures. Any country that has both the technical capability and the motivation to build and potentially use longrange ballistic missiles would also have the technical capability and motivation to build and deploy countermeasures that would make those missiles useful in the presence of the planned US NMD system. Moreover, it must be assumed that a country that is developing long-range missiles with the intent of using or threatening to use them would have a parallel program to develop countermeasures. 2 This is especially true in the current environment in which the US plan to build an NMD system is headline news. The 1999 National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) of the ballistic missile threat to the United States, which was prepared by the US intelligence community, reached the same conclusions, stating that 3 • “We assess that countries developing ballistic missiles would also develop various responses to US theater and national defenses. Russia and China each have developed numerous countermeasures and probably are willing to sell the requisite technologies. • “Many countries, such as North Korea, Iran, and Iraq, probably would rely initially on readily available technology—including separating RVs [reentry vehicles], spin-stabilized RVs, RV reorientation, radar absorbing material (RAM), booster fragmentation, low-power jammers, chaff, and simple (balloon) decoys—to develop penetration aids and countermeasures.” • “These countries could develop countermeasures based on these technologies by the time they flight test their missiles. 

Laundry list 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

To best structure the discussion in this chapter, we group the countermeasures according to the general strategy they employ to defeat the defense. We discuss each countermeasure in more detail in the rest of the chapter, but first describe them briefly here. An emerging missile state could • Overwhelm the defense by deploying too many real targets for the defense to intercept. For an emerging missile state, this strategy is feasible for chemical or biological weapons delivered by submunitions. • Overwhelm the defense by deploying too many false targets, or decoys, for the defense to intercept. The decoys are designed so the defense sensors are unable to discriminate them from the real warheads. There are several classes of decoys: (1) replica decoys, which replicate the warhead as closely as possible; (2) decoys using signature diversity, where the decoys are made to appear slightly different from each other and the warhead; and (3) decoys using 

1NC- “Bi-Winning” Turn [2/2]

anti-simulation, in which the warhead itself is disguised to mimic a decoy. Using anti-simulation, the attacker can disguise the warhead in several ways: for example, by enclosing it in a radar-reflecting balloon, by covering it with a shroud made of multilayer insulation, by hiding it in a cloud of chaff, by using electronic decoys, or by using infrared jammers (e.g., flares). • Reduce the radar signature of the warhead. Doing so could reduce the range at which defense radars could detect the warhead and thus reduce the time available to the defense, and could make other countermeasures more effective. • Prevent hit-to-kill homing by the kill vehicle, or make it more difficult, by reducing the infrared signature of the warhead. Doing so would reduce the range at which the infrared sensors on the kill vehicle could detect the warhead, leaving it less time to change course in order to hit the warhead. The attacker could reduce the infrared signature of the warhead by covering it with a lowemissivity coating or by using a shroud cooled to low temperatures by liquid nitrogen. • Prevent hit-to-kill homing by hiding the exact location of the warhead. The attacker could hide the warhead by enclosing it in a very large metallized balloon or in one of a large number of smaller balloons tethered together. Doing so would prevent the defense sensors from determining the location of the warhead, in which case the kill vehicle could only hit it by chance. • Prevent hit-to-kill homing by making the warhead maneuver. • Launch preemptive attacks on ground-based components of the defense system using cruise missiles or short-range ship-launched missiles, small airplanes, or special operations forces. 

2NC- “Bi-Winning” Turn- Overview [1/2]

The combination of these technologies means that there are no loopholes 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Some of the countermeasures discussed below would be effective for an attack using one missile, where others would be most effective if the attack involved more than one missile. As we discussed in Chapter 1, we will consider a limited attack of tens of missiles. Some of the countermeasures we discuss in this chapter would be effective against one type of sensor but not against all of the planned NMD sensors. (The full defense will include ground-based radars that operate in the X-band and the UHF band, and satellitebased infrared and visible sensors. In addition, the kill vehicle will use visible and infrared sensors to home on its target. See Chapter 3 for more details.) We do not limit this discussion to countermeasures that are effective against the full suite of planned sensors for two reasons: different countermeasures can be combined together into packages that would be effective against all the sensors, and there are situations in which defeating only one type of sensor will defeat the defense 

**If we win you no heat signature or radar tracking then you have no solvency

Brian Weeden, is a technical consultant for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, September 15, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1212/1,  “The fallacy of space-based interceptors for boost-phase missile defense” 

In missile defense, the only evidence a state has is the heat signature and radar tracks that show that something was launched on a ballistic arc, potentially towards your territory. And that data comes from classified sources that only the US military has access to and is loathe to reveal to the world. What's worse, if you destroy the rocket in the boost phase then you're destroying the rocket while it is still accelerating and therefore do not know what its final range and velocity will be. That means the intercepting State has made the decision to destroy this missile, while probably inside another sovereign state’s airspace, without actually knowing for certain whether it was a threat or whom it was a threat to. 

2NC- “Bi-Winning” Turn- Overview [2/2]

Yousaf Butt  is a physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, June 10th 2011, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/06/10/billions_for_missile_defense_not_a_dime_for_common_sense
If so, this would be just another problem to add to the long list of concerns about the deeply flawed missile-defense concept -- but it shouldn't be the main thing keeping Woolsey and Heinrichs up at night. What they should really be worried about is that the system will never protect the United States or NATO -- no matter how many more billions of taxpayer dollars are thrown at it -- and that it may actually lead to more nuclear weapons worldwide, not fewer. Missile defense, as it's currently being set up, can be easily defeated by any country that can field ballistic missiles -- no deep secrets leaked from the bowels of the Pentagon are needed at all. As the CIA's own top specialist in strategic nuclear programs testified in 2000, "Many countries, such as North Korea [and] Iran … probably would rely initially on readily available technology … to develop penetration aids and countermeasures. These countries could develop countermeasures based on these technologies by the time they flight test their missiles." Nothing has changed in the intervening decade to change this calculus. The simplest countermeasures are cheap inflatable balloon decoys similar to the shiny ones at children's birthday parties. Because the missile-defense interceptors try to strike the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) warheads in the vacuum of space, these balloons and the warhead would travel together, making it impossible to tell apart the decoys from the real thing. An enemy bent on delivering a nuclear payload to the United States could inflate many such balloons near the warhead and overwhelm the defense system by swamping it with fake signals. No technical secrets are needed to defeat the system because these obvious weaknesses have been repeatedly pointed out by the country's top scientists since the 1960s. 

EVEN IF it is tracked, it can be shaped to get through the defense

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

 Cooled Shroud. Using low emissivity coatings or passive cooling may not reduce the range at which the warhead could be detected enough to prevent the defense kill vehicle from detecting and homing on the warhead. The attacker could obtain a much greater reduction in detection range by enclosing the nuclear warhead in a cooled shroud. Such a shroud could be isolated from the warhead by commercially available superinsulation material and be cooled by a small quantity of liquid nitrogen. Cooling the shroud to liquid nitrogen temperature (77 K) would reduce the infrared signature of the warhead by a factor of at least one million relative to its signature at room temperature. 16  The warhead would then be effectively invisible to the kill vehicle. Again, the attacker would need to take care to prevent reflected radiation from reaching the infrared sensor on the kill vehicle. This countermeasure would work even if the warhead were detected and tracked by the defense radars; however, the shroud could also be shaped to reduce its radar cross section against the X-band radars. This cooled shroud countermeasure is discussed in more detail in the Chapter 9. 

2NC- Link Extension

Space BMD will push countries to develop alternate measures 

Brian Weeden, is a technical consultant for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, September 15, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1212/1,  “The fallacy of space-based interceptors for boost-phase missile defense” 

The second fallacy lies in the assumption that a missile defense shield will prevent “bad guys” from being able to threaten the United States. That is decidedly incorrect. The oldest military truism is that no plan survives first contact with the enemy, because the enemy is not a static entity devoid of intelligence or desire for self-preservation. Exactly the opposite is true: any adversary is just as intelligent and driven as any attacker, and will react appropriately to whatever force is applied. If states such as Iran and North Korea truly want to terrorize and cause harm, as missile defense advocates argue, having “perfect” missile defense will only cause them to seek other methods of doing so, and thus in the long run provide no guarantee of safety at all to the free peoples of the world.

2NC- Bio-Attack Dispersal Scenario [1/2]

Will develop better dispersal tactics—kills more people

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Overwhelming the Defense: Submunitions for Biological and Chemical Weapons Here, the goal of the attacker is simply to present the defense with so many real targets that it is unable to intercept them all. For missiles armed with biological or chemical warheads, an attacker can defeat a limited missile defense simply by packaging the biological or chemical agent in up to more than one hundred small warheads— called submunitions—rather than in one large unitary warhead. If we assume that an emerging missile state has only five long-range missiles, an attack could easily involve 500 submunitions. In this case, even if the defense expended all 250 of its interceptors, it could at best intercept half of the incoming submunitions, and thus reduce the amount of agent that reached the ground by a factor of two. However, doing so would not necessarily reduce the number of people killed or injured by a factor of two. Using submunitions would not only overwhelm the defense, but would be a more effective way of dispersing the agent. Therefore an attacker would have a strong incentive to use submunitions to deliver these agents even in the absence of missile defenses. The use of submunitions to deliver chemical or biological agents is discussed in more detail in Chapter 7. Since nuclear warheads cannot be subdivided into arbitrarily small parts, this strategy cannot be used for missiles carrying nuclear warheads. In this case, the most straightforward response to a limited defense deployment would be to deploy large numbers of warheads to overwhelm it. This could be done either by deploying a large number of missiles with single warheads or by deploying a smaller number of missiles with several warheads per missile. As discussed in Chapter 5, the United States, Russia, Britain, and France have all deployed multiple warhead missiles, largely motivated by concerns about the potential deployment of Soviet or US strategic missile defenses 

This is the most probable scenario for extinction 

Richard Ochs MA in Natural Resource Management from Rutgers University and Naturalist at Grand Teton National Park, June 9th 2002, http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html, “BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS MUST BE ABOLISHED IMMEDIATELY”

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

2NC- Bio-Attack Dispersal Scenario [2/2]

conventional weapons. The past doctrine allowed such use only as a last resort when our nation’s survival was at stake. Will the new policy also allow easier use of US bioweapons? How slippery is this slope? Against this tendency can be posed a rational alternative policy. To preclude possibilities of human extinction, "patriotism" needs to be redefined to make humanity’s survival primary and absolute. Even if we lose our cherished freedom, our sovereignty, our government or our Constitution, where there is life, there is hope. What good is anything else if humanity is extinguished? This concept should be promoted to the center of national debate.. For example, for sake of argument, suppose the ancient Israelites developed defensive bioweapons of mass destruction when they were enslaved by Egypt. Then suppose these weapons were released by design or accident and wiped everybody out? As bad as slavery is, extinction is worse. Our generation, our century, our epoch needs to take the long view. We truly hold in our hands the precious gift of all future life. Empires may come and go, but who are the honored custodians of life on earth? Temporal politicians? Corporate competitors? Strategic brinksmen? Military gamers? Inflated egos dripping with testosterone? How can any sane person believe that national sovereignty is more important than survival of the species? Now that extinction is possible, our slogan should be "Where there is life, there is hope." No government, no economic system, no national pride, no religion, no political system can be placed above human survival. The egos of leaders must not blind us. The adrenaline and vengeance of a fight must not blind us. The game is over. If patriotism would extinguish humanity, then patriotism is the highest of all crimes. 

2NC- Pre-emption Scenario

Countries would first strike our interceptors—causes loopholes 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Preemptive Attacks on Defense Components Some of the defense components, particularly the ground-based radars and the in-flight interceptor communications systems (IFICS), could be quite vulnerable to attack. It is unlikely, for example, that the planned NMD system could even attempt to defend its radars in Britain against a missile attack from Iran or Iraq. Other forward-based radars, such as those in the Aleutians, on Greenland and on the US coasts, could be vulnerable to short-range ship-launched cruise missiles or radar-homing missiles, attacks delivered by civilian or military aircraft, or even by attacks by agents or special operations forces using shoulder-fired rockets. If such attacks succeeded in eliminating several or even one of the radars, it would leave gaps in the radar coverage so that the defense would be dependent only o n S B I R S - l ow for interceptor guidance against t incoming missiles on certain trajectories. Without X-band radar coverage, the defense’s ability to discriminate decoys from warheads would be severely degraded, putting the defense at a great disadvantage. If an attack destroyed one of the IFICS, this could prevent the defense from communicating with its interceptors. 

2NC- Protection Scenario 

The payload could be encased to prevent disarmament 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Prevent Hit-To-Kill Homing by Hiding the Warhead Another set of countermeasure strategies would exploit the fact that a hit-to-kill interceptor must hit its target directly to destroy it. For example, the attacker could enclose the warhead in a large metallized balloon, with a radius of, say, 5 meters or larger. If the kill radius of the hit-tokill interceptor is much smaller than the balloon, it would be unlikely to hit the warhead inside the balloon even if it hits the balloon itself. In fact, the attacker can make the kill probability as small as desired by increasing the radius of the balloon. The attacker might be concerned that the balloon itself would be destroyed by the impact of the interceptor (which would depend in part on how the balloon was constructed), thus leaving the warhead exposed for a second interceptor to hit. In this case, the attacker could pack additional balloons around the warhead to be sequentially inflated as their predecessors were destroyed. As another alternative, rather than using a single large balloon, the attacker might use a cluster of perhaps dozens of closely spaced tethered balloons, only one of which contains the warhead. These would be spaced closely enough so that SBIRS-low could not assist in discrimination, and if necessary (for example, at night) the balloons without the warhead might contain heaters to simulate the heat radiated from the warhead. In this case, each kill vehicle would at best be able to destroy a few of these many balloons, making small the odds of destroying the warhead. 

2NC- Late Deployment Scenario

Late deployment allows for a breakthrough 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Late Deployment of Decoys. When attempting to defend a country as large as the United States with interceptors at a few sites, there is a great premium on being able to launch interceptors as early as possible after the launch of an attacking missile, both to allow the greatest time for the interceptor to reach its target and, ideally, to permit firing multiple interceptors at different times in a shoot-look-shoot strategy. Depending on the relative location of the missile launch point, the target against which the missile is launched, and the interceptor launch site, the attacker could attempt to exploit long interceptor fly-out times by withholding the deployment of decoys until after all the interceptors have been committed. In this case, the defense would have committed its interceptors before it knew how many decoys would be deployed and whether it could discriminate them from the warhead. A North Korean attack on Hawaii might be one scenario where this tactic could be effective. One disadvantage of this approach is that decoy deployment would likely occur in full view of the X-band radars, raising the possibility that the defense could discriminate the decoys by observing their deployment. 

2NC- Maneuverability Scenario

Missile will maneuver
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Warhead Maneuvers Another countermeasure strategy would be for the warhead to make unexpected maneuvers to confuse the interceptor or disrupt the kill vehicle’s homing process. As discussed in Chapter 5, Russian countermeasures reportedly include warheads that make midcourse maneuvers, 17 and China’s recent test of a spacecraft intended for manned flight demonstrated a low-thrust rocket propulsion system that reportedly could be used to make wa rhe ads maneuve r  to de f e a t  an NMD system. 18 Emerging missile states could also use this strategy. To maneuver outside the atmosphere (where the exoatmospheric NMD interceptors would intercept their targets), the warhead would need to use thrusters. Although maneuvering continuously using thrusters would require too much fuel to be practical, one maneuver or a series of several preplanned maneuvers could disrupt the defense. For example, an attacker could also use a series of preprogrammed warhead maneuvers as a complement to lightweight decoys that the defense could discriminate below a given altitude. In this case, the warhead would make a series of maneuvers to bridge the gap between the altitude at which the decoys would be screened out and the minimum intercept altitude of the NMD interceptor reportedly include warheads that make midcourse maneuvers, 17 and China’s recent test of a spacecraft intended for manned flight demonstrated a low-thrust rocket propulsion system that reportedly could be used to make wa rhe ads maneuve r  to de f e a t  an NMD system. 18 Emerging missile states could also use this strategy. To maneuver outside the atmosphere (where the exoatmospheric NMD interceptors would intercept their targets), the warhead would need to use thrusters. Although maneuvering continuously using thrusters would require too much fuel to be practical, one maneuver or a series of several preplanned maneuvers could disrupt the defense. For example, an attacker could also use a series of preprogrammed warhead maneuvers as a complement to lightweight decoys that the defense could discriminate below a given altitude. In this case, the warhead would make a series of maneuvers to bridge the gap between the altitude at which the decoys would be screened out and the minimum intercept altitude of the NMD interceptor 

That will under fly space based interceptors 

Brian Weeden, is a technical consultant for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, September 15, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1212/1, “The fallacy of space-based interceptors for boost-phase missile defense” 

Space-based interceptors also have a lower limit on the altitude at which they can intercept a missile. This is due to blinding of their onboard infrared sensors, required for terminal tracking and guidance, caused by the intense atmospheric heating that results when the interceptor enters the atmosphere at high speed. Typically, space-based interceptors cannot intercept targets below 100 kilometers due to this effect. The numbers in Table 1 indicate that space-based interceptors could not engage liquid fueled missiles with ranges less than approximately 3,000 kilometers. Moreover, if countries develop solid-fuel missiles, which have shorter burn times and burn out at lower altitudes than liquid-fueled missiles, and fly their missiles on slightly depressed trajectories, even longer range missiles can underfly space-based interceptors.

2NC- Decoys- Limitation

Decoys will get through defenses 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Decoys: Overwhelming the Defense with False Targets One important class of countermeasures uses a large number of decoys, or false targets, that the defense sensors cannot discriminate from the nuclear warhead. The defense then has to shoot at all the targets—real and simulated—to avoid letting the nuclear warhead penetrate unchallenged. But a limited defense would simply run out of interceptors if the attacker uses enough decoys. As discussed in Chapter 3, the defense plans to fire multiple interceptors at each target to achieve a high probability of intercepting the warhead. If time permits, the defense plans to use a “shoot-look-shoot” strategy in which it will fire one or more interceptors, assess whether the target was intercepted, and then, if necessary, fire additional interceptors. The final system planned for deployment would have up to 250 interceptors deployed at two sites—one in Alaska and one in North Dakota. 

2NC- Decoys- Signature 

No Detection- Signature diversity

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Decoys Using Signature Diversity. A potential attacker considering the use of replica decoys may be concerned that the defense will be able to identify and exploit some small observable difference between the warhead and the decoys. One way to address this issue would be to modify the decoy strategy to exploit the fact that while the defense might know the general characteristics of the warhead, it would not know the exact characteristics. Thus, rather than trying to exactly replicate the warhead, the decoys would be made to have slightly different signatures from the warhead and from each other. This would prevent the defense from picking out the warhead as the one object that was different from the rest 

2NC- Decoys- Physical 

No Detection- Physical diversity 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Decoys Using Anti-simulation. With anti-simulation, the attacker takes the deception one step farther by modifying the appearance of the warhead. Rather than making a decoy simulate the warhead, the attacker disguises the nuclear warhead. By introducing variability into the warhead appearance, a wide range of decoy characteristics can be made compatible with those of the warhead, thus greatly complicating the decoy discrimination problem for the defense. Indeed, when the possibility of altering the warhead appearance is taken into account, it is clear that there is no need for the decoy to resemble a bare warhead at all. The attacker can either use decoys that are similar in appearance to the disguised warhead, or exploit the advantages of signature diversity by using decoys that vary in appearance, differing from the warhead and each other. Anti-simulation techniques can also be used to defeat a defense strategy commonly used to deal with large numbers of potential targets—“bulk filtering.” In this technique, objects with characteristics that are a poor match to those the defense expects the warhead to have are either not observed because of sensor filters or observed very briefly and immediately rejected without the need for a detailed examination. This approach allows large numbers of false targets to be screened out rapidly, but is vulnerable to being deceived by antisimulation techniques. If the attacker disguises the warhead, this could lead the defense to reject the warhead itself as a possible target. The attacker could also deploy at least one decoy that would have observed characteristics similar to what a bare warhead would have. The attacker can modify the appearance of the nuclear warhead in many different ways. By changing its shape, the attacker can change the radar cross section of the warhead as measured by an X-band radar by several orders of magnitude. By changing its surface coating, the infrared signature of the warhead can change by more than an order of magnitude. Or, as we discuss in more detail below, the attacker can disguise the warhead by enclosing it in a radar-reflecting balloon, by covering it with a shroud made of multilayer insulation, by hiding it in a cloud of chaff, or by using electronic radar jammers. 

2NC- Decoys- Balloons 

No Detection- Metal balloons are invincible 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Metallized Balloons. One anti-simulation strategy would be to enclose the nuclear warhead in a metallized mylar balloon, similar to but larger than those sold at supermarket checkouts. This would be released along with a large number of empty balloons. Because radar waves could not pass through the thin metal coating, the radars could not determine what was inside each balloon. However, a nuclear warhead gives off heat and could thus heat the balloon enclosing it. To prevent discrimination by infrared sensors, the attacker could control the temperature of each balloon by equipping it with a small heater. Alternatively, for attacks during daylight, the thermal behavior of the balloons could be controlled by passive means: the attacker could set the temperature of each balloon by choosing a surface coating with a specific solar absorptivity and infrared emissivity. For attacks during nighttime, the temperature of the balloons will not depend on the surface coating, but can be varied by varying the shape of each balloon (see Appendix A). Although each balloon could be made similar in appearance, it might be even more effective to make each balloon different in shape and to design them to achieve a range of different temperatures. In this case, each balloon—including the one with the warhead— would look different to the NMD sensors, and none of them would look like a bare warhead. We discuss this countermeasure in more detail in Chapter 8. 

2NC- Decoys- Insulation

No Detection- Thermal insulation 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

 Shrouds of Multilayer Insulation. Alternatively, the attacker can conceal the nuclear warhead in a shroud made of thermal multilayer insulation and release it along with a large number of empty shrouds. Thus, the anti-simulation decoys are simply empty shrouds with a lightweight frame and of a size and shape that could cover a warhead. The frame could be collapsible (like an umbrella). Alternatively, several decoys could be packed over a conical warhead, Dixie-cup style, which would also avoid crushing the insulation. 7 Multilayer insulation consists of many layers of metallized plastic (such as aluminized mylar) with very thin spaces between the layers. 8 It is a very effective insulator commonly used to maintain an object at a low temperature in a vacuum. 9 A shroud made of this material would effectively conceal the thermal effects of the warhead, so that there would be no need to cool (or heat) the warhead to match the temperature of an empty shroud. Moreover, because radar waves could not penetrate the metallic covering of the shrouds, the defense radars could not determine which shroud contained the warhead. To prevent discrimination by the X-band radars, the attacker would also need to prevent the empty shrouds from behaving differently from the shrouded warhead. Because the empty shroud may not be rigid, it may begin to wobble or spin around a stable axis. However, the attacker can avoid this behavior by properly weighting the frame to which the insulation is attached. 

2NC- Decoys- Chaff 

No detection- modified chaff 

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

Chaff. Rather than hiding the nuclear warhead within a balloon, the attacker could hide it within a cloud of radar-reflecting chaff strands, while also deploying chaff clouds without warheads. Since the radar would not be able to detect the presence of the warhead within the chaff cloud, each of the chaff clouds not containing a warhead would in effect act as a decoy.  A piece of chaff is simply a conducting wire cut to a length that maximizes its radar reflections, which is one-half the radar wavelength. For the planned NMD X-band radars, the appropriate length of a piece of chaff is about 1.5 centimeters (0.6 inches), whereas chaff effective against the early-warning radars would be 0.35 meters (1.1 feet) long. 10 Assuming that the warhead has been properly shaped to reduce its radar cross section (see Appendix C) and is oriented with respect to the radar so as to maintain this low radar cross section, each chaff wire would have a radar cross section comparable to that of the warhead. 11 Since one pound  of chaff could contain millions of chaff wires, the attacker could deploy numerous small chaff dispensers that would create many chaff clouds, only one of which would contain a warhead. The radar reflections from the chaff strands would prevent the X-band and early warning radars from determining which cloud contained the warhead. Because the chaff strands would be spreading radially outward from the dispenser, each dispenser would emit strands continuously over the roughly 20 minutes it is traveling through space to maintain a high density of chaff strands near the dispenser (where the warhead, if there was one, would also be located). Because chaff clouds would only prevent discrimination by radar, the attacker would need to use other means to prevent the SBIRS-low satellite-based infrared sensors from discriminating the chaff cloud with the warhead from the empty chaff clouds. One possibility would be for the attacker to use flares in each chaff cloud to generate a large infrared signal that would overwhelm that of the warhead. Or the attacker could deploy a plastic balloon, possibly with a small heater inside each of the chaff clouds that did not contain the warhead. 

2NC- Decoys- Electronic Jamming

No detection- Electronic jamming

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

 Electronic Decoys. Another anti-simulation strategy is to drown out the reflected radar signals from the nuclear warhead by placing an electronic radar source on the warhead; this technique is known as “jamming.” The decoys would then simply be electronic radar jammers without the warhead. Thus, jammers can be used both to produce false targets and to disguise the warhead. Because modern missile defense radars, such as the planned X-band radars, can operate anywhere within a wide frequency range and can change frequency rapidly, a simple broad-band jammer (like those used in World War II) that would drown out the radar over all the possible frequencies it could be operating at would need to be very powerful. 12 For this reason, the attacker is likely to prefer electronic decoys that return a signal at the same frequency the radar uses and can therefore be very low power. 

2NC- No Radar- Infrared 

No Radar- infrared signatures can be changed

Andrew M. Sessler et al, is a physicist at and former director of Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory at the University of California at Berkeley, John M. Cornwall is Distinguished Professor of Physics Emeritus in the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, Dr. Steve Fetter is assistant director at-large in the Office of Science and Technology Policy, Richard L. Garwin is Reed Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Adjunct Professor of Physics at Columbia, Kurt Gottfried is professor emeritus of physics at Cornell University and chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund is a senior scientist and co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) in Cambridge, George N. Lewis is a physicist and associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University, Theodore A. Postol is professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, David C. Wright, April 2000, http://drum.lib.umd.edu/bitstream/1903/4333/1/2000-UCS-CM.pdf, “Countermeasures”

By reducing the infrared signature of its nuclear warhead, the attacker could reduce the detection range of both the SBIRS-low infrared sensors and of the kill vehicle’s infrared seeker. Even if the warhead’s infrared signature could be reduced sufficiently to prevent detection by SBIRS-low infrared sensors, this would not necessarily defeat the defense since the warhead could still be tracked by the defense radars (and possibly by the SBIRS-low visible-light sensor). However, the smaller infrared sensors on the kill vehicle would not have as great a range as those on SBIRS-low, and the performance of the kill vehicle would depend critically on how much time it has to maneuver to hit its target and thus on how far away it can detect the target. By reducing the infrared signature of the warhead, the attacker might be able to reduce the detection range of the kill vehicle’s infrared seeker enough so that the kill vehicle either could not detect the warhead or did not have enough time to home on the warhead after detecting it. In this case, the defense would fail catastrophically, even if the warhead could be tracked by the defense radars and SBIRS-low. We discuss two ways an attacker could reduce the infrared signature of a warhead 

Space-based interceptors are particularly vulnerable

Brian Weeden, is a technical consultant for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, September 15, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1212/1,  “The fallacy of space-based interceptors for boost-phase missile defense” 

Space-based interceptors also have a lower limit on the altitude at which they can intercept a missile. This is due to blinding of their onboard infrared sensors, required for terminal tracking and guidance, caused by the intense atmospheric heating that results when the interceptor enters the atmosphere at high speed. Typically, space-based interceptors cannot intercept targets below 100 kilometers due to this effect. The numbers in Table 1 indicate that space-based interceptors could not engage liquid fueled missiles with ranges less than approximately 3,000 kilometers. Moreover, if countries develop solid-fuel missiles, which have shorter burn times and burn out at lower altitudes than liquid-fueled missiles, and fly their missiles on slightly depressed trajectories, even longer range missiles can underfly space-based interceptors.
2NC- No Radar- Low Emissivity 

Low emissivity coating solves
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Low-Emissivity Coatings. One way to reduce the signature of the warhead would be to cover it with a low emissivity coating, since the infrared signature of the warhead is determined by its temperature and the product of its emissivity and surface area. A warhead covered with a carbon-based or wood ablative covering would have an infrared emissivity of about 0.9 to 0.95, while a warhead with an outer surface of unpolished steel would have an emissivity in the range of 0.4 to 0.8. If the warhead was instead covered with a thin polished gold coating (with an emissivity of about 0.02), its emissivity would be reduced by a factor of about 20 to 40 

2NC- No Radar- Nitrogen

Liquid nitrogen would ensure invisibility 
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 Cooled Shroud. Using low emissivity coatings or passive cooling may not reduce the range at which the warhead could be detected enough to prevent the defense kill vehicle from detecting and homing on the warhead. The attacker could obtain a much greater reduction in detection range by enclosing the nuclear warhead in a cooled shroud. Such a shroud could be isolated from the warhead by commercially available superinsulation material and be cooled by a small quantity of liquid nitrogen. Cooling the shroud to liquid nitrogen temperature (77 K) would reduce the infrared signature of the warhead by a factor of at least one million relative to its signature at room temperature. 16  The warhead would then be effectively invisible to the kill vehicle. Again, the attacker would need to take care to prevent reflected radiation from reaching the infrared sensor on the kill vehicle. This countermeasure would work even if the warhead were detected and tracked by the defense radars; however, the shroud could also be shaped to reduce its radar cross section against the X-band radars. This cooled shroud countermeasure is discussed in more detail in the Chapter 9. 


2NC- A2: BPI/ Space Solves

<this card is also in the solvency f/l, if you read it, just extend it>

Space boost-phase interceptors fail—interception time

Brian Weeden, is a technical consultant for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, September 15, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1212/1,  “The fallacy of space-based interceptors for boost-phase missile defense” 

For boost-phase missile defense, the burn time provides the time boundary of what’s referred to in military circles as “the kill chain”; the series of steps and time it takes for an attack to take place. To successfully intercept a ballistic missile, the defensive system needs to move faster than the attacker’s kill chain. This means the entire process, including detecting a launch, determining that it is a threat, providing initial guidance to the interceptor, launching the interceptor, reaching the intercept point, and terminal guidance all needs to happen within the booster burn time for boost-phase missile defense. A 2003 study by the American Physical Society (APS) determined that state-of-the-art sensors required at least 45 to 60 seconds to detect, track, and provide initial guidance for the launch of a ballistic missile. The real liabilities of space-based missile defenses for boost phase interceptions are their distance from the target and the dictates of orbital mechanics. The only way to have a satellite “hover” over a specific spot on the Earth is to place it in geostationary orbit, 36,000 kilometers above the Earth. From this altitude, it would take a missile defense interceptor hours to travel to the target and thus it is not feasible. Placing the interceptors in low Earth orbit, say around 500 kilometers, would reduce the travel time greatly. But it would introduce another problem, called the absentee rate: interceptors at this altitude are only over any one point on the surface of the Earth for a very short period of time and thus are “absent” from the threat area for up to 99.5% of their orbit. The same 2003 APS study concluded that for boost phase missile defense, a massive number of interceptors would be required:  With the technology we judge could become available within the next 15 years, defending against a single ICBM would require a thousand or more interceptors for a system having the lowest possible mass and providing realistic decision time. Deploying such a system would require at least a five- to tenfold increase over current U.S. space-launch rates. 

__________________
**Proliferation Turn**
Proliferation Turn 1NC
Space BMD causes mass proliferation  

Yousaf Butt  is a physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, 8 May 2010, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent” 

Missile defense spurs proliferation. Instead of dissuading countries from pursuing ballistic missiles, missile defense actually incites proliferation. Adversarial and competitor nations will build up their offensive capabilities to ensure some missiles get through. The development of alternate delivery methods and sneakier attack tactics will be a natural response to the fielding of a U.S. missile defense system. As the bipartisan Strategic Posture Commission has pointed out PDF, "China may already be increasing the size of its ICBM force in response to its assessment of the U.S. missile defense program." And the BMDR report explicitly states, "Both Russia and China have repeatedly expressed concerns that U.S. missile defenses adversely affect their own strategic capabilities and interests." As George Lewis and Ted Postol have reported, in the past, Russia had a legitimate concern regarding U.S. missile defense architecture in Eastern Europe. Interceptors based in Poland could "engage essentially all Russian ICBMs launched against the continental United States from Russian sites west of the Urals. It is difficult to see why any well-informed Russian analyst would not find such a potential situation alarming." Similar concerns are now resurfacing. Considering that missile defense won't change the U.S. strategic equation with respect to Iran or North Korea (except perhaps to engender in leaders a false sense of security), is it really worth unnecessarily antagonizing U.S. relations with Russia and China and possibly sparking Russia's withdrawal from New START? Just as with nuclear weapons, the U.S. infatuation with missile defense will cause other nations to desire this expensive and destabilizing technology. Following the U.S. lead, both China and India now have missile defense test programs. It doesn't take much imagination to anticipate Pakistan's response. There will be legitimate pressure for I
slamabad to attempt to redress this perceived Indian defense by producing more missiles and nuclear weapons. In response, India and subsequently China will likely increase their own stockpiles--in turn increasing pressure on U.S. and Russian strategists to respond. So rather than reducing the value of nuclear weapons, missile defense actually increases it. Unfortunately, much of the wrongheaded and inaccurate thinking about the deterrent value of missile defense has seeped into the NPR. Thus, there's now an urgent need for an informed, unbiased reappraisal of U.S. strategic thinking on the conceptual basis of nuclear missile defense policy. 
Leads to nuclear war

Rick Rozoff, writer for Stop Nato, 2009. “Militarization of Space: The Threat of Nuclear War on Earth,” http://dandelionsalad.wordpress.com/2009/06/18/militarization-of-space-threat-of-nuclear-war-on-earth-by-rick-rozoff/

That is, the militarization of space can result in a nuclear conflagration on earth not only by accident or the law of unintended consequences but fully by design. If the US plan is, by a combination of ground, sea and air delivery systems, to destroy any ability to retaliate after a devastating first blow, the Russian general warned of what in fact would ensue: “The Americans will never manage to implement this scenario because Russian strategic nuclear forces, including the Russian Strategic Missile Forces, will be capable of delivering a retaliatory strike given any course of developments. “After receiving authorization from the Supreme Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Armed Forces it will not take our strategic missile force more than two-three minutes to carry out the task of launching missiles.” [38] What Solovtsov has described is the nightmare humanity has dreaded since the advent of the nuclear age: An exchange of nuclear-tipped intercontinental missiles. One that might result from an attack launched at least partially from space and in one manner or other in relation to space-based military assets. An analogous warning was issued last year by the then commander of Russia’s Space Forces, General Vladimir Popovkin, who said, “Space is one of the few places around not yet separated by borders, and any kind of military deployments there would upset the existing balance of forces on our planet.” [39] This past March American space researcher Matt Hoey stated that an arms race in space would be “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises.” “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades.

Proliferation Turn- Link
Plan tanks non-proliferation efforts

Michael Krepon is co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Summer/Fall 2004, http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf, “Space Assurance or Space Weapons?”  

The avid pursuit of flight-testing and the deployment of space weaponry by the United States would also be likely to create deeper fissures in alliance ties and relations between major powers, whose assistance is most needed to form “coali tions of the willing” to stop and reverse proliferation. Washington’s choice is therefore stark and clear: The United States and other countries would not be reassured by the flight-testing and deployment of weapons based in space or weapons on Earth designed for space warfare. The pursuit of space weapons would come at the direct expense of space assurance. Space assurance is defined here as a mutually supporting network of agreements, cooperative measures, international norms, codes of conduct and mil itary hedges designed to prevent dangerous military activities in space, especially the flight testing, deployment and use of space weapons. 

Proliferation Turn- Link 

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.

Proliferation Turn- Link 

Space BMD could reverse START—kills non-proliferation efforts 
Global Defense Media, 9/1/10, http://globaldefencemedia.com/news_daily/08_09_2010/ NGC.html, “Billions for Missile Defense, Not a Dime for Common Sense”
Russian planners might also be worried about the potential for a large expansion in the number of interceptors, unpredicted technical changes in the defense system (such as nuclear-tipped interceptors), and the diversity and scale of sensor systems that are being brought online to support the system. These worries are beginning to give the Russians cold feet about their arms-reduction commitments. The Russian articles of ratification to the New START arms-reduction treaty allow Russia to withdraw from the agreement if there is deployment by the "United States of America, another state, or a group of states of a missile-defense system capable of significantly reducing the effectiveness of the Russian Federation's strategic nuclear forces."

Proliferation Turn- Turns Hegemony

Turns heg

Michael Krepon is co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Summer/Fall 2004, http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf, “Space Assurance or Space Weapons?”  

 Space assurance will not find favor with those in the United States who seek maximum freedom of military maneuver in space. In this view, space provides the means for quick, lethal strikes in regions that are currently remote to U.S. power projection. U.S. advocates of “capturing the high ground” view space as a medium in which adver saries’ weapons of mass destruction could be neutralized, where information warfare could be waged, and where U.S. military dominance could be reinforced into the indefinite future. An essential corollary to this view is that weaker adversaries would seek to nullify U.S. military supe riority by attacking or disabling U.S. space assets that have become essential for the conduct of military operations. Supporters of a space dominance posture argue that, precisely because potential adversaries are so disadvantaged in terrestrial confrontations with the United States, they will engage, perhaps covertly, in the flight-testing and deployment of space weaponry. In this view, a surprise attack in space by a far weaker foe could have significant adverse impacts for the United States. Moreover, because the first use of space weaponry could have such deleterious impacts, weaker adversaries would not follow the U.S. example of restraint. The Rumsfeld Commission report on space reflects this perspective 

Prolif turns heg—shifts balance of power.

Thomas Donnelly Resident Fellow at AEI, 1/31/03, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.15845/pub_detail.asp 
Any comprehensive U.S. "threat assessment" would conclude that the normal constraints of international politics--counterbalancing powers--no longer immediately inhibit the exercise of American might. At the same time, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction promises to upset the "normal" rules of power among nation-states, devaluing the conventional military strength (and other kinds of power, as well) amassed by the United States. This undercuts the general peace won by the victory in the cold war and would complicate any future great-power competition or challenge to the American-led international order. Small "rogue" states and violent, but nevertheless weak, international movements like Islamic radicalism are coming to have a disproportionate "weight" in global security calculations. Moreover Islamism represents a kind of ideological threat to the Western political principles that made the end of the cold war against the Soviet Union also seem like the end of history.

Prolif kills heg—provides only deterrent against American regional power.

Thomas Donnelly Resident Fellow at AEI, 1/31/03, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.15845/pub_detail.asp 

A thorough "opportunities assessment" would conclude that the prospects for an expanded, American-led liberal international order are clouded by a military balance complicated by weapons proliferation. Nuclear weapons, in particular, now pose a deterrent threat to the United States; hopes for a stable and democratized Islamic world, for example, may be short-lived if Iraq or Iran were to acquire such a capability. We see already how the tiny North Korean arsenal--and its proclivities to proliferate--could confound America's position as the guarantor of East Asian security and democracy.

_______________________
**China First Strike Turn**

China Turn 1NC 
Space BMD kills China’s perception of nuclear deterrence—evokes countermeasures 
Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

Although many U.S. experts are correct in emphasizing the importance of space war in China’s asymmetric strategy to counter U.S. conventional advantages, this article suggests that China’s military space agenda is also driven by the security dilemma between the two countries. China is pursuing military capabilities in space to counter perceived national security threats posed by the U.S. quest for space dominance and missile defense that could neutralize China’s nuclear deterrence. In both cases, Chinese security experts believe that the U.S. seeks “absolute security” in order to maximize protection for the American population from external threats. 9 his means that China at least recognizes the defensive motivations behind the U.S. quest for space dominance and missile defense. However, with the chaotic nature of international relations, one country’s eforts to maximize its security could degrade the security of others by changing the balance of power. Inevitably, the U.S. quest for “absolute security” evokes countermeasures from other countries. As Kenneth Waltz observes, when a great power seeks superiority, others will respond in kind, since “maintaining status quo is the minimum goal of any great power.” 10  According to Robert Jervis, “he heart of the security dilemma argument is that an increase in one state’s security can make others less secure, not because of misperceptions or imagined hostility, but because of the anarchic context of international relations.” In this context, “Even if they can be certain that the current intentions of other states are benign, they can neither neglect the possibility that the others will become aggressive in the future nor credibly guarantee that they themselves will remain peaceful.” 11 Inevitably, when one state seeks to expand its military capability, others have to take similar measures. 
US-Sino war causes extinction

Straits Times, Singaporean Newspaper, July 25 2K, “No one gains in a war over Taiwan” Lexis
The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation.

China Turn- Link 

US militarization spurs China modernization
Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future wars, and China cannot aford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result, space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement: In future wars, merely possessing air superiority will no longer be suicient for seizing the initiative of battles. In signiicant ways, only obtaining space superiority could ensure controlling the initiative of war. he contest in outer space has become the contest for the new commanding heights. Seizing control of space will mean control of the global commanding heights, which will in turn enable dominance in air, land, and sea battles. Thus, it is impossible to achieve national security without obtaining space security 
China Turn- Link 

US space weaponization leads to Chinese miscalculation and space wars 

Chase 3-25 (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 LShen)

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.

China Turn- 2NC Impact- Probability 

US China conflict over space weapons issues lead to conflict escalation – leaked cables prove.

The Telegraph 2011 “WikiLeaks: US vs China in battle of the anti-satellite space weapons” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/wikileaks/8299491/WikiLeaks-US-vs-China-in-battle-of-the-anti-satellite-space-weapons.html
Led by the White House, the West reacted with outrage. Leaked US embassy files disclose that Clark Randt, the American ambassador in Beijing, delivered a strongly worded protest to He Yefei, the Chinese assistant foreign minister, on Jan 15, 2007. The documents show that the scale of American concern over the test was far greater in private than was admitted publicly. By January 2008, Condoleezza Rice, the Secretary of State, raised the prospect of “military” action to protect American space systems. In a “secret” complaint to the Chinese, she said: “Any purposeful interference with US space systems will be interpreted by the United States as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict. The United States reserves the right, consistent with the UN Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military.” Washington was particularly concerned about the 2,500 pieces of debris – and 100,000 smaller fragments – from the destroyed Chinese craft. Some of the pieces would remain in orbit around the Earth for the next 100 years and pose a risk to the US Space Shuttle and the International Space Station, Miss Rice said. She also pointed out that America had not tested an anti-satellite weapon since 1985. Just a month later this had changed. In February 2008, Mr Gates – with the backing of Mr Bush – decided that diplomacy was not enough. The missile was fired. In public, the Bush administration denied that the strike, which cost an estimated $30 million, was anything except a safety measure. A broken US spy satellite was falling towards the Earth and posed a risk to human health from its toxic fuel tank, officials said. Destroying the craft in space was the safest option, they claimed. Most satellites are left to burn out as they re-enter the atmosphere. The leaked embassy cables disclose that Washington’s decision to shoot down spy satellite USA 193 caused private “anger” and anxiety in Beijing. The Chinese “repeatedly emphasised that the United States should provide information on the planned satellite interception prior to releasing the information to CNN”, according to a secret memo sent from the Beijing Embassy on Feb 22, 2008. 

China Turn- 2NC Impact- Timeframe
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

The impact is fast

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

Another driver of the PLA’s efforts to counter U.S. dominance in space is the time factor. there is a genuine sense of urgency about controlling the commanding heights in space. The U.S. is seen as already possessing a decisive lead in the race toward space hegemony. As observed by Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng, vice president of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences: Establishing space capability is not only important but also urgent. This is due to the fact that the U.S. and Russia have already taken the steps and now enjoy a vast lead over us. Even India, Japan, and European countries have ambitious plans to develop their own space capabilities. Under this situation, if we do not hasten implementing our own plan, there will be the possibility of having to face a generational gap in space capabilities. 24 
China Turn- 2NC Impact- Turns Case 
BMD causes Chinese first strike on our interceptors—turns case 

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

Shen Dingli, a prominent Chinese nuclear expert, also states that the January 2007 ASAT test was crucial for China’s nuclear deterrence: “When an America with both superior nuclear and conventional arsenals aspires to build missile defense, China’s response is irst to oppose it verbally, then counter it with action if the U.S. refuses to stop. China cannot aford to lose the efectiveness of its still-limited nuclear deterrent.” 33 The result is China pursuing an emerging integrated space-nuclear strategy. As argued by Hou Xiaohe and Zhang Hui, strategists at the PLA National Defense University, space warfare will aim at the eyes and ears of missile defense, which are early-warning satellites and other sensors deployed in space. China’s ability to cripple these U.S. space assets will signiicantly weaken the efectiveness of American missile defense, allowing less time and providing less accurate information to guide ground-based interceptors toward the incoming missiles. he strategists also point out that this strategy is more cost-efective than merely expanding China’s nuclear missiles: “Using limited resources to develop anti-satellite weapons to attack enemy space assets that are costly and easily damaged will become an important choice for weaker countries.” 3 

A2: Status Quo BMD Triggers Link 

Status quo BMD doesn’t cut China’s deterrent--- space BMD is the lynchpin 

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

Chinese military strategists believe U.S. missile defense poses a real threat to China’s nuclear deterrent. Until recently, the Chinese military tended to believe that U.S. missile defense could not efectively deter a major nuclear power like China or Russia. It was thought that a range of countermeasures, such as deploying decoys and multiple warheads, could be employed to deceive and overwhelm U.S. missile defense. Now, however, with the maturing of a multilayered missile defense system by the U.S. and its allies, Chinese nuclear experts are losing conidence in China’s ofensive capabilities. his pessimism was illustrated in a 2008 interview of Wang Wenchao in a Chinese military magazine. Wang, credited with being the chief designer of China’s sea-based strategic missiles, expressed grave pessimism about China’s ofensive nuclear capability against U.S. missile defense. He said, “I have done research: Facing a multi-tiered missile defense system, if any single layer can achieve a success rate of 70%, then 100 single warhead missiles could all be intercepted even if they are mounting a simultaneous attack.” 30 

A2: It’s Defensive

Nope, it’s dual use

Joan Johnson-Freese is Professor and Chair of the National Security Decision Making Department at the United States Naval War College and Thomas Nichols is Professor of National Security Affairs at the United States Naval War College. He is also a Fellow in the International Security Program and the Project on Managing the Atom at the John F. Kennedy School at Harvard University, November 2nd 2010,  http://www.chinasecurity.us/images/stories/Johnson-Freese%20and%20Nichols(2).pdf, “ Space, Stability and Nuclear Strategy: Rethinking Missile Defense”

But the more vexing problem underlying the technological questions is the larger issue of intent. The technology of missile defense programs is inherently dual-use, having the capability of carrying out both offensive and defensive objectives. Skeptics of ballistic missile defense efforts, both domestic and foreign, specifically fear that offense, and not defense, is the actual goal of prolonged US efforts, especially given recent American rhetoric about space “domination” and the evolving changes in the Pentagon’s Prompt Global Strike (PGS) initiative. 

Other countries don’t think so 

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

This strategy of space dominance, however, generates the classic security dilemma between the U.S. and other countries. Although the U.S. may be motivated by defensive purposes, such as shielding the American population from nuclear weapons and other threats, other countries have to assume the worst in an anarchic world. As observed by Joan Johnson-Freese, “I would argue that the rest of the world accepts U.S. space supremacy. What the Bush Administration claims is space dominance, and that’s what the rest of the world won’t accept.” 17 

More evidence

Gormley et al, Dennis Gormley, Professor  is a senior lecturer and served for 10 years in the U.S. intelligence community and 20 years as a senior officer of a consulting company focusing on international security, arms control, and weapons proliferation, and 10 years as a senior fellow with US and internationally prominent think tanks, Catherine McArdle Kelleher, College Park Professor, University of Maryland, Senior Fellow, Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University, and Associate Fellow, GCSP. 2008, http://gcspdev.ethz.ch/content/download/1109/9108/download, “Missile Defence Systems: Global and Regional Implications”

In the eyes of many participants, the advancement of missile defence technology entails the risk of militarising outer space, and national military decision makers were urged to proceed in a cautious and vigilant manner. Most participants advocated a position that the US, NATO and Russia should go ‘soft’ on space. The international community was called upon to prevent the situation where the space becomes single-handedly dominated by one actor. A consensus emerged that, in the interest of modern societies, outer space is best protected as a common resource. 

A2: Not Space Mil 

LOL—you are just wrong  
Gormley et al, Dennis Gormley, Professor  is a senior lecturer and served for 10 years in the U.S. intelligence community and 20 years as a senior officer of a consulting company focusing on international security, arms control, and weapons proliferation, and 10 years as a senior fellow with US and internationally prominent think tanks, Catherine McArdle Kelleher, College Park Professor, University of Maryland, Senior Fellow, Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University, and Associate Fellow, GCSP. 2008, http://gcspdev.ethz.ch/content/download/1109/9108/download, “Missile Defence Systems: Global and Regional Implications”

In the eyes of many participants, the advancement of missile defence technology entails the risk of militarising outer space, and national military decision makers were urged to proceed in a cautious and vigilant manner. Most participants advocated a position that the US, NATO and Russia should go ‘soft’ on space. The international community was called upon to prevent the situation where the space becomes single-handedly dominated by one actor. A consensus emerged that, in the interest of modern societies, outer space is best protected as a common resource. 
___________________
**Space Debris Turn**

Space Debris Turn- 1NC 
Space BMD causes space debris

Ross Liemer examined anti-satellite weapons policy as an undergraduate at Princeton University, has spent the last year at Tsinghua University in China, and Christopher F. Chyba is professor of astrophysics and international affairs at Princeton University, where he directs the Program on Science and Global Security at the Woodrow Wilson School, July 2010, http://www.princeton.edu/sgs/publications/LiemerChyba_Verifiable-Limited-Test-Ban.pdf, The Washington Quarterly, pg 149 

The growing number of actors pursuing sophisticated outer space programs gives rise to one of the more novel challenges of the global commons. Once the privileged domain of the United States and the Soviet Union, space now accommodates a larger set of countries seeking to enhance their defense capabilities. In January 2007, perhaps most notably, China tested an antisatellite (ASAT) missile, destroying Fengyun-1C, an old Chinese weather satellite. The weapon was a kinetic-energy ASAT, which homed in on its target and shattered it through high-velocity collision at an altitude of 864 km. 1 The impact created thousands of debris fragments concentrated in orbits between 800 and 1,000 km, 2 approximately doubling the risk of potentially catastrophic collision for satellites in the crowded 800—900 km range. 3 Satellites at these altitudes include commercial communications satellites, a U.S. photoreconnaissance satellite, a Chinese earth science satellite, and a Russian electronic intelligence satellite. 4 Most of the Fengyun-1C debris will stay in orbit for several decades; some is expected to remain in space for centuries. 

Space Debris Turn- Turns Case

Turns environment, space exploration and trade 

Michael Krepon is co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Summer/Fall 2004, http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf, “Space Assurance or Space Weapons?”  

The potential debris and disruption caused by space warfare would impair global commerce that depends on space, produce environmental damage, and create hazards to space exploration. Companies that depend on space-aided commerce would be particularly hard-hit by the flight-testing, deployment, or use of space weapons. Insurance companies that backstop space-related activities would look for less risky investments, or raise their rates appreciably 

Weaponization creates debris
Michael Krepon is co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Summer/Fall 2004, http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf, “Space Assurance or Space Weapons?”  

The weaponization of space is an environmental as well as a national security issue. The environmental degradation of space created by space-faring nations constitutes a danger to space exploration, the space shuttle and other peaceful uses of space. Space litter also poses difficul ties for the military uses of space. The weaponization of space, particularly with respect to the flight-testing of ASAT weapons, would greatly compound existing concerns over safe passage. In the event of a resumption of ASAT tests, the  ranted and steps need to be taken to reduce U.S. vulnerabilities on the ground as well as in space. For example, surprise attacks are more likely to come about by a computer hacker than by a space mine or an ASAT. Attacks to critical infrastructure—including ground stations that control satellites—offer relatively low barriers to entry, multiple paths of disruption and greater potential difficulty in assessing responsibility for the crime. Moreover, if the weaker party were to carry out a surprise attack in space, it would not alter the outcome of a military contest with the United States, but it would, in all likelihood, increase Pentagon would attempt to mitigate space debris, as it does with respect to missile defense tests. Other states that test ASATs might not be as conscientious about debris mitigation. The actual use of ASATs would compound these dangers exponentially. Space warfar 
_____________________
**Rouge Deterrence Turn**

Rouge Deterrence Turn- 1NC 

Rouge Deterrence Turn- Link 
BMD prevents rouge states from gaining weapons—they won’t use them but it does prevent conflict 

Brian Weeden, is a technical consultant for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, September 15, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1212/1,  “The fallacy of space-based interceptors for boost-phase missile defense” 

Most missile defense advocates center their arguments and efforts around the need to protect American lives from the evil people in this world hell-bent on doing them harm. And, if true, that would indeed be a noble pursuit worthy of our highest national priority. However, the first fallacy of that argument is the assumption that states and leaders who pursue ballistic missile programs in the modern age are doing it only to obtain the means to kill or terrorize the populations of their enemies. In reality, their motivations for acquiring such weapons are exactly the same as those of the United States and the Soviet Union: security and influence, both regional and on the world stage. If countries such as North Korea or Iran were able to acquire ballistic weapons and nuclear warheads, this would serve as a deterrent to any outside attack or invasion of their country. And it would also give them meaningful leverage in any diplomatic or political situation, something they and their people feel are very important given the history of American actions in their spheres of influence. There is nothing evil about this desire; they are two of the exact same arguments as given by the United States and Russia in defense of their current nuclear arsenals.
____________________
**Russia Relations Turn**
Russia Relations Turn 1NC 
Space BMD kills relations 

Pavel Podvig is an affiliate and former research associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University and Hui Zhang is a Senior Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University [Pavel and Hui, Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space, American Academy of Arts and Sciences, http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.pdf, June 24 2011]

Russian military leaders and civilian experts have closely analyzed discussions within the United States about military uses of space, as well as the doctrinal documents of the U.S. military. These analyses have heightened concern in Russia about the effects that the development of space-based military systems might have on the U.S.-Russian military balance. Russians see the development of military space systems by the United States as evidence of a growing gap between military capabilities of the two countries. This gap challenges the condition of strategic parity that Russia still believes to be the underlying principle of its relationship with the United States. 1 Before considering specific issues that have drawn the attention of the Russian military, I should note that, at this moment, the issues in question are primarily U.S. research projects on the military use of space and not development or deployment programs. Although some U.S. research projects are very ambitious, there are no specific plans for the United States to deploy weapon systems in space. This uncertainty about the actual plans of the U.S. military gives observers in Russia (as well as elsewhere) room for a wide range of expectations and encourages the consideration of worst-case scenarios. Russia’s reaction to the potential weaponization of space should also be considered in the context of the current U.S.-Russian strategic relationship. From the Russian perspective, the current situation is one of strategic parity, where the United States is unlikely to be able to gain unilateral military advantage that would undermine the retaliatory potential of the Russian strategic forces. It is usually assumed that various technological developments would have the potential to jeopardize the existing strategic balance. Until recently, missile defense dominated the discussion in Russia on technological developments of this kind. Now the emphasis has shifted, and although missile defense still figures prominently, it is usually considered just one of many potentially destabilizing U.S. programs. As with missile defense, it is widely believed that deployment of weapons in space will open a way for the balance currently secured by the offensive strategic forces to be undermined. 

Relations key to solve all global problems, outweighs the case. 

Tayler 8
Jeffrey Tayler, Russia correspondent of the Atlantic Monthly, 11-14-2008. [The Atlantic, Medvedev Spoils the Party, 

http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200811u/medvedev-obama]

Like it or not, the United States cannot solve crucial global problems without Russian participation.  Russia commands the largest landmass on earth; possesses vast reserves of oil, natural gas, and other natural resources; owns huge stockpiles of weapons and plutonium; and still wields a potent brain trust.  Given its influence in Iran and North Korea, to say nothing of its potential as a spoiler of international equilibrium elsewhere, Russia is one country with which the United States would do well to reestablish a strong working relationship—a strategic partnership, even—regardless of its feelings about the current Kremlin government.  The need to do so trumps expanding NATO or pursuing “full-spectrum dominance.”
Once the world financial crisis passes, we will find ourselves returning to worries about resource depletion, environmental degradation, and global warming – the greatest challenges facing humanity.  No country can confront these problems alone.  For the United States, Russia may just prove the “indispensable nation” with which to face a volatile future arm in arm.

_______________________

**Russia First Strike Turn**

Russia Turn 1NC 

Space weaponization causes conventional war with Russia 

Pavel Podvig is a Research Associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University. He received his Ph.D. in political science from the Moscow Institute of World Economy and International Relations. His research focuses on missile defense, space security, and Russia’s strategic nuclear forces and Hui Zhang is a Research Associate in the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. He received his Ph.D. in nuclear physics from Beijing University. His research focuses on nuclear arms control, nonproliferation, and China’s nuclear policy, 2008, https://www.amacad.org/publications/military Space.pdf, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space”

Specific conflict scenarios, considered in the context of space weaponization, can be categorized according to the goals of a conflict and the role that space-based systems could play. Given the very important status that Russia assigns to its strategic nuclear forces, the developments it considers most threatening usually involve an attack intended to undermine Russia’s retaliatory potential. This includes direct attacks on launchers, command and control centers, communication links, and other components of the strategic infrastructure. 3 However, because it is recognized that the probability of a targeted attack on nuclear forces is essentially zero, analyses of potential threats often consider other possibilities that are believed to be more likely. One scenario of this kind would include a standoff strike with conventional weapons. The strike would attack civilian and military infrastructure, not targeting strategic nuclear forces directly but nevertheless making nuclear retaliatory strike impossible. 

Conventional war causes extinction 

DIS 99 (Disarmament and International Security, Background Guide, Fall 1999. www.ocf.berkeley.edu)

Limitless and unrestricted, small arms and conventional weapons have lead to the death of more people and the squandering of more money than nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons combined and remain to have a much greater impact upon human population and world politics. Many experts believe that nuclear disarmament will never be realized until progress has been made toward general and complete disarmament. The theory is that countries develop nuclear weapons as protection against the conventional weapons of opposing states. Recent history and the Cold War serve as an example that nations are more likely to use their small arms and conventional weapons in aggressive acts than alternative forms of warfare. The build up of small arms and conventional weapons also spurs the tensions amongst neighboring nations even further. As nations increase their forces and the stockpiles of weapons, surrounding nations feel compelled to increase their own forces and weapons supplies. The arms race destroys the trust and diplomatic relationships between neighboring nations thus inhibiting international and interregional peace. A major concern with conventional weapons is with the use of those that have indiscriminate effects, which involves the use of land mines, booby traps, and other weapons in the process of being developed, such as blind laser weapons. In the end, these weapons harm more innocent civilians than members of an opposing army and their effects remain long after conflict resolution. The market for small arms and conventional weapons is immense and costly. Both the legal proliferation and black market proliferation of these weapons have created international tensions. Many believe that terrorism cannot be abated as long as their weapons of choice remain completely accessible on the world market. The greatest victim of small arms and conventional weapons are the underdeveloped and developing nations. Instead of spending money on economic and social incentives - such as education, welfare, medical treatment, treatment of water, the production of food, and the building of factories and a workforce - these nations purchase these weapons at high prices and maintain armies that are not proportionate to their country's size. Despite the lack of progress, an obligation covering General and Complete Disarmament was included in Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. It commits all parties to the treaty "to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control." But in spite of this renewed pledge of the NPT parties, no negotiation on general disarmament is taking place today, and none is planned and 45 million people have died since the end of World War II at the expense of these weapons.
2NC Link Debate 
More link evidence 

Victor Mizin, formerly a Diplomat in Residence at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies in Monterey, California and now the Leading Research Fellow at the Russian Academy of Sciences’ Institute of World Economics and International Relations, 2007. “Russian Perspectives on Space Security,” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Collective%20Security%20in%20Space%20-%20European%20Perspectives.pdf

Russian military officials are worried that Washington could eventually obtain the capability to launch a surprise attack in which space would be used both for striking Russian targets and blinding its command, control, communications, and reconnaissance networks. Retired Ministry of Defense officials, military officers, and representatives of the former Soviet military industrial complex speak of dire strategic consequences for Russian security if U.S. nationwide missile defenses are fully deployed and predict a new frenzied arms race with general destabilization of the global strategic environment. They do not discount the possibility of a disarming “bolt-from-the-blue” U.S. strike from space as Washington seeks undisputed, unilateral military advantages. Indeed, any type of space-based weapons could, in the Russian view, have disastrous consequences for strategic stability, particularly as they affect the strategic forces and information systems of other side.

___________________

**Unilateralism Turn**

Unilateralism Turn- 1NC 
US Space militarization prevents the international use of space

Baohui Zhang is Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Paciic Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23 2016&FMT=7&DID= 2350421351&RQT=309, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”

Li Daguang, one of the most inluential PLA experts on space war, also alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.” Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.” 20 One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. he PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.” 21 Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth: the U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which ly on low altitude orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack ground targets. his kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability, and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for  enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target anywhere on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century. 22 

Turns all your impacts

Phillip Slater, Ph. D. from Harvard and Professor of Sociology at Harvard, Brandeis, and UCSC.  “Realpolitik vs. Reality”. November 12th, 2008. <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/philip-slater/realpolitik-vs-reality_b_143312.html>.

Obama's election provides an opportunity to reconsider the utility of realpolitik, the guiding principle of American foreign policy for the past sixty years. Realpolitik is supposed to be 'practical', but one can't escape the feeling that it would be better termed dummheitpolitik, since it has been the major cause of almost every foreign policy problem we face in the world today. Building up Osama bin Laden to harass the Russians in Afghanistan comes to mind, not to mention building up Saddam Hussein to fight Iran. And of course there's Iran--possibly the most democratic nation in the Muslim world before we sabotaged Mossadegh and installed the Shah's dictatorship, whose oppressive regime opened the door to the fundamentalist Mullahs. When you get right down to it, realpolitik is merely macho politics--a kind of Johnny-one-note foreign policy. You rattle sabers, hoping someone will wimp out. When they don't, you waste billions slaughtering civilians for a few years, then carry on as before, only with a considerably weakened economy, fewer resources, more enemies, and less real influence. Or you subvert other countries--overthrowing their democratically-elected governments, as we did all over Latin America, achieving nothing beyond a few years of easy sailing for American corporations followed by a huge loss of influence and goodwill all over the continent, so that today more than half of Latin America either views us as the enemy or simply ignores us altogether. The dinosaurs are already wetting their drawers over Obama's suggestion that negotiation with Iran might conceivably be an alternative to another stupid adventure. Our media are also appalled, for the media are consistently more knee-jerk-macho than the American public. War, after all, is so much more newsworthy than peace. Violence sells. Why is talking considered so fraught with terrible peril? Why is it, when we've been pushing the rest of the world around for the last 60 years that negotiating with countries much weaker than we are is considered 'dangerously naïve'? Why is the assumption always made that American diplomats will be outwitted by evil, sly foreigners? Why are Americans such Nervous Nellies that they want get out the nukes every time anyone disagrees with us? When a huge giant acts like a timid little victim in a cartoon, it's humorous. When the world's only superpower, having bombed and/or invaded sovereign nations on four continents--none of them having threatened us in any way--tries to pass itself off as a poor little weak victim, it's just disgusting, and unworthy of a great nation. Realpolitik means reacting to every tension spot in the world by throwing bombs at it. Realpolitik means making sure an entire nation is against us, when only a small minority is. Realpolitik means choosing foreign policy leaders on the basis of their belligerence and paranoia. It's time for Americans to grow up, get their heads out of the sand, and put Realpolitik to bed. Our policy of bombing wedding parties, torturing prisoners, ignoring international law and international treaties, and treating every nation's territory as our personal property is not 'realistic', it's just short-sighted. Realpolitik has always been contrasted with internationalism, which was seen as idealistic. That was true a century ago. Today, internationalism is the only reality. The problems we face all require international solutions. The world has shrunk, and the nation-state is obsolete as an ultimate authority. Corporations are international, terrorism is international, the economy is international, nature is international, pollution is international, labor is international, poverty is international, disease is international. The credit crisis should have been a wake-up call. Banks and other corporations have for a long time taken rich advantage of the fact that politicians cling to meaningless national boundaries. Nations compete with one another, allowing multinationals to play them off against each other. But when trouble came, the banks were forced to reveal the truth to their nationalistic suckers: unite or we all go down. The world we live in today is one of networks. The largest network will succeed, the others will fail. When Citibank tried to maintain a closed network of ATM machines, for example, several smaller banks banded together to form an open ATM network, which Citibank was ultimately forced to join because it was larger. Isolationism today is a losing strategy. And networks are not empires--they're composed of equals. The United States can no longer dictate to the rest of the world--by attempting to, under the Bush administration, it has seen its influence around the world sink to its lowest depth in history. It's time to conduct our foreign policy like grownups, living in a grownup world, not like hyperactive ten-year-old boys living in comic-book dreams of superheroes.

Unilateralism Turn- 2NC Overview 

Nuclear war, debris, miscalculation, first strikes and loss of multilateralism (Awesome impact card)

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.

Unilateralism Turn- Link 

Space weapons collapse multilateralism – extinction 

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”.

Unilateralism Turn- Link 

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.

Unilateralism Turn- Link 

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.

___________________

**Miscalculation Turn**

Miscalculation Turn 1NC
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.

Miscalculation Turn- Link 
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.
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