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Advantage one is Deterrence 

Now is key – Chinese hegemonic expansion and PLA 2012 military doctrine shift 

Cheng 9/14 –, Research Fellow, AsianStudies Center, 13 Year Senior Analyst at SAIC, PhD at MIT, (Dean, “Does theWhite House See the Same China DOD Does?”9/14/11, accessed 9/23 http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/09/Does-the-White-House-See-the-Same-China-DOD-Does)

The Department of Defense (DOD) finally released its 2011 report on Chinese military and security developments, the Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China.[1] The report, which is several months late, details the latest developments in the Chinese security situation, including the People’s Liberation Army (PLA). Growing PLA Capabilities China’s Second Artillery force (responsible for missile and nuclear forces) is fielding a variety of new cruise and ballistic missiles. The report suggests that China has deployed between 1,000 and 1,200 ballistic missiles opposite Taiwan alone, as well as longer range systems capable of reaching the western Pacific, anti-ship ballistic missiles intended to deny the U.S. Navy access to the region, and additional intercontinental ballistic missiles. The PLA Navy (PLAN) has been steadily fielding new surface warships, so its overall capabilities have improved, even as its numbers have dropped. These new vessels incorporate more advanced air defense systems and anti-ship weapons, making them far more lethal even as they operate farther from China’s shores. They are complemented by China’s expanding submarine fleet and China’s first aircraft carrier (the ex-Ukrainian Varyag). The PLA Air Force (PLAAF) has now tested its next-generation, stealthy J-20 fighter—during the visit of then-Secretary of Defense Robert Gates—despite Gates’s prediction that China was unlikely to have such a system for another decade. In addition, the DOD report notes that the PLAAF has been improving its aerial surveillance capabilities, as well as producing and importing advanced surface-to-air systems. The PLA ground forces have also not been neglected, enjoying a comprehensive modernization effort. The army is now fielding new tanks, amphibious assault vehicles, and artillery and rocket systems. The report notes that much of this modernization is focused in the military regions opposite Taiwan. Apart from modernizing the various services, the PLA has also been expanding its space assets, orbiting a variety of new satellites and refining its anti-satellite systems, and its cyberwarfare capabilities. While the latter has mostly involved obtaining information (“exfiltration”) from foreign—including American—computer systems, the DOD report notes that such efforts could have more serious effects, such as delaying response times in time of war. All of this is further complemented by improvements in Chinese military doctrine, training, and recruitment. Key Observations In surveying the various Chinese military and security developments, the DOD report highlights several key developments. Deteriorating Cross-Straits Military Balance. Perhaps the single most important is the repeated observation that, despite improved cross-Straits relations, the PLA remains focused on securing Taiwan.[2] Worse, the steady modernization of the PLA has not been matched by Taiwan. Coupled with limitations on U.S. weapons sales (which is not discussed in the report), Taiwan is falling behind, failing “to keep pace with ambitious military developments on the mainland.”[3] This, of course, has implications for the United States, as the PLA seeks to “deter, delay, or deny possible US or allied intervention in a cross-Strait conflict.”[4] Chinese Interest in Missile Defense. Strikingly, the DOD report specifically notes that China is increasingly interested in ballistic missile defense. China’s massive surface-to-air missile force, one of the largest in the world, already includes some capacity to defend against tactical ballistic missiles. The report notes that China is also engaging in research and development aimed at exo-atmospheric interceptions, including a January 2010 test. Continuity in Military Leadership. Another factor that may be significant is that three senior officers are expected to retain their positions on the Central Military Commission (which oversees the entire Chinese military) in 2012, as they will not have reached mandatory retirement age: General Chang Wanquan, head of the General Armaments Department; Admiral Wu Shengli, the commander of the PLAN; and General Xu Qiliang, the commander of the PLAAF. While it is likely that this is coincidental, the resulting effect may nonetheless be substantial, as the three officers are from some of the most technologically oriented parts of the PLA. By retaining their positions beyond the 2012 power transition from Hu Jintao to Xi Jinping, they are likely to provide continuity both for key research and development projects and for doctrinal shifts within the navy and air force and possibly space forces as well. Military-to-Military Contacts The chapter devoted to discussing U.S. military contacts with China provides a very American view of such contacts, noting that the U.S. “sees value in sustained and reliable military ties” and hopes that such contacts will, first, help “build cooperative capacity” between the two militaries and then “dispel misconceptions and encourage common ground.” The chapter fails, however, to provide much evidence that the Chinese share this view. Indeed, where the rest of the report specifically tries to provide insight into Chinese views on various aspects of military developments and capabilities, that appears to be mostly absent when discussing military-to-military relations. But even the downplaying cannot avoid that “China has demonstrated occasional signs of assertiveness in Asia” or that “the United States and China continue to hold differing views over the rights of coastal states in the waters and airspace beyond their territorial seas.”[5] Implications for the U.S. It would be difficult to read the 2011 report and remain sanguine about China’s military capabilities relative to the U.S. or its allies and friends in the region. --Preserve advanced war-fighting capabilities. Perhaps the greatest mistake of the Gates era was believing that the U.S. could afford to neglect its capabilities in high-intensity combat. While understandable, given the two conflicts that confronted the U.S., in the end, it merely provided the PRC with an opportunity to close some of the gaps. The growing range of PLA capabilities would argue for revisiting some of the Gates-era decisions, especially ending the F-22 production line even as the less capable F-35’s costs have skyrocketed. --Sustain research and development. In this light, the U.S. cannot afford to fall behind China’s steadily improving forces. Today’s research and development efforts will determine what soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines will field in a decade. As the PRC invests more into space, counterspace, and cyber as well as more traditional air, land, and sea capabilities, the U.S. needs to preserve its own defense industrial base through not only acquisitions but also a robust R&D effort. --Maintain alliances and friendships. A longstanding American economic and security interest has been ensuring that no hegemon rises to dominate East Asia. To that end, a key part of U.S. policy toward the region has been nurturing alliances and building friendships. This has been facilitated by the fact that most Asian states do not trust each other—least of all the PRC. Washington should take steps—such as selling arms to key American partners such as Japan, the Philippines, and Taiwan—that will help maintain a close U.S. relationship with the region. Take Notice The 2011 report provides little support for the Obama Administration’s reluctance to challenge China’s rise, as it enumerates the various ways the PLA’s improvements continue unabated. Indeed, the Chinese military “has closed important technological gaps and achieved some capabilities that are on par with or exceed global standards.”[6] Congress and the White House should take notice of this report before they slash the DOD budget. The U.S. cannot afford to ignore a rising China that threatens its neighbors.
Chinese doctrine, spending, and actions all portend an attack on US space assets - it escalates

Wortzel, 8 - Colonel, United States Army (Retired) (Larry, Astropolitics, 6:112–137, “THE CHINESE PEOPLE’S LIBERATION ARMY

AND SPACE WARFARE,” Ebsco Political Science)

The PLA is exploring in theoretical research, basic research, and applied research a variety of forms of space weapons.77 These include: . satellite jamming technology; . collisions between space bodies; . kinetic energy weapons; . space-to-ground attack weapons; . space planes that can transit and fight ‘‘up or down’’ in the upper atmosphere or space; . high-power laser weapons; . high-power microwave weapon systems; . particle-beam weapons; and . electromagnetic pulse.78

PLA authors credit the U.S. with having the most advanced capabilities in the areas of kinetic energy weapons, particle beam weapons, and directed energy. The PLA does have various forms of jamming capability, and has done a lot of work on the concept of colliding space bodies. The dilemma here for the military theorists or planner in the U.S., is that this is really space science and rocket science. Although Chinese military theory, basic research, and applied research into these areas are transparent, the successes or weapons systems that may become formal programs are not transparent. Regardless of whether the algorithms are correct or not, it is clear that the PLA is serious about space warfare. The destruction of their own weather satellite and the blinding of a U.S. satellite mean they are achieving some success.
PLA theorists think that internal lines of communication are most favorable for successful military operations, whether the offense, defense, or maintaining a logistics chain.79 They see internal lines as superior to the conduct of military operations on external lines.80 The Chinese see their regional position in Asia as superior to that of the U.S. because the U.S. has to fight, communicate, and re-supply along extended exterior lines, while China enjoys interior lines of communication within the range of its aircraft, missiles, and submarine fleet. This means that in a conflict, they would probably use their jamming and antisatellite systems to disrupt American lines of communication, command and control, situational awareness, and efforts at coordination at the extended ranges of military conflict for the U.S.81 One of the most disruptive things the PLA could do, therefore, would be to neutralize the U.S. ability to use tracking and data relay satellites, which provide the global, real time sensor and communications capabilities for network centric operations. The PLA believes that the U.S. is heavily dependent on its satellite systems, more dependent than the PLA. That is changing, however. As the PLA modernizes its own Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4SIR) systems, it is becoming as dependent on space and information systems as the U.S. Therefore, its policies of space control and space deterrence for military purposes are no longer forms of asymmetric warfare. Rather, the contest will be over which force can most effectively disrupt the other’s military operations. Space warfare will likely become an integral part of traditional conflict. The Implications of Attacks on Reconnaissance Satellites One problem that begs an answer is whether the PLA is considering the implications of exercising the capabilities it is developing. That is, when researchers consider a form of space warfare, or develop capabilities to be applied in space weapons, are there also PLA officers in the policy or war planning sphere thinking through the implications of employing that capability? If not, an incident could quickly escalate and get out of control, leading to an exchange of weapons or a deeper crisis. For example, four officers from the PLA’s Second Artillery Command College, in Wuhan, have published an analysis of how to jam or destroy the space-based ballistic missile advanced warning systems of the U.S.82 In their article, the officers note, ‘‘a space borne missile early warning system will play a pivotal role in future space wars.’’83 They set out the capabilities and parameters of the U.S. Defense Support Program (DSP) early warning satellites, including the geosynchronous orbits of the satellite sets, their axis of look, the infrared bands they cover, and their shortcomings. The authors discuss how to destroy the U.S. DSP satellites with other satellites, ground-based lasers, or direct ascent weapons.84 They also have a discussion of how to jam the satellites, their satellite-to-ground transmissions, or to camouflage the infrared radiation emitted by a missile to make it more difficult for the warning satellite to detect an attack.85 In their conclusion, the authors find that maintaining a strategic ballistic missile capability is a powerful deterrent to prevent the U.S. from launching a large scale military attack or intervention aimed at China’s own military operations on its southeast coast, i.e., to intervene in Chinese military operations against Taiwan.86 Their view is that ‘‘destroying and jamming space borne missile early warning systems not only can paralyze such anti-missile systems, but also will help us [the PRC] win the war in space.’’87 The PLA is also aware of the most advanced U.S. synthetic aperture radar imaging systems and are thinking through how to neutralize or jam them.88 The problem in this reasoning is that there is no consideration given to a likely American reaction to the disruption of its missile early warning systems. One possible reaction by the U.S. is that it might well think it is coming under immediate attack and launch its own strike against China’s strategic missile forces. Another reasonable reaction by U.S. forces might be to strike the source of the Chinese attack, particularly if it came from a ground based laser or direct ascent launch. Even if such a reaction by the U.S. used conventional weapons, the PLA may find it has created a deeper crisis that led to an American strike on Chinese soil. These four PLA authors do not seem to have considered the ramifications of their own research. Space Deterrence Space power theorists, like Cai, advocate the ability to control parts of space for limited periods. Huang Zhicheng, in reaction to U.S. Air Force Space Command manual AFM 2–2.1, Space Warfare and Countermeasures, develops the concept further, advocating a regime of ‘‘space deterrence’’ to counter American space superiority. 89 For Huang, this shift toward space deterrence mirrors a trend in U.S. space theory.90 Huang defines this as ‘‘the use of strong aerospace power to create or demonstrate a threat to an opponent’s space power to deter that opponent in a practical way.’’91 The goal of this concept of deterrence is to increase the PLA’s power in weapons systems, information gathering, and command and control to improve national warning systems in China, create fear in an adversary, and degrade the adversary’s power.92 The key to achieving this level of deterrence, according to Huang, is to concentrate one’s own economic, military, and science and technology power to ‘‘ruin an opponent’s economy and ability to function in space.’’93 The intention behind the December 2006 blinding of a U.S. satellite by a Chinese laser and the 11 January 2007 destruction of a Chinese weather satellite by the PLA’s own direct ascent kill vehicle is clear when interpreted through this concept of demonstrating space deterrence.94 As Huang concedes, for a deterrent to be credible, one must demonstrate the capability. A deterrent must be demonstrated. It is also important to note that effective space deterrence, as conceived by this writer, includes crippling attacks on information networks and C4SIR systems. In the future, there could be other examples of space deterrence to let the U.S. and other countries know that they do not have free reign in space or over China. The PLA could demonstrate various forms of jamming. In doing so, the PLA would conduct operational tests of the work being done on jamming synthetic aperture radar satellites. Chinese journals do discuss maneuvering space bodies to intersect in orbit. This type of maneuvering lends itself to accidental collisions between space bodies. China could deny the hostile intent of such accidents, but they still would demonstrate a space deterrent capability. Conclusions There are a number of important findings to this research effort. First, in the event of conflict with the PLA, military operations carried out across all the domains of war, ground, sea, air, space, and the electromagnetic spectrum, or information- and cyber-warfare, are likely. Any military operations in space will be part of a more coordinated cyber or information attack on an enemy’s knowledge and command systems. Second, there will probably be strategic warning, even if there is operational or tactical surprise, in any future conflict between China and the U.S. Prior to direct conflict, the PLA and the Central Military Commission will likely justify any of its actions by conducting what it calls legal warfare.95 Third, the concept of legal warfare will be applied by the PRC Foreign Ministry, the security services, Chinese Communist Party liaison Department, and the PLA to exploit political divisions in the U.S. over nuclear testing and space-based weapon systems. Fourth, the PLA will seek to exercise space control in a limited area of conflict. The PLA will probably observe the internationally accepted definitions of commons in space, over 100,000 m, in peacetime. If direct conflict breaks out, altitude limits on space control are off, and any systems carrying adversary military traffic or signals are probably fair game for the PLA. U.S. Navy Secretary Donald Winter, on a visit to Australia in August 2007, said that the U.S. still wants to understand what the Chinese intention is in its military modernization.96 This concern over how China will engage in military operations in space is really about intentions. There are a number of China’s activities and policy positions coming from Beijing that make it hard to interpret Chinese intent. Among these are: China’s expansive territorial claims, combined with periodic incidents of the use of armed force to reinforce these claims;97 the justification for extending the territorial claims of China into the reaches of outer space outlined in this paper; and the shaping of the ‘‘space battlefield’’ with legal arguments that would justify China’s actions to prevent space observation over its territory.

The U.S. has taken a course with China that is far different from the isolationist and confrontational approach with the former Soviet Union during the Cold War. Both states are heavily involved in trade, economic, and political engagements with each other. Nonetheless, both states are wary of the potential for conflict with the other, and there exist some deep fundamental differences of national interest. Whether one is a proponent of arms control agreements or not, the dialogue between the U.S. and the Soviet Union over arms control and treaties produced a body of mutual understanding that holds up today. The U.S. and the Soviet Union seemed to realize that it is potentially destabilizing to define the upper limits of sovereignty. Thus, neither country interfered with the other’s free passage in space. Also, they agreed that the ability to conduct strategic verification from space stabilized the nuclear balance. No such dialogue has taken place with China. The PLA has either ignored or rebuffed American efforts at such a dialogue. Often, senior military or Chinese Communist Party leaders have told Americans that to engage in such a dialogue is an example of a cold war mentality.98 Yet discussions on these issues are important to clarify the rationales for America’s positions on space and serve as threat reduction measures.

Although China’s intentions are not fully known, they can be inferred from Chinese actions, like the attack on a U.S. satellite with a laser and the destruction of its own weather satellite as a demonstration of capability. PRC intentions can also be inferred from judicious reviews of its military literature. By observing the military capabilities China is acquiring and reading its military literature, it is clear that China’s leaders are preparing as though they may have to fight the U.S. To this end, the PLA is busily preparing the space battlefield in advance with legal arguments, as called for in its doctrine. As a result, there are very sound reasons to prepare to defend American interests in space, to engage in mutual threat reduction measures, and to pursue programs that will ensure that the U.S. military will have access to space in any future conflict.


We control probability – modern warfare occurs through miscalculation, the PLA is uniquely susceptible to this because they are politically tone-deaf – ensures pre-emption. 

MacDonald, 11 - Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace (Bruce, CQ Congressional Testimony, “MILITARY AND CIVIL SPACE PROGRAMS IN CHINA”, 5 /9, lexis)


One characteristic of too many wars in the last century is that they are the result of miscalculation that ignites the tinder of fundamental geopolitical tensions. Averting major power conflict requires skillful management of tensions by senior leaders of the major powers. China has become much more internationally sophisticated, though with important exceptions, in its dealings with the rest of the world than has been true in the past, and this is reflected in its civilian leadership. Unfortunately, the PLA's senior officer corps trails its civilian counterparts in this respect. They have much less interaction with foreign official and travel abroad much less frequently than their U.S. counterparts. This means that the PLA overall views world events from a less knowledgeable and sophisticated perspective, a danger in this increasingly complex world, and could explain, for example, the political "tonedeafness" of the PLA in the manner they conducted their 2007 ASAT test.
This PLA problem becomes more serious when one realizes that the PLA is organizationally separate from the rest of the Chinese government, and reports only to the Central Military Commission, currently chaired by President Hu Jintao. President Hu, and his likely successors, have no significant military background, and the majority of the CMC's members are top PLA officers, suggesting that civilian oversight of major military decisions and consideration of their larger implications are not as carefully reviewed as in the U.S. government. Normally this would not be too great a concern, but in a crisis this could be dangerous. Add to this the fact that China has no equivalent of our National Security Council, a critically important body for coordinating our security decisionmaking, and one comes away concerned about the relative insularity of the PLA in the Chinese power structure.
In a crisis, the PLA probably cannot be counted on to show as sophisticated a sense of judgment as one would hope any country's military leaders, even an enemy's, to show. All these problems and many more pose potential threats to internal political stability and Communist Party control, providing ample opportunity for crisis and conflict in the years ahead.
Overview of The Strategic Landscape of Space
Space assets, and the communications and cyber links that enable them to function, are the means by which essential national security information is either generated, transmitted, or both. This information is the lifeblood of U.S. conventional military superiority and plays a key role in U.S. strategic nuclear posture as well. As such, these space related assets represent extraordinarily appealing targets in any future conflict, and their relative vulnerability can provide dangerously attractive incentives in a crisis to preempt, escalating to war. Resisting this temptation to attack may be morally virtuous but could be strategically unwise: going first in a space conflict with a nearpeer space adversary appears to offer many advantages, while absorbing such a strike, with all its attendant destruction of military capabilities, and then responding to the attack against an opponent fully expecting such a response, appears to be militarily and strategically quite undesirable.
As technology advances, the ways of interfering with, disrupting, or destroying information streams in space or supporting space systems will likely increase, as will U.S. and others' dependence upon such systems. Providing defensive options for U.S. space assets should be pursued where appropriate, but most space observers believe that offense has the advantage in space over defense, as General Cartwright observed last May. Cartwright also noted that the challenging issues that space poses has made the Space Posture Review "the most difficult of all the defense reviews" the Obama Administration has undertaken.
The overall U.S. goal in space should be to shape the space domain to the advantage of the United States and its allies, and to do so in ways that are stabilizing and enhance U.S. and allied security. The United States has an overriding interest in maintaining the safety, survival, and function of its space assets so that the profound military, civilian, and commercial benefits they enable can continue to be available to the United States and its allies. This need not mean that China and others must perforce be disadvantaged by such an arrangement - there should be ample opportunity for many countries to benefit and prosper from a properly crafted system of space management.
There is an inherent risk of strategic instability when relatively modest defense efforts create disproportionate danger to an adversary, as with space offense. And there is a serious risk of crisis instability in space when "going first" pays off - destroying an adversary's satellites before he destroys yours. We don't know what would happen in a crisis, but the potential for space instability seems high and likely to grow.
The PLA controls the Chinese military which makes cooperation dangerous and unlikely 

Cheng, 9/29/11 - Research Fellow, Asian Studies Center (Dean, “Five Myths about China’s Space Program,” The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/09/Five-Myths-About-Chinas-Space-Program)
Myth #4: China’s space program is civilian in nature. The reason for concern about Chinese access to technology is that the Chinese have not separated their civilian and military space programs. Instead, the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) is intimately involved in Chinese space efforts. Unlike the Kennedy Space Center in Florida or the Johnson Space Center in Houston, China’s space facilities are all manned and operated by elements of the PLA. Similarly, Chinese reporting about their human spaceflight program (the Shenzhou and Tiangong programs) and lunar exploration missions (the Chang’e program) all include senior PLA officers as “commanders” of the effort. Space cooperation with China will almost inevitably mean cooperation with China’s military. In this light, any technology that is transferred to China, openly or as a result of espionage, is likely to benefit the PLA. This is exacerbated by the lack of transparency into China’s space program. For example, there are no good estimates of how much China spends on its space program. Similarly, why China decided to shoot down a weather satellite in 2007, and who was involved in that decision, remains a mystery. Myth #5: China is focused on sending astronauts to the moon (or Mars). This opacity, in turn, makes it difficult to predict China’s goals in space. One of the most commonly asked questions is whether China intends to land a man on the moon. At this point in time, there has been no official word about whether the Chinese are interested in such a goal. By these same lights, some have wondered if China might have even grander goals, such as a manned mission to Mars. This, too, is impossible to answer authoritatively, as it is not clear even whom to ask. In this light, China’s expanding range of military satellites should raise real questions about the ultimate Chinese goals in space. The previous concentration on developing space for national economic purposes appears to be giving way to a more military-oriented set of programs. How this will integrate into the human and lunar spaceflight programs, if at all, remains to be seen. Recommendations Like Aesop’s fable about the hare and the tortoise, China can surpass the United States in space only if America stops competing. To prevent that from happening, U.S. policymakers should: Recognize the significance of space to American power and security. Space capabilities touch upon a range of U.S. interests, from economic to technological to military. Without a robust space capability and supporting industry, the foundations of American power would weaken. In the midst of budget cuts, U.S. lawmakers should recognize the essential, ongoing importance of space systems. Recognize the significance of space as a field of competition. Beijing is not engaged in a space race with Washington. But China is engaged in a great power competition with the U.S. in which space is one arena. American decision makers should come to terms with this duality. In this regard, the Chinese are unlikely to be manipulated by American proposals on “codes of conduct” or meetings with the head of NASA. As long as Beijing and Washington are in competition, space will be one of the major venues. Recognize the political significance of a space presence—or absence. Studies and polls often indicate that NASA has one of the best “brands” in the U.S. government, both at home and abroad. The PRC understands that a robust space capability with highly visible achievements is something that serves terrestrial purposes, whether it is advertising Chinese high-tech prowess or intimidating China’s neighbors. Washington policymakers should see space achievements in the same light. When the U.S. cedes the field of human spaceflight to China, the impact is felt globally, and not just within the space community. Above all, this demands a coordinated set of policies regarding U.S.–China space interactions. The national interest is ill-served when the Administration refuses to inform Congress and the American people about the results of NASA Administrator Charles Bolden’s October 2010 visit to China or ignores congressional concerns about future cooperation. Spacing Out China is certainly entitled to develop space as it sees fit, but U.S. national interests require that it retain its lead. China could achieve parity with the U.S. in some areas—but only if the U.S. neglects its space capabilities. To prevent that from happening, it is up to American decision makers to maintain a strong American presence in space.

These vulnerabilities make Chinese pre-emption likely – causes war over Taiwan  

Burke, 6 – Lt Col, USAF, command space professional with operational experience in missile operations, space surveillance, space control, missile warning, and command and control (Alan, “SPACE THREAT WARNING: FOUNDATION FOR SPACE SUPERIORITY, AVOIDING A SPACE PEARL HARBOR,” https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=07acf878-3a5f-4a2c-8259-4a34c0717e9b)

One of the most serious impacts of the failure to develop or execute a reliable space threat warning and attack verification system is the loss of a key early warning indicator of an attack on the US homeland or an attack that is part of a major regional action by a near-peer adversary such as an attack on Taiwan by the Chinese mainland. The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, whose goal was the destruction of the Pacific Fleet, was not done as an isolated act, but as part of the start of a larger campaign to establish a Japanese Pacific sphere of influence which included the forceful acquisition of US territories. At this time, the Pacific Fleet was viewed as a US center of gravity whose destruction would enable Japan to achieve regional domination and discourage future US intervention. Today, our space-based assets may represent the equivalent of the WWII Pacific Fleet. Further, other nations have stated they view the US reliance on space as a potential Achilles ’ heel and a center of gravity whose destruction or disruption is critical to future military success against the US.44Although a major attack on the US is not likely, the loss of US space-based early warning capability and ground-based missile warning radars could undermine nuclear deterrence strategy resulting in a devastating miscalculation that the US was vulnerable to a nuclear first strike. The perception that US space capabilities are vulnerable to a surprise attack also weakens conventional deterrence. In the case of a US-China conflict over Taiwan, the Chinese might seek to disrupt or destroy regional space capabilities as part of a delaying strategy to deny US forces access to the region until their military operations were well underway, making the Chinese takeover of Taiwan a fait accompli.45
Just the perceived vulnerability will cause the US to preempt China – it escalates  

Tellis 7 (Ashley, Senior Associate @ Carnegie, Survival, Autumn, “China’s Military Space Strategy”, ingenta)

Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a ‘space Pearl Harbor’ could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signalled that conventionally armed Trident submarine- launched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.
War with China escalates – causes extinction.
Wittner 11 – Emeritus Professor of History at the State University of New York/Albany
(Lawrence, “COMMENTARY: Is a Nuclear War with China Possible?”, http://www.huntingtonnews.net/14446) 
While nuclear weapons exist, there remains a danger that they will be used.  After all, for centuries national conflicts have led to wars, with nations employing their deadliest weapons. The current deterioration of U.S. relations with China might end up providing us with yet another example of this phenomenon.  The gathering tension between the United States and China is clear enough.  Disturbed by China’s growing economic and military strength, the U.S. government recently challenged China’s claims in the South China Sea, increased the U.S. military presence in Australia, and deepened U.S. military ties with other nations in the Pacific region.  According to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, the United States was “asserting our own position as a Pacific power.”  But need this lead to nuclear war?  Not necessarily.  And yet, there are signs that it could.  After all, both the United States and China possess large numbers of nuclear weapons.  The U.S. government threatened to attack China with nuclear weapons during the Korean War and, later, during the conflict over the future of China’s offshore islands, Quemoy and Matsu.  In the midst of the latter confrontation, President Dwight Eisenhower declared publicly, and chillingly, that U.S. nuclear weapons would “be used just exactly as you would use a bullet or anything else.”  Of course, China didn’t have nuclear weapons then.  Now that it does, perhaps the behavior of national leaders will be more temperate.  But the loose nuclear threats of U.S. and Soviet government officials during the Cold War, when both nations had vast nuclear arsenals, should convince us that, even as the military ante is raised, nuclear saber-rattling persists.  Some pundits argue that nuclear weapons prevent wars between nuclear-armed nations; and, admittedly, there haven’t been very many—at least not yet.  But the Kargil War of 1999, between nuclear-armed India and nuclear-armed Pakistan, should convince us that such wars can occur.  Indeed, in that case, the conflict almost slipped into a nuclear war.  Pakistan’s foreign secretary threatened that, if the war escalated, his country felt free to use “any weapon” in its arsenal.  During the conflict, Pakistan did move nuclear weapons toward its border, while India, it is claimed, readied its own nuclear missiles for an attack on Pakistan.  At the least, though, don’t nuclear weapons deter a nuclear attack?  Do they?  Obviously, NATO leaders didn’t feel deterred, for, throughout the Cold War, NATO’s strategy was to respond to a Soviet conventional military attack on Western Europe by launching a Western nuclear attack on the nuclear-armed Soviet Union.  Furthermore, if U.S. government officials really believed that nuclear deterrence worked, they would not have resorted to championing “Star Wars” and its modern variant, national missile defense.  Why are these vastly expensive—and probably unworkable—military defense systems needed if other nuclear powers are deterred from attacking by U.S. nuclear might?  Of course, the bottom line for those Americans convinced that nuclear weapons safeguard them from a Chinese nuclear attack might be that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is far greater than its Chinese counterpart.  Today, it is estimated that the U.S. government possesses over five thousand nuclear warheads, while the Chinese government has a total inventory of roughly three hundred.  Moreover, only about forty of these Chinese nuclear  weapons can reach the United States.  Surely the United States would “win” any nuclear war with China.  But what would that “victory” entail?  A nuclear attack by China would immediately slaughter at least 10 million Americans in a great storm of blast and fire, while leaving many more dying horribly of sickness and radiation poisoning.  The Chinese death toll in a nuclear war would be far higher.  Both nations would be reduced to smoldering, radioactive wastelands.  Also, radioactive debris sent aloft by the nuclear explosions would blot out the sun and bring on a “nuclear winter” around the globe—destroying agriculture, creating worldwide famine, and generating chaos and destruction.   Moreover, in another decade the extent of this catastrophe would be far worse.  The Chinese government is currently expanding its nuclear arsenal, and by the year 2020 it is expected to more than double its number of nuclear weapons that can hit the United States.  The U.S. government, in turn, has plans to spend hundreds of billions of dollars “modernizing” its nuclear weapons and nuclear production facilities over the next decade.  
Overtly demonstrating ORS in a transparent manner establishes effective deterrence by denying perceived benefits to an attack – 7 reasons  

Putman, 9 – USAF Major, operations officer, 328th Weapons Squadron, United States Air Force Weapons School, former chief,

DSCS III Operations duties at the 3rd Space Operations Squadron (Christopher, “Countering the Chinese Threat to Low Earth Orbit Satellites: Building a Defensive Space Strategy”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA510842&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ken)

The United States has taken some initial steps to improve its defensive capabilities. The DoD stood up the joint Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) Office on May 21,2007 at Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. The ORS effort seeks to meet emerging warfighter needs with new space capabilities. Ron Sega, DoD executive agent for space, stated that efforts will focus on the "ability to launch, activate and employ low-cost military-useful satellites, provide, search capability, reconstitute and augment existing capability, while providing timely availabilities of tailor-made, unique capabilities. ,,39 Further, the DoD's Plan for Operationally Responsive Space highlighted the need to increase "situational awareness and adaptability to the threat, as well as an ability to evolve the total suite of space capabilities to address emerging threats in new ways.,,40 The Commander of United States Strategic Command (STRATCOM) detailed three efforts vital to execute the plan: rapidly develop technological and operational innovations, rapidly modify or supplement existing systems to increase capabilities, and rapidly reconstitute space systems when necessary to maintain capability.41 Initial focus on capabilities will be on ISR and communication satellites, improvement of space situational awareness, rapid launch capabilities, and command and control. 42 The ORS effort will use a three tier capability approach to meet warfighter needs. Tier-1 implements activities immediately-to-days using existing or on-orbit systems. Tier-2 utilizes field-ready systems in days-to-weeks to provide rapid exploitation, augmentation or reconstitution of space capabilities. Finally, Tier-3 solutions take months-to-one year to satisfy needs while capabilities are modified or developed and then deployed.43 The ORS implementation timeline envisions eight tactical satellite demonstrators through fiscal year 2013. As of January 2009, two demonstrators have been launched with the third delayed from a scheduled spring 2009 launch due to technical issues. The program timeline also includes tests of operational employment and integration, command and control, and launch vehicles. The ORS program office recently purchased the first three launch vehicle specifically procured for ORS with launches scheduled for 2010 and 2011. Finally, the DoD expects the "Chiliworks" facility at Kirtland Air Force Base, which will focus onTier-2 satellite fielding, to be fully operational by 2015.44 While there are other ongoing efforts within the Intelligence Community and the DoD45 , ORS provides a good starting point for implementation of recommendations within this paper. The ORS plan identifies the need for both anticipatory and reactive elements. ORS planners should focus on the Chinese threat to build capabilities to fit within the Tier-1 and Tier-2 categories. The conflict with China would have to extend past a year to make use ofTier-3 capabilities. The United States must anticipate Chinese actions and have field-ready systems ready for either preemptive or immediate reactive use. Field-ready systems would provide a credible defensive deterrent against existing and likely Chinese offensive anti-satellite actions. PROPOSED DEFENSIVE ACTIONS The United States can choose from a wide variety of options to develop a defensive strategy to counter the Chinese threat to LEO satellites. The comprehensive approach should address space situational awareness (SSA), preplanned satellite actions, launch capability, small satellites, decreased dependence on space systems, nuclear explosion protection, institutional changes, transp ency, and engagement. Space Situational Awareness Improving SSA is essential to the success of this strategy. The United States must have a comprehensive knowledge of all objects in orbit. Although the United States maintains a significant Space Surveillance Network (SSN) network, it lacks coverage in key areas and the capability to comprehensively predict the orbits of all objects in space; the February 10, 2009 collision between an Iridium commercial satellite and a Russian military satellite caught the SSN by surprise.46 The United States could build more fixed ground sites, but this would be limited by host country permissions and fiscal constraints. As a near term improvement to coverage, the United States should leverage the US Navy's AEGIS cruiser and destroyer-based radars into its SSN. The AEGIS radar highlighted its space surveillance capability when it tracked a decaying US satellite, enabling its destruction by a US anti-satellite weapon in 2008.47 While the Navy assets need to train and execute their primary mission, they could be given alternate tasking to search and track objects in LEO. This would entail development of procedures between services. Further, integration of land and space-based missile warning sensors into the SSN would yield benefits in the event of an anti-satellite launch. Finally, the United States should continue to pursue satellite as a sensor technology, where the satellite has the ability to self-identify and report on attacks. Improved SSA also allows the United States to characterize the resultant debris field of an anti-satellite attack and thus support reactive measures that may be required by other satellites. Intelligence Directly related to improved SSA is a robust intelligence effort that focuses on Chinese anti-satellite activity. Indications and warning may include increased communication at tracking stations, deployment of mobile tracking stations, and fueling and dispersal of launch vehicles. Identification and reporting of Chinese anti-satellite preparations would enable execution of preemptive defensive actions by the United States. Preplanned Satellite Actions Establishing preplanned actions is key to deterring and reacting to an anti-satellite attack. While the time from launch to impact for the SC-19 is on the order of minutes, intelligence of an impending launch can lengthen the timeline for taking preemptive defensive actions. While limited on-board fuel prevents large orbital maneuvers, a one-time small change to a satellite's orbit is possible. These orbital maneuvers must be executed before the launch of the anti-satellite weapon. Changes in orbit will produce a discrepancy between the anticipated satellite location and the final satellite tracking just prior to launch. The inconsistency may cause the Chinese to doubt the quality of their data and delay the launch as they develop new orbital tracking data, thus opening a window for additional US actions to prevent a launch. However, if the Chinese did decide to launch without updating their data, the slight change in orbit may cause the antisatellite weapon to miss. These same procedures would also be effective against ground-based anti-satellite weapons; a maneuver could lead to a laser missing the target. Having preplanned actions ready to execute provides United States planners another option. If a conflict looks to be inevitable, they could decide to rapidly execute minor maneuvers across satellite constellations. While not only complicating the Chinese targeting process, this could serve as non-destructive shot across the bow. If the conflict escalates into a conventional war, the single maneuver may buy the United States enough time to execute a kinetic strike that would dismantle the Chinese anti-satellite program. The importance of these strikes would move the priority high on the targeting list. Here again, intelligence is a key enabler. Targets must be accurately located, vetted, and updated to enable quick strikes on the anti-satellite targets. Variable and Rapid Launch Capability The current United States Department of Defense launch complex does not have the capability to rapidly replenish satellites in the event of destruction. Launch preparation and execution can take weeks to months. The United States must adopt rapid and flexible commercial launch technologies. [CONTINUES] Of at least equal importance to having a rapid launch capability is a launch system that deploys satellites from varying locations. When launched from the traditional space ports of Cape Canaveral and Vandenberg Air Force Base, China can easily monitor the launch and quickly determine the initial orbit and possibly satellite type. Having a capability that can unpredictably launch from unmonitored locations will delay China's ability to track and identify United States satellites, greatly inhibiting their ability to target satellites. This capability could be sea-based, where monitoring by an adversary is more difficult. The capability could also be airborne, like the Pegasus program which has successfully launched satellites using an L-I0ll aircraft from California, Virginia, Florida, the Canary Islands, and the Marshall Islands. 48 Small Satellites The United States must also make a move towards smaller satellites that use a common bus and architecture. 

A single launch vehicle could then deploy multiple small satellites, allowing the rapid establishment of a new constellation at the beginning of a conflict or replenishment of an old one. China would then face a dilemma as to which satellites they would attack. If China does decide to attack, the impact would be proportionately smaller because they would take out a lesser percentage of the constellation. The Iridium collision demonstrated the ability of a large constellation to absorb the loss of single satellite with minimal degradation. 49 Having numerous small satellites ready to launch can also lesson the need to perform defensive orbital maneuvers, as they can be quickly replenished. Finally, small satellites are inherently harder to track whether by radar or optical telescopes. While a requirement for large satellites remains; small satellites will help protect and complement the large satellites. Key to developing small satellites is a common command and control (C2) network regardless of function, rather than today's stovepiped C2 that are unique for each satellite type. A common bus and C2 system can also support small satellites by relying on a cross-linked network to control satellites and download mission data from a central location rather than on ground stations distributed around the globe. Decreased Dependence on Space Systems The United States must decrease its dependence on space systems, making attack on satellites a less appealing target. United States military forces should have weapons and procedures that can function with or without satellite support. For example, high altitude unmanned aerial vehicles can and should complement, and potentially replace, the LEO satellite ISR mission. Countering High-altitude Nuclear Explosions Although the possibility of a HANE may be remote, defense against the long term radiation effects must focus on hardening all future satellites against nuclear explosions. Without hardening, depending on the size of the constellation, satellite replenishment could take months and quickly exhaust satellite spares even with rapid reaction launch capabilities. Building satellites to withstand the nuclear weapon radiation effects beyond that required against the natural environment would add only 2 to 3 percent to total satellite cost.50 Consideration may be given to forgoing hardening for satellites designed for a short (days to weeks) lifetime; one should consider the radiation from a nuclear explosion may remain for up to two years, precluding the launch of non-hardened satellites into the affected orbital regime. 51 While some government low-earth orbit satellites are already hardened, the United States should harden all future satellites. Institutional Changes Changes must be properly incorporated into the DoD infrastructure to be effective. All aspects of doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership and education, personnel and facilities must be examined. Additionally, the changes must work across many organizations within the DoD and throughout the United States government. For example, STRATCOM should run comprehensive anti-satellite exercises that incorporate all applicable services and agencies, from the satellite operator to the end user. Transparency The above actions may deter China from further pursuing its anti-satellite programs, but only if executed in a transparent manner. Systems must be fully trained and tested; the United States must overtly demonstrate its capability to rapidly deploy satellites. China must be made fully aware of US capabilities to effectively counter its anti-satellite weapons. China may then realize that its actions will have minimal effect on US military capabilities. Engagement Beyond using a military response to protect government satellites, the United States should consider a holistic approach to China's anti-satellite capabilities by using the other elements of national power: diplomatic, information, and economic. China's current reliance on space is minimal when compared to the United States. China can therefore afford to use antisatellite weapons against the United States. Increased Chinese reliance on space would provide significant deterrents to Chinese use ofcertain weapons such as direct ascent, co-orbital, and nuclear, since collateral damage from these weapons would affect China. First, the United States should engage on Chinese proposed treaties limiting space weapons. Next, the United States should work to build Chinese economic dependence on space systems, while taking appropriate measures to limit technology transfer. With a gap between the Space Shuttle and Ares launch vehicles, an opportunity exists to bring China in as a partner on the International Space Station by providing equipment launch services. Working with China to build its reliance on and participation in space activities will help build deterrence to the use of anti-satellite weapons; the collateral effects would harm its own interests. ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS While this paper focuses on LEO satellites, the same rigor must also be applied to medium Earth orbit (MEO), highly elliptical orbit (REO), and geosynchronous (GEO) orbit satellites. Although current direct ascent anti-satellite capability can only reach LEO, China's ballistic· missile and space launch vehicles could reach higher orbits. Additionally, China has orbited GEO satellites which could already be carrying co-orbital anti-satellite weapons. China has expressed interest in combating the MEO GPS system through both kinetic and non-kinetic attacks.52 China is also actively developing jamming capabilities to combat United States military communications satellites found predominately in GEO. Additionally, the proposed defensive measures will do more than support deterrence against China. Numerous nations will seek to emulate Chinese actions with kinetic and nonkinetic options. In response to the recent anti-satellite activity of China and the United States, Russia announced the resumption of its anti-satellite weapons program.53 Ground-based actions such as jamming are within the realm of many nations and individuals. One only need look at the hijacking of the HBO satellite signal by "Capt Midnight" as an example of a single individual being able to steal a satellite transponder, in effect jamming the intended signal. 54 Further, proliferation of nuclear weapon and ballistic missile technology make the use of a HANE attractive to a rogue nation or terrorist nation that has little reliance on space capabilities. The Defense Threat Reduction Agency suggests this scenario as a possible last act of defiance by North Korean forces facing defeat,55 Lastly, these measures can be used to combat natural phenomena, such as a meteor shower or solar storms that can damage satellite systems. “A strategy that ensures access to and use of space is useful in times of peace just as in times of war, since space systems that provide critical services may fail or become inoperative in the absence of hostile action.”56 Finally, the United States must not stop at applying these recommendations merely to military satellites. While government satellites are critical in a conflict, commercial satellites in all orbital regimes have become an integral part of military operations to include weather, imaging, and communications. Although tightly tied to the world economy, China could decide to expand its anti-satellite program to attack the economic interests of the United States. While commercial satellites companies typically incorporate protective measures against natural threats, the United States government should share best practices and provide incentives to commercial entities to protect themselves against human threats. The government could do this through requirements to obtain licensing or guaranteed govemment contracts to companies that comply. CONCLUSION The fundamental U.S. security interest in the wake of China's 2007 anti-satellite test should be deterring China and others from attacking U.S. assets in space, using both a combination of declaratory policy, military programs, and diplomacy, and promoting a more stable and secure space environment.57 Council on Foreign Relations The United States government requires a comprehensive plan to counter the threat to its LEO systems posed by Chinese anti-satellite weapons. Failing to protect these key satellites would severely degrade US military capabilities in a conflict with China. The United States should rely on a defensive space strategy to deter Chinese anti-satellite actions. The strategy must include robust space situational awareness, preplanned actions, small satellites, rapid and variable launch capability, decreased dependence on space systems and institutional changes. In total, these actions would complicate the ability for Chinese anti-satellite weapons to easily strike US assets while providing the means to operate through an attack and then reconstitute lost capability. The DoD's ORS effort can be used as springboard, but must be accelerated to meet the rapidly emerging threat. Finally, its growth as a space faring nation may eventually be the best deterrence against a Chinese attack on United States satellites. However, the actions outlined in this paper can also be used to counter threats from other nations or natural phenomena. A rapid comprehensive defensive deterrence approach most effectively counters the Chinese threat and meets Presidential guidance to establish “contingency plans to ensure that U.S. forces can maintain or duplicate access to information from space assets and accelerating programs to harden U.S. satellites against attack.”58
Current satellites fail - a stable commitment to funding ORS is vital to future development. It solves military readiness. 

Dinerman, 6 – DOD space consultant, and senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch (Taylor, The Space Review, “Tactical IR satellites: operationally responsive spacecraft?,” 8/7, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/675/1
The troops on the ground need information they can use in a timely and easily understood format. Simply to provide them, or division or brigade intelligence staffs that support them, with raw satellite data is probably worse than useless. The next generations of US Army and Marine Corps units are going to require information that can be integrated into their “network-centric” information systems. Imagery from space-based infrared sensors that are specifically designed for tactical utility should be part of these networks. This is a mission for a future constellation of small “Operationally Responsive” Satellites. Part of the constellation should be kept in orbits that take them over places such as south Lebanon or the Afghan-Pakistani border where we can assume that there will be trouble for a long time to come. These should be carefully calibrated on a constant basis, so that their positioning information is ultra-precise. Other satellites can be kept on the ground ready to be launched at relatively short notice to supplement the ones on orbit over the world’s trouble spots, or they could be launched to cover unexpected outbreaks of fighting. A model for the way such a program could be run is GPS, which, over almost three decades, has gone from prototypes to sets of more and more sophisticated and capable satellites. These spacecraft have, on the whole, been both cost effective and free of the kinds of nasty and expensive surprises that have plagued SBIRS and other Air Force satellite programs. An operationally responsive tactical IR satellite system would have to be both affordable and based on proven and reliable technology. The first generation of such satellites may not have all the desired features, but if properly designed—with the right filters and the right level of multi- or hyper-spectral sensitivity—such craft would give the ground forces a valuable early operational capability. To make the program affordable it would have to be designed to use already existing bus and power supply systems and probably also an in-service communications architecture. It would have to be light enough to be launched on a Delta 2 or on a future operationally responsive spacelift vehicle. Most important of all, the funding stream—no matter how much or how little—would have to be predictable so that the contractors would have the incentive to plan for the long term. This would be the most difficult part of the program since it would mean asking Congress to give up part of its power over the annual budget cycle. Another way to keep the program affordable would be to keep the early requirements to a minimum. The first versions should be strictly for ground force use only, with perhaps some applications for Marine Corps amphibious warfare requirements. Only after the system has proven itself should the program be allowed to move on to develop air-to-ground sensor-to-shooter loops. Ultimately a constellation of a dozen or so spacecraft in orbit, backed up by a similar number on the ground, would be ideal for the early versions of the full system. The ground segments will have to be as simple and as inexpensive as possible since it will need to be deployed with more than fifty Army and Marine brigade-sized units as well as with higher headquarters. If the idea of Operationally Responsive Space means anything, it means that the military space forces, particularly Air Force Space Command, are ready to give priority to supporting the troops on the front lines worldwide. Enhancing the combat effectiveness of the Army and the Marines and helping to save American lives should be the highest goal. As Clausewitz put it, “The object of fighting is the destruction or defeat of the enemy.” The more that military space contributes directly to that objective, the better for the troops on the ground and for America as a whole.
That’s key to heg 

Spencer 2k (Jack, Research Fellow at Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, “The Facts About Military Readiness”, Heritage Foundation, September 15th, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/09/BG1394-The-Facts-About-Military-Readiness)

America's national security requirements dictate that the armed forces must be prepared to defeat groups of adversaries in a given war. America, as the sole remaining superpower, has many enemies. Because attacking America or its interests alone would surely end in defeat for a single nation, these enemies are likely to form alliances. Therefore, basing readiness on American military superiority over any single nation has little saliency. The evidence indicates that the U.S. armed forces are not ready to support America's national security requirements. Moreover, regarding the broader capability to defeat groups of enemies, military readiness has been declining. The National Security Strategy, the U.S. official statement of national security objectives,3 concludes that the United States "must have the capability to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames."4According to some of the military's highest-ranking officials, however, the United States cannot achieve this goal. Commandant of the Marine Corps General James Jones, former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Jay Johnson, and Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Ryan have all expressed serious concerns about their respective services' ability to carry out a two major theater war strategy.5 Recently retired Generals Anthony Zinni of the U.S. Marine Corps and George Joulwan of the U.S. Army have even questioned America's ability to conduct one major theater war the size of the 1991 Gulf War.6 Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.
Heg accesses every major impact 

Thayer 6, Professor of Strategic Studies, - Associate Professor of Defense and Strategic Study @ Missouri State University, Former Research Fellow @ International Security Program @ Harvard Belfer Center of Science and International Affairs  (Bradley, “In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest, November/December)
A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1  Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing.  Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of c2ourse, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies.  U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.  You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington.  Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.  The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations.  THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order ‑ free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for [and] human rights, growing de​mocratization – is [are] directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world.  The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war.  Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars.  Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. 
1AC Development 

High launch costs inhibit commercial space development

Coppersmith, 10 – historian of technology at Texas A&M University (Jonathan, The Space Review, “Obama in space: bold but not bold enough,” 4/12, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1603/1
Lost in the attention given to ending shuttle flights this year, as intended by President Bush, and the cancellation of the overcost and overweight Constellation program, are the promising initiatives to develop and deploy new generations of technology. At the core of the president’s proposed revamping of NASA is the focus on new technologies to reduce the cost and complexity of operating in space. NASA will restart its Institute for Advanced Concepts, eliminated in 2007 to help pay for Constellation cost overruns. Chief technologist Robert D. Braun will head the new Space Technology Program, which will offer research grants to encourage innovative ideas. These steps will revitalize the private, academic, and NASA technology base .The chief flaw of the president’s proposals is they do not address the key constraint limiting human and robotic exploration and exploitation of space, the high cost of reaching orbit. When I fly domestically, I pay about $2 per pound of me for a ticket. To launch a satellite into orbit costs roughly $10,000 a pound. Until that cost dramatically drops, the promise of the final frontier will remain only a promise.
These high launch costs restrict access to space to those governments and corporations that can afford tens of millions of dollars to launch a satellite. Consequently, the annual total of all payloads is only a few hundred tons, the equivalent of two 747 freighter flights.The great expense to reach orbit has not only hindered past exploration, but will also restrict the future if unchanged. Imagine how many more businesses would experiment and develop applications in space if the cost of launching a satellite was only in the hundreds of thousands instead of tens of millions of dollars. Making access to space affordable will create vast economic as well as scientific opportunities.
Small satellites will stimulate commercial launch markets and substantially lower launch costs – this is proven internationally. 

Colón, 10 - Lt Col, USAF, former Director of Operations to the 45th Operations Support Squadron at Cape Canaveral AFS, served as the deputy commander 595th Space Group responsible for the operational testing of space and missile weapon systems until leaving for his present assignment at the Air War College (Miguel, “ DETERRENCE 2035 –THE ROLE OF TRANSPARENCY AND DIVERSITY IN A WORLD OF NANOSATS,” https://www.afresearch.org)
Third, advanced miniaturization is creating a growing market for a very small, capable launch vehicle. As CubeSat gains momentum, it creates a strong market dynamic for a very 17 small and highly responsive launch vehicle. Currently, most CubeSats are launched on decommissioned Russian rockets as secondary payloads49. Up to this point, companies like Eurokot and Kosmotras have kept the launch cost to no more than $40K per CubeSat. As demand rises and slots for secondary payloads become scarce, the cost of each CubeSat will inexorably rise. Sensing a growing need for CubeSats, launch companies are developing a two-stage liquid propellant, launch vehicle capable of delivering 10 kg to a 250 kilometer polar orbit. If successful, such a capability will increase launch market share for the US space industry, enhance growth in other areas and lower launch costs.50 Affordable launch enables satellite replenishment. Even if the adversary destroys a satellite, the spacecraft can be quickly replaced minimizing the impact of the attack
Small satellite decreased launch costs spills over to development of larger programs, incentivizes industrial base contracts, and competitiveness. 

Magnuson, 7 (Stew, writes for redorbit, citing Theresa Hitchens, director of the Center for Defense Information, a Washington-based think tank.“Space on Demand”, 7/4, http://www.redorbit.com/news/space/990184/space_on_demand/index.html, ken)

The small satellites can augment large, expensive satellites that falter. In addition, the drive for a low-cost launch vehicle will have ripple effects in the space community by allowing frequent flights that test new technologies in a space environment. This can reduce the risk and development costs of larger programs. ORS will also encourage small innovative companies to compete for Defense Department contracts thereby increasing competition and broadening the space industrial base.  Programs such as TacSat will also give a new generation of space professionals the opportunity to manage small-scale programs, which may better prepare them for larger, more complex systems.  All this may lower the cost and shorten the schedules of the "big space" programs, which would be welcome news to critics on Capitol Hill.  Morris said, "The old paradigm of spending a few billion dollars and taking 10 or 20 years to get a satellite is probably not the right [one] if we’re going to be responsive."  Meanwhile, space companies large and small are coming out of the woodwork to tout their program as "operationally responsive," Hitchens said. That usually follows when a concept receives broad political support, she noted.  "Every program manager and every company wants to get a piece of whatever funding comes down the road," she said. 
Military ORS revolutionizes the space industry – innovation and launch costs 

Hoey 6 (Matthew, “Military space systems: the road ahead”, The Space Review, 2/27/2006, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/563/1)

Increases in funding for military space systems and the overall growth of the industry are being partially fueled by a military strategy called Operationally Responsive Space (ORS), directed by the Office for Force Transformation. ORS objectives are: for development, reduce the timeline from years to months; for deployment, reduce the timeline from months to hours; and for operations, reduce the timeline to continually or seconds. New systems will help make ORS a reality and revolutionize the space industry in two ways: by reducing the cost of space access and by streamlining the time and effort required to place assets in space. The first technology tier involves increasingly affordable launch vehicles and next-generation expendable launch vehicles. Companies such as Lockheed, Boeing, and SpaceX are making great strides in this arena, particularly SpaceX with the Falcon launch vehicle. Microcosm’s Sprite Mini-Lift vehicle, in development, is designed to be launched on eight hours’ notice and by the 10th launch will be able to place over 300 kilograms into LEO for $1.8 million—a dramatic reduction in launch time and cost. Although this system has not been tested one must ask that, if this technology is developed, what are the implications of such technological leaps? The combination of affordable, short-notice launch capability with small satellite technology has the potential to revolutionize the space industry, especially military space systems. For example, ESPA is a structure developed by the Air Force Research Labs (AFRL) and the Space Test Program (STP) as a means to deploy small satellites. The ESPA stage is currently available only with the Atlas 5 or Delta 4 EELV, but similar deployment platforms could, in time, be developed and adapted to use with more affordable next-generation vehicles like Space X’s Falcon and the Microcosm’s Sprite. This would further reduce the cost of military space programs and commercial space launches. 

Only a firm governmental commitment to ORS solves

Felt, 10 - USAF Commander, Space Test Operations Squadron Space Development and Test Wing Kirtland AFB, New Mexico (Eric, “Responsive Space Funding Challenges and Solutions: Avoiding a Tragedy of the Commons,” High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf)
Industry watching for decisive government leadership, especially in the budget. Unlike those of most exquisite space programs, the ORS business model is not based upon awarding one contract spanning many years to a single contractor. The responsive space business model calls for a significantly higher transaction rate, which establishes the “carrot” of capturing future business as the primary motivation to perform well on existing contracts. Most companies seem to recognize the benefits that a more competitive US government space marketplace would provide. Other aspects of the ORS business model may be less appealing to industry, however. In-sourcing of final assembly and test, lower contract values in general, a return to linking fee/profit to risk on cost-plus contracts, interfaces based on open rather than proprietary standards, and open source flight software are concepts that some contractors perceive as threats to their short-term corporate profitability. Others realize that these concepts are necessary to maintain the overall health of the space enterprise over the long run and grow the overall space budget, benefitting many companies and shareholders. Government acquisition decisions must be based on what is good for the taxpayer and the country, not only on maximizing the prime contractor’s near-term corporate profits. The government is the entity likely to benefit most from the ORS business model, and should be eager to experiment with elements of the new model and evaluate risks and benefits. Since the barriers to entry are lower and the US government is not their only customer, the small space industry base is much more vibrant, competitive, and innovative than might be expected from looking only at the US government small space budget. For example, ORS business solicitations have [has] elicited hundreds of excellent proposals from hungry industry partners, including many small businesses. Nevertheless, industry’s luke-warm embrace of ORS has influenced decision makers within the government to move more slowly toward responsive space than they otherwise might have. Unfortunately, the government moving slowly on responsive space induces a “wait and see” response from the established space contractors, perpetuating the cycle of moving slowly on responsive space. The bottom line is that industry will follow the money and embrace responsive space fully when, and only when, the government shifts enough budget resources to actually field significant operational capability.
Lowering launch costs solves resource wars and colonization – both extinction level scenarios

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)

The major source of social friction, including international friction, has surely always been unequal access to resources. People ﬁght to control the valuable resources on and under the land, and in and under the sea. The natural resources of Earth are limited in quantity, and economically accessible resources even more so. As the population grows, and demand grows for a higher material standard of living, industrial activity grows exponentially. The threat of resources becoming scarce has led to the concept of ‘‘Resource Wars’’. Having begun long ago with wars to control the gold and diamonds of Africa and South America, and oil in the Middle East, the current phase is at centre stage of world events today [37]. A particular danger of ‘‘resource wars’’ is that, if the general public can be persuaded to support them, they may become impossible to stop as resources become increasingly scarce. Many commentators have noted the similarity of the language of US and UK government advocates of ‘‘war on terror’’ to the language of the novel ‘‘1984’’ which describes a dystopian future of endless, fraudulent war in which citizens are reduced to slaves. 7.1. Expansion into near-Earth space is the only alternative to endless ‘‘resource wars’’ As an alternative to the ‘‘resource wars’’ already devastating many countries today, opening access to the unlimited resources of near-Earth space could clearly facilitate world peace and security. The US National Security Space Ofﬁce, at the start of its report on the potential of space-based solar power (SSP) published in early 2007, stated: ‘‘Expanding human populations and declining natural resources are potential sources of local and strategic conﬂict in the 21st Century, and many see energy as the foremost threat to national security’’ [38]. The report ended by encouraging urgent research on the feasibility of SSP: ‘‘Considering the timescales that are involved, and the exponential growth of population and resource pressures within that same strategic period, it is imperative that this work for ‘‘drilling up’’ vs. drilling down for energy security begins immediately’’ [38]. Although the use of extra-terrestrial resources on a substantial scale may still be some decades away, it is important to recognise that simply acknowledging its feasibility using known technology is the surest way of ending the threat of resource wars. That is, if it is assumed that the resources available for human use are limited to those on Earth, then it can be argued that resource wars are inescapable [22,37]. If, by contrast, it is assumed that the resources of space are economically accessible, this not only eliminates the need for resource wars, it can also preserve the beneﬁts of civilisation which are being eroded today by ‘‘resource war-mongers’’, most notably the governments of the ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ countries and their ‘‘neo-con’’ advisers. It is also worth noting that the $1 trillion that these have already committed to wars in the Middle-East in the 21st century is orders of magnitude more than the public investment needed to aid companies sufﬁciently to start the commercial use of space resources. Industrial and ﬁnancial groups which proﬁt from monopolistic control of terrestrial supplies of various natural resources, like those which proﬁt from wars, have an economic interest in protecting their proﬁtable situation. However, these groups’ continuing proﬁts are justiﬁed neither by capitalism nor by democracy: they could be preserved only by maintaining the pretence that use of space resources is not feasible, and by preventing the development of low-cost space travel. Once the feasibility of low-cost space travel is understood, ‘‘resource wars’’ are clearly foolish as well as tragic. A visiting extra-terrestrial would be pityingly amused at the foolish antics of homo sapiens using longrange rockets to ﬁght each other over dwindling terrestrial resources—rather than using the same rockets to travel in space and have the use of all the resources they need! 7.2. High return in safety from extra-terrestrial settlement Investment in low-cost orbital access and other space infrastructure will facilitate the establishment of settlements on the Moon, Mars, asteroids and in man-made space structures. In the ﬁrst phase, development of new regulatory infrastructure in various Earth orbits, including property/usufruct rights, real estate, mortgage ﬁnancing and insurance, trafﬁc management, pilotage, policing and other services will enable the population living in Earth orbits to grow very large. Such activities aimed at making near-Earth space habitable are the logical extension of humans’ historical spread over the surface of the Earth. As trade spreads through near-Earth space, settlements are likely to follow, of which the inhabitants will add to the wealth of different cultures which humans have created in the many different environments in which they live. Success of such extra-terrestrial settlements will have the additional beneﬁt of reducing the danger of human extinction due to planet-wide or cosmic accidents [27]. These horrors include both man-made disasters such as nuclear war, plagues or growing pollution, and natural disasters such as super-volcanoes or asteroid impact. It is hard to think of any objective that is more important than preserving peace. Weapons developed in recent decades are so destructive, and have such horriﬁc, long-term side-effects that their use should be discouraged as strongly as possible by the international community. Hence, reducing the incentive to use these weapons by rapidly developing the ability to use space-based resources on a large scale is surely equally important [11,16]. The achievement of this depends on low space travel costs which, at the present time, appear to be achievable only through the development of a vigorous space tourism industry. 8. Summary As discussed above, if space travel services had started during the 1950s, the space industry would be enormously more developed than it is today. Hence the failure to develop passenger space travel has seriously distorted the path taken by humans’ technological and economic development since WW2, away from the path which would have been followed if capitalism and democracy operated as intended. Technological know-how which could have been used to supply services which are known to be very popular with a large proportion of the population has not been used for that purpose, while waste and suffering due to the unemployment and environmental damage caused by the resulting lack of new industrial opportunities have increased. In response, policies should be implemented urgently to correct this error, and to catch up with the possibilities for industrial and economic growth that have been ignored for so long. This policy renewal is urgent because of the growing dangers of unemployment, economic stagnation, environmental pollution, educational and cultural decline, resource wars and loss of civil liberties which face civilisation today. In order to achieve the necessary progress there is a particular need for collaboration between those working in the two ﬁelds of civil aviation and civil space. Although the word ‘‘aerospace’’ is widely used, it is largely a misnomer since these two ﬁelds are in practice quite separate. True ‘‘aerospace’’ collaboration to realise passenger space travel will develop the wonderful profusion of possibilities outlined above. 8.1. Heaven or hell on Earth? As discussed above, the claim that the Earth’s resources are running out is used to justify wars which may never end: present-day rhetoric about ‘‘the long war’’ or ‘‘100 years war’’ in Iraq and Afghanistan are current examples. If political leaders do not change their viewpoint, the recent aggression by the rich ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ countries, and their cutting back of traditional civil liberties, are ominous for the future. However, this ‘‘hellish’’ vision of endless war is based on an assumption about a single number—the future cost of travel to orbit—about which a different assumption leads to a ‘‘heavenly’’ vision of peace and ever-rising living standards for everyone. If this cost stays above 10,000 Euros/kg, where it has been unchanged for nearly 50 years, the prospects for humanity are bleak
Every delay in space colonization risks a hundred trillion lives per second

Bostrum, 02 – Department of Philosophy, Yale University, Director of the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University [Nick, “Astronomical Waste: The Opportunity Cost of Delayed Technological Development,” Preprint, Utilitas Vol. 15, No. 3, pp. 308-314, http://www.nickbostrom.com/astronomical/waste.html]

As I write these words, suns are illuminating and heating empty rooms, unused energy is being flushed down black holes, and our great common endowment of negentropy is being irreversibly degraded into entropy on a cosmic scale. These are resources that an advanced civilization could have used to create value-structures, such as sentient beings living worthwhile lives. The rate of this loss boggles the mind. One recent paper speculates, using loose theoretical considerations based on the rate of increase of entropy, that the loss of potential human lives in our own galactic supercluster is at least ~10^46 per century of delayed colonization.[1] This estimate assumes that all the lost entropy could have been used for productive purposes, although no currently known technological mechanisms are even remotely capable of doing that. Since the estimate is meant to be a lower bound, this radically unconservative assumption is undesirable. We can, however, get a lower bound more straightforwardly by simply counting the number or stars in our galactic supercluster and multiplying this number with the amount of computing power that the resources of each star could be used to generate using technologies for whose feasibility a strong case has already been made. We can then divide this total with the estimated amount of computing power needed to simulate one human life. As a rough approximation, let us say the Virgo Supercluster contains 10^13 stars. One estimate of the computing power extractable from a star and with an associated planet-sized computational structure, using advanced molecular naanotechnology[2], is 10^42 operations per second.[3] A typical estimate of the human brain’s processing power is roughly 10^17 operations per second or less.[4] Not much more seems to be needed to simulate the relevant parts of the environment in sufficient detail to enable the simulated minds to have experiences indistinguishable from typical current human experiences.[5] Given these estimates, it follows that the potential for approximately 10^38 human lives is lost every century that colonization of our local supercluster is delayed; or equivalently, about 10^31 potential human lives per second. While this estimate is conservative in that it assumes only computational mechanisms whose implementation has been at least outlined in the literature, it is useful to have an even more conservative estimate that does not assume a non-biological instantiation of the potential persons. Suppose that about 10^10 biological humans could be sustained around an average star. Then the Virgo Supercluster could contain 10^23 biological humans. This corresponds to a loss of potential equal to about 10^14 potential human lives per second of delayed colonization. What matters for present purposes is not the exact numbers but the fact that they are huge. Even with the most conservative estimate, assuming a biological implementation of all persons, the potential for one hundred trillion potential human beings is lost for every second of postponement of colonization of our supercluster.[6]

Plan

The United States federal government should substantially increase its transportation infrastructure investment for Operationally Responsive Space.
1AC Solvency

Federal funding solves ORS – spillsover to broader industry.

AIA 2010 – (AIA represents nearly 150 leading aerospace and defense manufacturers (“Tipping Point: Maintaining the Health of the National Security Space Industrial Base” September 2010, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/aia_report_tipping_point.pdf )//ALo
A declassified U.S. Space Command assessment of Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm completed in 1992 expressed concern about the lack of on-demand launch capability for the U.S. military and argued that development of reactive launch systems should be a priority. 39 Then in 2007, the Chinese anti-satellite test dramatically demonstrated our nation’s lack of responsive space capability and prompted our nation’s policy makers to address some of the concerns raised by the military’s 1992 report. The Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) initiative was born of congressionally directed action in the fiscal 2007 National Defense Authorization Act. The ORS effort calls for the deployment of small spacecraft rapidly to augment or replenish space capability where and when required. The concept of ORS has the potential to become an important model for fulfilling affordable, on-demand space support for military operations and supporting a more robust national security space architecture. Specifically, ORS provides space power to the warfighter and national security community through a three-tiered strategy that calls for rapid exploitation of existing capabilities; use of existing technologies and capabilities to replenish, augment and reconstitute space assets, and development of new technologies and capabilities to replenish, augment and reconstitute space assets. The ability to quickly reconstitute lost space capabilities ultimately enhances space survivability and deterrence. Commander of U.S. Strategic Command General Kevin Chilton stated at a 2009 conference that he would like to focus on swelling the number of satellites the military could launch as needs arise to prevent future capability gaps. 40 Policymakers in the executive branch and Congress strongly support the aggressive development of ORS capabilities. Adequate funding to develop the three-tiered strategy is crucial if our nation is going to have the near-term ability to quickly and cost-effectively augment or replenish national security space systems. Already, ORS-led satellites like the industry developed Tactical Satellite-3 are demonstrating new plug-and-play technologies and sensors that benefit our soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines around the world. 41 AIA believes industry is a critical partner in the ORS initiative and should continue to be utilized in ORS efforts. Strategies to expand the ORS model – to move it outside Defense Department laboratories and into industry as well as other civil and commercial space efforts – should be pursued to create an environment that enables industry participation, ensures additional support to the U.S. warfighter and helps strengthen the U.S. space industrial base. Regarding the launch side of ORS, the U.S. government currently uses excess Minuteman and Peacekeeper ICBM assets for orbital launches of small satellites and suborbital launches of missile defense targets and hypersonic test vehicles. To date, these launches have primarily supported a limited number of test and demonstration missions; however, that number is expected to increase and include operational missions. While increased reliance on these excess missile assets may appear convenient and cost-effective, the practice negatively impacts broader industry investment in future small launch capabilities and potentially jeopardize operational missions. AIA is concerned about any moves to restrict launch vehicle options for ORS and believes it is necessary that industry-produced small launch systems are utilized for the ORS initiative to ensure continued investment in the propulsion and solid rocket motor base industrial base. 42 

No Disads – Perception should’ve been triggered – Senate budget request.

Mullins 6/27/12 (Richard, “Senate Authorizers Limit Their Defense Spending Changes” June 27, 2012, Lexis)//ALo

As Pentagon spending legislation for fiscal 2013 moves through Congress this year, the differences are shaping up to be more between the House and Senate, rather than between authorizers and appropriators. The Senate defense authorization bill, approved by the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC) last month, made slight trims to the investment accounts: about half a billion from the $97 billion procurement request, and $121 million from the $69 billion research request. In addition, authorizers were more sparing in the number of changes; only about 60 lines from the base budget request were altered. Contrast that with House appropriators: their bill, approved by the House Appropriations Committee in May, changed four times as many, and added more than $5 billion to the procurement topline. SASC Chairman Carl Levin (D-Mich.) had announced earlier that the committee would observe the spending caps mandated last year by the Budget Control Act (BCA). Senate appropriators also announced in April their plans to stay within BCA limits. Senate appropriators have not started marking up their bill. Senate authorizers also increased two space programs in the Air Force research budget, which were minimized in the budget request. Operationally Responsive Space goes from zero to $45 million, and the Space Test program goes from $10 million to $45 million. At a subcommittee hearing earlier this year, members expressed keen interest in the program. There is some commonality so far between the House and Senate bills, including increases for aircraft and systems used in intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance; putting back a second Virginia sub in 2014; and the perennial congressional favorite of providing more money for tracked vehicles than the Army asked for. For example, not only did Senate authorizers add $91 million for advanced procurement for the Abrams upgrade, they doubled the line in the Army research budget for the Tactical Unmanned Ground Vehicle.

An ORS satellite has been in orbit for a full year.

Space Ref 7/9/12 – (“Goodrich's ORS-1 Satellite Completes its First Year in Space” July 9, 2012, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=37716)//ALo

Goodrich Corporation (GR): announced today that the ORS-1 satellite has celebrated its first anniversary in space. ORS-1, the first Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) satellite specifically designed to support combatant command operations, was launched from Wallops Island Flight Facility aboard a Minotaur I launch vehicle on June 29, 2011, at 11:09 p.m. EDT. Designed, manufactured, integrated and tested by Goodrich's ISR Systems business in Danbury, CT, ORS-1 is a 500Kg class satellite providing game-changing impacts. In recognition of its ground breaking importance, ORS-1 was named one of the nation's 25 most important concepts by C4ISR Journal in 2011. Initiated to fulfill requirements from the Commander of US Strategic Command (STRATCOM) to support US Central Command (CENTCOM), the satellite went from the drawing board to delivery in 30 months. Less than 90 days after launch, ORS-1 earned early acceptance and has been satisfying CENTCOM's mission needs for multispectral EO/IR imagery and enhanced battlespace awareness ever since. "The ORS-1 satellite has been meeting or exceeding expectations since its launch. We continue to support the Government operations team providing this valuable capability supporting CENTCOM mission objectives," said Andreas Nonnenmacher, vice president, Goodrich's ISR Systems business. "CENTCOM is extremely pleased with ORS-1. It has met or exceeded its projected capabilities and additional capabilities and applications continue to unfold. ORS-1 provides superb collection... CENTCOM will continue to rely on its capabilities as an integral component to our ISR architecture and collection plan," stated Colonel Berry, Chief, Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance Division, Directorate of Intelligence, Headquarters Central Command. Rapidly developing and fielding ORS-1 was an important step in demonstrating the in-theater value of low-cost tactically focused EO/IR satellites to meet emerging and persistent warfighter needs in operationally relevant timelines. Moreover, ORS-1 has demonstrated an alternative to the normal acquisition process for space programs and its lower cost, when compared to more traditional space-based ISR platforms, makes it an affordable contributor to the ISR "force mix" in today's fiscally constrained environment. CENTCOM indicated they were "...extremely impressed with the imagery they had gotten from ORS-1. They were not only happy with the responsiveness of it, but they were also happy with the quality of the imagery that they were getting. And, it was a warfighting advantage, no question about it...," according to a statement by General Shelton, Commander, AFSPC, to the U.S. House Armed Services Committee. The Goodrich payload features a modified version of its SYERS-2 multispectral sensor, the primary imaging sensor on the U-2 reconnaissance plane. A ground segment that formats the satellite's data products to be compatible with existing Processing, Exploitation and Dissemination (PED) infrastructure was also developed and provided by ISR Systems. The ORS-1 Program is managed by the Space Development and Test Directorate located at Kirtland Air Force base on behalf of the Operationally Responsive Space Office at the same location. The ORS Office is a joint initiative within the DoD responsible for integrating joint ORS capabilities and for applying ORS resources to the development, acquisition and demonstration of capabilities to meet specific responsive space needs as established by global combatant command joint force commanders and users. 

X-37 space weapons should’ve triggered their links.

Lasker 10 (John, Freelance Journalist, US Space Weapon Now Circling the Globe, Toward Freedom, 5/27/10, http://towardfreedom.com/home/content/view/1980/1/,)

The X-37 officially is a US Military Space Place or MSP, and like most US space weapons, spreading anxiety across the globe. The Pentagon also has an unknown number of "dual purpose" space planes in the works; the Pentagon has publicly stated in their budgets these prototypes have been tested in wind tunnels. They might be space bombers, but no one is completely sure. They're so secret, no one can say what they'll be used for or how far developed they are.   A space vehicle that can repair, deploy and even attack satellites, or insert reconnaissance drones back into the atmosphere - all within hours of orders - is also desired. As one NASA official put it, the space plane will "be the key to opening and conquering the space frontier."  To those trying to keep weapons out of space, such as Gagnon and his Global Network, the orbiting X-37 is a set-back.  "I would say it is one of the first (space weapons) to be deployed, so yes the X-37 is now operating in space and should be defined as a space-based weapon," says Gagnon. "The Pentagon though will claim it is not permanently stationed in space and thus falls outside the Outer Space Treaty - which is why we are strong advocates for a new comprehensive treaty to ban all weapons in space." 
***Deterrence Adv***

China Not Peaceful

China is modernizing its space capabilities – new developments prove.

Canavan et al 2009 – (Dr. Gregory Canavan Scientific Advisor, Physics Division Los Alamos National Laboratory Mr. John H. Darrah former Chief Scientist U.S. Air Force Space Command Dr. William R. Graham Chairman and CEO National Security Research, Inc. former Science Advisor to the President Dr. Jack Hammond Senior Scientist Lockheed Martin Corporation Former Director of Kinetic Energy and  Directed Energy Programs Strategic Defense Initiative Organization  Dr. Charles M. Kupperman Vice President of Washington Operations  Lockheed Space and Missile Sector former Special Assistant to the President for  Administration (Reagan Administration)  former Executive Director of the General  Advisory Committee on Arms Control Dr. John Norton Moore Walter L. Brown Professor of Law Director, Center for National Security Law  Director, Center for Oceans Law and Policy  University of Virginia Law School Dr. Keith B. Payne President, National Institute for Public Policy  and Professor and Department Head Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University in Washington, D.C.  Mr. Michael J. Rendine President, Assured Space Access Technologies Former Director, Special Projects Strategic Defense Initiative Organization  General Bennie Schriever, USAF (Ret.) † former Commander U.S. Air Force Systems Command; 2009 Report; The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc; “Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century”;  https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)//ALo
According to the Defense Department, “China has the most  active ballistic missile program in the world. It is developing and testing offensive missiles, forming additional missile  units, qualitatively upgrading certain missile systems, and developing methods to counter ballistic missile defenses.” 46 PRC missile modernization efforts build upon current capabilities that encompass ballistic missiles able to target the  United States as well as Japan and other regional U.S. allies.  For example, China has over 46 Dong-feng 4, Dong-feng 5,  and Dong-feng 31 intercontinental ballistic missiles, approximately 35 intermediate-range (Dong-feng 3, and Dong-feng 21) missiles, and hundreds of short-range rockets currently  deployed. 47  Between 990 and 1,070 SRBMs are deployed opposite Taiwan, and the People’s Liberation Army is increasing  this force by more than 100 missiles each year. 48  At the same  time, China is in the midst of a massive, multi-year strategicmilitary modernization program, encompassing air power,  naval, and land force capabilities, air defense, and electronic-, information- and space-warfare technologies. 49 As part of this effort, China is upgrading its existing ballistic missile arsenal. This includes the deployment of its  Dong-feng 31 and Dong-feng 31A ICBMs with multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) warhead technology designed to defeat primitive anti-missile systems,  priority solid-fuel propellant research intended to provide  Beijing with immediate “launch on command” capabilities, and the transformation of its strategic offensive forces from large, stationary missiles to more versatile road-  and rail-mobile variants. Notably, a successful flight test of  China’s new submarine-launched version of the Dong-feng  31, the Julang 2, was conducted in June 2005. 50  The Julang 2  has a range of up to 9,600 kilometers and, according to the  U.S. Air Force’s National Air Intelligence Center, “will, for  the first time, allow Chinese [missile submarines] to target  portions of the United States from operating areas located  near the Chinese coast.” 51  These capabilities are even more  troubling in light of remarks made by Chinese Major General Zhu Chenghu, who declared that nuclear weapons would  have to be used if the United States intervened militarily in  a conflict over Taiwan. 52 In addition, China has also begun to undermine American space dominance and is developing asymmetrical options to exploit perceived U.S. vulnerabilities in space. These  include a variety of space-denial capabilities, as well as space  assets and launch systems that will significantly augment  Beijing’s space operations. For example, in the wake of its  successful October 2003 launch of the Shenzhou V spacecraft, China is developing advanced military capabilities as  part of an exo-atmospheric “deterrent” force even while Beijing warns against any U.S. weaponization of space. In January 2007, China successfully destroyed a Chinese weather  satellite using a direct-ascent, anti-satellite weapon, indicating its ability to attack satellites operating in low-earth  orbit. Beyond the hit-to-kill technology demonstrated in  this operation, the PRC is also developing technologies to  “jam, blind, or otherwise disable satellites.” 53  China has also  developed a range of “nano-satellite” technologies for space warfare, apparently for the purpose of crippling American  space assets. 54 Other Chinese advances in space include the Ziyuan 1  and Ziyuan  2 remote-sensing satellites and the development, through a joint venture between China’s Tsinghua  University and the United Kingdom’s University of Surrey,  of a constellation of seven mini-satellites (weighing between  101 and 500 kilograms) with 50-meter-resolution remotesensing payloads. 55  Furthermore, there is growing evidence  that China is increasingly interested in developing an EMP  capability, both as a theater weapon for use in a potential  Taiwan conflict and as a strategic asset to counter the United States. 56 Beijing’s space achievements also include the Shenzhou  VII, the third Chinese manned spaceflight, together with China’s first spacewalk in September 2008. 57  In addition,  China is working on in-orbit rendezvous and docking procedures (which also have direct applications for ASAT and  space-denial missions), and exploring the prospects for a  manned space station. The Shenzhou VII mission and spacewalk will provide China with docking techniques required  for the construction of a space station that will reportedly  be accomplished by joining two Shenzhou vehicles together. Moreover, the PRC has an elaborate lunar exploration  program that includes an unmanned moon lander, a sample return mission, and an eventual human mission to the  moon. For these missions, Beijing is developing a new Long  March V booster. The timetables for the Chinese unmanned  moon landing, a sample return mission, and a manned lunar  mission are believed to be 2012, 2015, and 2017, respectively.  China’s manned moon mission is approximately three years  ahead of the U.S. target date for returning to the moon. Another extremely troubling development is the PRC’s  increasing efforts in the realm of cyber warfare, particularly as a means to attack U.S. infrastructure, computers, and  associated networks. Such asymmetrical efforts underscore  Beijing’s understanding of the increasing role played in U.S.  military operations by command, control, communication,  computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance  (C 4 ISR) systems. The objective of the PRC is to establish electronic dominance early in any conflict scenario in order to  disrupt and downgrade the utility of such assets, while simultaneously taking steps to ensure that an adversary cannot deny China access to its own information systems. 58  The  inescapable conclusion is that Chinese strategic force modernization, space denial and anti-access capabilities, and  cyber warfare activities provide clear evidence of a strategy  aimed at degrading the ability of the United States to project power and support its allies in the region and thus undermining the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent. To address these challenges, the United States must ensure that it remains the preeminent space power. 
Inevitable

The US, China, and India are weaponizing space – new prototypes prove – countries confuse tech development. 

Hsu 2010 – Contributor to Space.com (Jeremy, May 5, “Is a New Space Weapon Race Heating Up?”, http://www.space.com/8342-space-weapon-race-heating.html)
A U.S. Air Force space plane and a failed hypersonic glider tested by the Pentagon represent the latest space missions to raise concerns about weapons in space. But while their exact purpose remains murky, they join a host of new space technology tests that could eventually bring the battlefield into space. Some space technology demonstrations are more obviously space weapons, such as the anti-satellite missile capabilities tested by the U.S. and China in recent years. India has also begun developing its own anti-satellite program which would combine lasers and an exo-atmospheric kill vehicle, as announced at the beginning of 2010. The U.S. military and others have also long developed and deployed more neutral space assets such as rockets and satellites for military purposes. In that sense, both the Air Force's X-37B robotic space plane and the HTV-2 hypersonic glider prototype of the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) could represent similarly ambiguous technologies which may or may not lead to weapons.   "Space has been militarized since before NASA was even created," said Joan Johnson-Freese, a space policy analyst at the Naval War College in Newport, RI. Yet she sees weaponization as a different issue from militarization because "so much space technology is dual use" in terms of having both civilian and military purposes, as well as offensive or defensive use. Such uncertainty regarding space technology can make it tricky for nations to gauge the purpose or intentions behind new prototypes, including the X-37B space plane or the HTV-2 hypersonic glider. The U.S. military could even be using the cloak of mystery to deliberately bamboozle and confuse rival militaries, according to John Pike, a military and security analyst who runs GlobalSecurity.org. He suggested that the X-37B and HTV-2 projects could represent the tip of a space weapons program hidden within the Pentagon's secret "black budget," or they might be nothing more than smoke and mirrors. 

US and China ASAT tests prove – both perceive weaponization and are racing to challenge.

Sauser 2011

(BRITTANY SAUSER 02/03/2011; from technolgoy review, published by the MIT; “Wikileaks Hints at U.S. and China Space Weapon Showdown Documents released today show that anti-satellite tests may have been a show of military strength.” Http://www.technologyreview.com/blog/deltav/26344/) 

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

Axe 2011

(David Axe, Wired, February 3, 2011, “Russia Working on Mysterious Space Plane of Its Own”  http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2011/02/russia-space-plane/?utm_source=Contextly&utm_medium=RelatedLinks&utm_campaign=Previous)

It’s official: the space race is on again. 54 years after the Soviet Union launched its Sputnik I satellite, sparking the original space race — and 20 years after the USSR’s collapse left America as the sole space superpower — the Russians are back on track. The Kremlin’s military space chief Oleg Ostapenko just announced that Russia is developing a small, maneuverable, reusable space plane to match the U.S. Air Force’s mysterious X-37B Orbital Test Vehicle. Russian industry has already outlined the craft’s design, Ostapenko said. “As to whether we will use it, only time will tell,” he added coyly. But it seems unlikely Russia would forgo the opportunity to match the U.S. Air Force’s accomplishment with the X-37B. That craft, a quarter-scale unmanned Space Shuttle first launched in April last year, represents one of the biggest leaps forward in space since, well, Sputnik. The X-37 can carry anything that will fit in its pickup-truck-bed-size bay. “You can put sensors in there, satellites in there,” said Eric Sterner, from The Marshall Institute. “You could stick munitions in there, provided they exist.” The X-37 can also help repair U.S. satellites or sneak up on and disable enemy sats. Plus, it can stay in orbit for nine months, land like an airplane, then return to orbit just a few weeks later. The initial X-37 test flight ended in December, flawlessly except for a blown tire. While “OTV 1″ is being prepped for its second flight late in 2011, its twin “OTV 2″ will boost into orbit on March 4, atop a rocket launched from Florida’s Kennedy Space Center. It should come as no surprise that Russia wants its own “X-37ski.” With Sputnik, Moscow beat America into space. But with every major space capability since in recent decades, Washington has led its eastern rival. The U.S. fielded the manned Space Shuttle in 1981. Russia built its own, similar space vehicle, the Buran, but it flew only once, in 1988. A decade later, America built the Global Positioning Satellite system, allowing precise navigation on Earth. Today, Russia is still struggling to construct its own version of GPS, the so-called “GLONASS.” The last attempt to reinforce the GLONASS constellation failed, when a rocket failed on launch in December, destroying three of the pricey satellites. Not coincidentally, an X-37ski could help Russia put satellites like the GLONASS craft into orbit more reliably. It’ll probably be a few years before the Russian X-37 clone takes flight. After all, this is super-cutting-edge technology. By then, the race for nimble military spacecraft could be a three-way competition. Just last week, there were rumors — highly, highly questionable ones — that China is working on an X-37-type vehicle, too. 
Space War Outweighs

Space war outweighs – mutually assured destruction, rational actors, and nuclear taboos dotn apply. 
Sejba, 10 - USAF Congressional Budget Liaison Officer Budget and Appropriations Liaison Directorate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Budget Secretary of the Air Force Pentagon, Washington DC (Timothy, “ Deterrence for Space: Is Operationally Responsive Space Part of the Solution?”, High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf, ken)
For years, deterrence theory centered solely on nuclear deterrence strategies, which relied heavily on threats of punishment and unacceptable losses or mutually assured destruction. These strategies effectively deterred the use of nuclear weapons throughout the Cold War to present day. However, strategies of threatening devastating nuclear retaliation do not apply to space. In fact, a deterrence strategy that includes the threat of punishment (i.e., impose cost) should be just one, if not a limited aspect of deterrence for space.

For almost half a century, nuclear deterrence strategies formed the foundation for the Cold War waged between the US and the former Soviet Union. Both superpowers relied on the threat of nuclear weapons to deter even conventional military actions, for fear of rapid escalation. In its most unlimited form, mutual assured destruction was a key deterrence strategy; a doctrine of military strategy in which a full-scale use of nuclear weapons by two opposing sides would effectively result in the destruction of both the attacker and the defender.5 While nuclear weapons continue to be a strategic deterrent, the same destructive thought process and strategy is not directly applicable to space.6

That spills over – even one attack causes escalation 

Krepon, 3 – president of the Henry Stimson Center (Michael, Space Assurance or Space Dominance? THE CASE AGAINST WEAPONIZING SPACE, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf)

The inherent escalatory potential of satellite warfare between the United States and a major power such as China is exposed by such anodyne calculations. Any analysis of this scenario for preemptive attacks on space assets—whether initiated by the United States or by China—cannot assume that strikes would be confined to satellites. Moreover, escalation control in this scenario must be considered a highly dubious proposition. After all, the purpose of attacking objects in space, or attacking terrestrial targets from space, is to affect the conduct of military operations on Earth. It is therefore exceedingly hard to envision warfare in space that does not spread elsewhere, whether by asymmetric, conventional, or unconventional means. The resulting combat is likely to be less discriminating and proportional, and far more lethal, either because the stronger party has lost satellites used for targeting and precision guidance, or because the weaker party is unlikely to be concerned about collateral damage. 

Use of space weapons is more probable than nukes – detachment from human death. 

Bao Shixiu 7 --   senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of Chin (China Security. (Winter 2007) http://www.wsichina.org/%5Ccs5_1.pdf Accessed on 7/14/11)

Space weapons and their use are unique from other types of weapons, whether nuclear or terrestrial conventional weapons. Although there will be a taboo on the use of space weapons, the threshold of their use will be lower than that of nuclear weapons because of their conventional characteristics. Space debris may threaten the space assets of other “third party” countries, but the level of destruction, especially in terms of human life, could be far less than nuclear weapons or potentially even conventional weapons. Therefore, the threshold of force capability required to launch an effective deterrent will inevitably be higher than for that of nuclear weapons. This unique nature of space weapons will affect the determination of the quantity and technical level of a “deterrent capability” in space. 

China War

---Vulnerability

China’s perceived vulnerability causes hypernationalism and adventurism

Feaver 11, Peter, Foreign Policy, “Chinese regime scared of banality,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/01/21/chinese_regime_scared_of_banality 

But this short report in today's Washington Post reminds us that there are also ample signs of China's weakness. And there can be many ways in which a weak China could be just as vexing as a strong one. The Post reports that state censors interrupted the Obama-Hu news conference and substituted a black screen for Hu's response to questions from a reporter about China's human rights record. Hu's response was hardly revelatory, though he did acknowledge that China's record was not perfect and that more progress needed to be made -- a statement so banal that it could be said about every country, indeed President Obama has said much the same thing about the United States. A regime that will not allow its own leader's banal public remarks to be broadcast at home is a regime that is so insecure it doubts its own legitimacy. Remember, these are remarks that were playing live to the entire world, yet Chinese propagandists were apparently afraid to let their own public hear them. So while signs of Chinese growing strength should not be ignored, neither should we ignore signs of lingering, and perhaps deepening, weakness. Indeed, the two can combine to pose special challenges for U.S. foreign policy, producing the very bellicose hypernationalism and overconfident adventurism that we have seen in the past year. 

---AT Econ Interdependence

Econ interdependence doesn’t check – we control empirics and multiple warrants 

RCW 11 (Real Clear World Video Sep 23, “Does mutual U.S.-China Economic Dependence rule out war?” http://www.realclearworld.com/video/2011/09/23/does_us-china_economic_dependence_rule_out_war.html, ken)

 *NOTE – video transcribed by Mbarran 

“Well, I think that is a great question Mark. Because economic interdependence clearly has to affect the Chinese calculus. And yet um, it’s not sufficient to say that China and the United States could not have an inadvertent conflict, or that it has, it doesn’t have conflict of interest. It does have conflicts of interest. I think the big question strategically, from the Chinese perspective, if the United States is not seen as contributing to Chinese prosperity and peace then China will, uh, essentially try to undermine U.S. interests. And this could be done very locally or it could be done more strategically. China, remember, almost signed an alliance with the United States, Mao and then Deng Xiaoping both said we don’t want a formal alliance we want to do this tacitly, against the Soviet Union, so it wasn’t about ideology so it’s also true that economic interdependence doesn’t mean that we’re suddenly thinking along the same lines about a global economic market. From Chinese perspective this is still about Nationalism, and about whether the Chinese are prospering or are more secure with the United States. So we, the United States, has to understand this does not necessarily guarantee continuity, just because we have growing economic interdependence. In the big signs here in the last three years has been Chinese changing their calculus about American power, and American staying power this adds another layer of destabilization potential, because the Chinese may say we are going to have to test whether American really wants to maintain primacy in the Western Pacific now that it’s a declining economic power from their perspective. From the perspective of all the other Asian countries as well, economic interdependence is critical because for the Philippines, for instance, President Aquino of the Philippines has been arguing for the past few months that China is a huge threat to the Philippines national interest over the South China Sea. So what is President Aquino doing? He’s heading to China to try to sign tens of billions of dollars of investment deals in the Philippines. In every county in Asia including the United States is looking at China as their number one or number two trading partner, so, yes very different from the Soviet Union but it doesn’t guarantee peace.” Patrick Cronin “And I think, uh, you know, uh, the idea the economic interdependence guarantee peace. Uh, that doesn’t fly look at the first period of economic interdependence in the early 20th century. Who would have said World War 1 would have made sense?” Guy 1 “In fact people said it was impossible because of the economic interdependence Storman Angel. “ Guy2 “So you’ve got to put that argument aside especially in the case of China, because when China has felt degreed in the past it has been willing to put all sorts of other national interests on the back burner. So then the question becomes what are the kinds of scenarios in which, uh, there’s the potential, uh God forbid, for conflict. Of course there is the Taiwan scenario, okay, that’s the obvious one and the others, I think, are really based of miscalculation, right. And that’s why it is so absolutely critical for our two military and defensive establishments to be talking to each other; because nobody wants to get in a confrontation over miscalculation that’s the worst thing we could possible do.”Guy 1 “And have we done the kinds of things we did with the Soviet Union the hotline phones?” Guy 2 “We now have a hotline uh, but it’s been very difficult, frankly, the Chinese have never been signed up to the theologies that go along with confidence building measures and all the theories of conflict prevention. We actually have a military meritam consultation agreement with the Chinese, that’s sort of like the old incidence at sea agreement with the Soviets so that our two navies can deconflict at the tactical and operational level that hasn’t gone too well, frankly. Mot because the U.S. hasn’t tried, but frankly because the Chinese side has been using this as a political hammer and has not been using it as the operational and tactical safely mechanism that it’s supposed to be.” Guy 1

---AT Fear Retribution

Enemy ASATs could hide in space debris - reducing perceived gain is key. 

Colón, 10 - (Miguel, Lt Col, USAF, former Director of Operations to the 45th Operations Support Squadron at Cape Canaveral AFS, “ DETERRENCE 2035 –THE ROLE OF TRANSPARENCY AND DIVERSITY IN A WORLD OF NANOSATS,” ken)

Lack of attribution will convince the adversary to attack. First, the probability of a nation-state counterattacking, without demonstrable evidence, is low. Second, the inability to rapidly identify the responsible party reduces the probability of retribution thereby increasing the potential gains to an aggressor. As technology miniaturizes satellites, the potential target becomes smaller, cheaper and can effectively hide in the clutter of space debris. For this reason, the approach to space deterrence must concentrate on significantly reducing the perceived gain (G) or success to be won by an adversary. The conditions must be such that it becomes manifestly clear; attacking another asset in space is pointless and counterproductive. Space deterrence must revolve around two concepts: transparency and diversity. 

---AT Sat Dependence

China not dependent on US satellites 

M & G News 11 (“Report: China launches ninth satellite for next-generation GPS” http://www.monstersandcritics.com/news/asiapacific/news/article_1653394.php/Report-China-launches-ninth-satellite-for-next-generation-GPS, ken)

Beijing - China launched the ninth satellite of its next generation of global positioning system technology on Wednesday, a news report said. The Long March-3A rocket blasted off from Xichang Satellite Launch Center in the south-western province of Sichuan at 5:44 am (2144 Tuesday GMT), to put into orbit the latest of the Beidou-2 network of telecommunications satellites, state news agency Xinhua reported. The first generation of the Beidou, or Compass, satellites was established between 2000 and 2003 to reduce China's dependency on US geostationary satellites for navigation and communication. 

---AT Squo Fails

Enemy ASATs could hide in space debris - inability to identify aggressors increases their relative gain to space attack because of low risk of retribution – reducing perceived gain is key. 

Colón, 10 - (Miguel, Lt Col, USAF, former Director of Operations to the 45th Operations Support Squadron at Cape Canaveral AFS, “ DETERRENCE 2035 –THE ROLE OF TRANSPARENCY AND DIVERSITY IN A WORLD OF NANOSATS,” ken)

Lack of attribution will convince the adversary to attack. First, the probability of a nation-state counterattacking, without demonstrable evidence, is low. Second, the inability to rapidly identify the responsible party reduces the probability of retribution thereby increasing the potential gains to an aggressor. As technology miniaturizes satellites, the potential target becomes smaller, cheaper and can effectively hide in the clutter of space debris. For this reason, the approach to space deterrence must concentrate on significantly reducing the perceived gain (G) or success to be won by an adversary. The conditions must be such that it becomes manifestly clear; attacking another asset in space is pointless and counterproductive. Space deterrence must revolve around two concepts: transparency and diversity. 

--- US Vulnerability

US Vulnerability gives intent to current capabilities – multiple adversaries with different military doctrines invite attack

Rendleman, 10 - Colonel, U.S. Air Force (Retired), (James, Astropolitics, 8:220–255, 2010, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Ebsco Political Science)

The 11 January 2007 test of a Chinese ground-based, direct-ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) kinetic-kill interceptor against one of their own defunct weather satellites generated considerable angst across the United States space community. The 2007 test demonstrated that the importance of space capabilities is also their Achilles heel, that is, their deadly weakness in spite of overall strength; it is far too easy to neutralize space systems and their power. In the broad strategic context, space capabilities have their own set of unique, inherent vulnerabilities, which are largely the result of orbital mechanics. This invites destruction, damage, and even just mischief delivered by even the least significant adversary. However, other nations may seek to deny U.S. advantages in space through a variety of negation and prevention actions.

Negation Threats

Satellite systems consist not only of spacecraft, each with their own payload and bus, but also a supporting infrastructure—ground control stations, tracking and control links, commonly referred to as the tracking, telemetry, and control (TT&C) links, data links, launch facilities, and an industrial base. Each of these components is at risk to threats of physical and cyber attack, and sabotage, and can be negated, simultaneously or each in detail. The satellite payload, bus, links, and infrastructure can be negated by using a variety of permanent or reversible means to achieve one of the five possible effects, known as the ‘‘five Ds’’—deception, disruption, denial, degradation, and destruction.5

Space-based threats proliferate as a result of the ever-growing global availability of technology and access to the space domain. There are huge incentives for states to invest in and use space, and the spread of space technologies has occurred. States with sufficient resources can now reach out to space and ‘‘touch’’ satellites through a variety of means, and achieve one and even more of the five Ds. Spacecraft are vulnerable to direct ascent weapons as demonstrated by the Chinese ASAT test, and to a variety of other groundbased, airborne, and space-based ASAT technologies. Direct-ascent launched, or orbit-based nuclear devices, can be detonated, generating radiation and other lethal effects to destroy unshielded electronics over a wide lethal range. Co-orbital ASATs could be employed, comparable to the old Soviet system that was tested extensively in the 1970s and early 80s. In a less likely scenario, space-borne mines can also be deployed in close proximity to spacecraft, or exploded to generate debris clouds that destructively engage whole classes of satellites in the same orbital plane or in crossing orbits. Ground, space-based, or airborne lasers could be used by adversaries to wreak havoc. Blinding operations could be executed and inflict effects ranging from temporary ‘‘dazzling’’ to permanent burnout of optical or other sensors with intense energy bursts.

Ground systems, supporting communications, and their nodes, are vulnerable to diverse land, sea, or air kinetic attacks, including sabotage. Unprotected systems are also susceptible to electronic attack through jamming and electromagnetic deception techniques. Jammers emit signals that mask or prevent reception of desired signals; these methods can disrupt uplinks, downlinks, and even cross-links. By disabling the means of command and control, and data communications, jammers render satellites inoperable or unavailable. Electromagnetic deception techniques can be employed to confuse systems; this could include sending false, but deceptively plausible, commands that cause spacecraft to perform damaging or wasteful maneuvers, modify databases or execute configuration changes, or otherwise destroy it.

Similarly, supporting terrestrial ground stations, computer networks, and links are vulnerable to information operation and cyber attacks. These attacks could involve directing global denial of service tasks, injecting fake commands, malicious software and viruses into the space system, performing unauthorized monitoring and disclosure of sensitive information (data interception), and causing unauthorized modification or deliberate corruption of network information, services, and databases.

In sum, there is a wide span of kinetic and other types of attacks an adversary could consider and employ. There is potential that even non-state actors can access some of these technologies and space systems, and achieve several of the five Ds; however, it is unlikely they can obtain and then employ a full-spectrum of these means and achieve all of these effects. Conducting an attack within the space domain involves a rather substantial investment to develop, acquire, operate, and sustain needed shooter, sensor, and command and control systems. Given the scope and commitment needed to affect such a move, an on-orbit attack would probably be made only in the context of a larger strategic struggle, perhaps as a prelude to or part of early combat operations. On the other hand, inexpensive jamming technology is available to even the poorest potential adversaries. As such, jamming poses the most used and growing threat to space systems. Some argue that jamming also carries with it implicit political and legal sanctions since no major space power has moved to ban or make even temporary and reversible jamming illegal. This may change now that a number of nations have banned together to object to recent Iranian satellite jamming.6 Cyber adversaries and criminals are also beginning to hone their craft. They present an evolving threat to space systems; and like jamming, cyber threats can be developed and deployed for only modest investments.

Prevention Threats

Prevention actions generally involve economic, political, informational, and diplomatic instruments of national power. For example, an extremely large creditor nation could employ its considerable economic clout and leverage in an attempt to compel or blackmail the United States to not license or permit imaging of its territory, preventing its use, and reducing its exposure to such observation. The creditor nation could seek to accomplish its objective by destabilizing the world market place. It could refuse to purchase treasury offerings that underpin the burgeoning U.S. fiscal and trade deficits, perhaps arguing that remote sensing, especially commercial remote sensing, of its territory infringes on its territorial and sovereign rights, or that it constitutes ‘‘unlawful’’ industrial espionage, and is thus, an unfair trade practice.7 Commercial remote sensing systems are nowan important resource for the United States Government and its national security needs. U.S. Government orders help sustain and stabilize the remote sensing industry,8 and any limitations on activities, whether for U.S. Government customers or commercial ones, imposed in response to external economic threats could evolve to cause problems. In an alternative scenario, a state, acting through political allies and proxies, could exert considerable influence and dominance to affect a change in U.S. law. This change could restrict licensing of commercial remote sensing imagery, restricting the market place and impacting business models for producers.9

As a diplomatic prevention example, adversaries could attempt to use international forums and treaties to deny frequency rights needed by U.S. military or intelligence satellites by making spurious ‘‘paper satellite’’ filings with the International Telecommunications Union (ITU). ‘‘Paper satellites’’ involve ITU applications for satellite orbital slots, many for ‘‘speculative’’ systems that will never leave Earth. These filings can block access to scarce spectrum and orbital resources.10 The ability to place communications and other satellites in geosynchronous orbit (GEO) positions could be held at risk. Some characterize some of these types of actions as a form of ‘‘lawfare.’’ ‘‘The term lawfare describes the growing use of international law claims, usually factually or legally meritless, as a tool of war. The goal is to gain a moral advantage over your enemy in the court of world opinion, and potentially a legal advantage in national and international tribunals.’’11

Prevention actions taken to hobble U.S. space systems are not armed attacks. As is discussed later, the use of force is only authorized under the United Nations (UN) Charter in response to an armed attack, or upon authorization of the UN Security Council. As such, using armed force to deter and defeat prevention actions involving political or diplomatic subterfuge or intrigue may be unlawful under international law. Creative alternative solutions must therefore be found to assure access to space when facing these types of threats.

Implications for U.S. Space Strategy

The wide span of threats poses profound implications for U.S. space strategy and its execution. First, unlike the Cold War era, the United States now confronts a wide array of global actors, all operating with different motivations and incentives, some of which could become potential adversaries who can attack or threaten space capabilities. These state and non-state adversaries exhibit a wide array of political, economic, technical, and social differences. Having many potential adversaries makes each of them harder to understand. This complicates efforts to understand motivations and to influence perceptions for deterrence purposes. These differences, in turn, increase the likelihood of misperception, undercutting strategies to protect access to space capabilities. When one’s attention is divided, deterrent measures that are appropriate for one target may not be useful, or even counterproductive, for another. This requires tailored intelligence efforts, information operations, and transparency efforts in order to avoid or minimize disputes and prevent problems.

Second, the broad array of adversaries exhibit widely varying risk-taking behaviors. Risk-taking behavior can strongly influence an adversary’s perception of a situation. Understanding this phenomenon can lead to better ways of influencing those perceptions. Unfortunately, potential adversaries may not care that space systems offer tremendous value and capabilities to all nations, or care whether conflict in space could create space debris that could cost all nations access to the domain. A strategy to assure continuing access to space assets must therefore be sufficiently flexible to address both risk-averse and risk-taking adversaries. Indeed, potential adversaries may shift from risk-taking to risk-adverse over a relatively short period of time. China may fit in this category. Within a decade or two, it will have its own extensive space-based communications, navigation, and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance satellite constellations, all of which will be integrated into its military operations. No doubt, China will embrace that evolution and become very reliant on space capabilities; this will shift it from an asymmetric competitor to one similar to the United States or Russia. Third, with the demise of the Soviet Union, some political commentators and critics described the United States as a ‘‘hyperpower’’ not just a ‘‘superpower.’’ 12 Though buffeted by recent events involving Iraq, Afghanistan, the Global War on Terror, and the 2008 global financial meltdown, U.S. military supremacy continues. But, that supremacy does not make or guarantee a successful space strategy. Adversaries may believe they have a higher stake than the United States in the outcome of a particular crisis or conflict. Alternatively, the United States stake in the crisis may not be commensurate with the possible cost of involvement by the United States military and the rest of its national security apparatus. The first alternative may encourage mischief by adversaries; the second discourages U.S. action. As a result, adversaries may find threats of U.S. action in response to hostile acts affecting U.S. access to space systems to be non-credible.

--- Sat Vulnerability

Lack of situational awareness makes us increasingly vulnerable to space debris and attacks – even the loss of 1 military satellite destroys readiness – reconstitution solves

Schectman 10 (Joel, associated press business writer “Satellites: The Pentagon's Big Blind Spot”

 http://www.businessweek.com/technology/content/oct2009/tc20091027_790720.htm, ken)

Military experts have since become concerned that space could become the next battleground for global conflicts. Of particular concern is the lack of visibility with some missile strikes, such as China's in 2007. Some experts say that if an enemy were to launch a similar attack against an American satellite over the Southern Hemisphere, the U.S. military might not know about it. The southern half of the world is something of a blind spot for military space tracking systems, say both senior defense officials involved in space policy and private satellite operators. "If a collision happens down there, you don't see it," says Paul Graziani, president of Analytical Graphics, which makes systems used by the military to operate and guide satellites. "It takes 45 minutes for the satellite to come back into the Northern Hemisphere. We would be expecting to see a satellite coming around whole but instead just see a bunch of pieces." The U.S. military uses land-based radar to track its satellites, but it has no such radar installations in the Southern Hemisphere. The gap is a legacy of the Cold War, when the U.S. was focused on missile threats from the Soviet Union, and there were no nuclear-armed adversaries in the Southern Hemisphere. FLYING BLIND BELOW THE EQUATOR? The Defense Dept. agrees that it lacks what it calls "space situational awareness" in the skies. Pentagon officials say they are in negotiations with Australia to install radars on that continent, filling in at least part of the Southern Hemispheric blind swath. They are also looking at upgrading the power of existing radar and using space-based telescopes to track satellites. "Adequate situational awareness is necessary to act appropriately in any military scenario," says Commander Bob Mehal, spokesman for the Defense Dept. "Our current capabilities do not allow for continuous observation of all space objects at all times." The military wants to improve space situational awareness, but needs more funding to upgrade the tracking systems. The Pentagon's inability to get a complete picture is the subject of a current review panel of military space operations, according to the 2009 National Defense Authorization bill, which called for the panel. Experts say such a review is long overdue. "It's about time that the military take seriously the need for space situational awareness," says Ray Williamson, executive director of the Secure World Foundation, a space policy think tank. "The question they are asking: 'Are we prepared for the possibility of an adversarial attack [on our satellites]?' I think the answer is no." MORE THAN 20,000 OBJECTS ORBIT EARTH The U.S. military is heavily reliant on satellite systems for communications, the targeting of sophisticated weapons, and spying, with 104 active military satellites. In recent years the military has used satellites to guide unmanned Predator drones that launched missiles to assassinate suspected militants in the border regions of Pakistan and Afghanistan. The loss of a single spy or communications satellite could have a serious impact on military readiness because many systems don't have backup. The massive scope of U.S. military operations, which span five continents, makes space-based communications hubs essential, say experts. "We rely on satellite communications like no other military," says Dean Cheng, a senior Asia analyst at CNA, a think tank that researches military strategy. Radar systems track more than 20,000 space objects that orbit the earth at 17,000 miles per hour. The Air Force works with such private satellite providers as Orbital Sciences (ORB), Intelsat, Lockheed Martin (LMT), and allied countries to help avoid collisions. But satellite companies and military officials say that blind spots in the tracking system could allow for an unseen attack by a hostile state. "Our greatest concern," says a senior defense official who spoke on the condition of anonymity, "is that space situational awareness is not good enough to attribute cause to the degree that a President or the Secretary of Defense can make a decision on a course of action." Last February’s crash of an Iridium communication satellite, used by the military and private sector, with a defunct Russian satellite, highlighted the vulnerability. The accident over Siberia was the first known crash between two satellites. But experts say near crashes are increasingly common as more hardware goes into orbit. "[The collision] showed we weren't doing enough to keep an eye on satellites that we depend on," says Williamson. "It's a question of getting along for a long period of time with a problem that you don't pay attention to and doesn't hurt you—until it does, and then you pay attention. It was a wake-up call."

--- Pre-emption likely

Status quo creates a low threshold for attack, vulnerability and low risk of retribution – experts agree

 Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. ix-1]

Space stability is a fundamental U.S. national security interest. Unfor​tunately, that stability may be eroding. Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. military forces have repeatedly demonstrated their dominance in conventional warfare, and future enemies will be well aware that the dramatic warfighting advantage that U.S. forces possess islargely the result of support from space. With a growing number of states acquiring the ability to degrade or destroy U.S. space capabilities, the probability that space systems will come under attack in a future crisis or conflict is ever increasing. Deterring adversaries from attacking some U.S. space systems may be difficult due to these systems' inher​ent vulnerability and the disproportionate degree to which the United States depends on the services they provide. Nevertheless, the United States can fashion a regime to raise the thresholds of deterrence failure in terms of destructive attacks on its space systems and thus achieve a measure of first-strike stability in space during crises and at some levels of limited war. (See pp. 7-16.) While the factors above suggest that stability in space is eroding, it would be overly simplistic to assume that the thresholds of deterrence failure are the same for all space systems or at all levels of confronta​tion. In any given crisis or conflict, an adversary would have to weigh a range of factors in contemplating attacks on U.S. space capabilities. The risks incurred or benefits expected in a space attack would vary greatly in the context of any specific scenario. Consequently, it is less a ques​tion of whether would-be aggressors can be deterred from attacking U.S. space systems than of what kinds of attacks against which capa​bilities could be deterred under what circumstances. (See pp. 16-21.) As Figure S.l illustrates, an adversary's assessment of the costs and benefits of attacking a U.S. space system would likely vary from one prospective target set to another at each level of conflict, and the threshold of deterrence failure would be different for nondestructive attacks (i.e., "reversible-effects" attacks) than for destructive attacks (those that cause damage). (See pp. 16-21.) Some of these thresholds are quite low today. An opponent in a confrontation with the United States that has not yet engaged in con​ventional terrestrial hostilities might consider reversible-effects attacks on U.S. space-based intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) and communication assets to be a promising means of degrad​ing the United States' ability to respond to the crisis, with relatively low risk of serious retribution compared to that of a destructive attack on one or more U.S. satellites. Fearing the onset of U.S. air strikes, the adversary might also begin jamming Global Positioning System (GPS) signals in areas around command-and-control nodes and other impor​tant facilities to degrade the accuracy of U.S. precision-guided weap​ons. Given the great extent to which the United States depends on space systems for its national security and economic prosperity, U.S. poli​cymakers and military leaders are becoming increasingly concerned that future adversaries might attack those systems. U.S. military forces operate in distant theaters and employ ever more sophisticated equip​ment and doctrines that rely on advanced surveillance, reconnaissance, communication, navigation, and timing data, most of which is pro​duced or relayed by satellites. The ground infrastructure that supports these assets has long been vulnerable to attack, and a growing number of states now possess or are developing means of attacking satellitesand the communication links that connect them to users and control sta​tions. Due to the dramatic warfighting advantage that space support provides to U.S. forces, [and] security analysts are nearly unanimous in their judgment that future enemies will likely attempt to "level the playing field" by attacking U.S. space systems in efforts to degrade or eliminate that support. All of this suggests that first-strike stability in space may be eroding. 

--- 40 countries

40 countries have ASAT tech now

Donahue, 10 – USAF Major (Jack, “CATASTROPHE ON THE HORIZON: A SCENARIO-BASED FUTURE EFFECT OF ORBITAL SPACE DEBRIS,” https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_af691818-359f-4999-be24-f88ca154bd94/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)

Currently, the configuration of global space technologies and assets is highly desirable from a US perspective.67 The US has begun to rely heavily on space assets for a myriad of capabilities in recent years. Some have voiced worries that the United States will lose its lead as the global innovator in technology or that an enemy could make technological leaps that would give it significant advantages.68 That is possible, but by no means a foregone conclusion.69 However one thing is clear, “technology will proliferate.”70 Space technology has become increasingly available to any country or multinational corporation with the ability to fund the research or acquire the technology and place it in orbit.71 The increasing proliferation of launch and satellite capabilities, as well as the development of anti-satellite capabilities has begun to level the playing field.72 Adversary technological advances in kinetic-energy weapons causing structural damage by impacting the target with one or more high-speed masses, directed-energy weapons that are either ground- or air-based systems never getting close to their target, and nuclear weapons that detonate at an empty point in space could put our space assets at risk in the near future.73 Kinetic-energy weapons such as China‘s 11 January 2007 successful test of a direct-ascent, kinetic-kill anti-satellite (ASAT) vehicle destroying an inactive Chinese weather satellite generating thousands of pieces of space debris that threatened many operational spacecraft is of growing concern.74 Another kinetic energy weapon that is of concern is microsatellites (microsats). Currently, at least 40 countries have demonstrated some ability to design, build, launch, and operate microsats.75 Microsats can maneuver in such a way to observe and disrupt operations of orbiting assets. These microsats may soon be capable of harassing or destroying larger satellites at virtually any altitude.76 Because these satellites are so small, they may not be easily detectable as part of a payload or when maneuvering in space. Directed-energy weapons are laser, radio frequency, and particle beam weapons. Lasers operate by delivering energy onto the surface of the target and gradual or rapid absorption of this energy leads to several forms of thermal damage.77 Radio frequency (RF) weapons such as the high-power microwave (HPM) have either ground-and space-based RF emitters that fire an intense burst of radio energy at a satellite, disabling electronic components.78 Nuclear weapons are perhaps the technology of most concern to US space assets. Some argue though that adversaries would desist from using nuclear weapons in space out of fear of retaliation.79 While others say “what better way to use nuclear weapons than to destroy a key military capability of an enemy country without killing any of its population.”80 Regardless of the arguments, one thing is clear; a nuclear detonation would have three huge environmental effects in space: electromagnetic pulse (EMP), transient nuclear radiation, and thermal radiation.81 EMP from a nuclear detonation will induce potentially damaging voltages and currents in unprotected electronic circuits and components virtually rendering space assets inoperative.82 Increased radiation from such a detonation would also have profound effects on the space environment. This would severely damage nearby orbiting satellites reducing the lifetime of satellites in LEO from years to months or less and make satellite operations futile for many months.83 The risk of this potential threat is significant. To execute this mission, all that is needed is a rocket and a simple nuclear device.84 Countries such as Iran, North Korea, Iraq, and Pakistan possess such missiles that could carry warheads to the necessary altitudes to perform such missions.85 Technological advances in adversary weaponry are certainly hard to predict even in the near term. However, if this weaponry matures enough and is successfully used it will create additional space debris from the orbiting satellites being rendered inoperative (space junk) and becoming potential hazards to other satellites.

--- Prefer our Evidence - History

Prefer our evidence – it’s supported by 2 and a half years of history, space is no different 

Smith, Colonel and PhD in IR, 11 (M.V., Colonel, PhD in Politics and IR @ University of Reading, Citing Colin Gray, “Chapter 17: Security and Spacepower, Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

It is a rule in strategy, one derived empirically from the evidence of two and a half millennia, that anything of great strategic importance to one belligerent, for that reason has to be worth attacking by others. And the greater the importance, the greater has to be the incentive to damage, disable, capture, or destroy it. In the bluntest of statements: space warfare is a certainty in the future because the use of space in war has become vital. . . . Regardless of public sentimental or environmentally shaped attitudes towards space as the pristine final frontier, space warfare is coming.20 The strategic value of space to states is not in question. Advanced spacefaring states are already reliant—and moving toward dependence—on space-derived services for activities across every sector of their societies. Spacepower is becoming critical to their styles of warfighting. Likewise, the injury that can be caused to such states by menacing their space systems can be considerable. Given these incentives, the beast of war will either break its chains all at once or stretch them slowly over time.21 
--- AT: China was responding to Bush

China was developing ASATs before Bush’s NSP – PLA statements prove they will weaponize 

Listner 11 (Michael is a legal and policy analyst with a focus on issues relating to space law and policy. Michael has numerous writings on the topic published in legal and online journals and also writes a regular column on space law and policy at Examiner.com. Michael received his JD in 2001 from Regent University of School of Law in Virginia Beach, 4-25  “An exercise in the Art of War: China’s National Defense white paper, outer space, and the PPWT” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1828/1) 

Congress inquired whether the National Space Policy could have been the impetus to the PRC’s ASAT test, to which the State Department’s April 23, 2007, report concluded that:

Even before issuance of the U.S. space policy, China conducted three previous tests of this direct-ascent ASAT weapon and, by September 2006, China had used a ground-based laser to illuminate a U.S. satellite in several tests of a system to “blind” satellites. 

Before and after this latest ASAT test, PRC military and civilian analysts have voiced concerns about China’s perceived vulnerability against U.S. dominance in military and space power. After the test, a Senior Colonel of the PLA’s Academy of Military Sciences said that “outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime” and that “if there is a space superpower, it’s not going to be alone, and China is not going to be the only one.” 

--- AT: China Reactionary

China isn’t reactionary – the US has suggested cooperative consultation over military misperceptions multiple times – china has ignored it and continued to modernize

Even if they are  – they will continue to develop because they perceive multiple countries as dominating them space – we cite a PLA Lieutenant General

Zhang 11—PhD in political science at UT Austin (March/April 2011, Baohui, Asian Survey, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”, Vol.51, No.2, p.311-332, JSTOR, FS)

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 
--- AT: White Paper

Head of Chinese Foreign Affairs says China will not act defensively at the cost of losing Taiwan – this assumes the new White Paper 

AFP 9/7 (“China seeks to dispel fears over military build-up”

 http://www.spacewar.com/reports/China_seeks_to_dispel_fears_over_military_build-up_999.html, ken)

Introducing a white paper on China's "peaceful" development plans, Wang Yajun, head of the Central Foreign Affairs Office -- which advises the top leadership -- reiterated the "defensive" nature of China's defence policy. He said the paper was designed to reassure critics that "China will not follow the beaten path through invasion, expansion or war". "China will not attack another country unless we are attacked," he said. But he highlighted Beijing's so-called "core interests" of territorial integrity and national reunification with Taiwan, the self-governed island that broke away from mainland China in 1949 after a civil war. "Even though we have pledged ourselves to a path of peaceful development, we will not do so at the expense of our national interests," Wang said. "We will not allow Taiwan to be separated from China. This doesn't target our Taiwan compatriots, but rather is aimed at those who want to achieve Taiwan independence." China considers Taiwan a renegade province awaiting reunification, by force if necessary. 

--- AT: Diplomacy Solves

Disconnect in Chinese authority and lack of transparency makes war likely and prevents diplomacy
Thomson 1/17, Drew, director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center [“Hu’s Really in Control in China?”http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/17/hu_s_really_in_control_in_china?page=full] 
However,China's assertive tone and confrontational approach toward neighbors and the United States over the past year raises questions about China's intent. Shortly after the J-20 took its first test flight in front of spectators lining the periphery of the airfield, Gates reportedly asked Hu about the fighter plane, only to be met with blank stares and confusion from both civilian and military officials in the room. Immediately after the meeting, speculation ran rampant thatHu had been unaware of the test flight. Before jumping to conclusions, however, let's remember that China's national security decision-making process is opaque, and so this worrisome disconnect -- who knew what when -- is difficult to ascertain with certainty. It is highly improbable that Hu was unaware of the development of this major military advancement. His role as chairman of the Central Military Commission ensures that he is well briefed about major programs, and he doubtlessly approves their large budgets. What is not known is how much oversight and control the central government leadership in Beijing had over the PLA's decision-making process that lead to highly visible tests at the Chengdu air base just as Gates was visiting China. Similar questions have arisen in the past: On Jan. 11, 2007, China launched an anti-satellite weapon, destroying an aging Chinese satellite in low Earth orbit, but the Foreign Ministry did not publicly acknowledge the test for 12 days.In March 2009, according to the Pentagon, five Chinese civilian vessels "aggressively maneuvered in dangerously close proximity" to the USNS Impeccable, blocking its path and closing to within 25 feet while crew members tried to grapple electronic gear towed behind the U.S. ship. There are many more examples. In each instance, the question arose: Were these provocative confrontations ordered from the highest echelons in Beijing, or were they the result of overzealous local commanders or even the plane and boat drivers themselves? Do these incidents reflect an intentional pattern of growing Chinese assertiveness and a long-term strategy to ultimately confront the U.S. military? Or are these Chinese overreactions to U.S. technological dominance and what the Chinese perceive to be American provocations -- such as air and sea surveillance in international waters close to China's shores and the well-publicized deployments of the United States' most advanced submarines, ships, and jet fighters to bases in the western Pacific? No matter how you look at it, the possible explanations for the apparent civil-military disconnect revealed in the meeting between Hu and Gates are troubling. Whether Hu was snubbed by his own military, or whether he had indeed endorsed the stealth-fighter flight tests the same day he met with Gates to signal China's intent to challenge the United States -- both possibilities are equally disturbing for the bilateral relationship. If Hu's presumed successor, Vice President Xi Jinping, played a role -- even observing the tests at the Chengdu base as some amateur Chinese army enthusiasts have claimed -- then it might indicate a difficult transition of power between the two in the run-up to the 18th Community Party Congress in 2012. Should Hu and Xi become embroiled in a direct power struggle (in truth, an unlikely possibility), each would undoubtedly seek to garner support from "patriotic" conservatives at home by painting themselves as defenders of China from the American hegemon; but this would limit their ability to engage and compromise with the United States.
--- AT: Self-Fulfilling 

Self-fulfilling prophecy is backwards – failure to express our fears causes them to occur

Macy 1995 (Joanna, general systems scholar and deep ecologist, Ecopsychology)

There is also the superstition that negative thoughts are self-fulfilling. This is of a piece with the notion, popular in New Age circles, that we create our own reality I have had people tell me that “to speak of catastrophe will just make it more likely to happen.” Actually, the contrary is nearer to the truth. Psychoanalytic theory and personal experience show us that it is precisely what we repress that eludes our conscious control and tends to erupt into behavior. As Carl Jung observed, “When an inner situation is not made conscious, it happens outside as fate.” But ironically, in our current situation, the person who gives warning of a likely ecological holocaust is often made to feel guilty of contributing to that very fate.

--- AT: Cold War Proves

US-China tensions are distinct from Cold War policies – China’s offensive space policy and lack of strategic dialogue with the US inhibits mutual understanding that ended the Cold War

Wortzel, 8 - Colonel, United States Army (Retired) (Larry, Astropolitics, 6:112–137, “THE CHINESE PEOPLE’S LIBERATION ARMY

AND SPACE WARFARE,” Ebsco Political Science)

The U.S. has taken a course with China that is far different from the isolationist and confrontational approach with the former Soviet Union during the Cold War. Both states are heavily involved in trade, economic, and political engagements with each other. Nonetheless, both states are wary of the potential for conflict with the other, and there exist some deep fundamental differences of national interest. Whether one is a proponent of arms control agreements or not, the dialogue between the U.S. and the Soviet Union over arms control and treaties produced a body of mutual understanding that holds up today. The U.S. and the Soviet Union seemed to realize that it is potentially destabilizing to define the upper limits of sovereignty. Thus, neither country interfered with the other’s free passage in space. Also, they agreed that the ability to conduct strategic verification from space stabilized the nuclear balance. No such dialogue has taken place with China. The PLA has either ignored or rebuffed American efforts at such a dialogue. Often, senior military or Chinese Communist Party leaders have told Americans that to engage in such a dialogue is an example of a cold war mentality.98 Yet discussions on these issues are important to clarify the rationales for America’s positions on space and serve as threat reduction measures.

--- AT: Cross Straight Diplomacy

Despite improved China/Taiwan relations – the PLA still seeks to invade Taiwan by disabling US intervention 

Cheng 9/14 (Dean, The Heritage Foundation,“Does the White House See the Same China DOD Does?”http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/09/Does-the-White-House-See-the-Same-China-DOD-Does, ken) 

Deteriorating Cross-Straits Military Balance. Perhaps the single most important is the repeated observation that, despite improved cross-Straits relations, the PLA remains focused on securing Taiwan.[2] Worse, the steady modernization of the PLA has not been matched by Taiwan. Coupled with limitations on U.S. weapons sales (which is not discussed in the report), Taiwan is falling behind, failing “to keep pace with ambitious military developments on the mainland.”[3] This, of course, has implications for the United States, as the PLA seeks to “deter, delay, or deny possible US or allied intervention in a cross-Strait conflict.”[4] 
Solvency

--- ORS= Denial Deterrence

Deterrence by denial is the only effective deterrent strategy – status quo punishment causes escalation blocking access to space

Sejba, 10 - USAF Congressional Budget Liaison Officer Budget and Appropriations Liaison Directorate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Budget Secretary of the Air Force Pentagon, Washington DC (Timothy, “ Deterrence for Space: Is Operationally Responsive Space Part of the Solution?”, High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf, ken)
Today, some theorists focus and apply more punishing or destructive deterrence practices and thinking to the space domain. They view credible deterrence in space as relying upon the threat of punishment against an aggressor; going so far as to suggest that an attack against us could be countered with an attack in kind. One specific definition limits deterrence to an “attempt to persuade an adversary by threat of force (and other measures) not to pursue an undesirable course of action.”7 Another theorist states, “Deterrence can only succeed if the enemy finds the threat of punishment to be believable.”8 These approaches are less likely to deter for space, especially given our dependence upon the domain. For example, destroying an adversary’s satellite, especially one in an operational orbit, would create a large debris field, potentially hampering or denying our own ability to access space. Instead, deterrence for space can only succeed if our enemies believe we have credible means of denying the benefits they seek to gain. Space deterrence theory should focus on credible ways and means to deny an enemy the benefits they seek; impose costs on our adversaries (against their most prized assets);9 and encourage their restraint. The DO-JOC states that the purpose or objective of deterrence operations is to “convince adversaries not to take actions that threaten US vital interests by means of decisive influence over their decision-making.”10 In order to influence our adversaries’ decision-making calculus, it focuses on and integrates three key elements: Deny the benefits the adversary seeks; impose costs the adversary fears; and encourage adversary restraint (by convincing them that restraint will result in an acceptable outcome).11 Of these three elements, denying the benefit should be our focus when fielding new ORS capabilities. Deterrence today can only succeed if our adversaries find ORS credible enough to enable military operations even in a contested environment. Deny the Benefits—ORS Tier 1 and Tier 2 Examples People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA) view of space: Space shifting from enabler to key battleground. Space characterized as important because it contributes to information dominance; space now described as important in its own right….many in the PLA see space as a likely future arena for conflict. ~ Space and PRC National Security,’ Dean Cheng, China specialist, The Heritage Foundation, 8 October 2008.12 The purpose to benefit denial is to convince an adversary that their intent will not be achieved, or have little to no value. Today, our ability to field ORS capabilities is minimal at best, and unconvincing as a credible deterrent. Instead, our adversaries likely perceive great benefit in attempting to deny the US’ space capabilities. These benefits, also referred to as “vulnerabilities gaps,”13 are reasons why we must pursue ORS with an increased sense of urgency. However, for benefit denial to be viewed as a credible deterrent, the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Study states “our adversaries (must) perceive that the US will retain superior warfighting capability even after an attack.”14

Adversary’s ability to attack for a low cost undermines deterrence. Government commitment to nanotech key to industrial base and transparency – this creates deterrence by denial. 

Colón, 10 - (Miguel, Lt Col, USAF, former Director of Operations to the 45th Operations Support Squadron at Cape Canaveral AFS, “ DETERRENCE 2035 –THE ROLE OF TRANSPARENCY AND DIVERSITY IN A WORLD OF NANOSATS,” ken)

After Sputnik’s voyage, public opinion blamed the government for not doing enough and ultimately risking US’ national security. The response was a significant increase in funding for military and civil space. In a post-9/11 world, the US cannot allow another technological surprise to occur, especially one perpetrated by non-state actors availing themselves of readily available and inexpensive space capabilities that can be used in ways to fundamentally alter the deterrence calculus. Once again, a significant commitment is required to strengthen the space industry and set the conditions needed for success in 2035. The natural deterrent created by high launch costs is disappearing and the ability to monitor and understand the rapidly changing 20  conditions in space continues to be critical to the preservation of national security. In short, the nation’s best technological approach for future space deterrence lies in becoming the world leader in the application of nanotechnology. It will increase the industrial base, lower launch costs, improve transparency and diversity ultimately setting the conditions for the deterrence calculus to tip in favor of the United States. Only then will the adversary’s gain/loss assessment dictate not to attack; effectively deterring him.
Rapid reconstitution at a low cost is the most effective form of denial – allows us to replenish satellites faster than they can destroy them. It’s also key to international cooperation which contributes to deterrence.

Sejba, 10 - USAF Congressional Budget Liaison Officer Budget and Appropriations Liaison Directorate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Budget Secretary of the Air Force Pentagon, Washington DC (Timothy, “ Deterrence for Space: Is Operationally Responsive Space Part of the Solution?”, High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf, ken)
Moving forward, to be a true deterrent, ORS must also win the race to space in both the speed and cost of fielding capability versus our adversaries’ attempts to counter, destroy, or deny them. Two examples highlight how ORS could play a credible role in deterring adverse actions against our space capabilities: (1) International cooperation and partnerships through shared space capabilities (Tier 1) and (2) the ability to rapidly augment or replace some aspect of existing on-orbit ISR assets in low Earth orbit (Tier 2). Tier 1 and Two ORS capabilities can be deployed and employed rapidly, within hours to days. The cost for Tier 1 includes implementing new concept of operations for deployed on-orbit systems, or the rapid, low cost launch and deployment of systems intended to augment existing systems for Tier 2.

--- Readiness Low/We Solve it

Current satellites lack ability to sustain necessary military readiness – ORS solves

Butterworth, 8 - President, Aries Analytics, Inc. Fellow, George C. Marshall Institute (Robert, “Assuring Space Support Despite ASATs,” http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/575.pdf
Even without enemy action, satellites in orbit might provide less space support than needed. Satellites might be lost to collisions with debris or other objects; or essential components might fail. Or it may be that prewar planning proved inaccurate, that more support is needed to meet unforeseen needs, or that demand for space support at the outbreak of crisis proves much greater than had been anticipated.
These problems are not remedied by defenses; instead, they call for a supplemental capability, to augment capacity to meet surging needs and to replace lost or failed sensors. Some of this supplemental capability might be found already in orbit: the communications and intelligence satellites of commercial entities and allied governments. While not all of the products of these systems will be militarily useful to the U.S.—and probably none will possess the capability of analogous U.S. government systems—the diversity of information they could provide and the speed with which it could be available would surely prove advantageous.

Readiness low - Budget cuts 

Space War.com 9/8 (“Budget cuts will mean smaller US Army” http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Budget_cuts_will_mean_smaller_US_Army_general_999.html, ken) Under mounting budget pressure, the US Army probably will have to shrink the size of its force below a planned target of 520,000 troops, the new Army chief of staff said Thursday. General Ray Odierno, who took over as Army chief Wednesday, said the push to reduce the deficit would make it difficult to maintain the Pentagon's minimum figure. "Do I think we're going to end up at 520,000? Probably not. So, what is the right number?" he told reporters at the Pentagon. Army planners were looking at whether the force would be able to fight two wars at the same time with 520,000 troops, he said. "We're still doing some analysis," Odierno said. "We're working through several different scenarios that will help us to figure that out." Ensuring the ability to fight two wars simultaneously has long been a pillar of US military doctrine, though it has come under question in recent years. Asked if the Army could wage two wars at the same with less than 520,000 soldiers, Odierno said: "I think at 520, we could probably do it fairly close. Below 520, we can't." Odierno warned that moving too quickly to downsize the Army could carry risks and undermine the efficacy of the force, saying it was important to retain a sufficient number of mid-level officers and sergeants. "If you go too small too fast, it takes away your flexibility," he said. 

Readiness low now

HCDC 10 ( House of Commons Defence Committee, Feb,  “ Readiness and recuperation of the Armed Forces: looking towards the Strategic Defence Review”, ken) 

This continuing poor performance against readiness targets is serious. As the MoD’s recent Autumn Performance Report accepts, it limits “the ability of force elements to engage in new contingent operations and military tasks”. It also reveals the significant stresses which exist currently upon manpower, equipment, training and logistics. 

Even if we aren’t failing now – lack of readiness suggests failure in the future. 

HCDC 10 ( House of Commons Defence Committee, Feb,  “ Readiness and recuperation of the Armed Forces: looking towards the Strategic Defence Review”, ken) 

No progress. For some considerable period now, and throughout 2008–09, the Armed Forces have operated above the overall level of concurrent operations which they are resourced and structured to sustain over time. Throughout the year they nevertheless consistently and reliably provided substantial forces at immediate readiness for current operations, deployed them to and sustained them in theatre, and recovered them to their home bases at the end of their tours. It was not possible for them to be ready at the same time for the full range of potential contingent operations detailed in planning assumptions, and, consequently, contingent readiness levels have continued to suffer. While funding from the Reserve covers the immediate bill for operations, it cannot immediately address the impact on the Armed Forces of sustained harmony breaches, the impact on their ability to conduct the full range of training for contingent operations and any particular pinch-points in manning, all of which affect levels of contingent readiness. All of these impacts, and others, will take time to improve through the process of recuperation. While the Armed Forces continue to meet the demands of standing tasks and current operations their capacity to ready for contingent tasks continues to be affected. This does not impact on essential standby capabilities such as non-combatant evacuation operations.9 15. In November, the Secretary of State assured us that readiness had improved slightly as a result of the drawdown of forces from Iraq.10 Readiness levels have improved since the end of March 2009, see figure 1 above. 16. We recognise that the Armed Forces have for some time been operating above Defence Planning Assumptions. We consider it unsatisfactory that readiness levels have been allowed to fall to the extent that they have. There are encouraging signs that readiness has improved since the withdrawal from Iraq. But the Strategic Defence Review will have to determine how the readiness of the Armed Forces should be balanced with the importance of maintaining a broad range of defence capabilities which are appropriately resourced.

--- AT: You still retaliate

ORS enables a controlled, limited retaliation

Dinerman, 9 – DOD space consultant, and senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch (Taylor, The Space Review, “Space war: going deep”, 4/20, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1354/1)

In the medium term, building LEO-based systems that are hard to detect and hit such as those that may emerge from the Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) program is one good way to make life hard for an attacker. However simply the fact that such satellite will be in LEO makes them vulnerable. However, future ORS-derived systems based in BGEO or even at the weak stability boundary should give future US space warriors options that would allow them to ride out an attack and to respond with carefully targeted violence, kinetic or non-kinetic, against the perpetrator and perhaps also against their allies and supporters.

Maintaining the norm that space attacks are unacceptable means retaliation will be well received internationally and will not cause escalation – it also gives leverage to sanction a nation that deploys weapons 

Morgan, 10 - defense policy researcher working in RAND Corporation's Pittsburgh Office. Prior to joining RAND in January 2003, Dr. Morgan served a 27-year career in the U.S. Air Force (Forrest, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space,”

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522541&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Some of these questions cannot be answered outside the context of an actual conflict. In some future scenario, U.S. leaders might well decide, after weighing the risks, benefits, and alternatives, to attack an enemy’s orbital infrastructure. But in the meantime, U.S. leaders should be open to diplomatic engagement, treaty negotiations, and other confidence-building measures, and they should actively pursue agreements when they can be crafted to serve U.S. interests. In addition to the benefits that such agreements might offer, demonstrating leadership in diplomatic venues is important for characterizing the United States as a responsible world actor with the moral authority to use its power to protect the common operating environment of all spacefaring nations. In these and other settings, all U.S. policies, statements, and actions should be carefully orchestrated to foster and strengthen an international norm that condemns all but retributive attacks on space systems. Advancing such a norm would raise the political costs of space aggression in ways that potential adversaries would have to factor into their decision calculations in any crisis in which they are tempted to attack orbital assets.9 Deterring Attacks in Space with Threats of Punishment
Important as they are, norms alone will not deter aggression in space. When confrontation turns to crisis and it begins to appear that war is inevitable, the international political costs of violating peacetime norms of behavior pale in comparison to the costs of not taking action to reduce a dangerous adversary’s warfighting capabilities. However, fortifying taboos against attacking space assets would strengthen deterrence in another important way: It would bolster the credibility of U.S. threats to punish any state that violated the norm. As the space warfare taboo strengthens, U.S. policymakers could capitalize on leverage from it to generate support for diplomatic and economic sanctions against states that openly develop and test weapons for attacking satellites. More importantly, a firm stance condemning aggression in space, coupled with a national space policy that explicitly threatens those who attack space assets with severe punishment in ways, times, and places of the United States’ choosing, would bolster the credibility of U.S. threats to strike targets in the terrestrial domain in retribution for attacks on U.S. space assets. The aim of U.S. declaratory policies and strategies should be to manage perceptions: The international community should be conditioned to accept the justice of punishing space aggressors in the terrestrial environment and support the United States in its use of lethal force to do so. Potential adversaries, in turn, should be conditioned to take seriously U.S. threats to strike terrestrial targets in exchange for attacks on its satellites. Granted, carrying out such threats could be highly escalatory in some scenarios, but that is exactly the point. If, by the consistent nature of U.S. policies and the explicit nature of U.S. statements, potential adversaries are convinced that the United States would inexorably carry out its threats regardless of the risks—indeed, were they led to believe that U.S. leaders had placed themselves in a position in which they could not do otherwise—the last clear chance to avoid catastrophic escalation is put squarely on the adversaries’ shoulders. It places on them the onus of triggering a chain of events that might lead to a wider war.10
***Development***

Aerospace Low Now

---Generic

The US aerospace industry is failing – it’s at historic lows

Christopher E. Kinne, United States Air Force Lieutenant Colonel, 11 [Air Force Journal of Logistics, “Preserving the Indus: Is the United States Air Force Responsible?”, http://www.aflma.hq.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101122-031.pdf /Ghosh]

In highlighting its concern about the future preeminence of the US aerospace industry, the commission observed: “The US aerospace industry has consolidated to a handful of players— what was once more than 70 suppliers in 1980 is down to 5 prime contractors today. Only one US commercial prime aircraft manufacturer remains. Not all of these surviving companies are in strong business health.”14 The commission also noted: “New entrants to the industry have dropped precipitously to historical lows...[and] the industry is confronted with a graying workforce in science, engineering, and manufacturing...[and] the US K-12 education system [is failing] to properly equip US students with the math, science, and technological skills needed to advance the US aerospace industry.”15

The Aerospace industry is stale now but government commitment can still solve 

Materna 11[ Dr. Robert Materna,  Professor of Business Administration and Director of the Center for Aviation and Aerospace Leadership at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University,  “The Power of Vision in the Aviation & Aerospace Industry” March 3 2011 http://thecaalblog.com/aviation-and-aerospace-leadership/the-power-of-vision-in-the-aviation-aerospace-industry.html]
It is clear that the past decade has been a challenge for most of the U.S. aviation and aerospace industry. 9/11, the financial crisis, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the global recession and current geopolitical situation have created an environment that makes it difficult to plan and execute traditional business strategies. Commercial aviation has struggled, general aviation has been devastated, the space program is in turmoil, and the future of military aviation is unclear. But despite these challenges, many aviation and aerospace executives remain optimistic about the industry and America’s role in the future. To illustrate, last week the Center for Aviation and Aerospace Leadership held its 2nd Aviation and Aerospace Manufacturing Summit in Orlando, Florida. The list of speakers was phenomenal and included the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force; the Assistant Secretary for Manufacturing and Services, U.S. Department of Commerce; the President and CEO of the Aerospace Industries Association; the President of the General Aviation Manufacturers Association; the Acting Director of the Commercial Spaceflight program at NASA; the editor of Aviation Week & Space Technology, and many other dignitaries. Although each speaker had a different message a common theme emerged: despite the turmoil of the past ten years, both government and industry leaders are optimistic about the future of aviation and aerospace in America. This does not necessarily mean that the industry will return to where it was in the past because the industry itself is changing. New competitors are emerging, manufacturing technologies are evolving, supply chains are getting more complex, offsets are expected, the workforce is aging, exchange rates are more dynamic and, at least for now, capital is still elusive for small to medium manufacturers. Exactly what must be done will vary by sector, but It is clear that vision and leadership are, perhaps, more important than ever. It is also clear that leverage is important and that the envelope for success will be expanded if the government, industry and academia work together to seek solutions to our most challenging problems. As stated in a February 21st editorial in Aviation Week, the aerospace and defense industry is more than just a collection of companies. It is a major contributor to our economy and a pillar of national defense. Hence, market forces alone may be not be sufficient to move us from where we are to where we need to be. In situations like this, what is often needed is a vision that can be shared, which is greater than what can be achieved by parties working alone. A single example may help. The aging workforce is a major threat to the viability of the U.S. aerospace industry. It is also difficult for industry to solve this problem alone. But by working together, the industry and government raised our awareness of this issue and are now working with high schools, colleges and universities to create and deliver programs to meet the demand. The threat is real and the challenge is enormous, but by working together to create a shared vision for the future, the solution became obvious and the problem will be overcome. To summarize, in my opinion, the challenges facing the U.S. aviation and aerospace industry are tremendous, but the opportunities may be greater than they have ever been before. This is the theme that we heard at the Summit. It was a message of hope and perseverance – and a vision for the future that can sustain our role in the industry for years to come. 

---Worker Shortage

US aerospace industry declining now – critical worker shortage

Aerospace Industries Association 8
(“Launching into Aerospace: Industry’s Response to the Workforce Challenge”,p.2,  http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/workforce_report_1_sept08.pdf) access 7/8/11

At the core of the industry’s success are highly qualified men and women who every day make history and blaze new technological trails. Yet, while this great work is ongoing, the U.S. aerospace industry and its workforce face alarming trends.

The need for aerospace professionals is great and will continue to grow for the foreseeable future.

America’s failure to produce enough qualified aerospace professionals will jeopardize the ability of the United States to be the world’s leader in innovation, eventually endangering the nation’s security. The aerospace community risks the loss of intellectual capital and will be unable to meet the forecasted needs for business.

America’s requirement for workers who are well educated in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) is falling far short of anticipated need. Trends are discouraging, and interest is lacking among American youth. We simply aren’t producing enough engineers and non-engineering technical workers, such as hands-on manufacturing labor. Without dramatic change, these needs will go unmet, the future of the American aerospace industry will be bleak and the consequences for the nation will be extreme.
Aerospace workforce shortage affects commercial development possibilities

Blakey, president and chief executive officer of the Aerospace Industries Association 9
(Marion C., “Finding The NexGen Aerospace Workers For The U.S. Satellite Industry”, SatMagazine, May, http://www.satmagazine.com/cgi-bin/display_article.cgi?number=1220945084) access 7/9/11

There is very strong competition for our nation’s brightest math- and science-oriented students. Aerospace companies are forced to share talent with a variety of high-tech industries that were not even around when baby boomers were selecting their careers. For example, more than half of those who graduate with bachelor’s degrees in engineering go into totally unrelated fields for employment. And the numbers earning advanced degrees in STEM subject areas lag other fields by huge margins.

An estimated 70,000 engineering bachelor’s degrees are awarded in the United States each year, but only 44,000 of those graduates are compatible for aerospace careers when you subtract other engineering disciplines and foreign nationals ineligible for security clearances. About 40 percent of STEM master’s degrees and 50 percent of doctoral degrees go to noncitizens also not eligible for security clearances. Many jobs in the national security and space sections of the industry — a significant portion of overall employment — require the clearances. Even with the economic decline, many aerospace companies are still hiring, especially engineers. So the shortfall is evident.
In addition, our future workforce is not being prepared for STEM careers even before they reach college. Approximately 70 percent of our eighth graders are below “proficient” in mathematics and science and our 15 year olds rank 21st in science and 25th in math when compared to other nations.

The U.S. Labor Department projects 2.5 million STEM-related jobs will be vacant by 2014, a clear disconnect with the amount of available talent as aging workers start to retire at a faster pace. NASA and the Defense Department predict that the shortage could affect national security and limit commercial product development.
Solvency

Industrial base is failing - Government demand for reconstitution revitalizes it by sustaining long-term innovation and exploiting existing technology to lower launch costs

Rendleman, 10 - Colonel, U.S. Air Force (Retired), (James, Astropolitics, 8:220–255, 2010, “A Strategy for Space Assurance,” Ebsco Political Science)

Given the importance of a responsive space infrastructure to space assurance, arguments in favor of such capabilities must be improved and refocused to show they also satisfy strategic and long-term needs, and serve as good economic investment. Cost-effective access can best be achieved by deploying resilient, more populous, and less-complex satellite constellations. Leveraging such architecture, individual spacecraft components could be designed and developed to be less capable, and reliable, than systems dependent on a single or small number of satellites. Reliability would be gained through redundancy. Mission and cost savings advantages could be gained through shortened development cycles that allow for spirally-developed block versions of each platform, its payload(s) and other parts of the system. Increasing the numbers of satellites on-orbit would give the economies of scale needed to support spacelift innovation and encourage investment by the commercial sector.

Architectures developed for responsive small satellite systems should be able to effectively use rapidly evolving technology and process innovations. Miniaturization of components in small satellites now offers sophisticated capabilities useful for a wide variety of operational and science and technology missions, and can give the needed flexibility for designing large constellation mission architectures. LEO, multi-plane Walker constellations, insertion of multiple satellites on each launch, selection of mature technology readiness level (TRL) sensor or communication payloads and buses, block acquisition approaches, simplified platforms and busses, and common mission control and ground systems can all be employed. Constellations of simple multi-mission, combined communication-sensor satellites can be developed and deployed to achieve cost-efficient acquisition goals. Commercial and international communities are already deploying smaller, shorter-life, yet capable satellites with streamlined mission control architectures; these approaches are already cost-effectively satisfying mission needs. Acquirers must seize upon the best approaches. National security missions are amenable to LEO and small satellite systems—communications, reconnaissance, missile warning and defense, and weather. As we have seen with GPS, OrbComm, and Iridium systems, large constellations of small satellites can be effectively managed and perform vital missions; they employ well-designed Walker Constellations to provide ubiquitous 24/7 coverage of much of the globe. By operating under a concept of employment that envisions regular, not infrequent or as-needed, replenishment of space systems, decisions makers would potentially have sufficient numbers of systems on hand, or in storage, to sustain rapid reconstitution or augmentation of capabilities in response to an attempted space ‘‘Pearl Harbor’’ or other national emergency. LEO could be selected, so that on mission completion systems are de-orbited in a relatively short period of time compared to present systems in higher orbits, reducing space debris problems.
Other secondary benefits could be secured with such a sustainment strategy—the U.S. aerospace industrial base, which has been suffering lately, could be re-energized with acquisition strategies that require continuous engineering improvements and innovations to large constellation space systems. This could ensure that the United States Government, and industrial and commercial base, is adequately capitalized and led, to be able to ‘‘develop and accelerate programs for rapid launch of satellites, to reconstitute lost systems, or bolster constellations in times of crisis.’’88 Costs for responsive space will be difficult to contain, while the underlying industrial base struggles. to sustain, re-define, and improve itself.89 Employing large constellation acquisition, operations, and sustainment approach could provide the cost imperatives, effectiveness, resiliency, and opportunity to reconstitute that base. Thus, a responsive infrastructure would also serve as a vital part of a space assurance strategy.

A2 SLS Solves Launch Costs

SLS is impractical, won’t reduce launch costs, and sucks up money.

Strickland 11/28 (John is the former Chairman of the Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation, MA from Cambridge, The Space Review “The SLS: too expensive for exploration?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1979/1, Aron)
Many members of the space community have spoken out strongly against NASA’s plans to develop the Space Launch System (SLS), disparagingly called the “Senate Launch System” by some and the “Franken-Rocket” by others. It should be noted for fairness that, to a large degree, this wrong design has been forced on NASA by a Congress bent on keeping current space jobs in their current locations. Most of the reasons currently debated for opposing the SLS are short-term, such as single-source contract legalities, but there are even more important long-term reasons. There are several reasons why I conclude that the SLS is unaffordable for its main intended purpose of landing crews and building bases on the Moon and Mars and that its continued development and implementation will probably be catastrophic for NASA and the human spaceflight program. The expensive SLS The SLS would initially consist of an expendable core vehicle and two five-segment solid boosters that could orbit 70 tons. Refurbishing the solids after each use will cost about 80% of the cost of a new solid booster. A later version of the SLS is slated to use lighter, filament-wound solid boosters that would not be reused, making the entire vehicle expendable. The very large expendable core stage is based in part on the Space Shuttle’s expendable external tank, but this new stage would be a complete, monolithic, and very expensive rocket stage, which, along with all of its expensive engines, which would be destroyed after each launch as it impacts into the ocean. The upper stage (used only on the 130-ton version of the SLS) would use a variant of the Saturn 5’s upper stage J-2 engines and would usually be sent into solar orbit after a launch and also not re-used. If the SLS design logic is the reuse of “existing” shuttle parts, why is the SLS projected to cost so much more and take so much more time to develop than private alternatives? The combined cost of booster and payload for a single launch would thus probably use up all of the manned space operations budget each and every year. The crucial fiscal issues for the SLS are the development costs, the cost per launch (not including the payload), and the annual operational costs. The high cost of each launch (refurbishment or replacement of the solid boosters, replacing the core stage and sometimes the upper stage, pad and launch operations, and the prorated costs of refurbishing and maintaining the old Apollo-era launch facilities to operate the system) will add up. They will ensure that, just as during the shuttle era, annual operational costs will be very high. These costs will continuously sap money from the NASA budget that is desperately needed for new technology that could actually advance our ability to operate in space. One estimate of individual SLS launch costs (not including the payload) can be obtained from private launch cost projections, which are now about ten times lower than the current prices for government-sponsored launchers like the Delta 4 Heavy, which are actually increasing due to reduced launch rates. If the projected cost for the Falcon Heavy is about $850–1,000 per pound, or $100 million per 53-ton launch, for about four launches a year, then the cost per pound for an SLS payload would be about ten times higher at $8,500 to $10,000 per pound to low Earth orbit (LEO). This would equate to about $1.3 billion for the 70-ton payload version and $2.45 billion for the 130-ton version. Projected launch costs for the proposed Falcon Super Heavy (150 tons to LEO) are about $300 million, giving cost per pound that are comparable to the Falcon Heavy or still about ten times cheaper per pound than existing costs or projected SLS costs. Some estimates for the SLS test launch costs are as much as 25 times more per pound ($25,000 per pound) than those for the Falcon Heavy. These estimates are based primarily on the development costs. If we include a typical government payload, the cost per mission (vehicle costs, operational launch costs and payload costs) approaches $5 billion or more per launch. It is thus probable that the cost of each SLS launch with payload will be much more than the cost of a shuttle launch, which recent calculations have shown to be about $1.5 billion apiece. The Shuttle did recover the “upper stage” (the Shuttle itself) with all of its expensive rocket engines.In this discussion, the most important fiscal issue is annual operational costs. We assume that the annual NASA budget allocations will force an upper limit of these costs to an amount comparable to the shuttle’s average annual cost of about $5 billion a year. Some estimates place total costs of the SLS system as high as $63 billion through the year 2025, which assumes an average annual cost of $4.5 billion including both the developmental and operational periods. As a general rule, government program costs usually increase over time. The high individual launch costs will prevent frequent launches of the SLS, and will especially limit the number of times it can be launched successively in a period of a year or two. One report shows an astonishingly slow projected launch rate of once a year, but based on a comparison of the annual budget available and the estimated individual launch cost, the rate is not surprising. This assumes that the payload (crew-carrying spacecraft, etc.) has a cost comparable to the booster rocket. The combined cost of booster and payload for a single launch would thus probably use up all of the manned space operations budget each and every year. These estimates compare poorly with the older estimates of a launch rate for the Ares 5 of twice a year, still totally inadequate for its intended purpose. Having very infrequent launches raises the cost of each launch, the prorated cost of each launch for development and for the ground equipment, and results in loss of training skills by the pad crews during the long intervals between launches.Rapid build-up requirements for base construction If we cannot afford to use the SLS frequently, we will not be able to use it for its intended purpose (beyond LEO exploration). It will require maintaining a standing (launch vehicle) army that instead could be building the parts of a lunar or Mars base, for example. The SLS design also violates what should be a cardinal rule: design a transport system for the payloads that it is intended to carry and make sure that it is affordable for that purpose. It is hard to imagine being able to quickly set up such a base without a launch campaign of at least five HLV launches per year. Assuming a minimum of five SLS launches per year at $5 billion a launch, the total cost is $25 billion a year, far beyond NASA’s overall annual budget, let alone its human spaceflight budget. Why is the intended purpose—beyond Earth orbit (BEO) exploration—unaffordable with an SLS launcher? The two obvious kinds of exploration missions are brief visits to a target such as an asteroid, and creating a base on the Moon or Mars. It is true that a couple of missions, such as one to a near-Earth asteroid, could possibly be accomplished with a single launch. But the scientific benefits of such missions would run out rather quickly and developing an entire $30–40 billion BEO program just for visits to a couple of tiny asteroids is not justifiable. The next primary goals for the manned space program remain creating initial science and mining bases on the Moon and Mars, with early fuel production and crew safety as major rationales driving how the bases are created. Landing a crew on the Moon or Mars without establishing at least a minimal base or crew refuge at the landing site unnecessarily risks the lives of the entire crew. The recent crisis with the International Space Station’s crew transport shows that we have not yet reached the ability to allow a complex human habitat and its equipment in space to remain unoccupied for a long period of time without risk of serious damage to or loss of the habitat. If you plan to build a surface base, it is clear that due to the extreme temperature variations on the surfaces of the Moon and Mars, you must accomplish the construction of an initial base build-up within a year or two at the most. This could be called a base buildup blitz. A series of launches within a short time to support such a rapid buildup might be called a launch campaign, similar to the rate of Apollo launches or faster. To accomplish a rapid build-up for a lunar base with a launch campaign also means you must land enough equipment within about a year to ensure the safety of the crew from being stranded and to protect them from space radiation. This means either a secure refuge where they can stay until a rescue vehicle arrives, or a second (backup) crew vehicle that needs to be landed. It also means that the crew needs a secure energy supply (which needs to be one of the first items landed to keep the other equipment warm) and a crew habitat that has been dug in and covered with lunar regolith or lunar soil before the crew arrives. Each of these requirements means a large piece of equipment from 1 to 25 tons (such as a reactor, an earthmover, a habitat, etc.) needs to be landed, set up and connected together (or plugged in) with electric and electronic lines as part of a functioning base. Much of the base equipment does need to be landed before the crew arrives, with initial set-up operations to be accomplished by the teleoperation of equipment from Earth or from lunar orbit. Due to the multi-second communications delay between Earth and Moon, some delicate telerobotic operations may be best performed from lunar orbit. With continuing improvements in telerobotics, such as the Dextre robot at the Space Station, robots will be able to do more and more of the work before the crew arrives. Therefore a launch campaign supporting a base buildup blitz is a requirement to protect both the base equipment and the crew. The relationship between the base and the crew is also synergistic: as in any system (living or mechanical), the crew helps protect the base and its equipment and the base protects the crew. Thus the crew and the base and its equipment need each other. It is hard to imagine being able to quickly set up such a base without a launch campaign of at least five HLV launches per year. To do this you will also need one or more cryogenic propellant depots in Earth orbit to assure that the propellant to support such a launch rate from LEO to the Moon or Mars is guaranteed to be available in LEO before the buildup begins. (Without the depots, the total cargo delivered to a base site for a given number of SLS launches would be cut about in half). The depots would also need to be launched by HLV boosters. Assuming a minimum of five SLS launches per year at $5 billion a launch, the total cost is $25 billion a year, far beyond NASA’s overall annual budget, let alone its human spaceflight budget. With a launch every two years, it would take a decade to provide the most minimal equipment for a surface base, and most of that would have been sitting there for many years and would thus likely be thermally damaged and unusable. The result of the launch campaign requirement is the SLS is demonstrably too expensive to use to build a base anywhere, meaning we will be unable to afford to build either a lunar or Martian base with it. In addition, we would have just spent a huge amount of money to develop the SLS, and Congress will then be very unlikely to turn around and provide more money to build the “right” system. Even if an SLS mission slot were used every two years to launch minimal expeditions to Mars, such missions would be very risky due to the minimal mass of the crew vehicles, which need a substantial mass of shielding (fuel and equipment) around them to protect the crew from space and solar radiation. There would also not be enough mass of equipment for redundancy or to build a robust base, so the boosters could only be used for minimal “Flags and Footprints” missions to Mars, with expendable (land and abandon) equipment, essentially duplicating the “Apollo on Geritol” type of missions envisioned for Constellation by Griffin. This raises the specter of a few such minimal Mars missions being conducted in the 2030 period, after which real scientific exploration of Mars by the US would probably be put off until the 2060’s due to financial exhaustion. 

A2: ITAR Blocks Development 

Government commitment incentives the private sector – bypasses export controls [from ITAR] 

Slazer, 11 – Vice President of the Space Aerospace Industries Association, also Director NASA/Civil Space at Mcdonnell Douglas Corporation (Frank, “Contributions of Space to National Imperatives”, Senate Hearing, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=e26b4dcb-ee2c-4ada-95fa-b996c307692d
The U.S. military and national security communities rely on the space industrial base to provide them with capabilities they require to keep our nation secure. Due to export restrictions on space technology and limited commercial markets for space systems, key elements within industry often must depend on stable government programs for survival. This two-way, symbiotic relationship means that in order to keep our overall national security strong, both sides of this relationship are critical. Given the lack of a large external space market, such as exists in civil aviation, if government spending pulls back from investing in the space domain—be it in NASA, the Defense Department or Intelligence Community—the industrial base will shrink accordingly. This will mean capacity loss and potentially leaves the United States incapable of building certain national security assets in the future. Developing the aerospace workforce of the future is a top issue for our industry. NASA’s space programs remain an excellent source of inspiration for our youth to study the STEM disciplines—science, technology, engineering and math—and to enter the aerospace workforce. In fact, the exciting periods of our space program history are reflected in the demographics of our industry and the influx of young workers they engendered.  

Reform now solves – it happens quickly  

Kraemer 10 (Jay R., Adjunct Professor of Law @ Georgetown; Partner, Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP, “Obama Administration Announces Proposed Comprehensive Reform to U.S. Export Control System, Including Single Licensing Agency and Single Control List”, April 26, http://www.friedfrank.com/siteFiles/Publications/5C4A571AEE61E0D143BA121339B39FC3.pdf)
The proposals described in the Gates speech to BENS demonstrates recognition within the Administration that new export control strategies are needed immediately to support long-term national security goals. The goals, and implementing means, of the leaders of the Administration are fairly clear. Likely, the regulated community will strongly support both, particularly if the more difficult-to-achieve objectives of Phase III do not delay implementation of the streamlining and greater transparency to be brought about during Phases I and II. More difficult to predict, however, are the reactions of the bureaucracies that have been administering the current export control system for decades and members of Congress (and their personal and committee staffs) who may see, in the proposed reforms, a diminution of either protections to national security or of their own ―turf.‖ The Administration has set for itself a monumental task in proposing to reform the entire export control system in the space of less than a year. Whether all, or even most, of that task is achievable within months, or even during President Obama’s current term, is quite speculative. What is certain, however, is that the pace of proposed changes to the ITAR and, to a lesser extent, the Commerce Department’s Export Administration Regulations, will be fast and furious, and will require constant attention by those involved in exports and re-exports from the United States.

***Solvency***

Feasability

Tier 1 solves any feasibility concerns – exploits existing technology ensuring low cost

Brown 4 (Major Kendall K., USAFR,A Concept of Operations and Technology Implications for Operationally Responsive Space, Air and Space Power Journal, 6/1/04, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/brown2.html)

The primary technology challenges for an operationally responsive launch vehicle lie in the areas of propulsion, avionics, and health management systems¾ the development risks in these areas must be mitigated before a viable system can be developed. Other technology challenges in the areas of aerostructural systems, power systems, mechanical systems, and payloads are essential to meeting the goals and objectives. It is important to note that the technology challenges associated with future space launch vehicles do not necessarily require inventions or new developments in physics. The challenges lie in gaining significant improvements from existing systems or technologies to increase reliability, obtain longer operational life, and gain better performance at lower cost.
Launches

Tier 1 means launches don’t require expensive new development – we exploit existing technology

Brown 4 (Major Kendall K., USAFR,A Concept of Operations and Technology Implications for Operationally Responsive Space, Air and Space Power Journal, 6/1/04, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/brown2.html)

The primary technology challenges for an operationally responsive launch vehicle lie in the areas of propulsion, avionics, and health management systems¾ the development risks in these areas must be mitigated before a viable system can be developed. Other technology challenges in the areas of aerostructural systems, power systems, mechanical systems, and payloads are essential to meeting the goals and objectives. It is important to note that the technology challenges associated with future space launch vehicles do not necessarily require inventions or new developments in physics. The challenges lie in gaining significant improvements from existing systems or technologies to increase reliability, obtain longer operational life, and gain better performance at lower cost.
HLVs are feasible and cost-effective

Adams and Hickman 4--  *Senior Project Leader in the Developmental Planning Directorate at Aerospace, AND **Director of the Advanced Spacelift and Force Application Directorate 

(Winter 2004, Cross Link, “Future Launch Systems”,  http://www.aero.org/publications/crosslink/winter2004/08.html )

In its technical leadership role in the Air Force's Operationally Responsive Spacelift effort, Aerospace has also conducted analyses of hybrid reusable-expendable vehicles. These combine reusable boosters with expendable upper stages. The analysis suggests that such vehicles inherit an interesting combination of benefits from both elements. 

Assuming optimal staging, at about Mach 7, hybrids expend about 35 percent of the hardware a comparable expendable rocket would expend. Thus, their recurring production costs are much lower. Also, the mass of the reusable booster stage for a hybrid is about 45 percent that of a fully reusable launch vehicle. Thus, development and production costs are significantly less. For these reasons, even relatively low launch rates could economically justify their development. 

***Addons***

Stability Adv/Addon

Liberia is failing now- lack of effective humanitarian aid
Dickingson 11 (Elizabeth Dickingson, “West Africa Lurches Toward War,” 3/11/11)http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/03/11/west_africa_lurches_toward_war?print=yes&hidecomments=yes&page=full

MONROVIA, Liberia — Along a muddy border between the Ivory Coast and Liberia, Ivorian refugees pack into a small wooden boat that resembles a giant, square fruit crate. The raft fills quickly and just as quickly departs directly across the river, where a Liberian immigration officer waits to direct them on the opposite bank. The new arrivals carry nothing but the clothes they are wearing and any small plastic bags they can manage. Once on the Liberian side, they are herded into long lines and processing queues. Many will sleep outside; some will take shelter with ethnic kin, in local villages, who are themselves often struggling to survive. Armed conflict from the Ivory Coast is spilling over its fluid western border with Liberia. And the result is the worst humanitarian crisis that West Africa has faced since 2003, when the wars ravishing Liberia, Sierra Leone, Guinea, and the Ivory Coast finally wound down. What's unfolding now in West Africa are the warning signs of another all-out war. Off and on for almost two decades, from 1989 to 2004, rebels roamed the region, pillaging and attacking villages and displacing millions. In Sierra Leone, rebel armies routinely hacked off limbs and hands to deprive villagers of their economic potential -- their physical ability to farm. In Liberia, child soldiers, drugged and armed with old Kalashnikovs, terrorized the countryside. Tens of thousands of U.N. peacekeepers have worked for years to stitch the region back together. The scene today, however, is darkly familiar. Elements of the old wars are surfacing again: Armed fighters are suddenly trying to cross the border from Ivory Coast into Liberia, Liberian ex-combatants are being lured to fight in the Ivory Coast, and almost half a million have been uprooted from their homes in both Liberia and the Ivory Coast, plunging the region into humanitarian crisis. Tension throughout the region is reaching a boiling point at a time when Liberia was already warily preparing for a national election. War is in the air. The trigger came in November, when Ivory Coast's incumbent president, Laurent Gbagbo, refused to step down after losing an internationally certified election. Although international pressure has isolated Gbagbo diplomatically, he retains strong local support -- about 50 percent of the vote and the country's territory. He and his opponent, Alassane Ouattara, are each backed by loyal armed forces, which were supposed to have integrated after the war. But instead, Gbagbo's army has maintained control over the south while Ouattara's rebels, the Forces Nouvelles, have guarded the north. In early January, they started fighting one another again in Abobo, a suburb of the capital Abidjan, and in recent days all along the border with Liberia. The result has been growing chaos on the Liberian side of the border, where the flow of refugees increased by 90 percent in February. In just the last two weeks, the number of people who have entered Liberia from the Ivory Coast has jumped from 30,000 to 100,000. In the Ivory Coast, at least 200,000 have fled their homes in Abidjan, bringing the total number of displaced in the country to around 370,000. In the country's interior, the United Nations has very limited access to them. Meanwhile, U.N. agencies in the Liberian capital of Monrovia say they have contingency plans for housing as many as 250,000 refugees. But civilians aren't the only ones crossing the border. The U.N.'s top envoy in Liberia, Ellen Margaret Loj, confirmed that armed Ivorian fighters from both sides of the emerging conflict have recently attempted to enter the country. "Some [were] trying apparently to use Liberia as a transit to re-enter into Cote d'Ivoire, others to come in and see if there were any defected fighters among the refugees," she told me on March 9. The U.N. mission in Liberia, UNMIL, has so far turned those combatants away -- at least at formal border crossings. But along an unmanned, largely forested border that stretches across four Liberian counties, neither the United Nations nor the local military and police can be everywhere. Many fear that Liberia's hard-earned disarmament over the past several years may be put into jeopardy, Loj said. "The worry both on my side but certainly even more so on the government side is that people will come in with weapons from Cote d'Ivoire." In recent days, the number of men and boys among the refugee flows, which were originally dominated by women and children, has skyrocketed in what U.N. officials say is a sign of how intense the fighting has become. Sulaiman Momodu, the local spokesman for UNHCR, the U.N. relief agency, told me on March 9 that many of these young men left for fear of being conscripted into pro- or anti-Gbagbo forces. Others, Momodu said, had seen fighting directly or heard gunfire. For now, Ouattara's troops are controlling the Ivorian side of the border with Liberia, but refugees from both political affiliations are literally running for their lives. Meanwhile, some Liberians are said to be going in the other direction. According to local radio reports and secondhand accounts, former combatants and other jobless young men are heading across the border to fight, lured by the promise of cold, hard cash. UNMIL can't confirm those rumors, Loj told me, "but I'm sure there's some truth to them." Certainly, money could lure plenty of recruits here in Liberia, where the vast majority are not formally employed, particularly in rural areas. During its disarmament program, the U.N. partnered with NGOs and the government to offer ex-combatants vocational training, but many are still without work. Former soldiers are jobless, too, ever since the army -- tainted by the atrocities it committed during the decade and a half of fighting -- was disbanded after the war. The newly recruited and trained security forces that replaced them are still struggling to maintain order. There are about 4,000 Liberian police, for example, but they don't yet operate independently, and their UNMIL trainers readily admit that outside Monrovia, police operations are even more remedial. In response to the violence and the refugee situation, UNMIL has redeployed some forces to the border, and four units of armed policemen (most police in Liberia are not armed) have been moved there as well. Relief workers seem overwhelmed by the burgeoning crisis. The U.N. refugee agency originally requested funds for the operation based on a maximum refugee population of 50,000 -- only half of the number present in Liberia's border region now. Of the nearly $19 million that the U.N. says it needs for the operation to function, only 10 percent of that -- $1.9 million -- is in hand. "We are losing the battle on the CNN effect. [In Libya,] geopolitical interests are more acute," says Isabel Crowley, UNICEF country director in Liberia, who expressed frustration that the situation in the Ivory Coast has failed to capture headlines. "If we don't get funds, people are going to start to die." Supplies of food and water are running desperately low. At the moment, the U.N. World Food program has enough provisions to feed some 72,000 people for 15 days at the rate of one meal per person per day; new supplies won't arrive until April 1. As for water, U.N. agencies and humanitarian organizations say they can meet the emergency needs of about 30,000 people and long-term needs of just 8,000. Worse yet, the rainy season will begin in a matter of months, making roads inaccessible and raising transportation costs. UNHCR has constructed one refugee camp, but only about 650 refugees have relocated there. Most of the refugees in Liberia are still close to the border, many camping outside or finding temporary shelter in schools or churches, says Crowley. Others are being taken into the homes of local Liberians, many of whom are the same ethnicity. The welcome wears out fast, however. "We already have reports of tension between the refugee community and the host community," Loj reports. "You can be generous, but only so long when you have nothing to share, and then you start bickering and arguing, and we are watching that very carefully because it has the potential of threatening the security situation." Local radio stations are a mouthpiece for those fears, as talk shows feature local residents discussing their anxieties that incoming refugees will take scarce resources or jobs. In Liberia, all this is taking place against the backdrop of an upcoming presidential election in October. The incumbent, Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, Africa's first elected female leader and a darling of international donors, has significant support, but her victory is far from a done deal. "If you analyze this, the situation in Cote d'Ivoire is a result of elections, disputed elections," Momodu of UNHCR said. "So as Liberia heads toward elections, there is a genuine fear in the population that what has happened in Cote d'Ivoire could also happen here." Things in the Ivory Coast are likely to get worse before they get better. On March 10, Gbagbo rejected an African Union deal that would have created a unity government including both him and Ouattara, but with Ouattara as the official president. Other pressure on Gbagbo to resign has come to naught. Threats from the regional West African economic community, ECOWAS, to use force if necessary to remove Gbagbo have dimmed as regional giant Nigeria prepares for its own tricky elections in April. The one hope of the international community has been that economic sanctions could cripple Gbagbo's ability to pay his loyal military and civil service, come hell or high water. But he still seems to have cash.
ORS is key to solving humanitarian aid- creates effective response to disasters and instability 

Social Science Research Center 10 (Lanre Ibrahim Oluwatoyin, United State African Command, “Enhancing Peace Support and Humanitarian Operations in Africa with Opertionally Responsive Space” August 10, http://isulibrary.isunet.edu/opac/doc_num.php?explnum_id=262) 

When there is a national or international conflict, the JFC may use the ORS to obtain information about the situation. This allows them to develop a strategy and action plan to minimize the damage caused to a state. This is because, in battle nowadays, effort is being made to reduce no of casualty as a result of airstrikes or other form of aggressive attack. As such careful selection and identification of target are required in order to reduce collateral damage that may result from these strikes. For military defense planning, the images need to be highly accurate and have high resolution and quality. On the other hand, the requirements for peacekeeping operations are less demanding because the focus is on identifying problematic areas and not tactical targets. (ISU TP Security, 2009). For instance, in battle damage assessment, it is vital to have adequate information of about the target before and after the strike, this will enable Field Commander to give adequate situation report about the battle to superior commander at the headquarters. Images in (figures 5-6) below show destruction a portion of a village in Darfur. For Humanitarian operations, In the case of a natural disaster, the data has to be very precise in order to identify the level of support required in the affected areas. The quality needs to be high so as to determine the accessibility to an affected area. Accessibility is very important aspect in disaster management, meaning that support teams can be sent via the quickest possible route. Affected infrastructures can only be identified with high resolution imagery. Inaccurate and lower resolution ones may obstruct and endanger the mentioned accessibility and, moreover, delay the crisis operation (ISU TP Security, 2009). In the case of a humanitarian crisis the same principles apply. The resolution need can be assessed based upon the type of humanitarian crisis. For instance, in case of an infectious disease outbreak, it is vital to identify the affected areas and it is less concerned about the affected infrastructures. Also, in armed conflicts that resulted in large flood of refugees and infrastructure damages, high resolution images become much more important. High resolution images like the one in Figure 7 are also used upto-date information on the progress of operations as humanitarian crises generally occur in poorly mapped areas and areas that can be difficult or dangerous to visit.

Lack of humanitarian aid causes Liberian instability- empirically proven

Migration Policy Institute 3 (Jeff Drumtra, Migration Information Source, “West Africa's Refugee Crisis Spills Across Many Borders” August 2003, http://www.migrationinformation.org/feature/display.cfm?id=148)

The humanitarian situation in Liberia is "despairing," the Office of US Foreign Disaster Assistance reported in recent weeks. Uprooted Liberians regularly have found themselves caught on the war's front lines, as both sides attacked camps for displaced persons and extorted money from families desperately trying to reach refugee camps in neighboring countries. An estimated 700,000 Liberians were uprooted as of late July, including at least 500,000 within the country and more than 200,000 living as refugees outside Liberia. Displaced families have congregated at a handful of designated camps and 90 impromptu sites in and near Monrovia, where they remain unsafe. The few humanitarian aid workers in the country—most relief groups evacuated their international staff in June—report that water shortages, measles, malaria, cholera, and other diarrheal diseases plague Liberia's displaced persons as well as families struggling to shelter them, particularly in the overcrowded capital (see related article in this issue). Malnutrition is increasing at some displacement camps where no food distributions have occurred since April, the World Food Program (WFP) warned in July. The annual mid-year tropical rainy season has made conditions even more difficult. Relief organizations fear that a humanitarian catastrophe is in the making if they do not respond, but wholesale looting of relief items might occur if they do attempt to intervene with large quantities of supplies amid the country's growing anarchy. "Warehouses have been looted, our vehicles have been stolen and vandalized, fuel is in short supply, communications are difficult, and security remains a real problem," the UN High Commissioner for Refugees lamented in July. "UNHCR's warehouses had contained tons of blankets, mattresses, kitchenware, food, medical supplies, generators, and other items… All of it has been looted." 

Failed states and refugee flows cause international WMD use and Korean prolif

African Studies Centre et al 2003 (The Transnational Institute, The Center of Social Studies, Coimbra University, and The Peace Research Center – CIP-FUHEM, “Failed and Collapsed States in the International System,” December, found at:http://www.globalpolicy.org/nations/sovereign/failed/2003/12failedcollapsedstates.pdf)

In the malign scenario of global developments the number of collapsed states would grow significantly. This would mean that several more countries in the world could not be held to account for respecting international agreements in various fields, be it commercial transactions, debt repayment, the possession and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the use of the national territory for criminal or terrorist activities. The increase in failed states would immediately lead to an increase in international migration, which could have a knock-on effect, first in neighbouring countries which, having similar politico-economic structures, could suffer increased destabilization and collapse as well. Developments in West Africa during the last decade may serve as an example. Increased international migration would, secondly, have serious implications for the Western world. In Europe it would put social relations between the population and immigrant communities under further pressure, polarizing politics. An increase in collapsed states would also endanger the security of Western states and societies. Health conditions could deteriorate as contagious diseases like Ebola or Sars would spread because of a lack of measures taken in collapsed areas. Weapons of mass destruction could come into the hands of various sorts of political entities, be they terrorist groups, political factions in control of part of a collapsed state or an aggressive political elite still in control of a national territory and intent on expansion. Not only North Korea springs to mind; one could very well imagine such states in (North) Africa. Since the multilateral system of control of such weapons would have ended in part because of the decision of the United States to try and check their spread through unilateral action - a system that would inherently be more unstable than a multilateral, negotiated regime - one could be faced with an arms race that would sooner or later result in the actual use of these weapons. In the malign scenario, relations between the US and Europe would also further deteriorate, in questions of a military nature as well as trade relations, thus undercutting any possible consensus on stemming the growth of collapsed states and the introduction of stable multilateral regimes towards matters like terrorism, nuclear weapons and international migration. Disagreement is already rife on a host of issues in these fields. At worst, even the Western members of the Westphalian system - especially those bordering on countries in the former Third World, i.e. the European states - could be faced with direct attacks on their national security. 

Failed states cause extinction- global chaos
Rice 2005 (Condoleezza Rice, former Secretary of State “The Promise of Democratic Peace: Why Promoting Freedom Is the Only Realistic Path to Security” 12-11-05. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/12/09/AR2005120901711.html)

Since its creation more than 350 years ago, the modern state system has always rested on the concept of sovereignty. It was assumed that states were the primary international actors and that every state was able and willing to address the threats emerging from its territory. Today, however, we have seen that these assumptions no longer hold, and as a result the greatest threats to our security are defined more by the dynamics within weak and failing states than by the borders between strong and aggressive ones. The phenomenon of weak and failing states is not new, but the danger they now pose is unparalleled. When people, goods and information traverse the globe as fast as they do today, transnational threats such as disease or terrorism can inflict damage comparable to the standing armies of nation-states. Absent responsible state authority, threats that would and should be contained within a country's borders can now melt into the world and wreak untold havoc. Weak and failing states serve as global pathways that facilitate the spread of pandemics, the movement of criminals and terrorists, and the proliferation of the world's most dangerous weapons. Our experience of this new world leads us to conclude that the fundamental character of regimes matters more today than the international distribution of power. Insisting otherwise is imprudent and impractical. The goal of our statecraft is to help create a world of democratic, well-governed states that can meet the needs of their citizens and conduct themselves responsibly in the international system. Attempting to draw neat, clean lines between our security interests and our democratic ideals does not reflect the reality of today's world. Supporting the growth of democratic institutions in all nations is not some moralistic flight of fancy; it is the only realistic response to our present challenges.
Korean instability leads to nuclear war

Pat Fungamwango October 25, 1999 Africa-at-Large; Third world war: Watch the Koreas Africa News

Lusaka - If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia.  Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hard-line communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war.  A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war.   She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea.  The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude.  In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort.  The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea.  She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters.  Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission.  However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself.  Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world.  The border line is littered with anti-tank and anti-personnel landmines, surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles and is constantly patrolled by warplanes from both sides. It is common knowledge that America also keeps an eye on any military movement or build-up in the north through spy satellites.  The DPRK is said to have an estimated one million soldiers and a huge arsenal of various weapons. Although the DPRK regards herself as a developing country, she can however be classified as a super-power in terms of military might.  The DPRK is capable of producing medium and long-range missiles. Last year, for example, she test-fired a medium range missile over Japan, an action that greatly shook and alarmed the US, Japan and South Korea.  The DPRK says the projectile was a satellite. There have also been fears that she was planning to test another ballistic missile capable of reaching North America.  Naturally, the world is anxious that military tension on the Korean Peninsula must be defused to avoid an apocalypse on earth. It is therefore significant that the American government announced a few days ago that it was moving towards normalising relations with North Korea.
NORAD

Small satellites are vital to space situational awareness

Wertz, 8 - president of Microcosm, a space technology small business in Los Angeles, and the general chairman for the first five Responsive Space Conferences (James, “It’s time to get our ORS in gear,” The Space Review, 1/7, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1032/1)

What is the utility of ORS?
A few items were mentioned above. ORS can rapidly replenish assets lost due to enemy action or “natural causes.” They can bring new technology to bear in weeks or months, rather than decades. (Surrey launches computer technology that is typically less than a year old.)
But what about some specific examples of the potential utility of ORS? They’re not hard to come by. For convenience, let’s take it by broad categories.Surveillance. Here the example I like best is a non-military one: the tsunami in Southeast Asia on December 26, 2004. No one knew it was coming. There were no advance preparations and no warning. Yet, had we been able to launch a surveillance mission within hours to cover the area, we might have been able to find areas most in need of help or even locate debris fields washed out to sea where people might still be alive. Knowledge is key to getting help rapidly to where it is needed. The same is true of Hurricane Katrina on the Gulf Coast or wherever the next natural or man-made disaster might occur. We may have advance warning about where the next global disaster will occur, or we may not. Terrorists can strike without warning, anywhere, any time. We need to be able to respond to and track events in a matter of hours. And we could. As another example, let’s suppose that bin Laden has just been seen in the mountains of western Pakistan. A single satellite could cover that area every 90 minutes during most daylight hours. Three satellites could provide visible and IR coverage every 90 minutes, 24 hours a day—all without putting a single American life in danger or risking a further breakdown in a country that is already more unstable than we would like. Communications. Here the rules of the game are different than for surveillance, and the resulting satellites and orbits will be different as well. For a time, it seemed likely that the best approach for achieving the persistence needed for communications would be to use elliptical orbits that are effectively small versions of the Molniya orbit used for many years by Soviet and Russian communications systems that were covering areas too far north for good coverage from GEO. However, recent work suggests that circular medium Earth orbits are probably much better for most applications. Irrespective of the particular technology or orbit, there are multiple applications for low-cost, possibly short-to-moderate duration communications systems. The Army has a strong need for secure, real-time blue force tracking (BFT) and supplemental communications, often called “comms-on-the-move”. More communications are always needed in any war zone, starting with simple command and control and advancing to sending imagery captured on a soldier’s cell phone camera, and on to color video of events on the battlefield or suspected locations of enemy troops from cameras on the ground or on UAVs. Returning to the Katrina example, the continental United States is as well positioned as anywhere in the world to provide good aerial surveillance and continuous communications by multiple means. But somehow Katrina managed to eliminate most of them. Supplemental communications and surveillance could have dramatically improved our ability to respond. Weather. In a study done by the Air Force Space and Missile Command, the top unfulfilled need with high utility to all of the services was better wind data. Clearly this would also be a dramatic help to predicting the path of hurricanes or tracking the dispersion of bioagents, pollutants, or radioactive debris after a major disaster. Here again ORS can help. A traditional spaceborne wind lidar (basically a laser radar) operates from high altitude and is estimated to cost over $400 million. Even more than surveillance, active sensors, such as lidar and SAR, benefit greatly from reduced distances. A one- or two-year low-altitude lidar mission can likely fit within our $20–25 million recurring cost objective and provide great benefit either to the warfighter or in many types of disasters or potential disasters, such as hurricanes. Space Situational Awareness (SSA). Again, the military has identified a need for much greater SSA in order to defend our assets from both attack and orbital debris. Small, low-cost, responsive satellites are almost ideally suited to this type of task.
SSA K/T NORAD

Renuart 2008 (VICTOR E. RENUART, JR., USAF COMMANDER UNITED STATES NORTHERN COMMAND AND NORTH AMERICAN AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND BEFORE THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM, UNCONVENTIONAL THREATS AND CAPABILITIES, http://www.dod.gov/dodgc/olc/docs/testRenuart080305.pdf,)

Space situational awareness is essential to our ability to predict threats from space. Distinguishing a foreign space launch from a missile launch is central to our nation’s defense and NORAD requires this space data to determine if North America is under attack. Similarly, the re-entry of a spent rocket body over North America has consequence management implications for USNORTHCOM and NORAD. Having a window from which to view space activities enables us to have an overall picture of the next threat to North America. There are over 17,000 man-made objects orbiting earth and thousands more we cannot track. There are eight nations able to launch their own spacecraft and a few that are perfecting this technology. At the same time, there are commercial assets that could—even if unwittingly—launch a malicious payload into space. Saying “don’t know what we don’t know” is not good enough. I recommend that Congress support the efforts of U.S. Strategic Command to enhance our space situational awareness capability. NORAD requires survivable, protected and dynamic tactical satellite communications capabilities throughout our area of operations, including coverage of the northern Polar Regions. USNORTHCOM requires dynamic satellite communications for capacity and coverage throughout our entire area of responsibility that will support real-time joint force networking, battle space awareness and land air, and sea-borne Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance. 

Nukewars 

Time June 27, 2008  (Postcard from Cheyenne Mountain, Still Training for the End of the World, Eben Harrell Friday, Jun 27, 2008http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1826276,00.html)

Prophecies aside, the first news of the apocalypse will appear on a giant monitor screen in a small control room deep inside Cheyenne Mountain Air Force Station. Here, in a fortress dug into a mountain high above Colorado Springs, the trip-wire that would once have turned the Cold War very, very hot remains taut, ready to alert America's commander in chief of any incoming missiles. The outlook at the North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) has changed considerably since the collapse of communism dramatically reduced prospects for thermonuclear war — although security remains tight, Cheyenne Mountain is now open to tourists and school groups, and a shop on the base sells T-shirts, hats, commemorative coins and other tchotchkes at its visitor center. On May 13, in apparent confirmation of the facility's obsolescence, NORAD — the joint American-Canadian command for which this structure was built in 1966 — marked its 50th anniversary by moving almost all of its operations to nearby Peterson Air Force base. There it has established what it calls an "integrated command center for the 21st century" — one attuned to more plausible, if less apocalyptic, perils such as drug smugglers, suspicious ships and airline hijacks. Cheyenne Mountain has not been mothballed, however. One of NORAD's original missions — missile watch — remains in force, and has once again entered the national conversation as America's nuclear readiness has become part of the presidential campaign debate. Behind its 25-ton blast doors, the 900-odd residents of Cheyenne Mountain live in a self-contained, 4.5-acre world. It has four man-made lakes holding millions of gallons of water. It has two fitness centers, a basketball court, a canteen, a chapel, a barber shop, a dental clinic, and enough food to survive for a minimum of 30 days. The entire complex is designed to support the 30 NORAD personnel on the grim nuclear-watch detail. They work in crews of five behind a door that reads in gold letters "North America's Command Center of Excellence," and their sole mission is to distinguish benign rocket launches from missiles traveling toward North America at 4 miles a second, bearing multiple, independently targeted nuclear warheads, each capable of destroying an entire city. They have a matter of minutes to make the call that could unleash nuclear Armageddon. "It's a typical military watch," explains Captain Steve Thompson, Cheyenne Mountain Division Chief, who oversees the crews. "A lot of routine punctuated by moments of sheer terror." Even now, Russia and the United States maintain thousands of nuclear warheads on hundreds of intercontinental ballistic missiles ready to launch at a moment's notice. With so many weapons on hair-trigger alert, and with both sides retaining the option to "launch on warning" of an incoming attack, critics warn that an accidental nuclear war remains a plausible danger. Senator Barack Obama has pledged to remove America's weapons from launch-ready status if elected President; Senator John McCain has been more cautious, saying only that he will review U.S. nuclear policy. For now, however, the missile-warning detail in Cheyenne Mountain carries a heavy burden. The typical burnout rate for personnel in the high-stress missile-watch postings is two years. Captain Thompson says the strain comes not from waiting for the end of the world, but from the troglodytic lifestyle it requires. 

Airpower

ORS is vital to protecting ISR assets

Sejba, 10 - USAF Congressional Budget Liaison Officer Budget and Appropriations Liaison Directorate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Budget Secretary of the Air Force Pentagon, Washington DC (Timothy, “ Deterrence for Space: Is Operationally Responsive Space Part of the Solution?”, High Frontier, May, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf)

Rapid Augmentation of On-Orbit Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ORS Tier 2):

The US’ need for information and situational awareness continues to increase through all phases of military operations, as witnessed in the current conflicts in both Iraq and Afghanistan. For example, over the past several years, the Air Force surged unmanned aerial system (UAS) coverage within Iraq and Afghanistan, increasing overhead air persistence and providing near-continuous situational awareness to troops on the ground. Counter to this, overhead reconnaissance provided by space has not been this responsive. The high cost to access space, both in launch vehicles and the exquisite nature of the systems have been contributing factors. This is not to say that satellite reconnaissance has not played a vital role in these conflicts. Nor should it suggest that we abandon these systems for less exquisite, less capable intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) platforms. Exquisite systems and their capabilities play a key role in our national security, enabling the strategic decision-making of our senior government and military leadership. However, due to their low-density nature yet high-demand information services, they provide an attractive target for a future adversary.

Space-based collection systems deliver key strategic indications and warning of denied areas. Future adversaries will likely seek to deny the US access and visibility of their movement, even with the limited persistence provided by our low-density, highdemand space systems. Early indications and warning, especially of sites known to possess space negation capabilities, will be critical during Phase 0 of joint operations, the shaping phase, as we attempt to prevent or prepare for a conflict.17 The actual denial of space capabilities may serve as the transition trigger to Phase 1 of joint operations, as we struggle to gather information and gain the necessary situational awareness required to define the crisis. The time frame for Phase 1 may be limited, likely occurring over just a few short weeks. Our ability to observe, orient, decide, and act on the situation could be greatly hampered if early indications and warning is denied during these critical early days of a potential conflict. This end-state provides great benefit to a potential adversary.

Denial of our ISR may occur through several means: Either purposeful, reversible interference such as blinding or a more catastrophic, direct-kinetic attack against an on-orbit system. Regardless of the means, one of the adversary’s goals would be to deny the US full-spectrum electromagnetic “visibility” to denied areas. Yet, a credible Tier 2 ORS capability to rapidly access, augment or replace some aspects of ISR would deny this benefit. This sort of rapid capability, especially in a small satellite system, will not provide all the exquisite capabilities afforded by our national systems. However, if credible, it should provide military planners the responsiveness necessary for situational awareness and intelligence to define the crisis, effectively denying the adversary the benefits they desire in the early stages of a conflict. Further, by reducing the cost of Tier 2 launch and space systems to just tens of millions of dollars, we have the potential to launch numerous ISR systems in a very short period. In this case we quickly move from high-demand, low-density overhead space reconnaissances to a relatively large ISR constellation with high revisit coverage and increased space-based persistence. In short, ORS would provide surge or swarming global coverage, with increased access and revisit to regions of interest. While the adversary seeks to limit or deny our access, their actions would instead result in ORS denying these benefits through increased persistence that did not previously exist. If proven credible, both in our ability to rapidly launch and access space, and to provide decision makers useful intelligence of the situation, ORS Tier 2 augmentation of ISR provides a key deterrent against attacks.

Tier 1 SSA cooperation and Tier 2 ISR augmentation are just two examples of how ORS could act as a deterrent. Yet, deterrence for space can and should extend beyond the space domain … high altitude, long duration systems, UAS’s, and new aircraft capabilities could be used to augment, or replace on a limited basis, capabilities provided by space. These cross-domain capabilities likely will not enable the same speed, precision, and lethality to military operations afforded by their space-based equivalents. Yet they would provide a degree of mission assurance, enabling the US to “fight through” a denied period until full space capabilities could be restored. In fact, if our adversaries are convinced that the US can “fight through” disruptions in space, deterrence will be enhanced.18 Ultimately, survivability of space systems to deliver the enabling capabilities currently through space operations is critical to credibly denying benefits to the adversary. Deterrence is not the sole answer to preventing attacks. Yet, some believe the DoD seeks only to deter, not protect space assets. One such article claims, “Pentagon planners are looking toward deterrence instead of protection to safeguard critical services provided by space assets in times of peace, crisis, and war.”19 AFSPC and the National Reconnaissance Office have taken initial steps to protect future space systems, with active and passive defenses offering deterrence value as well.20

ISR is vital to US air power

Lambeth, 11 – senior staff member at RAND, where he also directed the International Security and Defense Policy Program in 1989–1990 (Benjamin, Toward a Theory of Space Power: Selected Essays, February, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf)

Thus far in this discussion, the space medium and its associated mission areas have not been examined in any detail. Yet both have figured prominently and indispensably in the steady maturation of American air-power that has occurred since Vietnam. If there is a single fundamental and distinctive advantage that mature American airpower has conferred upon theater commanders in recent years, it has been an increasingly pronounced degree of freedom from attack and freedom to attack for all force elements, both in the air and on the ground, in major combat operations. The contributions of the Nation's space systems with respect to both ISR and precision attack have figured prominently in making those two force-employment virtues possible. Although still in its adolescence compared to our more mature air warfare posture, the Nation's ever-improving space capability has nonetheless become the enabler that has made possible the new strategy of precision engagement.
Despite that and other contributions from the multitude of military assets now on orbit, however, the Nation's air warfare repertoire still has a way to go before its post-Vietnam maturation can be considered complete. Advances in space-based capabilities on the ISR front will lie at the heart of the full and final transformation of American airpower. It is now almost a cliché to say that airpower can kill essentially anything it can see, identify, and engage. To note one of the few persistent and unrectified shortfalls in airpower's leverage, however, it can kill only what it can see, identify, and engage. Airpower and actionable real-time target intelligence are thus opposite sides of the same coin. If the latter is unavailing in circumstances in which having it is essential for mission success, the former will likely be unavailing also. For that reason, accurate, timely, and comprehensive information about an enemy and his military assets is not only a crucial enabler for airpower to produce pivotal results in joint warfare, it also is an indispensable precondition for ensuring such results. In this regard, it will be in substantial measure through near-term improvements in space-based capabilities that the Air Force's longsought ability to find, fix, track, target, engage, and assess any target of interest on the face of the Earth will become an established reality rather than merely a catchy vision statement with great promise.4

Air power is key to solve war, asteroid collisions, and natural disasters – the impact is extinction.

Warden 97 (Col. John A Warden 111, USAF (ret.), president of Venturist, Inc., Airpower

Confronts an Unstable World, Ed. Hallion, pp 239-240)

Earlier in this chapter, we discussed reaction to natural disasters by air operations. Left  unaddressed, however, was the possibility of using air power to prevent them. We normally  think of natural disasters as being terrestrial in origin and including earthquakes, volcanoes and  wind storms. Our current knowledge of the earthquake suggests we are powerless to prevent  them. The same may be true of volcanoes although it may be worth a little thought as to whether  it might be possible to relieve volcanic pressures pre-emptively with some kind of high - energy -.  penetrating weapon. Likewise, there may be something which can be done about tornadoes and  hurricanes. Without question, however, air forces have the potential ability, and arguably the  responsibility. to prevent extra-terrestrial disasters.  The probability that the Earth will be hit by an errant asteroid or comet is close to one;  indeed, we recently saw several such bodies hit Jupiter and impose on the Jovian planet damage  which on Earth might have destroyed most life. Air forces unequivocally accept responsibility  for intercepting airborne attackers; why should they not also be charged with protecting us from  extraterrestrial projectiles? The cost, if spread among the world's air forces, would be relatively  low and would take advantage of multiple talents and observation positions.  Although the world in front of us looks quite peaceful in comparison to the millennia of  strife we have suffered, the opportunities for air power are boundless. From ensuring a long  period of stability to dealing with the inevitable localised disturbances, air power has the  potential to be the most important, and importantly the least expensive, tool available. For it to  be, however, airmen must become imaginative and innovative. They must rethink their business  and realise that it is not flying aircraft but rather injecting energy into the heart of target systems  from a conceptual high ground. Airmen must realise that their only purpose is not to fly and  fight-for that is nothing more than a poor excuse for an industrial age input measure-but rather is  to affect major change rapidly in a target system. They must realise that the manned aircraft is  only a tool that must be discarded when it is no longer the best tool available. And airmen must  be willing to engage in open, honest, brutal debate with the advocates of still older military tools  who are fighting desperate battles to keep institutions alive.  The opportunities for air power are immense-as-are the challenges. If we accept the  challenges and overcome them, we will make a maior contribution to world peace and stability.  If we refuse to accept the challenges and continue to live in a long-gone world of flying scarves,  our relevance will fade rapidly, and with it our best hope for the future
Air power outweighs other forms of readiness, is critical to our strategic flexibility, diplomacy, fighting terrorism, and deterring conflict.

Thomas Drohan 2k , Commander and Permanent Professor in the 34th education group,  , Airman Scholar, Vol. 6 Spring

Modern air power can attack strengths or weaknesses beyond the reach, capacity and responsiveness of friendly surface and naval forces. In the previous era, “strategic bombing” was a blunt instrument. Now, in distinct operations, PGMs have transformed the bludgeon into a rapier which, on many occasions, may be wielded directly in sup- port of policy with a fraction of the resources previously required. It may be brandished for deterrence or coercion. It may be inserted or withdrawn in cadence with diplomatic and other coordinated pressures. Distinct, direct air action can be taken at all levels, from response to state inspired terrorism, to specific strikes in large scale conflicts. Its targets may range from the centre of government to an isolated and otherwise inaccessible terrorist training base. An air force which is known to have a long reach, with or without flight re-fueling, can directly influence policy by its very existence. An increase in alert states and augmentation of front line personnel are the modern equivalent of Mahan’s “fleet in being,” except that diplomacy may now be sup- ported without the expense of surface deployment. Deterrence by air power is as relevant to peace inducement as it is to major nuclear or conventional confrontation, provided it is accompanied by a manifest determination to use it, if necessary.

Terrorism

Small satellites are key to sea lane monitoring and preventing WMD terrrorism

Mantzouris, 10 - PhD Candidate, US Naval Postgraduate School (June 2010, Georgios, 15th International Command & Control Research & Technology Symposium, “Micro and Pico Satellites in Maritime Interdiction Operations,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA525245)RK

1. Introduction

Maritime security has been a hot subject in the field of maritime arena. People and organizations from all over the world are trying to find methods and apply strategies that will enforce passive or sometimes active measures, in order to ensure maritime safety in both territorial and international waters. Countries, specifically in the Western world, have created internationally recognized organizations and signed worldwide accepted contracts and agreements, to utilize allied strategies to promote maritime security in a global level. Vigilance is a priority, especially when the sea lines of communication (SLOC) are the ways where terrorists use in order to transfer any type of Weapons of Mass Destruction, such as biological or radioactive materials. Therefore, the Naval Postgraduate School’s CENETIX laboratory along with MIO Testbed, is attempting to explore solutions that are going to be pivotal for the global maritime security. In this paper we describe all the possible measures that we can apply through Pico satellite space based solutions in order to improve the reach-back capabilities of our collaborative systems and increase readiness when dealing with the transfer of Weapons of Mass Destruction.
The following analysis will be based on Pico satellite solutions that we can use in order to search, identify, track and tag hazardous materials that may cause a potential risk to maritime security. Maritime situational awareness is an issue that incurs a lot of dynamic discussions worldwide, but until recently there has been no specific resolutions that can be used in a real maritime warfare situation. 

The experiments will start and end in the space domain due to the fact that space is by far the most efficient area to apply new technologies that need to be shared worldwide through operation centers. Micro, Nano and Pico satellite solutions will be reported as the primary means of applying reach-back technologies in the maritime domain (for example satellites with AIS systems), but at the end the Pico Tubesat satellite will be incorporated on scenarios that are applied in the maritime environment. Tubesat is a new and promising Pico-satellite solution through which we can transfer and share valuable information to ships or network centers. There are important restrictions and limitations, but all these will be assessed and there will be a final estimation on how easy, fast and cost-effective the use of the commercial and available Pico satellite is to the problem of tracking and tagging WMD materials through the sea lines worldwide. Through these series of space -experiments with the Tubesat satellites, we would like to generate the capability of transferring information back and forth, from the scene of action to a central node, so as to provide a key solution to those who deal on a daily basis with maritime warfare and the need to search on board merchant vessels for the existence of illegal trafficking of Weapons of Mass Destruction. Tubesat will be a critical part in our MIO Testbed for conducting the experiments.

Nuclear terror causes extinction

Morgan 9 (Dennis, Professor @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (South Korea, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race,” Futures, November, Science Direct)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war. In other words, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter. 

Space War

Small satellites are vital to space situational awareness

Wertz, 8 - president of Microcosm, a space technology small business in Los Angeles, and the general chairman for the first five Responsive Space Conferences (James, “It’s time to get our ORS in gear,” The Space Review, 1/7, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1032/1)

What is the utility of ORS?
A few items were mentioned above. ORS can rapidly replenish assets lost due to enemy action or “natural causes.” They can bring new technology to bear in weeks or months, rather than decades. (Surrey launches computer technology that is typically less than a year old.)
But what about some specific examples of the potential utility of ORS? They’re not hard to come by. For convenience, let’s take it by broad categories.Surveillance. Here the example I like best is a non-military one: the tsunami in Southeast Asia on December 26, 2004. No one knew it was coming. There were no advance preparations and no warning. Yet, had we been able to launch a surveillance mission within hours to cover the area, we might have been able to find areas most in need of help or even locate debris fields washed out to sea where people might still be alive. Knowledge is key to getting help rapidly to where it is needed. The same is true of Hurricane Katrina on the Gulf Coast or wherever the next natural or man-made disaster might occur. We may have advance warning about where the next global disaster will occur, or we may not. Terrorists can strike without warning, anywhere, any time. We need to be able to respond to and track events in a matter of hours. And we could. As another example, let’s suppose that bin Laden has just been seen in the mountains of western Pakistan. A single satellite could cover that area every 90 minutes during most daylight hours. Three satellites could provide visible and IR coverage every 90 minutes, 24 hours a day—all without putting a single American life in danger or risking a further breakdown in a country that is already more unstable than we would like. Communications. Here the rules of the game are different than for surveillance, and the resulting satellites and orbits will be different as well. For a time, it seemed likely that the best approach for achieving the persistence needed for communications would be to use elliptical orbits that are effectively small versions of the Molniya orbit used for many years by Soviet and Russian communications systems that were covering areas too far north for good coverage from GEO. However, recent work suggests that circular medium Earth orbits are probably much better for most applications. Irrespective of the particular technology or orbit, there are multiple applications for low-cost, possibly short-to-moderate duration communications systems. The Army has a strong need for secure, real-time blue force tracking (BFT) and supplemental communications, often called “comms-on-the-move”. More communications are always needed in any war zone, starting with simple command and control and advancing to sending imagery captured on a soldier’s cell phone camera, and on to color video of events on the battlefield or suspected locations of enemy troops from cameras on the ground or on UAVs. Returning to the Katrina example, the continental United States is as well positioned as anywhere in the world to provide good aerial surveillance and continuous communications by multiple means. But somehow Katrina managed to eliminate most of them. Supplemental communications and surveillance could have dramatically improved our ability to respond. Weather. In a study done by the Air Force Space and Missile Command, the top unfulfilled need with high utility to all of the services was better wind data. Clearly this would also be a dramatic help to predicting the path of hurricanes or tracking the dispersion of bioagents, pollutants, or radioactive debris after a major disaster. Here again ORS can help. A traditional spaceborne wind lidar (basically a laser radar) operates from high altitude and is estimated to cost over $400 million. Even more than surveillance, active sensors, such as lidar and SAR, benefit greatly from reduced distances. A one- or two-year low-altitude lidar mission can likely fit within our $20–25 million recurring cost objective and provide great benefit either to the warfighter or in many types of disasters or potential disasters, such as hurricanes. Space Situational Awareness (SSA). Again, the military has identified a need for much greater SSA in order to defend our assets from both attack and orbital debris. Small, low-cost, responsive satellites are almost ideally suited to this type of task.
SSA key to solve space war and miscalculation

MacDonald ’08 – former assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy as well as senior director for science and technology on the National Security Council staff (Bruce W, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security,” i.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/China_Space_CSR38.pdf,)

 SSA is the ability to track and understand what objects are in orbit and what their capabilities are. By providing real-time or near real-time location and status information on spacecraft, SSA enables better management and operation of these assets and provides warnings of potential hazards—natural or manmade, intentional or unintentional— to allow preventive or mitigating steps to be taken. In addition, accurate SSA is needed to know for certain if a satellite’s operations have been intentionally affected by an adversary. The United States currently maintains a public information data network that provides important orbital and related information on over twelve thousand detectable orbiting objects, data that it makes freely available on the Internet. Yet many experts agree that the United States “needs significant improvements in space situational awareness, such as the development of the ability to attribute in real time all activity in circumterrestrial space … including birth to death tracking and assessment of all threats capable of affecting [U.S.] space systems,” similar to the role civilian authorities play in air travel.16 Whether one wants to pursue a purely defensive space policy or a mixture of offense and defense, improved SSA is imperative. Air Force Space Command has called for much better capabilities to identify what is already in space, understand orbiting objects’ mission, and, ultimately, determine intent. The U.S. Army has placed improved SSA near the top of its list of needs. Improved SSA has broad support among both supporters and opponents of offensive counterspace. The United States would be well served by going beyond SSA and enhancing space intelligence that better understands the purpose and motivation behind the space objects being identified and tracked.17 Otherwise, understandable worst-case planning could lead to just the kind of escalation in a crisis that all parties seek to avoid. In addition, satellites themselves need to be alert to their surroundings and sense when they are threatened or under attack. Furthermore, the United States must be able to attribute an attack to a particular country, a prerequisite to any effective retaliation or deterrence strategy. 
Extinction 

Mitchell, et al 1 -Associate Professor of Communication and Director of Debate at the University of Pittsburgh (Dr. Gordon, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, “Missile Defence:  Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”, No. 6 July, _ HYPERLINK "http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html" _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.
***Topicality***

Space TI = Launch Services

Transportation infrastructure includes space launch bases and ranges.

McCartney et al 2006 – Forrest McCartney, Chair Forrest S. McCartney, Lt Gen, USAF (Ret.), served 35 years in Air Force and space programs; Director of NASA Kennedy Space Center; consultant to industry; and Vice President for Atlas and Titan Launch Operations, Lockheed Martin Corporation. Lt Gen McCartney has 50 years of space-related activities. Lyle Bien Lyle G. Bien, VADM, USN (Ret.), served 31 years on active duty ﬂying carrier-based ﬁghter aircraft, commanded the USS Nimitz Battle Group during the 1996 Taiwan missile crisis. He commanded the Naval Space Command, Dahlgren, Virginia, and was Deputy Commander U.S. Space Command, Vandenberg AFB, where he led the Senior Warﬁghter Forum that conceived the Wideband Gapﬁller satellite. VADM Bien is currently a consultant to industry and the U.S. government, primarily in the ﬁelds of space-based communications and missile defense. Delma Freeman Delma C. Freeman, Jr., served 42 years in with NASA, specializing in aerodynamics, aerothermodynamics, and launch and entry vehicle systems analysis. He was Director of NASA’s Langley Research Center; consultant to industry; fellow of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; and member of the International Academy of Astronautics. Mr. Freeman has 46 years experience in space-related subjects. Rick Larned Rick Larned, Brig Gen, USAF (Ret.), served 26 years in Air Force and NRO space programs; cochair of Titan IV K-11 accident investigation board; Air Force Space Command Deputy Director of Operations; NRO Director of SIGINT programs, IMINT programs, and budget; and consultant to industry. Brig Gen Larned has 33 years experience in space-related activities.  Leslie Lewis Leslie Lewis, Ph.D. (history and economics, University of California, Los Angeles), Deputy Director, Strategic Intelligence Management and decision-making directorate, Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis; senior researcher, the RAND Corporation. T. K. Mattingly T. K. Mattingly, RADM, USN (Ret.), Apollo; Shuttle; Director, Space and Sensor Programs, USN; Vice President, Atlas Programs, General Dynamics; Vice President, Reusable Launch Vehicles, Lockheed Martin; President, Rocket Development Company; and Director, Space Enterprise, Systems Planning and Analysis. Jimmey Morrell Jimmey R. Morrell, Maj Gen, USAF (Ret.), served 24 years of Air Force service; intelligence oﬃcer; Minuteman missile combat commander; White House senior policy analyst; Assistant for Space to the Secretary of the Air Force; Air Force Space Command Director of Space Operations; Commander, 2nd Space Wing; Commander, 9th Space Division; Commander, 45th Space Wing; Senior Vice President, GRC International; and consultant to industry. Maj Gen Morrell has 26 years experience in space-related activities. Chet Whitehair Chester Whitehair, Vice President (Ret.) Space Launch Operations, Aerospace Corporation; 35 years service at Aerospace working on space programs in support of the Air Force, DoD, NRO, and NASA; consultant to government and industry. Mr. Whitehair has 46 years experience of space-related engineering and technical management activities supporting more than 200 space launches.

RAND Corporation Peter A. Wilson, Executive Director William Williams, Senior Defense Analyst hor Hogan, Senior Political Scientist David Ortiz, Senior Researcher Charles J. Bushman, Research Assistant Estelle Beemer, Project Associate Jean Preston, Administrative Assistant 

Reviewers David Frost, VADM, USN (Ret.), former Deputy Commander, U.S. Space Command, and Vice Commander, NORAD A. homas Young, former Chairman, Joint Task Force on Acquisition of National Security Space Programs;  Prepared for the Office of the Secretary of Defense; 

 “National Security Space Launch Report: The Congressionally Mandated National Security Space Launch Requirements Panel ” 2006, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG503.pdf )// ALo

5. Before 2010, the United States shall demonstrate an initial capability for operationally responsive access to and use of space to support national security requirements. In that regard, the Secretary of Defense, in coordination with the Director of Central Intelligence, shall: Develop the requirements and concept of operations for launch vehicles, infrastructure, and spacecraft to provide operationally responsive access to and use of space to support national security, including the ability to provide critical space capabilities in the event of a failure of launch or on-orbit capabilities; and Identify the key modiﬁcations to space launch, spacecraft, or ground operations capabilities that will be required to implement an operationally responsive space launch capability. 6. The Federal space launch bases and ranges are vital components of the U.S. space transportation infrastructure and are national assets upon which access to space depends for national security, civil, and commercial purposes. The Secretary of Defense and the Administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration shall operate the Federal launch bases and ranges in a manner so as to accommodate users from all sectors; and shall transfer these capabilities to a predominantly space-based range architecture to accommodate, among others, operationally responsive space launch systems and new users. 

Space transportation infrastructure includes launch and support services.

Commercial Space Launch Activities 2012 – United States Code is a consolidation and codification by subject matter of the general and permanent laws of the United States, “TITLE 51 - NATIONAL AND COMMERCIAL SPACE PROGRAMS Subtitle V - Programs Targeting Commercial Opportunities CHAPTER 509 - COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCH ACTIVITIES” 01/03/2012)//ALo 
 (8) space transportation, including the establishment and operation of launch sites, reentry sites, and complementary facilities, the providing of launch services and reentry services, the establishment of support facilities, and the providing of support services, is an important element of the transportation system of the United States, and in connection with the commerce of the United States there is a need to develop a strong space transportation infrastructure with significant private sector involvement; (9) the participation of State governments in encouraging and facilitating private sector involvement in space-related activity, particularly through the establishment of a space transportation-related infrastructure, including launch sites, reentry sites, complementary facilities, and launch site and reentry site support facilities, is in the national interest and is of significant public benefit; (10) the goal of safely opening space to the American people and their private commercial, scientific, and cultural enterprises should guide Federal space investments, policies, and regulations; (11) private industry has begun to develop commercial launch vehicles capable of carrying human beings into space and greater private investment in these efforts will stimulate the Nation's commercial space transportation industry as a whole; (12) space transportation is inherently risky, and the future of the commercial human space flight industry will depend on its ability to continually improve its safety performance; (13) a critical area of responsibility for the Department of Transportation is to regulate the operations and safety of the emerging commercial human space flight industry; (14) the public interest is served by creating a clear legal, regulatory, and safety regime for commercial human space flight; and (15) the regulatory standards governing human space flight must evolve as the industry matures so that regulations neither stifle technology development nor expose crew or space flight participants to avoidable risks as the public comes to expect greater safety for crew and space flight participants from the industry. (b) Purposes. - The purposes of this chapter are - (1) to promote economic growth and entrepreneurial activity through use of the space environment for peaceful purposes; (2) to encourage the United States private sector to provide launch vehicles, reentry vehicles, and associated services by - (A) simplifying and expediting the issuance and transfer of commercial licenses; (B) facilitating and encouraging the use of Government developed space technology; and (C) promoting the continuous improvement of the safety of launch vehicles designed to carry humans, including through the issuance of regulations, to the extent permitted by this chapter; (3) to provide that the Secretary of Transportation is to oversee and coordinate the conduct of commercial launch and reentry operations, issue permits and commercial licenses and transfer commercial licenses authorizing those operations, and protect the public health and safety, safety of property, and national security and foreign policy interests of the United States; and (4) to facilitate the strengthening and expansion of the United States space transportation infrastructure, including the enhancement of United States launch sites and launch-site support facilities, and development of reentry sites, with Government, State, and private sector involvement, to support the full range of United States space-related activities. 

***Counterplans***

Launch Indemnification

---Links to Politics

CP links to politics.

Foust 6/22/12 – editor and publisher of The Space Review (Jeff, “Making the case (again) for launch indemnification” June 22, 2012, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2012/06/22/making-the-case-again-for-launch-indemnification/ )// ALo
At the House hearing, though, there were some more critical questions about the indemnification system, including why the launch industry should get this kind of support from the federal government when most other industries do not, as well as general concerns about the liability posed to the government under such a system. Panelists argued that the chance of an accident whose third-party losses exceed the MPL is very remote (less than one in 10 million, Nield said) and that the launch industry is a strategic capability of the nation with national security implications. An extension did appear to have the support of key committee members like Palazzo, though. Despite those expressions of support, neither the House nor the Senate has yet to formally introduce legislation to extend the launch indemnification regime. That is not necessarily a surprise: in 2009 the extension was passed by Congress late in the year, and signed into law just days before it was set to expire at the end of the calendar year. With a limited number of legislative days remaining this year, though, and a lot of high-priority issues that Congress needs to take up, action now rather than at the last minute might be appreciated by the industry. 

Near Space

---HLV Key

CP guts any ORS solvency – HLVs are the only way to do reconstitution

Brown, 6 – Lt Col, USAFR, PhD liquid-rocket-engine system engineer at the NASA Marshall Space Flight Center and a researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine (6/1/06, Kendall K., Air & Space Power Journal, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force?,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html) 

The keystone of the operationally responsive space (ORS) concept is a responsive launch capability. Without such space lift, improvements designed to establish suitable space assets and infrastructure will prove significantly less effective. Air Force Space Command (AFSPC), with support from the Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL) and the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), is currently conducting preliminary system-acquisition studies, technology development, and concept demonstrations to make responsive launch a reality. This article presents opposing ORS arguments. Vice Adm Arthur Cebrowski, USN, deceased, director of force transformation in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, referred to ORS as a new defense business model, the key element of which is operationally responsive support to theater combatant commanders, as opposed to the current space model, which is based upon remnants of the Cold War.2 As such, an ORS space-lift system must be timely (e.g., mission execution must fit within a joint force commander’s timeline) and affordable (e.g., the cost/benefit ratio must be comparable to that of other mission capabilities or provide a unique capability at reasonable cost). Responsive space systems delivered to space with responsive launch systems include replacement and augmentation satellites for communication; navigation; and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance. Launch could support an evolving mission area of force application from or through space with the use of common aero vehicles to carry strike weapons. The US Marine Corps even envisions transporting a Marine reconnaissance platoon from the continental United States (CONUS) to anywhere in the world within hours to conduct missions with special operations forces. Such a system would provide the theater commander unprecedented flexibility and capability to produce desired effects. An analysis of alternatives completed by AFSPC in 2004 concludes that “ORS can provide significant military utility at the campaign level” through the use of responsive space-asset delivery.3 The greatest impact occurs when the enemy has offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and the United States uses responsive launch vehicles and satellite systems to maintain on-orbit capabilities. This ability to sustain and supplement on-orbit assets could become particularly critical if potential adversaries can destroy or disable our satellites—reportedly, China has this capability. Force application and OCS missions also provide significant military utility, with the former increasing as a function of theater access.4 The United States has less access to some regions of the world as a result of the decreased forward presence of its forces and globalization of terrorism. Within that operational environment, the analysis of alternatives determined that a hybrid launch vehicle (HLV), a reusable first stage with expendable upper stages, was the most affordable solution to meet mission requirements. A subsequent study, by this author, developed a potential concept of operations for an HLV system which showed that no insurmountable technology challenges existed.5 ORS HLV wings located in the south central and southwestern United States will provide the combatant commander unprecedented strike capabilities without the burden of deployed assets or aerial-refueling resources required for long-range bombers. Inland CONUS basing offers an inherent degree of physical and operational security not available at deployed locations, as was the case with Atlas F intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) at sites in southern and southwestern areas, including rural Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mexico. One cannot overstate the strategic benefits of an ORS system. For example, in the days immediately following the attacks of 11 September 2001, suppose that intelligence assets had pinpointed the location of al-Qaeda leadership in a remote region of Afghanistan outside the range of Tomahawk cruise missiles. Without overflight permission already in place, launching air strikes would have proved politically impossible; however, with a responsive space-lift vehicle, we could have completed attacks within a few days—or hours if a vehicle had been on alert.6 Despite the smaller payload of an HLV compared to that of a B-1, B-2, or B-52, the HLV’s increased kinetic energy and tactical surprise offset that detriment. As the sortie rate increases, the cost-efficiency also increases, providing the Air Force an alternative to the recapitalization of its long-range attack aircraft. The HLV’s flexibility (the reusable first-stage booster is configured with different upper-stage vehicles, depending upon the mission) represents a key feature of the ORS system, enabling a single capital investment to support multiple mission areas. The ORS concept effectively operationalizes the space-support mission, increasing its ability to provide force application (strike from, through, or in space), force enhancement (satellites supporting air, land, sea, and space operations), and offensive as well as defensive counterspace (attaining and maintaining space superiority). Prior to a formal decision to pursue an ORS program, as provided in the US Space Transportation Policy, a number of activities within the Air Force and the Department of Defense (DOD) have sustained the momentum and made progress in establishing the technology basis. DARPA’s Responsive Access, Small Cargo, Affordable Launch (RASCAL) and Force Application and Launch from CONUS (FALCON) programs attempted to identify and develop low-cost, responsive launch concepts. The RASCAL program focused on concepts for launching small vehicles from high-speed, high-altitude aircraft, whereas FALCON concentrated on developing low-cost, expendable launch vehicles that could demonstrate ORS requirements. The DOD canceled RASCAL in February 2005 in order to focus on FALCON, which continues to investigate two distinctively different concepts: a conventional, multiple-stage, ground-launched rocket and a rocket deployed from the back of a C-17 cargo aircraft.7 Under the FALCON program and with funding from the DOD’s Office of Force Transformation, the Space Exploration Corporation (SpaceX) has demonstrated many low-cost and responsiveness attributes of ORS during preparation for the inaugural launch of its Falcon‑1 small launch vehicle.8 FALCON remains important to the future development of the HLV since the expendable rockets developed under the program could be used as upper stages on the reusable booster. The Affordable Responsive Spacelift (ARES) program, the next step towards demonstrating the feasibility of an ORS system, set a goal of developing a subscale launch vehicle that demonstrates the characteristics of the HLV’s reusable first stage. ARES has just begun system-concept studies, but its progress will shape the future of the ORS launch vehicle. The operational responsiveness of an ORS system is not science fiction. Burt Rutan made history in October 2004 when his privately funded SpaceShipOne aerospace plane completed its second suborbital trip into space. Rutan and other start-up companies have demonstrated that it doesn’t take a large, government-funded program to build a launch vehicle. Profit from commercial launch services, including space tourism, serves as their motivation; however, the systems required to enable such a business may use the same systems and technologies needed by the ORS launch vehicle. If these programs can launch operations responsively, development of an Air Force operational capability can proceed with substantially decreased risk. Current trends in the air and space community show why this is possible. First, today’s computer technology allows us to go from idea, to computer, to machine-shop floor, to final part in a fraction of the time it used to take. Second, the recent slump in the world space-launch market, coincident with a period in which the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) had no major hardware-development program, has permitted these new companies to hire technical experts who have experience in developing major space systems. This situation, coupled with the rapid increase in affordable computing capabilities and commercial engineering-analysis software, allows relatively few experienced engineers to produce designs that would have required much larger teams only a decade ago. Third, the economic potential of space tourism, combined with the wealth of a few dot-com company entrepreneurs, has opened up innovation and risk taking. DARPA projects encourage this type of innovation with significantly less government oversight than occurs in a typical DOD research and technology project. Building upon this philosophy, an ORS launch-vehicle program will prove successful. A responsive HLV capability will serve as the foundation for ORS, which is critical to the future national security of the United States. A building-block approach now under development will ensure that full-scale operational system development does not proceed until we have mitigated all significant risks; therefore, success of the FALCON and ARES programs is a critical first step. Such a capability will allow the United States to reduce its reliance on forward-deployed forces and will either maintain or decrease response time. Obviously, much work lies ahead, not the least of which is the writing of doctrine to guide the building of organizational structures; strategy; and operational tactics, techniques, and procedures. However, ORS will become another paradigm-shaping event for the Air Force. 

---Perm

ORS can include near space
Larrimore, 07 – Lt Col, USAF (April, Scott C., Air Force Fellows Air University, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?”
https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)
.4 Compounding the problem, space leaders have included other ancillary elements in their own ORS definitions. Lieutenant General Frank Koltz, AFSPC Vice Commander, included near-space as one of the four ORS components in a speech at a 2006 conference. The other elements were responsive satellites, spacelift, and launch ranges.

---Solvency

Doesn’t solve China war– near space is vulnerable 
Hall 6 (Kurt D., “Near Space: Should Air Force Space Command Take Control of Its Shore?” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/maxwell/mp38.pdf Aron
Despite its smaller radar cross section, an airship possesses a distinctive infrared signature due to the high temperature of the skin and internal gases. Moreover, normal communications broadcasting or surveillance-radar emissions produce radio-frequency signatures. If the design drives the operating ceiling to 65,000 feet, Russian SA-5, SA-10, SA-12, SA-20, and Chinese MIM-104 2000 missiles could reach these vehicles. Although tests show that a small, nonrigid airship could withstand numerous bullet holes and perform a controlled landing, the design requires sufﬁcient strength to prevent “unzipping” or a tear propagating across the fabric.
Doesn’t solve SSA or heg – overflight restrictions

Tomme 5—USAF Lieutenant Colonel and Ph.D. in physics [Ed Tomme, “The Paradigm Shift to Effects-Based Space: Near-Space as a Combat Space Effects Enabler,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cadre/ari_2005-01.pdf]

Considering the peacetime strategic level first, satellites are highly suitable for this mission. In fact, based on the overflight restrictions placed on (or likely to be placed on) the other platforms, satellites may be the only platform suitable for some aspects of the strategic mission. Deep look into the large landmasses of some potential adversaries cannot be performed without directly overflying that territory. Even a near-space platform flying at 120,000 feet would only have a horizon footprint that could look inland for a little over 400 miles, well short of requirements for all but the smallest countries. While it is conceivable that a steered free-floater constellation similar to that described earlier could be fielded that could perform the deep look round-the-clock mission, an informal poll of international law and policy experts make that option seem less than likely. There are strategic missions that near-space (and, in fact, air-breathers) can and do perform. Some of these missions are currently performed by the U-2 and RC-135 variants. The stand-off imagery and SIGINT missions these jets do could easily be performed by near-space assets, in some cases much more effectively due to their comparatively long loiter times. Imagine the sensor suite for the RC-135 mounted on a production version High Altitude Airship, with the collected data being analyzed in the CONUS after reach-back transfer via laser communications links above most of the atmosphere to communications payloads on other near-space platforms. The 65,000 ft planned altitude for HAA would allow it to see almost 50 percent further inland than the RC-135, and due to its years-long loiter capability the adversary would not have the luxury of simply turning off their equipment as they occasionally do when the Rivet Joint 27 is on station. Additionally, the cost of building and maintaining the life support systems for manned air-breathing platforms is eliminated. While satellites are the obvious answer to most peacetime strategic missions, there is still a place for air-breathers, and now for near-space. As with most things, a layered approach makes the defenses harder for an adversary to construct, and makes it much more likely that we could achieve the effects we want. With near-space, the defense-in-depth approach simply adds another layer with capabilities that complement the existing space and air-breathing approaches There are also space effects other than C4ISR that fall into the strategic realm. For the most part, these effects are likely better accomplished by traditional space-launched assets. Among these effects are force application and some aspects of space situational awareness (SSA) and counterspace. Force application from space is currently a contentious issue,115,116 but space has been used as a transit path for weaponry since World War II.117 The historic instruments of this force application method are, of course, ballistic missiles. There are currently a number of non-nuclear programs under investigation for the transitory use of space for global weapons delivery, including many housed in the common aero vehicle (CAV).118 UAVs have also demonstrated their ability to effectively deliver ordnance.119 Near-space assets, with the exception of perhaps the High Altitude Airship, do not appear to offer many force application possibilities due to their relatively small payload-carrying abilities, and even then their use as a force application platform appears to be better suited for tactical or operational levels of war. Other areas where traditional satellite concepts can accomplish much that near-space platforms cannot are related portions of the SSA/counterspace missions. Although the technology is currently experimental, military research labs are actively pursuing microsatellites with the ability to autonomously navigate near other satellites.120,121 This ability could foreseeably allow these microsatellites to perform close inspection of other orbital assets, both friendly and otherwise, to determine probable missions and status much more accurately than the resolution limits of current ground-based systems could ever do. They could also potentially become potent anti-satellite weapons, taking on many subtle forms that close proximity, velocity-matched flying will enable.122 Nearspace assets and UAVs will obviously never have such abilities.

Overflight restrictions means they don’t solve heg or china war 
JFSC 9 (1/23, Joint Forces Staff College, “Space Operations,” http://blackboard.jfsc.ndu.edu/ajpme_lessons/lesson57/s057/sco060/s057_sco060_003.html
Space systems provide the ultimate high ground without overflight restrictions. There are no geographical boundaries or physical obstructions. Therefore, space affords military forces global access and extensive advantage. The operational use of space is generally from 90 to 22,300 miles above the surface of the earth. The 1967 International Space Treaty dictates that satellites on orbit must be allowed free passage over countries. Nations cannot claim the space above them as their own, as they can the airspace. This allows the United States, other countries, and commercial entities to orbit satellites that freely traverse or occupy space. Global access is one of the key advantages that space forces offer. Most spacecraft can serve multiple combatant commanders and/or users around the world simultaneously (e.g., missile warning satellites). Spacecraft movement is not significantly impeded by any of the Earth's surface features (such as terrain), but instead is primarily governed by orbital mechanics. Satellites in space move at high velocity with minor retarding forces. This allows these assets to remain on orbit for extended periods of time (generally measured in terms of years). The absence of significant drag and other natural opposing forces allows space systems to have increased longevity, sometimes limited only by the reliability of the systems themselves. In addition to global access and longevity, space forces afford the advantage of persistence. With a sufficient number of satellites in a properly configured constellation, it is possible to maintain continuous line of sight of, and have access to, any or all points on the surface of the Earth. This is particularly advantageous when surveillance of a specific target area is required.

New launchers are key to heg

Burton, 7 - Lt Col. USAF [“GLOBALIZED SPACELIFT: A THREAT TO ASSURED ACCESS”, https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_49ad2600-7fa9-4b95-87f2-2a2376985905/display.aspx?rs=enginespage,]

Control of the space launch market has been attempted in the past and may be attempted in the future. The high degree of U.S. dependence on foreign launch services and components, coupled with declining demand for U.S. commercial launchers and declining U.S. attractiveness around the globe, presents the United States with a critical vulnerability to assured space access. This vulnerability is heightened by the availability of both diplomatic and economic tools to exert leverage, an increasing likelihood that foreign powers will oppose U.S. policies, and clear evidence that these foreign powers intend to increase their military and commercial space capabilities. Should potential adversaries choose to exploit this vulnerability the impact to U.S. national and economic security could be severe. Scenarios The following scenarios are illustrative of how an adversary might exploit U.S. vulnerability by exerting economic leverage. Consider Russian control of the RD-180 rocket engine and a potential future conflict with the United States. As tensions begin to rise, Russia learns that the U.S. intends to augment its military satellite communication capability by lofting a payload using the Atlas V. They refuse to export the required engines. In another scenario, the world's major powers receive intelligence that the United States intends to launch weapons into space using the Delta IV. The European Union and Japan form a soft balancing coalition, delay delivery of the required upper stage fuel tanks and use the United Nations to entangle the U.S. in diplomatic efforts to prevent space weaponization. In a third scenario, suppose European and U.S. satellite manufacturers are racing to place a revolutionary space-based commercial capability on orbit, each launching on an Ariane V. The first one to orbit will seize a substantial share of the market. The European manufacturer may leverage their close relationship with Arianespace to delay U.S. access to launch facilities and thus reach orbit first. Finally, consider a situation where a combination of market consolidation and launch failures have left only two viable launch service providers. These providers conspire to significantly increase fees for launch services. Impact Each of these scenarios is plausible and, if exercised, would have a significant impact on U.S. national and economic security. To begin, national prestige and influence would decline and U.S. freedom of action would be curtailed. Space launch capability remains a symbol of national prestige around the world.111 Becoming a victim of coercive economic leverage with the denial or delay of launch capability would be an embarrassment and sign of weakness on the world stage. This, in turn, would likely result in a decline in U.S. soft power and a decline in America's ability to persuade others.112 Equally important, as in the case of the space weaponization example, U.S. freedom of action in space is severely limited by our dependence on foreign providers and components. Any U.S. objective in space can be frustrated by foreign governments, foreign corporations and potential adversaries. As Roger Handberg notes "permanent loss of national space launch capacity leaves the state subject to the political whims or policies of others, whose interests differ regarding future space activities."113 Finally, the emergence of a soft balancing coalition would likely further erode support for future military operations and could shift the balance of economic power away from the United States.114 

Doesn’t solve launch costs – our internal links are predicated off new launchers 

USFG investment RLV spills over to private sector and lowers costs – only the plan solves aerospace

Adams and Hickman 4--  *Senior Project Leader in the Developmental Planning Directorate at Aerospace, AND **Director of the Advanced Spacelift and Force Application Directorate 

(Winter 2004, Cross Link, “Future Launch Systems”,  http://www.aero.org/publications/crosslink/winter2004/08.html  , FS)
 Clearly, no first step in an evolutionary process can satisfy all the objectives of defense, civil, and commercial sectors. But the evolutionary approach establishes a low-risk process for building upon successes, ultimately supporting most or all spacelift needs. Once a substantial portion of nonrecurring reusable launch vehicle development costs are absorbed, then the recurring costs of operating commercial reusable launch vehicles could be significantly lower than for modern expendable launch vehicle systems. Thus, development of a reusable launch vehicle system by NASA or DOD would offer opportunities to spin off commercial variants. 

***Disads***

A2: Econ Impacts

---Satellites key

Loss of satellites would destroy the global economy – banking and trade communications

Donahue, 10 – USAF Major (Jack, “CATASTROPHE ON THE HORIZON: A SCENARIO-BASED FUTURE EFFECT OF ORBITAL SPACE DEBRIS,” 
 HYPERLINK "https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_af691818-359f-4999-be24-f88ca154bd94/display.aspx?rs=enginespage" 
https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_af691818-359f-4999-be24-f88ca154bd94/display.aspx?rs=enginespage
)

So what would it be like living in any of these scenarios? The world has become increasingly reliant on satellites to provide information such as communications, internet access, navigation, military surveillance, environmental research, and banking. A loss of one or several satellites that provide these services from a deliberate act by an adversary could affect nearly everyone on the entire planet, especially if it was a nuclear detonation in space. The first implication is the disruption of global communications. People would not be able to communicate via cell phones or the internet. The world banking industry would literally shut down crippling an already fragile economy. US and coalition military forces around the world would not have the ability to use space assets for surveillance and GPS navigation to track friendly forces or targeting/destroying enemy forces leaving US and coalition forces vulnerable to attack and potential fratricide. In fact, a similar type of situation on a much smaller scale has already occurred in the past when a single satellite, Galaxy IV, lost its bearing in 1998.100 Forty-five million people, including hospital personnel, were disconnected from their paging service.101 Also, local affiliates such as the National Public Radio ceased broadcasting, Reuters was unable to send wire stories to media outlets, and Chinese Television Network couldn‘t transmit any of their news feeds.102 ATMs experienced service interruptions, as did credit card systems at gas stations and grocery stores.103 A second implication deals with world safety. As in the scenario, Lost in Space, the loss of not only a costly space asset (the ISS), but the death of an international crew would be devastating to all countries affected. As mentioned earlier, this particular incident is very real. In fact, the preliminary results of a recent NASA risk assessment of the soon to be decommissioned Space Shuttle puts the risk of a manned spaceflight mission into perspective. The study concluded that “space debris accounts for 11 out of 20 of the most likely scenarios that could lead to the loss of another shuttle.”104 Another safety issue that is of concern, which could be the result of any of the four stated scenarios, is the reentry of space debris into our atmosphere and possible impact on earth. Over the years, the world has been very fortunate to not have any major incidences primarily due to the fact that large amounts of debris burn up harmlessly in the earth‘s atmosphere before impact. However, the possibility still remains, especially with the growing amount of debris in LEO. The third implication is the effect to US national security. Imagine the potential ramifications from scenarios Enemy of Mine or Eyes Wide Shut “if space debris destroyed an early-warning satellite of an adversary nuclear-armed nation.”105 The US may not get any advanced warning of a launched nuclear attack against the US or its allies.

---Aerospace key

Money invested in aerospace triples itself – jobs, revenues and security benefits 

AIAA 09 [Aerospace Industries Association of America, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_strength_aug09.pdf]

Every dollar invested in the aerospace industry has a triple effect. It helps keep good jobs in the United States; creates the products that bring enormous revenues from other countries; and yields the security and economic benefits that flow uniquely form America’s civil aviation, space, and defense leadership. It is a privilege to contribute to our nation’s success, and we must continue doing what we have shown we do best – keep America strong and working. 

Aerospace key to economy - contributes to growth, GDP, and exports

Albainy-Jenei 5 (Stephen, “Intellectual Property-Oriented Industries Vital to Economy”, Patent Baristas, November 10, http://www.patentbaristas.com/archives/2005/11/10/intellectual-property-oriented-industries-vital-to-economy/)
Forbes recently ran an article showing that companies that generate revenue from products protected by copyrights or patents are vital to the U.S. economy. In a report, NBC Universal Chief Executive Bob Wright released the results of the study he commissioned, which shows that digital piracy, if not reined in, could cause the U.S. economy to stall. The study, conducted by Washington, D.C.-based Economists Incorporated, found that U.S. intellectual property-oriented industries–from software firms to aerospace and pharmaceutical companies–are vital to the U.S. economy for the following five reasons: They contribute nearly 40% of the growth achieved by all U.S. private industry and nearly 60% of the growth of U.S. exportable products and services. Ten-year gross domestic product estimates would be about 30% lower than current projections without the contributions of these industries. These industries are responsible for 20% of the total U.S. private-industry contribution to gross domestic product, and 40% of the contribution of U.S. exportable products to gross domestic product. These industries are among the nation’s highest-paying employers, with 18 million workers earning 40% more than all U.S. workers. The core copyright industries, such as music and filmed entertainment, in 2003 contributed $33 billion in net export revenue, while the patent-dependent aerospace industry reported another $32 billion in export revenue during the same period. The report shows that the protection of intellectual property is critical to the economy and that it’s not just these companies who are benefiting. 

---Domestic Launch key

Threat of economic coercion through reliance on foreign launch services is high. It collapses freedom of action and economic leadership – domestic launch is key.

Burton, 7 - Lt Col. USAF [“GLOBALIZED SPACELIFT: A THREAT TO ASSURED ACCESS”, https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_49ad2600-7fa9-4b95-87f2-2a2376985905/display.aspx?rs=enginespage,]

Control of the space launch market has been attempted in the past and may be attempted in the future. The high degree of U.S. dependence on foreign launch services and components, coupled with declining demand for U.S. commercial launchers and declining U.S. attractiveness around the globe, presents the United States with a critical vulnerability to assured space access. This vulnerability is heightened by the availability of both diplomatic and economic tools to exert leverage, an increasing likelihood that foreign powers will oppose U.S. policies, and clear evidence that these foreign powers intend to increase their military and commercial space capabilities. Should potential adversaries choose to exploit this vulnerability the impact to U.S. national and economic security could be severe. Scenarios The following scenarios are illustrative of how an adversary might exploit U.S. vulnerability by exerting economic leverage. Consider Russian control of the RD-180 rocket engine and a potential future conflict with the United States. As tensions begin to rise, Russia learns that the U.S. intends to augment its military satellite communication capability by lofting a payload using the Atlas V. They refuse to export the required engines. In another scenario, the world's major powers receive intelligence that the United States intends to launch weapons into space using the Delta IV. The European Union and Japan form a soft balancing coalition, delay delivery of the required upper stage fuel tanks and use the United Nations to entangle the U.S. in diplomatic efforts to prevent space weaponization. In a third scenario, suppose European and U.S. satellite manufacturers are racing to place a revolutionary space-based commercial capability on orbit, each launching on an Ariane V. The first one to orbit will seize a substantial share of the market. The European manufacturer may leverage their close relationship with Arianespace to delay U.S. access to launch facilities and thus reach orbit first. Finally, consider a situation where a combination of market consolidation and launch failures have left only two viable launch service providers. These providers conspire to significantly increase fees for launch services. Impact Each of these scenarios is plausible and, if exercised, would have a significant impact on U.S. national and economic security. To begin, national prestige and influence would decline and U.S. freedom of action would be curtailed. Space launch capability remains a symbol of national prestige around the world.111 Becoming a victim of coercive economic leverage with the denial or delay of launch capability would be an embarrassment and sign of weakness on the world stage. This, in turn, would likely result in a decline in U.S. soft power and a decline in America's ability to persuade others.112 Equally important, as in the case of the space weaponization example, U.S. freedom of action in space is severely limited by our dependence on foreign providers and components. Any U.S. objective in space can be frustrated by foreign governments, foreign corporations and potential adversaries. As Roger Handberg notes "permanent loss of national space launch capacity leaves the state subject to the political whims or policies of others, whose interests differ regarding future space activities."113 Finally, the emergence of a soft balancing coalition would likely further erode support for future military operations and could shift the balance of economic power away from the United States.114 That economic impact could be severe. Indeed the United States has already experienced significant losses by its inability to compete in the commercial space launch arena. As noted in chapter 2, its share of $1.4 billion commercial launch income in 2006 was a mere $140 million. Should the supply of RD-180 rocket engines be halted for any reason, the Atlas V would vanish from the commercial launch market, losing its projected 2007 income of approximately $140 million115 and any potential to secure an additional share of the annual $1.4 billion market. Additionally, should Boeing for any reason leave the Sea Launch partnership, they stand to lose approximately $140 million per year based on Sea Launch's estimated 2006 income and Boeing's forty percent ownership. Should economic leverage be used to gain market share, the economic impact to the U.S. could be serious. Based on the latest data available from the Federal Aviation Administration, in 2004 the direct impact of satellite services, remote sensing and distribution industries to the U.S. economy was over $10 billion. Indirect and induced impact accounted for another $51 billion injected into the economy. Including launch vehicle, satellite and ground equipment manufacturing, the total impact to the U.S. economy amounted to over $98 billion.116 This is a lucrative market and a prime target for economic coercion. Finally, declining U.S. investment in technology, including liquid rocket propulsion, has already had significant impact[ed] on the U.S. economy and space launch infrastructure. Coupled with reliance on foreign launch service providers and components, this lack of investment has resulted in significant losses in personnel with critical technical skills, a declining industrial base, and loss of the research infrastructure for space launch.117 Should anyone leverage the United States in such a way as to further reduce the U.S. launch market share, we can expect further losses of skilled personnel and continued erosion of the industrial base which ultimately will degrade U.S. capabilities to provide government launch services as well. The most significant result of economic leverage would be a severe degradation of military capability and freedom of action. As noted in the space weaponization scenario, foreign entities and potential adversaries have a direct method of impacting U.S. ability to place capabilities on orbit. This vulnerability holds for both deployment of new capabilities and augmenting existing capabilities during a crisis or in response to an on-orbit failure. Further, should the economic leverage be employed to gain market share or delay commercial satellite launches, the U.S. military's ability to use commercial communications, imagery or other services would be significantly limited.

Debris

---Uniqueness

Passed the cascade already
Imburgia 11 – Lt. Col. and Judge Advocate in Air Force
Joseph S. Imburgia, J.D., University of Tennessee College of Law (2002); LL.M., The Judge Advocate General’s Legal Center & School, U.S. Army, Charlottesville, Va. (2009)), a Judge Advocate in the United States Air Force and is presently assigned as a legal exchange officer to the Directorate of Operations and International Law, Defence Legal, Australian Defence Force, Canberra, Australia, 2011, “Space Debris and Its Threat to National Security: A Proposal for a Binding International Agreement to Clean Up the Junk,” Scholar

The “cascade effect” is “the greatest fear of those who study the problem of orbital debris.”50 Even before the February 2009 satellite collision, many scientists agreed “that the number of objects in orbit had surpassed a critical mass,”51 the point at which “orbital debris would collide with other space objects, which in turn would create new debris that would cause [a chain reaction of] even more collisions.”52 This “chain reaction” is often referred to as the cascade effect.53

Non- unique- debris will break up and cause more even without the plan 

Williams 8 (Lynda, Physics Professor at Santa Rosa College, Space Ecology The Final Frontier of Environmentalism, August 20 2008, http://www.scientainment.com/spaceecology.pdf)

Traffic in space is getting so congested that satellites must be periodically nudged in their orbits by remote control from Earth in order to avoid collisions with debris. More often, however, predictions are not accurate enough for any action to be taken by satellite operators. According to John Campbell, a VP of Iridium Satellite, “We grit our teeth and hold our breath; that’s our action.” Even if no further space junk is put into space, the existing debris will break up in time and dangerously increase the amount of trash. A piece of space debris can have an orbital lifetime of days to hundreds of years depending on its size and altitude. There are currently no means to remove or mitigate space waste, though schemes for ‘space garbage ships’ are being studied. The costs for such programs are astronomical and, ultimately, would be paid for by taxpayers.
Every launch causes debris

Australian Space Academy 7
“Briefing on Space Law,” ASA, http://www.spaceacademy.net.au/spacelaw/spacelaw.htm

Since the start of the space age the problem of unwanted material or debris in space has been growing. Each space launch usually leaves considerably more than the desired satellite in orbit. Expended rocket boosters, attachment bolts, shields, solid rocket motor slag, and innumerable other items are placed into Earth orbit. Some of these decay (lose altitude) and burn up in the atmosphere - some are large enough to escape complete destruction by ablation and then may pose a potential hazard to life and property on the Earth's surface. In space, materials degrade and detach from satellites; stored energy in the form of unspent fuel and battery vapours may cause explosive rupture and fragmentation of space objects. Collisions between space objects at hypervelocity not only causes damage, but also creates thousands of other space objects (ie fragments of the original objects) which themselves then pose collision hazards to active spacecraft.

Launches are inevitable 

a) Space tourism

Minard 9 – National Geographic
Anne Minard, National Geographic Researcher, 4-14-2009, “Rocket Launches Damage Ozone Layer, Study Says,” National Geographic News, http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2009/04/090414-rockets-ozone.html

Increased international space launches and the potential commercial space travel boom could mean that rockets will soon emerge as the worst offenders in terms of ozone depletion, according to the study, published in the March issue of the journal Astropolitics. If the space tourism industry alone follows market projections, rocket launches are "going to run up against Montreal Protocol," said study co-author Darin Toohey of the University of Colorado at Boulder. The Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, an international treaty, prescribes measures intended to hasten the recovery of Earth's depleted ozone layer.

b) Commercial launches 

Ross and Zittel 2k – Both PhDs
Martin Ross, PhD from UCLA in Earth and Planetary Sciences, and Paul Zittel, PhD in Physical Chemistory, 6-2000, “Rockets and the Ozone Layer,” AeroSpace, http://www.aero.org/publications/crosslink/summer2000/01.html

Space transportation, once dominated by government, has become an important part of our commercial economy, and the business of launching payloads into orbit is expected to nearly double in the next decade. Each time a rocket is launched, combustion products are emitted into the stratosphere. CFCs and other chemicals banned by international agreement are thought to have reduced the total amount of stratospheric ozone by about 4 percent. In comparison, recent predictions about the effect on the ozone layer of solid rocket motor (SRM) emissions suggest that they reduce the total amount of stratospheric ozone by only about 0.04 percent.

c) China

Schroeder 11

Stan Schroeder, China Daily Contributor, 4-26-2011, “China To Launch Its Own Space Station by 2020,” Mashable, http://mashable.com/2011/04/26/china-space-station-2020/

China plans to launch a space station into orbit by 2020, China Daily reports. The station will be made of three capsules — a core module and two modules for conducting experiments, with total weight of the station being 60 tons. China also plans to develop a cargo spaceship that will transport supplies to the station. At 60 tons, China’s space station will be small compared to the International Space Station, which weighs 419 tons and is the only space station in orbit. Russian Space Station Mir, which was deorbited in 2001, weighed 137 tons. However, Pang Zhihao, a researcher and deputy editor-in-chief of the monthly magazine, Space International, said, “It’s only the world’s third multi-module space station, which usually demands much more complicated technology than a single-module space lab.”

---Alt Cause

Alt cause to debris – other nations

Ltn. Colonel Imburgia 11 (Joseph, United States Air Force Academy, University of Tennessee College of Law, Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law, http://www.heinonline.org.turing.library.northwestern.edu/HOL/Page?page=589&handle=hein.journals%2Fvantl44&colle ction=journals)
Additionally, more countries are vying to become space-faring nations. Algeria, Brazil, Chile, Egypt, India, Iran, Malaysia, Nigeria, North Korea, South Africa, and Thailand have all placed a priority on space utilization.141 China has discussed the possibility of traveling to the Moon, and the United States has recently discussed the possibility of traveling to Mars.142 In 2007, the space budgets for both India and Russia increased.143 In 2009, India, Iran, Japan, Europe, Australia, China, Russia, and the United States all expressed a greater interest in military uses of space to support national security.144 Currently, even North Korea is increasing its space efforts, announcing its plan to launch a “communications satellite” into space and fueling debate over its intention to develop long-range ballistic missiles.145 These outer space plans lend credence to the predictions that the space debris problem will be worse than the 2006 models suggested. In fact, those predictions have already come to fruition. The drastic additions to the space debris environment caused Nicholas Johnson, one of the two NASA scientists involved in the 2006 modeling, to predict the inevitability of the cascade effect.146 Other scientific experts agree with Johnson and say that the cascade effect will start sooner than predicted in the 2006 modeling.147 In short, scientists currently say that the space debris issue is now “a very big problem.”148

---No Link

Small satellites do not create debris due to atmospheric re-entry and low-altitude orbits
Hellstrom and Eriksson 11 – Analyst at FOI, a research institute under the Swedish Ministry of Defence (Jerker Hellstrom, Mikael Eriksson, “Strategic Outlook 2011”)JCP

The current situation in space could in some respects be compared to the Wild West. There is, in principle, no regulation or supervision of the “traffic situation” in space. A large number of new satellites are under the supervision of less experienced operators. This will provide major challenges for future space activities. International regulations on how satellite operators should act in space are weak and non-binding. In addition, there is no globally accepted control mechanism to detect and prosecute dangerous activities. United Nations regulations on how to limit space debris can only be regarded as good advice and guidance. Few operators follow these guidelines in full since they limit the owner’s room for manoeuvre and demand more complex and therefore more expensive satellites. For small satellites, which lack a manoeuvring capability, these guidelines in reality mean that only low-altitude orbits can be used. Low-altitude orbits lead automatically to an atmospheric re-entry after a short time and thus generate no new space debris. 

---Aff Solves Impact

The only impact to debris is that it stops satellite functioning – ORS tier 2 mandates hardening of satellites and also reduces vulnerability to space debris

Donahue, 10 – USAF Major (Jack, “CATASTROPHE ON THE HORIZON: A SCENARIO-BASED FUTURE EFFECT OF ORBITAL SPACE DEBRIS,” https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_af691818-359f-4999-be24-f88ca154bd94/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)

The warning signs and leading indicators for a catastrophic collision between orbital debris and satellites or manned spaceflight missions are all around us. If significant strides are not made within the next 5 years to clear and remove orbital debris it could result in the loss of satellites and the death of space crew. Furthermore, if something isn‘t done to better protect space assets now it could lead to adversaries exploiting vulnerabilities through various kinetic, nuclear, and cyber attacks causing satellites to become inoperative. This would lead to the generation of new debris which will further compound the orbital debris problem. The effects of this would be felt worldwide with the disruption of communications, internet access, navigation, military surveillance, environmental research, and the banking industry. The best way to avoid these consequences is to continue to harden satellites, improve space monitoring, and develop backups/alternatives to satellite capabilities. As mentioned, the US must also continue to partner with other countries to implement solutions of clearing and reducing the proliferation of orbital debris. The world can change the potential alarming future of a catastrophic collision from orbital debris, but the time to act is now. 

Politics

---Defense Spending

Defense spending is sacred - insulated from normal budget debate
Politics Daily 2010 [“Congress on Military Spending Cuts: Not Now, Maybe Never”, May 13, 2010, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/05/13/congress-on-military-spending-cuts-not-now-maybe-never/]

Last week Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked that Congress help pare down Pentagon costs. This week he got the answer: a loud raspberry. One key problem is the military's skyrocketing personnel costs -- for pay, health care and generous benefits. The cost of the military's health insurance, whose premiums haven't been raised since 1995, is "eating us alive,'' Gates has said. Pay is another driver of rising costs. Both the Pentagon and Congress have lavished generous annual raises on military personnel well above increases for comparable civilian pay and wages. This year, an Army private first class, unmarried and in the first year of his or her service, will draw $35,948 in pay with $3,355.43 of that tax-free. That's not counting a slew of other benefits, ranging from reduced-cost health care to free college courses. In contrast, the average male wage earner, 16-24 years old, earns $24,596, according to the U.S Bureau of Labor Standards. No one, of course, would argue that young Americans who put their lives on the line should be underpaid. But that's the problem, as Gates discovered this week: It is politically popular to say yes to defense spending -- and political suicide to say no.
---No Link/Turn

Congress already approved ORS and it was popular – shields the link.

Steele 09-  Lt Col, USAF (Thomas M, 12 February 2009, AIR WAR COLLEGE AIR UNIVERSITY, “EVOLVED EXPENDABLE LAUNCH VEHICLES (EELV) FOR OPERATIONALLY RESPONSIVE SPACE”  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA540092)

ORS Present In April 2007, the Department of Defense (DoD) submitted to Congress its Plan for Operationally Responsive Space. Congress approved the plan, and at this time the ORS concept enjoyed the support required to actively pursue operationally responsive space capabilities. Unlike past plans focused on one system or capability, today’s ORS plan includes the full spectrum of systems and capabilities to meet the combatant commanders’ responsive space requirements. 

---Link Turn – Aerospace

The aerospace lobby loves the plan and is key to the agenda -  and is key to jobs

Lasker 8 (John Lasker, Inter Press Service News Agency, "Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign," September 5, http://ipsnews.net/africa/nota.asp?idnews=43804)

COLUMBUS, Ohio, Sep 5 (IPS) - "In about the time it takes you to drive into a gas station, insert your credit card in the pump, fill the tank, take your receipt, and get back on the road, a foreign power can use a missile to disable the U.S. communications satellite that made your transaction possible." This dire claim didn't come from the Pentagon. Rather, it is on the website of the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA), a trade and lobby group representing more than 100 of the nation's leading aerospace and aerospace defence manufacturers. The scenario was echoed in a recent U.S. Air Force commercial that showed a missile obliterating a satellite - a commercial the Centre for Defence Information (CDI), a Washington-based think tank that researches space weapons, says was not factually correct and constituted a "blatant exploitation of people's concerns about space". The Air Force eventually admitted that a single missile shooting down one satellite would not send the United States back to the 19th century, and pulled the commercial, conceding that was "misleading". Most modern communication satellites that handle bank transactions, GPS and cell phone calls orbit at 12,000 miles above Earth's surface. Satellites that beam television signals are in geostationary orbit, which is at 22,500 miles. No current anti-satellite weapon - at least those that are not classified - has been tested past low-Earth orbit, which is roughly 100 to 1,200 miles high, CDI says. "The Aerospace Industries Association is being unnecessarily histrionic about the threat to satellites," Victoria Samson, a senior analyst for CDI, told IPS. "The GPS constellation was (also) built so that missing one satellite wouldn't bring down the whole system." What is notable about AIA's claim is how it is being used - as part of a stepped-up campaign to convince politicians, voters and aerospace employees that "America's future depends on maintaining space leadership". It is a broad statement encompassing several aspects of the U.S. space industry, such as educating the aerospace workforce of the future. But some experts say it also means the U.S. needs to somehow find a way to protect its 400-plus satellites - an undertaking that could result in billions for aerospace industry defence contractors. A powerful lobby in Washington, the aerospace industry accounted for over 650,000 jobs and 184 billion dollars in sales in 2006. The AIA's president and CEO, Marion Blakey, was a former head of the Federal Aviation Administration. Her predecessor, John Douglass, is a former assistant secretary of the Navy, and was named one of Washington's top lobbyists last year by "The Hill", an influential congressional newspaper. Patrick McCartan, AIA's director for legislative affairs, is a former aide to Maine Senator Olympia Snowe. He, too, was ranked a "top rainmaker" by The Hill. With election season in full swing, the AIA is calling for "cutting-edge defence research", along with defence spending being "no less than 4 percent of the U.S. GDP", which was 13.8 trillion dollars for 2007, amounting to roughly 550 billion dollars. That is near the current level, if you include the spending for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is widely known that "Star Wars II" - resurrected this decade by George W. Bush administration "space hawks" - has been a cash cow for aerospace industry giants Lockheed Martin and Boeing, the Pentagon's top two defence contractors. Together, they currently have 73 lobbying groups working Capital Hill, according to Opensecrets.org, which tracks campaign funding and its relation to public policy. Also telling is the campaign money the aerospace industry has contributed during the 2008 election cycle. Historically, the industry has given more to Republicans than Democrats - millions more. Yet as of mid-summer, OpenSecrets.org reports the aerospace industry has split its staggering total of 6.9 million dollars down the middle: half to Democrats, and half to Republicans. "We have met with every campaign staff for months now - McCain, Obama and every other campaign," Matt Grimison, AIA's communications director, told IPS. "We are casting a wide net to make sure these issues are being considered by everybody." Experts say this is because the Democratic Party currently controls Congress, as it did back in 1994. In both the Senate and the House, two Democrats chair each branch's Defence Appropriations committees. Meaning, Sen. Daniel Inouye of Hawai'i and Rep. John Murtha of Pennsylvania hold the keys to billions for future projects. "The industry is realising it needs more access to Democrats," said Massie Ritsch, communications director for the Centre of Responsive Politics, which also runs Opensecrets.org. "The Democrats control Congress, and therefore defence policy. This election is the (aerospace industry's) most Democratic since 1994." Democratic candidate Barack Obama has promised to not weaponise space, unlike his challenger, Sen. John McCain. Obama has also vowed to cut unnecessary missile defence funding. However, the strategy of focusing on Congress could pay off, considering both Sen. Inouye and Rep. Murtha are considered "space hawks" by peace activists.

---Link Turn – Kyl

Kyl supports ORS

Larrimore 07 – Lt Col, USAF (Scott C., April 2007,  AIR FORCE FELLOWS AIR UNIVERSITY, “A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?” Advised by Dr, Richard Van Atta, Institute for Defense Analyses https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741)

Criticism has been much louder from several members of Congress. Senator Jon Kyl argued, “Key policy makers seem oblivious to the nature and the urgency of the threat.”8 In speeches following the Chinese ASAT test, Senator Kyl, as well as the former Ranking Member on the Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence Representative Jane Harman and current Chairman of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee, Representative Terry Everett,9 called on the nation to create new Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) capabilities as a means to mitigate the Chinese ASAT threat.10

KYL likes ORS

Sayers 08 -  (Eric, Congress Must Save Vital ‘Responsive Space’ Program, 11/7/8 http://blog.heritage.org/2008/11/07/congress-must-save-vital-responsive-space-program/) 
A recent article I wrote for Armed Forces Journal discusses the Pentagon’s efforts to maintain space dominance amid the challenges of emerging peer competitors. The Pentagon’s Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) office stands at the forefront of an effort to revolutionize the way the U.S. builds and deploys satellites. However, only one year after the ORS office was stood up, defense officials are threatening to slash the budget by $297 million dollars between fiscal 2011 and fiscal 2014, essentially grinding the program to a halt. With the unprecedented modernization of China’s military, specifically in advanced anti-satellite technology (ASAT), America is in serious jeopardy of losing its freedom of access in space. Because of the heavy dependence of the U.S. military on satellites, the People’s Liberation Army has sought to exploit this “Achilles’ heel” by developing a broad array of anti-satellite technologies, including direct-ascent weapons like the one used in China’s January 2007 ASAT test. Following the test, Sen. Jon Kyl (R-AZ) spoke at The Heritage Foundation on the need for ORS: The U.S. needs to ensure that our military has access to operationally responsive space. In a world where our space assets are likely to be threatened, operationally responsive space capabilities will allow us to quickly and affordably replace assets lost to anti-satellite attacks. The ORS program should be allowed to continue its critical role supporting U.S. national security space assets. Congress must ensure the program office has the resources it requires. Continuing to fund the development and deployment of ORS capabilities is vital to ensuring tthe advantages the military procures from space are reinforced and enhanced amid peer competitors’ rapidly advancing technological modernization programs.

Kyl’s key to the agenda - only way to get the GOP on board

McConnell 10 (Mitch, Senate Minority Leader, “Jon Kyl,” Time 100, http://www.time.com/time/specials/packages/article/0,28804,1984685_1984864_1984901,00.html, EMM)
In the Senate, Arizona's Jon Kyl has built a reputation for his encyclopedic knowledge of domestic and foreign policy, and his hard work and leadership. Few people have his command of policy, his knowledge of its nuances or his grip on how they fit together. This is why so many of his Senate colleagues look to him for policy advice. Kyl, 68, is a principled conservative who knows what is attainable. He believes in the wisdom contained in a sign on President Reagan's desk that said, "There's no limit to what a man can do or where he can go if he doesn't mind who gets the credit." Jon Kyl is a great persuader. As minority whip, the No. 2 position in the Senate Republican leadership, he is responsible for rallying his Republican colleagues for key legislative votes. What is unique is his single-minded focus on convincing them that a particular vote is in the best interests of their state and the nation. Jon demonstrates continually that the essence of Senate power is the power to persuade.

---Link Turn - McKeon

McKeon likes defense spending

Hoskinson, 11 [Charles, senior editor and reporter for Politico, “GOP split over defense spending”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/58427.html]

Buck McKeon (R-Calif.), chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, which oversees defense policy, has vowed to fight any attempt to make deep cuts in Pentagon spending. His panel approved a defense policy bill in May that held the line against significant program cuts.  “The chairman is deeply concerned about any defense cuts made during wartime. He’s especially concerned about combat stress on our troops, the age of the equipment they use and the policy of shrinking of our military while expanding their commitments,” a GOP congressional aide said. “We’re in a tough enough strategic situation as it is. Gutting $400 billion on top of that could be catastrophic 

McKeon is critical to the agenda-He is chair of a powerful committee

Randles, 10 [Jonathan, writer for The Santa Clarita Valley Signal, “Keon pushes GOP agenda”, http://www.the-signal.com/archives/33945/]

If the Grand Old Party takes control of the House of Representatives after the November elections, a Santa Clarita Valley lawmaker would become one of the most powerful Republicans in Congress.  And on Thursday, Congressman Howard “Buck” McKeon, R-Santa Clarita, talked about his fellow Republicans’ plan to knock the Democrats out of power. “A Pledge to America” is a 48-page document that broadly outlines the party’s legislative agenda: Repeal health care reform legislation, cut government spending, create jobs, shrink government and reform Congress.  “If you walked down the street and asked people, if you could be king for a day and could have government do what you wanted them to do, you would come up with these same things,” McKeon said. “Democrats are scared to death because they know this is what people want.”  President Barack Obama was critical of the Republicans’ agenda.  “They want the next two years to look like the eight years before I took office,” Obama said in New York. He derided the GOP plan as “the exact same agenda” even before the GOP officially rolled it out.  And his Democratic Party piled on.  “All House Republicans did was recycle the failed economic policies of President Bush that put special interests and multinational CEOs above American families,” said Maryland Rep. Chris Van Hollen, who leads the house Democrats’ campaign effort.  If Democrats lose control of the house, McKeon would become chair of the House Armed Services Committee, which determines how much money is spent by the Department of Defense on the U.S. military. The department has a projected budget of more than $700 billion for 2011, according to a department statement.   McKeon said he would seek more funding for missile defense and to support the troops fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq. And while Republicans would seek to cut government spending elsewhere, McKeon said there would be no cap on the amount of money spent on defense or homeland security.  “I’ve never seen us cut defense spending during a war,” McKeon said. “I have some real problems with what (Democrats have) done in defense.”  Specifically, the congressman said Democrats’ plans to repeal “don’t ask, don’t tell” slowed the committee’s ability to pass a defense spending bill, jeopardizing troop safety.  “Our troops shouldn’t be used as pawns to pass social legislation,” McKeon said. 

---Link Turn - Sats

Congress fears satellite vulnerability – previous ORS funding proves the plan will be popular  

Larrimore 07 – Lt Col, USAF (Scott C., April 2007,  AIR FORCE FELLOWS AIR UNIVERSITY, “A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?” Advised by Dr, Richard Van Atta, Institute for Defense Analyses https://www.afresearch.org/skins/RIMS/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=researchproject&objectid=5ea32116-b119-43ab-8fcb-9565110bb741)

Political While the United States and its allies generally enjoy strategic peace, there is increasing apprehension over China’s rise as a near-peer military competitor. China’s defense budget grew 17.8 percent in 2007 and 14.7 percent in 2006. In response to China’s ASAT test and continued military build-up, Vice President Cheney stated these actions “are less constructive and are not consistent with China’s stated goal of a peaceful rise.”54 While China may be a strategic rival in the long term, the United States immediate attention is on regional powers. Regional conflicts, particularly the Middle East, will likely embroil the United States for years to come. Concern is increasing, however, that some regional actors such as Iran or North Korea might develop ASAT weapons to ride atop their proven intermediate ballistic missiles. Concern over United States’ satellite vulnerability is one reason Congress decided to fund robustly the ORS initiative in 2006 and 2007. 

Space Mil

---No Link

No link – The plan is transparent and is perceived as defending against China

Buck 10 - Integration Manager for the NSSO Communications Functional Integration Office (COMM-FIO), and augments COMM-FIO leadership of a 200-member enterprise team of elite DoD, Intelligence Community (IC), NASA, and space & cyber industry engineers, operators & stakeholders (February 17, 2010, Darren J., “SPACE 2035: TECHNOLOGY, TRANSPARENCY, AND TRUSTED IMMUNITY,” https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_1a3a5809-1e22-4f94-890f-cc231da5bd28/display.aspx?rs=enginespage)

One need only consider the negative international reaction to the Chinese anti-satellite (ASAT) test in January 2007, in which a Chinese ASAT destroyed a derelict Chinese satellite and created a large, hazardous, long-dwell swath of debris. The reaction to the Chinese operation stands in stark contrast to the more favorable global reaction to the United States’ Operation Burnt Frost in March 2008, in which a United States missile interceptor destroyed a derelict, uncontrolled, and potentially hazardous satellite. The primary differences in the two operations were the level of transparency and the resulting environmental impacts. The Chinese 26 surprised the world with their operation, were less than forthcoming about the operation, severely polluted an entire swath of the LEO environment with debris, and were perceived as reckless. The United States, by contrast, informed the world community weeks in advance, [and] were very transparent with respect to operational data, conducted the operation so as to completely de-orbit the resulting debris, and, though some groups and political rivals objected, the United States was perceived as acting responsibly.54
Transparency and perceived intentions matter. The United States would be very well served by a track record of responsible stewardship in the space operating environment through careful actions that strengthen international confidence and trust. Safeguarding the high frontier from the vantage of the moral high ground will give the United States an advantage in the future international arena.55
---Aff Solves

Defensive space policies are well received internationally because we maintain a terrestrial deterrent 

Morgan, 10 - defense policy researcher working in RAND Corporation's Pittsburgh Office. Prior to joining RAND in January 2003, Dr. Morgan served a 27-year career in the U.S. Air Force (Forrest, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space,”

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522541&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Important as they are, norms alone will not deter aggression in space. When confrontation turns to crisis and it begins to appear that war is inevitable, the international political costs of violating peacetime norms of behavior pale in comparison to the costs of not taking action to reduce a dangerous adversary’s warfighting capabilities. However, fortifying taboos against attacking space assets would strengthen deterrence in another important way: It would bolster the credibility of U.S. threats to punish any state that violated the norm. As the space warfare taboo strengthens, U.S. policymakers could capitalize on leverage from it to generate support for diplomatic and economic sanctions against states that openly develop and test weapons for attacking satellites. More importantly, a firm stance condemning aggression in space, coupled with a national space policy that explicitly threatens those who attack space assets with severe punishment in ways, times, and places of the United States’ choosing, would bolster the credibility of U.S. threats to strike targets in the terrestrial domain in retribution for attacks on U.S. space assets. The aim of U.S. declaratory policies and strategies should be to manage perceptions: The international community should be conditioned to accept the justice of punishing space aggressors in the terrestrial environment and support the United States in its use of lethal force to do so. Potential adversaries, in turn, should be conditioned to take seriously U.S. threats to strike terrestrial targets in exchange for attacks on its satellites. Granted, carrying out such threats could be highly escalatory in some scenarios, but that is exactly the point. If, by the consistent nature of U.S. policies and the explicit nature of U.S. statements, potential adversaries are convinced that the United States would inexorably carry out its threats regardless of the risks—indeed, were they led to believe that U.S. leaders had placed themselves in a position in which they could not do otherwise—the last clear chance to avoid catastrophic escalation is put squarely on the adversaries’ shoulders. It places on them the onus of triggering a chain of events that might lead to a wider war.10

As previously stated, the United States should also continue research on capabilities for attacking enemy satellites. Although a simple tit-for-tat exchange of satellites would not work to U.S. strategic advantage, potential enemies must not be allowed to believe that they could attack U.S. satellites without suffering costly losses to their own orbital assets in return. To make such deterrent threats credible, capabilities to carry them out would be needed, but until technological advances overcome the inherent vulnerability of satellites, all capabilities for attacking enemy space systems should be based in the terrestrial domain to better protect them and minimize first-strike instability in crises and war. To remain consistent with a national space policy as outlined here, the purpose of such systems would be to provide a credible deterrent threat of retribution and, failing that, viable capabilities for defending the nation’s security interests in space. Any accusations that such capabilities are intended for dominating space or denying other states’ access to that domain should rightly be dismissed as contrary to U.S. policy except when employed in response to an aggressor’s first strike.
Spending

---No Link

No Link – ORS funding is re-appropriated by ongress. 

Wilson and Haymond, 10 Commander, 45th Space Wing and Director Eastern Range Patrick AFB AND ** Vice Commander, Space Development and Test Wing Kirtland AFB, New Mexico (Burke and Jeff, High Frontier, May, “ Operationalizing Small Space: Challenges of Moving from Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation to Operations,” http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf)
1. Recognize an ounce of prevention is better than a pound of cure. While the cost goals of ORS seem unobtainable when built upon an operational foundation, the opposite is closer to the truth. Wise early spending to build an operational foundation for ORS will significantly reduce downstream costs. While prescience of future ORS needs without firm traditional requirements is not a trait highly rewarded by AFSPC programming budget drills, it is nevertheless required; and therefore will likely have to be driven top down. We have clearly learned from “big space” that lack of resources at the initial stages of space system development and acquisition costs us in spades when we experience mission or acquisition failure. In a recent small space example, the ORS-1 satellite build decision was made in July 2008 with funding contingent on Congressional approval for the reprogramming of funds. Naturally, when delays were experienced with the reprogramming, the program lost momentum and incurred delays. When a program is intended to deliver a space capability in less than two years, it is vital that all aspects of the program are “ready to go” at program initiation.1
***PGS Good***

A2: PGS Bad

Non-unique and no risk of miscalc

GSN, 4/7 – Global Security Newswire (“ Pentagon Revises Prompt Global Strike Effort,” 4/7/11, http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/pentagon-revises-prompt-global-strike-effort/, //JPL)

 The U.S. Defense Department has elected not to incorporate standard ballistic missile system technology in the development of its conventional "prompt global strike" initiative, Arms Control Today reported in its April issue (see GSN, March 24). The White House alerted Congress to the decision in February. The Pentagon "at present has no plans to develop or field" ICBMs or submarine-launched ballistic missiles that would be tipped with conventional warheads and delivered "with traditional ballistic trajectories," states a Senate-mandated White House report. The possibility that ballistic missile technology would be used in the Pentagon effort to develop a non-nuclear alternative for quickly eliminating threats such as a WMD stockpile or a missile being readied for launch caused serious concern among members of Congress and in Russia. Critics worried that a U.S. launch of conventionally armed ICBM could be misinterpreted as an atomic attack, potentially resulting in a nuclear response from another nation. The Pentagon has said it plans to maintain research into "boost-glide" technology that has a nonballistic flight path, reducing the chances that someone would misinterpret the weapon as a nuclear missile. Boost-glide technology employs nonstandard ballistic missiles to propel into space delivery systems that proceed to five times the speed of sound for more than 50 percent of their flight. Washington believes that these weapons could be identifiable to the Russians as non-nuclear. "[The] basing, launch signature, and flight trajectory (of these systems) are distinctly different from that of any deployed nuclear-armed U.S. strategic ballistic missile," the Obama administration document reads. The Defense Department is interested in acquiring a conventional prompt strike ability as the only weapons the United States currently possesses that can strike a target anywhere in the world in under 60 minutes are nuclear-armed ICBMs. The Bush White House had suggested fixing non-nuclear warheads to submarine-carried Trident ballistic missiles. However, congressional lawmakers stymied that effort due to worries that Moscow could mistake a conventional SLBM firing as a nuclear attack. Kremlin officials argue that any long-range weapon that could be used to strike Russian nuclear assets ought to be categorized as strategic. In the New START nuclear arms control talks, Moscow at first tried to prohibit the attachment of conventional warheads on fielded ballistic missiles. Obama administration negotiators, though dismissed the idea. The two sides instead agreed to include language in the new accord that says they are "mindful of the impact of conventionally armed ICBMs and SLBMs on strategic stability." The boost-glide weapons would likely be fielded on U.S. coastal installations such as Vandenberg Air Force Base in California or Cape Canaveral in Florida. As the Russian military is "capable of monitoring U.S. ICBM fields, and possibly (SLBM) deployment areas," according to the Obama report, Moscow could ascertain that no nuclear launch had taken place. Additionally, each missile class has a unique infrared identifier that would enable Russia to distinguish between a Trident ballistic missile and a missile used as a boost glide vehicle, the report says. Pentagon officials are researching three boost-glide alternatives: the Hypersonic Technology Vehicle 2, the Advanced Hypersonic Weapon, and the Conventional Strike Missile, according to Arms Control Today.  The Defense Department for this fiscal year has sought $240 million for a conventional strike effort that encompasses the three alternatives. The Pentagon expects to spend roughly $2 billion from 2011 to 2016 for research and development of these options (Tom Collina, Arms Control Today, April 2011).

Non-Unique – PGS Now

Non Unique: PGS now

Matishak 11 (Martin, national journal, nov 14 “U.S. Army to Test 'Global Strike' Technology This Week” http://mobile.nationaljournal.com/nationalsecurity/u-s-army-to-test-global-strike-technology-this-week-20111114, ken) 

The U.S. Army will test missile technology on Wednesday that could eventually be incorporated into a conventional "prompt global strike" weapon, according to Defense Department officials. Army Space and Missile Defense Command and Army Forces Strategic Command will conduct a flight test of the Advanced Hypersonic Weapon, which is to use an advanced-technology glide body built to endure high-speed flight in the upper atmosphere en route to a target. "This test is designed to collect data on hypersonic boost-glide technologies and test-range performance for long-range atmospheric flight," Pentagon spokeswoman Lt. Col. Melinda Morgan told Global Security Newswire last week by e-mail. The test scenario will focus on "flight performance of aerodynamics; navigation, guidance, and control; and thermal protection technologies," she said The test vehicle is slated to be launched from the Pacific Missile Range Facility on the island of Kauai, Hawaii, and is to fly to the Ronald Reagan Ballistic Missile Defense Test Site, located more than 2,000 miles southwest on the Kwajalein Atoll in the Marshall Islands. The launch had been slated to take place on Tuesday but was delayed one day "due to scheduling conflicts with other events in the Pacific," according to Morgan, who did not elaborate. The Defense Department will use data gleaned from the test to develop future capabilities for conventional prompt global strike, she told GSN. The Pentagon wants to develop nonnuclear, prompt-strike capability to attack a target anywhere around the world with just an hour's notice. This type of weapon might be used in the event that U.S. naval vessels or land-based aircraft are not located close enough to strike a target under urgent conditions, such as an impending North Korean missile launch. AHW technologies, if proven successful, might be incorporated into the Air Force Conventional Strike Missile, which could be the first such prompt-attack capability to be fielded. 

The US relies on ICBM launchers now – ORS will shift reliance to new launch vehicles

Doggrell, 6 – senior project engineer with the Aerospace Corporation (6/1/06, Les, Air and Space Power Journal, “Operationally Responsive Space A Vision for the Future of Military Space,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/doggrell.html)RK
Responsiveness in space systems has proven difficult to attain. Characteristics of existing systems include development times exceeding a decade, high cost, and an emphasis on reliability and long mission life. These traits are driven, in part, by the considerable expense of getting to space. Nevertheless, we can achieve the space capability we desire through multiple approaches. The United States maintains a highly responsive fleet of launch vehicles in the ICBM force and has previously maintained communication spacecraft and counterspace systems on alert—an effective approach but costly and encumbered by nuclear politics.10 Consequently, ORS is examining avenues other than brute force to secure responsiveness. To do so, we must change many aspects of the entire space architecture. The ground system, space vehicle, launch vehicle, and launch infrastructure all affect the responsiveness of space capabilities (fig. 2). Improving a launch vehicle’s reaction time has little effect if we have not similarly improved the infrastructure and spacecraft.

Non-Unique – Funding / Research

Military already funding and researching PGS

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

 The Air Force and Navy have both considered deploying conventional warheads on their longrange ballistic missiles. The Navy sought to deploy conventional warheads on a small number of Trident II submarine-launched ballistic missiles. In FY2008, Congress rejected the requested funding for this program, but the Navy has continued to consider the possibility of deploying intermediate-range technologies for the prompt strike mission. The Air Force and DARPA are developing a hypersonic glide delivery vehicle that could deploy on a modified Peacekeeper landbased ballistic missile—a system known as the Conventional Strike Missile (CSM). In FY2008, Congress created a single, combined fund for the conventional prompt global strike (CPGS) mission. This fund is supporting research and development into the Air Force CSM and two possible hypersonic glide vehicles. Congress appropriated $174.8 million for CPGS capability development in FY2012; DOD has requested $$110.4 million in FY2013. 

A2: Perception Links

Military policies of Obama and Bush should have triggered the link

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

 The George W. Bush Administration’s interest in the use of conventional weapons for precision, long-range strike missions became evident in the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review. This study called for the integration of precision conventional weapons with strategic nuclear forces in a new category of “offensive strike” weapons. 1 Several other Pentagon studies published during the Bush Administration also called on the United States to develop the capability to attack targets around the world, in under in hour, with conventional warheads. The Obama Administration, in the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review, also emphasized the role that long-range, non-nuclear systems could play in supporting “U.S. regional deterrence and reassurance goals.” The 2010 NPR indicated that conventional power projection capabilities were part of “effective regional security architectures,” 2 arguing that these capabilities could help the United States assure and defend its allies, while reducing the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. security strategy. In 2003, the Department of Defense (DOD) specifically identified a new mission—prompt global strike (PGS)—that sought to provide the United States with the ability to strike targets anywhere on Earth with conventional weapons in as little as an hour, without relying on forward based forces. DOD argued that this capability would bolster U.S. efforts to deter and defeat adversaries by providing the United States with the ability to attack high-value targets or “fleeting targets” that might be visible for only a short amount of time promptly, at the start of or during a conflict. DOD has considered a number of systems that might provide the United States with long-range strike capabilities. These include bombers, cruise missiles, ballistic missiles, and boost-glide technologies that would mate a rocket booster with a hypersonic glide vehicle. Congress has generally supported the rationale for the PGS mission, but it has restricted funding and suggested changes in the direction of specific programs. It is likely to continue to review the technologies and programs related to this mission as a part of the annual authorization and appropriations process. 

No Impact

No risk of miscalculated strike – current detargeting and NPT commitments solve.

Boese 2007
(Wade, Arms Control Association, “Nuclear Weapons Alert Status Debated”, Arms Control Today, December 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_12/NuclearAlert)


Almost all nuclear arms possessors strictly cloak their postures in secrecy. The United Kingdom has been most open, declaring that, under normal circumstances, its nuclear weapons require “several days’ ‘notice to fire.’” Russia is perceived to keep its weapons on an alert status similar to that of the United States, while French, Indian, and Israeli policy is uncertain. China and Pakistan are generally thought to store nuclear warheads separately from delivery vehicles. At a once-every-five-years review conference of the 1968 nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty in 2000, the treaty’s five recognized nuclear-weapon states (China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States) announced that their nuclear weapons were not targeted at any state. They also agreed in that conference’s final document to pursue “concrete agreed measures to further reduce the operational status of nuclear weapons systems.”
No Russian launch on warning – it’s postured to ride out an attack 

Ford, Director, Center for Tech & Global Security @ Hudson Institute, 08 

[Christopher, also a Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Technology and Global Security at the Hudson Institute, and formerly U.S. Special Representative for Nuclear Nonproliferation, and Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, “Dilemmas of Nuclear Force “De-Alerting”” 10/7, http://www.hudson.org/files/documents/De-Alerting%20FINAL2%20%282%29.pdf]

Debating the “Hair Trigger” This argument seems somewhat less compelling, however, when one realizes that it is based upon a confusion: U.S. and Russian nuclear postures apparently do not actually assume that launch orders will be given upon warning of attack. In fact, though the United States has always refused absolutely to rule out a launch-on-warning posture, apparently believing that ambiguity on this score complicates Russian planning scenarios and enhances thus deterrence10 – and although U.S. alert forces could launch on such short notice if the President actually gave the order – U.S. strategic planners appear never to have adopted such a position. Indeed, the United States has spent many billions of dollars to build and maintain an extremely capable ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) force as the backbone of its deterrent posture, precisely because of the presumed invulnerability to preemptive attack of deployed U.S. submarines on patrol.”11 Having such a survivable force available for retaliatory strikes necessarily means that when confronted with what appears to be an incoming Russian attack, U.S. leaders would not necessarily face irresistible “use it or lose it” pressures to launch immediately.
PGS Good – Heg / Deterrence

PGS key to modern security umbrella

Woolf, 7/6 – Congressional Research Service Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, B.A.  Harvard Kennedy School of Government, M.A.  Stanford University (Amy, “ Conventional Prompt Global Strike and Long-Range Ballistic Missiles: Background and Issues,” Congressional Research Service, 7/6/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41464.pdf, //JPL)

 Throughout the Cold War, the United States maintained military bases overseas so that it could position its troops to deter, and if necessary, respond promptly to an attack from the Soviet Union or its allies. These forward bases were located, for the most part, in Europe and Asia—regions where conflict seemed most likely to occur. These overseas bases and forces were believed not only to increase preparedness, but also to deter conflict by their very presence in unstable regions. However, with the demise of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, analysts argued that the United States must be prepared to fight in unexpected areas against a wide range of potential adversaries who may possess a great variety of military capabilities. Although the United States continues to deploy its military forces at bases around the world, it has begun to restructure, and, in many cases, reduce, its forces based overseas. It has also sought to improve its ability to move military forces into a region quickly when and if a conflict occurs. Moreover, as some observers have noted, the United States can no longer be certain that these bases are located close to the most likely areas of conflict. As a result, many analysts and military officials have argued that the United States must maintain and enhance its long-range strike capability so that it can strike anywhere in the world with forces that are based in or near the United States, 3 or with forces that have the range to reach targets across the globe from wherever they are deployed. This would not only allow the United States to pursue an adversary without relying on forward bases, it would also allow the United States to reach targets deep inside an enemy’s territory if that area were out of the range of U.S. forces deployed at bases or on naval forces in the region. Moreover, if an adversary developed air defenses or other capabilities that could deny U.S. aircraft access to critical targets, a long-range strike capability based on ballistic missile technologies could prove valuable. Analysts argue that these types of systems would be far less sensitive to an adversary’s anti-access and area denial (A2AD) efforts. Further, some analysts argue that the United States must be able to attack targets across the globe in a matter of hours or less, either at the start of a conflict or during ongoing operations. This is because U.S. adversaries might adapt to the U.S. precision-strike capability by denying targeting information with concealment techniques or mobility, leaving the United States with little time to attack after it identified relevant targets. Moreover, many have noted that adversaries could seek to protect their assets by deploying them in buried or hardened facilities, leading to a requirement for improvements in the U.S. ability to defeat hardened and deeply buried targets promptly, before the adversary employed the hidden capabilities. 

PGS Good – Terror

PGS solves terror
Sinha 11 (Alankrita, IPCS (Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies) conducts independent research on conventional and non-conventional security issues in the region and shares its findings with policy makers and the public. It provides a forum for discussion with the strategic community on strategic issues and strives to explore alternatives. Moreover, it works towards building capacity among young scholars for greater refinement of their analyses of South Asian security, “Prompt Global Strike And US Deterrence Post 9/11’” 9/18/11– Analysis”, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:http://www.eurasiareview.com/18092011-prompt-global-strike-and-us-deterrence-post-911-analysis/)

The vision of such an attack is encompassed in the US PGS system which would use the threat of such an attack to deter and target (in case deterrence fails) adversaries (both states and non-state actors) in far-away regions which are not easily accessible by US bases around the world. According to Leon Panetta, the US Secretary of Defense in the Obama administration since July 2011, the PGS effort is as relevant today as it was in the period immediately after 9/11. The current security environment demands that the US employ a PGS system against “regional adversaries considering an attack using Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs), high priority targets (non-state actors), or situations where a fleeting serious threat was located in a region not readily accessible by other means” Panetta argues. Thus, the restructuring of the STRATCOM along with the PGS mission has worked towards evolving a new level of strategic planning and response system for the US, one which is better suited to address the security environment as it has emerged post 9/11. Moreover, the PGS mission is different from previous missions undertaken by the US to dissuade and deter its adversaries. Hans M Kristensen argues that PGS differs from previous missions in both, intent as well as capability as it is completely pre-emptive in nature and is rooted in the belief that deterrence in the present day and age will definitely fail. According to him, PGS has evolved into a massive conventional war-fighting doctrine rather than merely pertaining itself to deterrence. In addition to this, PGS is intended to locate and strike targets within one hour as compared to the days and weeks of planning which goes into other missions. More importantly, the PGS mission puts conventional deterrence at the forefront of overall deterrence instead of relying primarily on nuclear deterrence. Thus, a PGS would work towards deterring any potential adversary by threatening the use of conventional strikes using precision devices within an hour along with inducing the fear of conventional forces already stationed at various bases around the world. This heightened level of conventional power projection is intended to broaden the scope of deterrence while simultaneously building pre-emptive capabilities. Therefore, PGS signals a change in the deterrence logic of the Cold War era brought forth by the unprecedented events of 9/11. As Karl Heinz Kamp points out, “the dissuasive effect (during the Cold War) came from the threat of unacceptable damage through nuclear destruction. Now, the option of nuclear retaliation remains, but it is complemented by the element of ‘circumvention’ with the help of conventional weapons.” The restructuring of the STRATCOM and the evolution of the PGS system prove that the US is yet again developing strategies to combat newer threats and challenges which have surfaced in the past decade. It also proves that the US does not shy away from abandoning or modifying strategies and command structures which have been successful in the past but have little relevance today. A conventional extension to an already strong nuclear deterrent has been a step in this direction.

Nuclear terrorism will occur by 2013
Allison 10 - Douglas Dillon professor of government and director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government (Graham, “A Failure to Imagine the Worst,” Foreign Policy, January 25th, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/01/25/a_failure_to_imagine_the_worst?page=0,0
Why then does Obama call nuclear terrorism "the single most important national security threat that we face" and "a threat that rises above all others in urgency?" Why the unanimity among those who have shouldered responsibility for U.S. national security in recent years that this is a grave and present danger? In former CIA Director George Tenet's assessment, "the main threat is the nuclear one. I am convinced that this is where [Osama bin Laden] and his operatives desperately want to go." When asked recently what keeps him awake at night, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates answered: "It's the thought of a terrorist ending up with a weapon of mass destruction, especially nuclear." Leaders who have reached this conclusion about the genuine urgency of the nuclear terrorist threat are not unaware of their skeptics' presumptions. Rather, they have examined the evidence, much of which has been painstakingly compiled here by Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, former head of the CIA's terrorism and weapons-of-mass-destruction efforts, and much of which remains classified. Specifically, who is seriously motivated to kill hundreds of thousands of Americans? Osama bin Laden, who has declared his intention to kill "4 million Americans -- including 2 million children." The deeply held belief that even if they wanted to, "men in caves can't do this" was then Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf's view when Tenet flew to Islamabad to see him after 9/11. As Tenet (assisted by Mowatt-Larssen) took him step by step through the evidence, he discovered that indeed they could. Terrorists' opportunities to bring a bomb into the United States follow the same trails along which 275 tons of drugs and 3 million people crossed U.S. borders illegally last year. In 2007, Congress established a successor to the 9/11 Commission to focus on terrorism using weapons of mass destruction. This bipartisan Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism issued its report to Congress and the Obama administration in December 2008. In the commission's unanimous judgment: "it is more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in the world by the end of 2013."  Faced with the possibility of an American Hiroshima, many Americans are paralyzed by a combination of denial and fatalism. Either it hasn't happened, so it's not going to happen; or, if it is going to happen, there's nothing we can do to stop it. Both propositions are wrong. The countdown to a nuclear 9/11 can be stopped, but only by realistic recognition of the threat, a clear agenda for action, and relentless determination to pursue it. 

Extinction

Morgan 9 (Dennis, Professor @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (South Korea, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race,” Futures, November, Science Direct)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or ‘‘lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the ‘‘use them or lose them’’ strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to ‘‘win’’ the war. In other words, once Pandora’s Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, ‘‘everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors’’ [10]. In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time befose the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter. 

***Critiques***

AT Cap K

Capitalism is driven by attempt at monopolistic control of resources – making resources accessible from space link turns the K 

Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)
If, by contrast, it is assumed that the resources of space are economically accessible, this not only eliminates the need for resource wars, it can also preserve the beneﬁts of civilisation which are being eroded today by ‘‘resource war-mongers’’, most notably the governments of the ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ countries and their ‘‘neo-con’’ advisers. It is also worth noting that the $1 trillion that these have already committed to wars in the Middle-East in the 21st century is orders of magnitude more than the public investment needed to aid companies sufﬁciently to start the commercial use of space resources. Industrial and ﬁnancial groups which proﬁt from monopolistic control of terrestrial supplies of various natural resources, like those which proﬁt from wars, have an economic interest in protecting their proﬁtable situation. However, these groups’ continuing proﬁts are justiﬁed neither by capitalism nor by democracy: they could be preserved only by maintaining the pretence that use of space resources is not feasible, and by preventing the development of low-cost space travel. Once the feasibility of low-cost space travel is understood, ‘‘resource wars’’ are clearly foolish as well as tragic. A visiting extra-terrestrial would be pityingly amused at the foolish antics of homo sapiens using longrange rockets to ﬁght each other over dwindling terrestrial resources—rather than using the same rockets to travel in space and have the use of all the resources they need! 

Space makes cap more sustainable.

Autino et. al., ’11 – Chairman of the Greater Earth Initiative
[Adriano Autino, member of the International Astronautic Federation and Chairman of the Greater Earth Initiative; Patrick Collins; Alberto Cavallo; Michael Martin-Smith; Charles Radley; authors for the Space Renaissance Initiative; “Call for a World Space Renaissance Forum;” accessed 6/21/2011; http://www.spacerenaissance.org/papers/CALL_FOR_SR_FORUM.pdf ] Jay

The global economy is entering a deep crisis, the worst since 1929. This is the second act of the "Crisis of Closed-World Ideologies", which has been developing throughout the XX Century. In 1989, the fall of the Berlin wall was the Crisis of Collectivist Ideology. The recent massive failure of the financial system is the Crisis of Neo-Liberal Ideology. Both these ideologies failed because they are based upon a closed-world, terro-centric philosophy. There are now almost 7 billion humans making massive demands on planet Earth: we urgently need to open the frontier, and move to a wider vision of our world, so as to access geo-lunar system resources and energy. In short, we need a new "Open World Philosophy". The alternative would be the implosion and collapse of our civilization. The most promising event of the current time, the emerging countries' industrial revolution, will very soon have to face the dramatic insufficiency of the energy and other resources of the Earth. Because of this they are destined to fail if they remain locked within our planetary boundaries. There are some encouraging signs, pointing the way out of such confinement: in 2004, Scaled Composites proved that low-cost space travel is feasible - as it has been for 50 years. And both China and India have the Moon in their sights: they seem to understand clearly that space offers an alternative to a darkening future. This is because it is now evident that any closed-world strategy will result in tragedy, as the 1930s depression ended with World War II. Today, since the energy and resources of planet Earth are not enough, it is far too likely that this crisis will end with a terrible holocaust, if we do not reach outside our world to obtain new resources and energy. Consequently if G20 discussions are to solve the economic crisis, they must include plans for geolunar system industrialization, as the only sustainable direction for development, since this will make non-terrestrial resources and energy available. If governments are to give out financial aid, it should not be to obsolete industrial segments! Help should be given to the most promising industrial revolution of our age: the ignition of the space economy, which can only be based on low-cost space travel. This means, initially, rapidly developing low-cost space travel, industrialization of the Moon, space solar power supply, and accessing extra-terrestrial resources from asteroids and cometoids! There need be no depression if we aim high! If we want our civilization to continue, and to reach a higher ethical level, a new Renaissance is necessary and urgent - a Space Renaissance, the industrial and cultural revolution of our age! Stock exchanges are burning billions each week, but what are they burning? Only bits of information in bank accounts. Real wealth is not money, but technologies and the potential for work: with 7 billion intelligences, Humanity has never been so rich! The above is clearly evident to all astronautic humanists, but not to our political leaders!

