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***NEGATIVE

AT: Aerospace advantage

ITAR blocks U.S. space competitiveness and SSP development

NSSO, 7 (National Security Space Office, Report to the Director, “Space-Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security; Phase 0 Architecture Feasibility Study” October 10, 2007, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf)
          

FINDING:  The SBSP Study Group found in order to successfully address major world problems in energy, environmental and national security, the U.S. needs to identify and then reduce or eliminate all unnecessary barriers to effective international cooperation on, and private industry investment in, the development of SBSP. Regardless of the form of international cooperation, Space‐Based Solar Power will require modification or special treatment under International Trafficking in Arms Regulations (ITAR). • Partnerships between U.S. and foreign corporations are often much easier to create and implement than government to government level partnerships, and more effective when the purpose is fostering economically affordable goods and services.    

• Application of the International Traffic Arms Regulations (ITAR) may constitute a major barrier to effective partnerships in SBSP and negatively impact national security. Right now ITAR greatly restricts and complicates all space‐related business, as it treats all launch and satellite technologies as arms. This has had the effect of causing America’s competitors to develop ITAR‐free products, and had a negative impact on our domestic space industries, which can no longer compete on level ground. Many participants in the feasibility study were very vocal that including satellite and launch technology in ITAR has had a counterproductive and detrimental effect on the U.S.’s national security and competitiveness—losing control and market share, and closing our eyes and ears to the innovations of the competition while selling ourselves on a national illusion of unassailable space superiority. Effective collaboration, even with allies on something of this level, could not take place effectively without some special consideration or modification.  

o Recommendation:  The SBSP Study Group recommends the early inclusion of global corporations from America’s allies as partners in the development of this new strategic energy resource. U.S. corporations should be encouraged to develop partnerships with foreign‐owned corporations of America’s closest and most‐trusted allies. In order to achieve this objective, U.S. industry should be exempt from ITAR when working with our closest and most‐trusted allies on SBSP systems. U.S. government funded SBSP technology maturation efforts should not include “buy America” clauses prohibiting participation of foreign companies as suppliers to U.S. bidders.  

--XT 1 – ITAR

ITAR restrictions kill aerospace

Sadeh, 8 - an Associate Director for the Center for Space and Defense Studies at the United States Air Force Academy (Eligar, The Space Review, “Space policy questions and decisions facing a new administration”, 6/9, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1146/1)

The United States government’s approach to export control of commercial space technologies places political, legal, and bureaucratic restrictions on the aerospace industry in the United States. These restrictions posit a cost to the United States satellite industry and the space industrial base.

Discussion

•Export controls of commercial space technologies are governed through the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), which is administered by the Department of State. These Regulations prevent international partnerships in commercial space by making it more difficult and bureaucratic to implement.

•As a result of ITAR, domestic manufacturing capabilities for vital space-related hardware and components are reduced. The regulations, in contrast to the intended goal of retaining preeminence for the United States in the aerospace and defense fields, brings about the opposite effect.

•The United States has fallen behind and has lost leadership status in global space commerce competition due to its export control regime.

•Export controls are an impediment to United States competition in the international marketplace. International competition in space commerce is stiff and growing, and ITAR harms United States industry and limit the ability to access and make use of the best capabilities. Globalization of space is desirable and ITAR is a barrier.

•ITAR damages national security by placing legal and bureaucratic restrictions on the United States military use of commercial space assets that rely on a robust satellite industry and space industrial base. The fact is that the United States military is dependent on commercial space services.

•ITAR directly impacts approaches to national security space whereby the United States is denying allies access to warfighting and space protection capabilities.

U.S. export controls block aerospace competitiveness

Walker et al, 2  - Chair of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners (Robert, Final Report of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners, November, http://www.trade.gov/td/aerospace/aerospacecommission/AeroCommissionFinalReport.pdf)

Restrictive Export Controls. One of the primary obstacles to the health and competitiveness of the U.S. aerospace industry is our own export control regime. Export controls have been and should be an important component of America’s national security. We believe, however, current export controls are increas- ingly counterproductive to our national security inter- ests in their current form and under current practices of implementation. In our judgment, export control reform is crucial to provide better security in the future and to insure the health and vitality of our aerospace industry. 

Export controls undermine U.S. aerospace joint ventures

Walker et al, 02  - Chair of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners (Robert, Final Report of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners, November, http://www.trade.gov/td/aerospace/aerospacecommission/AeroCommissionFinalReport.pdf)

More importantly, U.S. export controls are under- mining one of the central goals of military planning during the past 30 years—alliance interoperability. We actively try to get allies to buy American military equipment to improve our ability to fight as an alliance, yet we bog down that process through net- tlesome export controls. For example, during the Kosovo air war, allies were petitioning the DoD to intercede with the State Department to expedite license approval of weapon systems needed to arm combat aircraft flying side-by-side with American pilots. 

Export controls are undermin- ing the collaboration between companies in alliance countries on new system developments. Foreign companies have actually instructed design engineers to avoid American components because of the difficulty of acquiring license approval from the United States government. 

The current approach to export controls is increasingly isolating the American aerospace industry from the commercial sector in an unproductive cocoon of regula- tion. The defense industrial base is falling farther and farther behind the commercial market place because it has to cope with excessive regulation. 

AT: Space Pearl Harbor
The Rumsfeld commission report on space Pearl Harbors was biased and isn’t credible

Hartung, 05  (William, senior research fellow at the World Policy Institute at the New School, “Weapons in space put the world at risk”, 7/13, Seattle Post Intelligencer, http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/opinion/232239_spaceweapons13.html)

Within the next few weeks, President Bush is expected to release his administration's new national space policy. The most crucial aspect of the plan will be whether it endorses placing weapons in space. There have been a series of reports since 2001 that essentially advocate deploying space weapons. The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, initially chaired by Donald Rumsfeld, argued that the United States must take steps to avoid a "space Pearl Harbor." The Rumsfeld report said there is no current bar to "placing or using weapons in space, applying force from space to Earth, or conducting military operations in and through space." Not so coincidentally, seven of the 13 members of the Rumsfeld space commission had ties to aerospace companies that could stand to gain from the launching of a major space weapons program.
The threat is exaggerated – the impact would be minimal

Perera, 08 (David, “'Space Pearl Harbor' overstated,” Government Computer News, 2/22, 

http://www.gcn.com/online/vol1_no1/45866-1.html?topic=geospatial#)

The Navy’s use of an anti-ballistic missile to shoot down a falling U.S. satellite Feb. 20 did not inaugurate a new era of vulnerability for high-bandwidth military communications, said David Mosher, a Rand Corp. senior policy analyst specializing in issues related to the militarization of space and ballistic missile defense. 

Any concern “about a space Pearl Harbor is way overstated,” Mosher told Defense Systems in an interview Feb. 21. 

As the military edges closer to achieving its network-centric vision of warfare, it is becoming more dependent on high-bandwidth communications routed through satellites. That makes satellites an increasingly attractive target despite a near-universal condemnation of the militarization of space. 

Defense Department officials said this week’s satellite operation was not a show of force or a response to China’s destruction of one of its own weather satellites in January 2007. 

However, even if the United States should find itself fighting an enemy with the will and capacity to destroy U.S. satellites, high-bandwidth communications would continue to operate, Mosher said. 

“The key here is not to protect satellites. The key is to protect the function,” he added. That could be accomplished many ways, including ensuring that satellite systems are robust enough to survive the loss of some of their units. 

A prime example is the Global Positioning System, which consists of at least 24 satellites in medium Earth orbit. “It would take a whole lot to significantly degrade GPS,” Mosher said. “You’d have to shoot a lot of satellites.” 

Increased use of transoceanic fiber-optic cables could also make the military less dependent on satellites. Such cabling has already proven to be reliable and has done a great deal to reduce satellite use in the private sector, Mosher said. 

In any event, if a satellite-shooting war occurs, air vehicles with sensors and routers located lower in the atmosphere than satellites would already be active. “That just makes sense in regional warfare anyway,” he said. 

A shot-down satellite would be a loss because alternatives would not perfectly compensate for the missing capacity, “but it’s not the end of the world,” Mosher said.
The space Pearl Harbor threat is hyped nonsense

Moore, 06  - contributing editor of The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Mike, SAIS Review, “A New Cold War?”, Winter Spring, projectmuse)

But even if a military and economic rivalry develops, would that necessarily lead to one of the many Pearl Harbor scenarios spun out by space warriors?12 The answer is almost surely no. Any substantive antisatellite threat to U.S. space assets would have to be preceded by extensive testing, including tests in space. The United States would quickly detect any such tests.

The kindest thing that can be said about space Pearl Harbor scenarios is that they are classic scare tactics, the latest installment in a string of scenarios trotted out by hardliners throughout the Cold War.13 Pearl Harbor allusions trigger potent images for Americans, visions of a sleepy Sunday morning that turn into a nightmare of roaring aircraft and staccato gunfire, of exploding bombs and torpedoes, of roiling smoke and foundering ships, of death in a fire-flooded bay. They also bring to mind a nation that was woefully unprepared for global war despite the Roosevelt administration's desperate attempts to get the country into some sort of fighting trim. Yet on closer inspection Pearl Harbor analogies seem to be little more than dramatic devices chosen for their emotional impact rather than for their correspondence to actual probability.

AT: Space development advantage

Commercial space tourism is revitalizing the U.S. launch sector

Ashworth, 08 - Fellow of the British Interplanetary Society (Stephen, The Space Review, “In defense of the knights”, 6/23, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1153/1)

In fact, rather than wait some decades, the Executive Summary goes so far as to conclude: “Considering the development 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.” (p.4)

Is there any specific technology that could have caused Day to be so dismissive of the concept? Indeed there is, for he writes: “the report makes clear that the key technology requirement is cheap access to space, which no longer seems as achievable as it did three decades ago (perhaps why SSP advocates tend to skip this part of the discussion and hope others solve it for them).”

Cheap access to space no longer as achievable as it seemed in 1978? This is a clear reference to the Space Shuttle. But a government shuttle is no longer where cheap space access is at. In 2004 we saw the first space access by a privately-developed reusable spaceplane, and its successor is due to begin test flights later this year in the run-up to commercial service. Sure, it’s only suborbital. But people are queueing up to ride on the thing.

Here’s the key fact: SpaceShipTwo represents a completely different economic paradigm from the Space Shuttle because, for the first time ever, manned spaceflight is about to become a profitable enterprise. All hopes that humanity will create a spacefaring civilization rest on this paradigm change.

In ten or twenty years time a successful suborbital industry will surely develop a reusable spaceplane for large-scale economic orbital access. The demand for orbital tourist flights exists, and the suborbital service will demonstrate that a spaceline can be run in the same way as an airline. Virgin Galactic may fail. It has plenty of competitors. One day, somebody will succeed. It’s only a matter of time.

Solaren has already committed to producing space solar power by 2016

Leatherwood, 11 (GB, “Space-based Solar Power by 2016?,” Space Future Journal, 5/22, 
http://www.spacefuture.com/journal/journal.cgi?art=2011.05.22.solaren_plans_SSP_by_2016
In 2009, Manhattan Beach, CA-based company Solaren, Inc. signed a contract with Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) to provide 200 megawatts (MW) of clean, reliable electrical power to customers at a rate comparable with existing power generation facilities. 
But unlike hydroelectric, coal, fossil fuel, and nuclear production, this power will come from that constant, inexhaustible source, the Sun. This is known as “Space Based Solar Power,” and until recently, it was also known as “science fiction.” 
But in the here and now, Solaren designers have developed a system involving multiple satellites to be delivered into geosynchronous orbit ( GEO

) on heavy lift launch vehicles similar to the 
Falcon 9

 HYPERLINK "http://www.spacefuture.com/cgi/glossary.cgi?gl=term;term=Falcon%209" 
being tested successfully by the US firm 
SpaceX

 HYPERLINK "http://www.spacefuture.com/cgi/glossary.cgi?gl=who;term=SpaceX" 
. 
A number of specially designed and built satellites will capture the Sun's rays, transform them into radio frequency (RF) or microwave energy, and send beams of energy down to receiving antennas (rectennas): unused land in the California heartland close to existing PG&E substations, tied into the existing electrical power grid. 
Solaren plans this for 2016—and as of now, the company is on schedule. 
To learn more about the current status of the project, Space Future Journal interviewed Mr. Cal Boerman, vice president of electricity sales and delivery, of Solaren Corp. 
Space Future Journal: We understand that you have been issued a US patent for your proposed system. Can you tell us a bit about it? 
Cal Boerman: Solaren was issued our US patent No. 2006/185726-A1 on August 24, 2006. It is a broad system patent, which means that we have protection if another tries to use our concept of using more than one satellite to implement the SSP

 system. We feel it is considerably cheaper to implement with multiple satellites. 
SFJ: We know this is a very costly endeavor. What is your cost estimate and how are you financing it? 
CB: Solaren has always been careful to always just say it will take a few billion dollars to build our first 200 Megawatt (MW) SSP

 pilot plant for PG&E. We have been able to find wealthy investors who want to do something important by supporting new innovative developments like SSP

—that has the potential for changing the future of our world/planet. 
SFJ: How are you dealing with the US government regulations? 
CB: Solaren has had very good working relationships with and support from the California regulators such as the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the California Energy Commission(CEC.) Solaren's Power Purchase Agreement with PG&E has received full approval from the CPUC and the CEC. The CEC has said that they have experience and a good working relationships with the corresponding Federal government regulators and will work jointly with the appropriate US agencies to insure that Solaren receives both California and Federal approvals without having to do redundant applications. We are on schedule with all of the Federal regulatory agencies that will have authority over our SSP

 system. 


Commercial space development increasing now

Foust, 11 – editor of the Space Review (Jeff, “Space challenges for 2011,” The Space Review, 1/3, 
http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1752/1
Developing commercial human spaceflight

Last year was, in some respects, something of a breakthrough year for commercial human spaceflight. While there were no commercial human missions in 2010—not even a space tourist flying on a Soyuz mission to the ISS—much of the policy and technical groundwork was laid to enable such missions, most visibly with the successful flight of SpaceX’s Falcon 9 launch vehicle and Dragon spacecraft. By the end of 2010 several companies, including established firms like Boeing, Orbital Sciences, and United Launch Alliance, had formally expressed their interest in developing commercial crew transportation systems.

Like 2010, the coming year is unlikely to see commercial human missions, at least to orbit, but it will solidify the foundations upon which the efforts will be built. In the spring NASA is expected to make a new round of Commercial Crew Development (CCDev) awards to support work on various technologies and systems needed for such vehicles. SpaceX is scheduled to make its next COTS Falcon 9/Dragon launch later this year, approaching and potentially even berthing with the International Space Station, demonstrating the capabilities required to deliver cargo to the station—a key step towards human spaceflight. Orbital Sciences is also scheduled to make the inaugural launch of its Taurus 2 rocket and Cygnus cargo spacecraft this year, although it appears that effort is separate from its crew transportation proposals, which involve a lifting body vehicle launched on an EELV-class booster.

Suborbital spaceflight was out of the limelight in 2010 compared to previous years, overshadowed by the surge in interest in orbital human spaceflight. Yet companies in the field made at least incremental progress, including the first captive carry and, later, glide tests of Virgin Galactic’s SpaceShipTwo. Spaceport America, the spaceport that will initially host operations of the system, is also scheduled for completion this year, after the dedication of its runway in October 2010. Several other companies, including Armadillo Aerospace, Masten Space Systems, and XCOR Aerospace, may begin flight tests of their vehicles (either crewed or remotely piloted) to high and even suborbital altitudes by the end of the year.
Global commercial space activity is increasing

Pulham, 11 – CEO of the Space Foundation (Elliot, US Senate Testimony, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=5d3fad1f-2ed9-4b52-8bec-7ab618108605)

Additionally, more countries are becoming involved in space or are revitalizing dormant space programs, with Australia, South Africa and Iran as recent examples. In many cases, these space actors are incorporating a deliberate commercial element in their space programs that targets economic development and technology creation.

Commercial space innovation is driving economic growth

Pulham, 11 – CEO of the Space Foundation (Elliot, US Senate Testimony, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=5d3fad1f-2ed9-4b52-8bec-7ab618108605)
Space as an Economic Engine

Space products and services are an integral part of daily life, expanding each year into new areas of human activity. In one dramatic example, space technology and expertise helped to ensure the survival and rescue of a group of Chilean miners trapped underground. This experience was but a single instance of how the knowledge gained from human activity in the challenging environment of space can be applied to life on Earth. In more commonplace situations, new space applications are helping people communicate with each other and access entertainment as they travel by ground, sea or air. Satellite-enabled Internet connections are becoming commonplace as airlines outfit their fleets with the latest equipment. Navigation applications for cell phones can combine input from built-in cameras and GPS chips, enabling users to view directions as an overlay on an image of their surroundings. GPS tracking systems installed on racecars 4 allow people playing computer games to participate in virtual competitions against professional drivers during real racing events. Whether during work or leisure hours, most people reap the benefits of space systems and technology as an integral part of their daily lives.

The commercial sector continues to incorporate space technology both in its manufacturing processes and in its products. The glass manufacturing industry is incorporating techniques used in the analysis of data from the Hubble Space Telescope and the semiconductor industry is creating more powerful microchips using technology developed for building ESA’s XMM-Newton X-ray observatory. Consumers can purchase clothing made from textiles originally developed for use by astronauts or have their hair styled with tools that smooth and soften hair using nano-ceramic technology developed by NASA. Not only does space contribute to the wealth of products available to consumers, it also enables companies to estimate consumer activity by observing the ebb and flow of customer traffic in the parking lots of retailers by means of satellite imagery.
Solvency 1nc

1. Cart before the horse – high launch costs prevent SSP

Cox, 11 - retired prosecutor and public interest lawyer, author and political activist (William, “The Race for Space Solar Energy,” 3/26, 
http://www.thepeoplesvoice.org/TPV3/Voices.php/2011/03/26/the-race-for-space-solar-energy
The remaining problem is the expense of lifting equipment and materials into space. The last few flights of the space shuttle this year will cost $20,000 per kilogram of payload to move satellites into orbit and resupply the space station.

It has been estimated that economic viability of space solar energy would require a reduction in the payload cost to less than $200 per kilogram and the total expense, including delivery and assembly in orbit, to less than $3,500 per kilogram.

2. Technology fails – it’s 40 years away

Day, 8  (Dwayne, “Knights in shining armor,” The Space Review, 6/9, 

http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1147/1)

The NSSO study is remarkably sensible and even-handed and states that we are nowhere near developing practical SSP and that it is not a viable solution for even the military’s limited requirements. It states that the technology to implement space solar power does not currently exist… and is unlikely to exist for the next forty years. Substantial technology development must occur before it is even feasible. Furthermore, the report makes clear that the key technology requirement is cheap access to space, which no longer seems as achievable as it did three decades ago (perhaps why SSP advocates tend to skip this part of the discussion and hope others solve it for them). The activists have ignored the message and fallen in love with the messenger.

3. Bureaucratic turf wars crush effective U.S. space policy

Kueter, 07 - is president of the George C. Marshall Institute, a nonprofit think tank dediicated to science and technology in public policy (Jeff, New Atlantis, “China's Space Ambitions -- And Ours,” Spring, lexis)

It may also be necessary to realign the government bureaucracy. Today, bureaucratic inaction afflicts space security policy. Tension between intelligence gatherers and warfighters over primary control of the space enterprise has created conflicts over budgets and turf. Within the military community more broadly, while there is lip-service recognition of the vital significance of space to the American warfighter, there is little real appreciation for the complexity of the challenge of defending and maintaining those systems. The 2005 decision to designate the Air Force Undersecretary as the Department of Defense's "Executive Agent for Space" was supposed to have clarified this situation, but it did not: While the Undersecretary is regularly held accountable for the failures of flawed acquisition strategies of past administrations, the Executive Agent exerts only secondary influence over the Pentagon's processes for space policy or budgeting.

In any event, none of these Pentagon offices have any meaningful influence over the classified "black" (that is, secret) activities of the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), which is now dominated by career civilian bureaucrats. This segregation flies in the face of nearly two decades of increasing interdependence between the "black" and "white" space communities. The inevitable inefficiencies resulting from separate space-sensor efforts are less worrisome than the potential complacency regarding growing threats to the intelligence community's programmatic empires. Although Donald Kerr, the director of NRO, told the press last year that evidence of Chinese ASAT development "makes us think," it is unclear when such thought will become action within the intelligence community.

Maintenance costs and placement in geostationary orbit make it not cost competitive

Ditto, 8 - Fellow, NASA Institute for Advanced Concepts (Thomas, reader comments on “Harvest the Sun — From Space”, 7/23, http://community.nytimes.com/article/comments/2008/07/23/opinion/23smith.html?permid=73#comment73)

O. Glenn Smith doesn't address the costs and complexity of maintaining solar panel farms in space. In fact, if all the costs are factored in from manufacturing space-worthy solar arrays with their attendant radio wave beam transmission systems, their launch and deployment, as well as the cost of maintenance, including the inevitable decommissioning costs (something too often overlooked with satellites), and that cost is compared to ground-based solar arrays with their relative inefficiency, the enterprise doesn't look practical.
Smith ignores orbital placement. This doesn't look like a low-earth orbit (LEO) installation where day/night issues are far worse than on earth's surface. Moreover, at LEO steering the radio waves would be a very complex process. On the other hand, humans have never worked at geostationary orbit where the transmission to fixed earth stations makes sense.

--XT 1 – Launch costs

Lack of space launch services inhibit space solar power

Mankins, 8 - president of the Space Power Association, and former Manager, Advanced Concepts Studies, Office of Space Flight  at NASA (John, Ad Astra, “Inexhaustible Energy from Orbit” Spring 2008, pg. 20, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf)

A major barrier to all space endeavors also applies to space solar power, and that is affordable access to space. This barrier is one of compelling importance. The problem of space access includes both low-cost and highly-reliable Earth-to-orbit transportation, and in-space transporta- tion. (Fortunately, one of the key ingredients in overcoming this barrier is having a market that requires many flights. It’s hard to imagine how air travel between continents would be affordable if the aircraft were used once or twice per year rather than once or twice per day!) 

Advances that drive down the cost of space operations present signifi- cant hurdles, too. These hurdles involve a range of capabilities, most of which have never been demonstrated in space—but all of which are entirely taken for granted here on Earth. The kinds of capabilities in question include the highly-autonomous assembly of large structures, the deployment and integration of modular electronic systems, refu-eling, and repair and maintenance. (The key ingredient is to perform such operations without large numbers of operators and sustaining engineers on Earth—which drive the high cost of contemporary space operations.) 

Lack of low-cost space access blocks SSP

Mankins, 8 - president of the Space Power Association, and former Manager, Advanced Concepts Studies, Office of Space Flight  at NASA (John, Ad Astra, “Inexhaustible Energy from Orbit” Spring 2008, pg. 20, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf)

Lower-Cost Space Access. Space launch is a well-known and clas- sic case of the “chicken-and-egg” problem, and one that has provenextremely hard to overcome. For many concepts, very low recurring costs per pound of payload can be achieved only with high launch rates (so that the cost of fixed initial investments and annual overhead costs can be spread across many launches). Achieving high launch rates depends upon the actual revenue-generating traffic to be carried, which depends significantly on earlier investments in space-utilizing enterprises (for example, investments related to in-space manufacturing capacity). And, as a result, increased investments in space-utilizing enterprises (government or commercial) will depend upon the prior existence of assured availability of reliable launch services at the lower prices. 

So, in order to make space solar power possible, what has to be done about space transportation? In the case of conventional transportation infrastructures, low cost has always been achieved through reuse of vehicles and the deployment of general-purpose infrastructures that can be used many times by multiple customers, such as canals, rail- ways, roads, and airports. It is hard to imagine how automobiles, air- craft, ships, or any other modern transportation system might somehow be produced so cheaply that the transport could somehow be “dispos- able” after each use. In order for space solar power systems to be eco- nomically viable, reusable Earth-to-orbit launchers will be essential. In-space transportation advances are also needed. In-space trans- portation systems must be very fuel-efficient. Also, transport hardware costs must be dramatically reduced through the development of reus- able, rather than expendable, systems. Finally, the personnel costs for the transport infrastructure must be drastically reduced: the system must be largely autonomous, involving neither “marching armies” of operators or maintenance engineers. 

--XT 2 – Tech fails

Space solar power has no credibility within the energy industry

Day, 10 - space policy analyst and historian who lives in Northern Virginia (Dwayne, “Blinded by the light,” The Space Review, 6/7,

http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1641/1
The more general reason that space solar power has reemerged is that just like in the 1970s, space solar power fills a cultural, ideological, and yes, spiritual need among a certain type of person. It has nothing to do with the concept suddenly becoming technically or economically feasible, or gaining any credibility within the energy sector.

Last month two groups held solar energy conferences separated by one week, 1700 miles, and a million light years. The first was SOLAR 2010, the annual conference of the American Solar Energy Society held in Phoenix, Arizona. The second was the “First National Space Society Space Solar Power Symposium” held at the International Space Development Conference in Chicago, Illinois.

The Space Solar Power Symposium featured approximately three dozen presentations on the subject, including individuals from Japan and India. The presentation topics ranged from the mundane (“Prospects for microwave wireless power transmission”) to the polemic (“Why Space Solar Power is the Answer and the ONLY Answer to Our Long Term Energy Needs”).

But if you went to SOLAR 2010 a week earlier, you would have noticed something rather striking. Despite the attendance of hundreds of people, numerous companies, and the presentation of hundreds of technical papers; despite the presence of the United States’ best experts on energy policy, energy transmission, energy generation, and solar power technology—there were no presentations on space solar power.

Think about that for a moment. What does it say about space solar power?

What it says is that space solar power is a fringe idea that is not even taken seriously within the niche field of solar power generation. What it also says is that the space solar power community doesn’t play with the big boys. It’s a community that talks to itself, that seeks the comfort of like-minded individuals, and doesn’t even try to sell its message to the audience most likely to give it a fair hearing.

If the space solar power community wants to be taken seriously, there is a good way it can start. Instead of holding the “Second NSS Space Solar Power Symposium” at the International Space Development Conference next year, they should try to hold it at SOLAR 2011. They should see if they can face the members of the American Solar Energy Society directly and hear what they think of the idea of space solar power. It’s time for the space solar power advocates to decide if they want to be a social organization, no different from a knitting circle or a model train club, or if they want to be an industry.

Space policy activists are fixated on technology – they wildly exaggerate the benefits and are so disconnected from real world economic and technological constraints that you should reject their claims

Day, 9 - space policy analyst and historian who lives in Northern Virginia (Dwayne, “Space fetishism: space activism’s obsession with technological and ideological saviors,” 12/21, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1534/1)

You don’t have to spend much time at space activist conferences or reading the comments on space blogs or discussion groups before you start to notice certain patterns. Very quickly you will recognize that certain people, or groups, have specific issues that they care passionately about, and they repeatedly advocate the same technological or ideological solutions to the problems that they think are most worthy of attention. They fit two of the three definitions of fetishes—things that space activists believe contain supernatural powers, and/or things that they have an abnormal fixation upon. There’s an old saying that when all you have is a hammer, every problem starts to look like a nail. A good corollary to this is that when you idealize your hammer, you look for things to pound.

Technology fetishism

With only a little bit of effort, it would be possible to produce a long list of examples of technologies that individual space activists are obsessed with and believe are the solution to different problems. At the top of this list is space solar power, which many space activists currently believe is a solution to… well, just about everything: global warming, the high cost of gasoline, poverty, Middle East instability, and terrorism. Build solar power satellites, some activists believe, and most problems in the world will be solved.

But there are a multitude of other technological “solutions” fetishized within the space activist community. There are people who believe that all (or at least most) of the problems with military space can be solved with small satellites, or the Operationally Responsive Space approach. There are people who believe that space science and exploration can be vastly improved with the use of small satellites. Recently, a passionate subgroup has emerged in the form of cubesat and nanosatellite advocates, although these advocates have a difficult time explaining exactly what useful missions such satellites will do—their primary virtue appears that they are small and “small = good” and therefore “really small = better.”

Perhaps the biggest fetishized technology category concerns propulsion. There are many different groups offering their solutions to different propulsion problems. There is the DIRECT group with their Jupiter rocket. There are the Shuttle-C advocates. Then there are the advocates of space elevators and space beaming technologies, and the advocates of nuclear rocket engines. A current hot topic among this latter group is the VASIMIR nuclear rocket which, if it works as advertized, could provide truly revolutionary propulsion to the outer planets—at immense difficulty and expense. There is a small but vocal group that believes that space fuel depots are the solution to human space exploration plans. And there’s a closely related group that believes that in situ resource utilization (ISRU) is a vital technology. There are also advocates of solar sails. And then there are advocates of specific niche technologies that have only superficial connection to space, such as Polywell fusion and liquid salt reactors.

Now many of these technologies have some merit, and there is justification for spreading some development money around in order to see which ones can bear fruit. These technologies are not inherently invalid or stupid, but their enthusiastic advocates often dramatically overstate their utility, and ignore political or economic reality. Quite often, they are advocates talking to themselves, and failing to convince anybody outside of space activist circles.

Go to a conference on energy development, or read magazines and journals on energy production, and you would be hard-pressed to see any mention of space solar power at all. If the people who are experts in energy development, and who make their living finding ways to improve the field—and make money—do not recognize space solar power as even a niche idea, then that tells you something about the claims made in the space activist community about SSP. Similarly, if you went to a conference on terrorism or third world poverty and proposed space solar power as a solution, the conference attendees would toss you out as a crank.

But more to the point, many of these technologies have limited respectability even within the space R&D field, where engineers and managers are focused on near-term problems and technologies that can serve more immediate needs. Several years ago I read a blog commentary where somebody proposed in situ resource utilization (ISRU)—turning atmosphere into fuel—as a “solution” to a Mars sample return mission. But if you talk to the engineers who devote their time to Mars sample return, ISRU is a solution to a problem they don’t have. Their problem is not reducing the amount of propellant that they need to carry to Mars, but finding a way of protecting the propellant that they carry during a long cold soak in the extreme Martian environment. ISRU is unproven and highly challenging. It is not something that they would add to a mission that already has a large number of technology challenges. ISRU is a potentially highly beneficial technology, but not the kind of thing that any sane engineer would insert into an operational mission until it had been developed and tested on its own. To the people who work in the field, it is not a solution, but a diversion. To the activists, ISRU was a magic technological capability that they reflexively applied to a proposed Mars mission.

Similarly, many of these technologies will require so much time, effort and money to develop that it is hard to see any connection to near-term needs. Does anybody really think that space elevators can be built in the next half century? Is the VASIMIR rocket really something that could be developed—assuming that it would actually work—without the expenditure of many billions of dollars? The advocates in some ways have to oversell the benefits of such long-term technologies in order to hide the reality that these are remote solutions. Only with hyperbole can they attract attention. Maybe if people think that the payoff is great, they’ll be willing to work on it for decades.

The mundane bureaucratic reality is that in the past decade NASA has gutted its technology development budget and now trails industry and other countries in many R&D areas. As an agency with a relatively limited budget and too much to do, NASA has a hard time funding technology development for a number of reasons, including the fact that when space missions run over budget, the leadership goes looking for money in projects that are not tied to immediate needs, and technology programs take a hit. But another recent problem has been that the agency’s technology development program lacked focus—NASA funded too many in-space propulsion programs, for instance, rather than the one or two that it might use in the next decade—and this made the overall development program vulnerable. Anyone familiar with the current state of NASA’s technology development effort will realize that there are far more pressing needs than the technologies that many activists have glommed on to. NASA could make use of better ion engines and aerocapture, as two examples. But both of these are considered mundane by the space activist community, which is obsessed with technologies they consider sexier. The point to remember is that there is a vast gulf between present reality, and what technologies the activists are excited about.

Launch costs aren’t enough – the technology for space solar power has yet to be developed and it can’t be adapted for military use

Hsu, 11 - InnovationNewsDaily Senior Writer (Jeremy, “Military Scientists Look to Space to Power Bases,” 3/14, Innovation News Daily, http://www.innovationnewsdaily.com/military-scientists-look-to-space-to-power-bases-1800/)

Wise soldiers heed the modern military maxim: "Amateurs talk tactics, professionals talk logistics."

The need to resupply forward bases in the dangerous terrain of Afghanistan means that the U.S. military must risk vehicles and lives in convoys that can fall prey to insurgent ambushes. But some military researchers have begun considering whether energy beamed from space could offer a futuristic solution to that problem.

According to a 2009 report by the Naval Research Laboratory in Washington, D.C., orbital platforms could deliver energy to forward bases by way of microwave or laser and cut back on the amount of fuel that convoys need to deliver. Space-based solar power would harness the full power of sunlight with massive solar panel arrays orbiting above the Earth's atmosphere.

That could reduce the fuel usage by generators that typically supply electricity to a forward base, and was deemed the best defense application for space-based solar power in the report.

However, "despite their shortcomings, terrestrial solar, wind, nuclear and other possible alternatives enjoy decades of heritage, whereas [space-based solar power] has yet to be demonstrated on any scale," said Paul Jaffe, electronics engineer and head of systems integration at the Naval Research Laboratory.

The report did not attempt to come up with a price tag for a military-focused application of space-based solar power. But it did include an early estimate that such military use would require more than $10 billion and remains more than five years in the future.

"It is currently quite unlikely" that the U.S. military would try that approach before civilian projects get off the ground, Jaffe told InnovationNewsDaily. The latter include European and Japanese project proposals, as well as a private effort by the California-based company Solaren Corp.

Even if the expensive cost of launching the necessary equipment into space fell to zero, Jaffe pointed to much technological development that still needs to be done before a space-based solar power system could be deployed. To his knowledge, the U.S. Department of Defense has not funded efforts that focus specifically on such systems.

SSP technology fails and is based on propaganda

Rako, 8 – technical editor of Electronics Design, Strategy, and News (Paul, “Solar power in space, a really stupid idea,” 7/25, http://www.edn.com/blog/1700000170/post/1830030583.html
The New York Times has an article about solar power satellites (SPS). This is where you put a few square mile of solar panels up in space and then just beam the power down to earth with microwaves. This idea was so loony and so farcical on it’s face that I about had a conniption fit. Well, this is the great thing about the Internet. See, the New York Times allows comments on its articles and they soon had six pages of comments, many from engineers like ourselves that pointed out how incredibly stupid this idea was. A few years ago the Times would have received a dozen letters critical of the article and maybe published one or maybe killed them and nobody is the wiser. Now they get 143 comments, mostly con, that suddenly appear and the whole world can see how absurd the proposals in the article are. And I love the researcher that comments, “What would it hurt to spend about 100 million on further research?” Well not his house payment, but we peons have better things to research with our tax dollars. Like why the seam of my blue jeans’ legs curl up when they come out of the dryer. I always wondered about that.

Just as sad, of all the comments with good reasoned analysis, the comment the Times put on the first page in a little highlighted box was:

"Energy from space really is one of the crucial 'three pillars' of renewable electricity, along with wind and thermal solar farms." Dr. Paul J. Werbos, Arlington, Va.

That was pretty unbelievable to me, but just look the first paragraph of the article itself:

As we face $4.50 a gallon gas, we also know that alternative energy sources — coal, oil shale, ethanol, wind and ground-based solar — are either of limited potential, very expensive, require huge energy storage systems or harm the environment. There is, however, one potential future energy source that is environmentally friendly, has essentially unlimited potential and can be cost competitive with any renewable source: space solar power.

This is a flat-out lie. It’s a lie in so many places it hurts my teeth. Sweeping all the alternative energy sources under the rug, without looking at the complex analog tradeoffs involved is an affront to reason and decency. That is a bad enough lie. But to then follow that absurdity with the assertion that space solar power is somehow economically possible and environmentally friendly is complete madness. Now I am going to give some sources you can read that prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that this proposal is clinically insane, but first I wanted to share an epiphany I had. Paul’s epiphany came about 5 hours into a wasted Thursday night where I should have been in downtown San Jose having fun at the free concert. Instead I spent all night reading all the sources I could find regarding SPS. I am embarrassed because it took five hours to realize something that was plainly stated in the comments to the article that I read five hours before. Someone pointed out that the technology of this proposal did not matter. This space-panel microwave gizmo was also a weapon and it would be politically impossible to deploy it.

AT: Asteroids addon

“Impact Winter” is overstated – the world will recover quickly

Marusek, 2007 – Nuclear Physicist & Engineer

(James A., “Comet and Asteroid Threat Impact Analysis,” American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, http://www.aero.org/conferences/planetarydefense/2007papers/P4-3--Marusek-Paper.pdf)

I feel that the threat of a dust generated "impact winter" is vastly overstated and that any dust generated "impact winter" will not be anywhere near as severe nor last as long as some predict. • According to research from geologist, Kevin Pope, the K/T impact did not generate the quantities of fine dust needed to block the Sun completely and choke off photosynthesis. Approximately 99% of the debris produced was in the form of spherules, which are too coarse and heavy to remain suspended in the upper atmosphere for very long. Only 1% of the debris is fine dust generated from pulverized rock. If this fine dust were spread out across the entire globe, it would represent a thickness of ~ 0.001 inches (0.03 mm). Therefore the hypothesis of an "impact winter" is vastly overstated.24 • Just as dust that is kicked up into the atmosphere will block sunlight from hitting the earth, the dust will also act as an insulator trapping heat at the Earth’s surface. This includes the heat from (1) the impact and fireball, (2) firestorms, (3) fuel fires – oil, natural gas, coal, timber, methane hydrate, and (4) lava flows and volcanoes. This trapping effect will slow the decent of the temperature fall, and retard the onset of the "impact winter". • Some of my reasoning comes from reverse logic. The dust cloud is a global threat. It shuts off light from the entire surface of the Earth. It brings photosynthesis to a grinding halt. Several mammals and reptiles survived the asteroid that slammed into Mexico’s Yucatan Peninsula 65 million years ago. We know this because the event did not result in total and complete extinction of all complex life forms. How long could these creatures survive without food? Several years seems like a very, very long time to go without food. • The oldest tropical honeybees, Cretotrigona prisca, were studied by Jacqueline M. Kozisek. These honeybees survived the Cretaceous/Tertiary (K/T) extinction. The bees share a common ancestry tree with modern tropical honeybees making them an ideal subject for study. These bees rely on pollen for their energy source and do not store honey. They must have a constant source of blooming angiosperms to survive. They also require a temperature of 88-93°F (31-34°C) to maintain their metabolism. These insects are very sensitive to the environment changes. Covering the outer atmosphere with a dust layer, blocking off photosynthesis, and dropping tropical temperatures by 13°F (7°C) to 22°F (12°C) would have meant certain death for this species. If a global “impact winter” occurred, these honeybees could not survive years in the dark and cold without the flowering plants which they need to survive. But they did survive!25

I feel the entire world will be dark within one hour after a large impact. The impact debris flung high into the stratosphere will cause this darkness. It will take several days for the majority of this debris to fall back to Earth’s surface. I believe at about the third day after impact, some light will start to get through. 

Leaders will exploit technological innovation to turn asteroids into weapons – risks extinction

Kecskes, 02 – engineer (Csaba, “SCENARIOS WHICH MAY LEAD TO THE RISE OF AN ASTEROID-BASED TECHNICAL CIVILISATION,” Acta Astronautica, v.50 n.9, science direct)

Recent studies have shown that asteroid and comet impacts have played an important role in the evolution of the Earth’s biosphere by trig-gering mass extinctions (see [25]). In connection with this theory the effects of asteroid impacts 
were analysed in detail (see [26]). It was shown that even medium size near-Earth asteroids (with diameters between 0.2 and 2 km) may cause quite big explosions (with energies between 1000 and 100; 000 Mt TNT equivalents) on the surface of the Earth. These energies are much bigger than the possible energy releases of the largest nuclear weapons ever built, such an explosion might destroy a big country or a small continent. If a great power manages to create several “military aster-oids” (which may be put into action in a “not too long time” after the outbreak of a war) then it will get a great military advantage, comparable with the present advantage of the nuclear powers over the other countries. Military power is one of the most important founding elements of a great power’s status, therefore, it is very probable that the leaders of some great powers will spare no efforts in order to create such “military asteroids” if the technological possibility appears. 

Adequate asteroids exist for weapons – powering them is the biggest challenge

Kecskes, 02 – engineer (Csaba, “SCENARIOS WHICH MAY LEAD TO THE RISE OF AN ASTEROID-BASED TECHNICAL CIVILISATION,” Acta Astronautica, v.50 n.9, science direct)

There are approximately 35,000 medium size near-Earth asteroids which might be turned (theo-retically) into “military asteroids” (see [27]). The orbit of a “military asteroid” must satisfy the fol-lowing criteria: 
• its orbital period must be an exact multiple of the Earth’s orbital period (0.5, 1, 2 yr etc.); 

• the asteroid’s orbit must pass quite closely to the Earth’s orbit (e.g. the minimum distance should be less than 0:01 AU); 

• the asteroid must cross a nodal point of its orbit when the Earth is near this nodal point. 

In order to modify the orbit of an asteroid one must build a very big electrical propulsion engine on it (e.g. an engine with 100 km= s ejection speed and with 100 kg= s reaction mass consumption). The thrust of such an engine would be comparable with the thrust of the biggest (now existing) chem-ical rockets. If this engine operates continuously, 
then it can modify the orbit of a medium size as-teroid with a delta V = 0:05–1 km= s yearly. Within 10 –30 years the required orbit might be reached. The propulsion engine must be operated regularly even after reaching this orbit, because the “close encounters” with the Earth will perturb the aster-oid’s orbit significantly. After placing the asteroid to the proper orbit, it can be positioned to hit the Earth in a short time if it is only several months away from its “near Earth” nodal point. In order to have an asteroid in “firing position” rather fre-quently (i.e. once in every 3– 4 months) one must create 5 –15 such “military asteroids” with prop-erly arranged “near-Earth” nodal points around the Earth’s orbit. 

The building of such a big electrical propulsion engine on an asteroid is a very diffcult task, it’s to-tal mass will be probably several million tons (most of this mass is not necessary for the rocket en-gine itself, but for the power supply system which 
must have a solar collector surface of a thousand square kilometres at least). This mass is compara-ble with the mass of a large “space colony” sug-gested by O’Neill. The building of such a “space colony” seems to be quite improbable even in the far future but a “military asteroid” may provide such a military advantage that in the future some great powers (or military alliances like the NATO) may make the necessary efforts. The building of the propulsion system probably requires a large as-teroid colony (100 –200 persons at least) but op- erating the engine is a much less demanding task 
(i.e. the “builder group” can be moved to the next selected asteroid). 

Asteroid deflection will be misused by terrorists and will send asteroids into Earth

Kecskes, 02 – engineer (Csaba, “SCENARIOS WHICH MAY LEAD TO THE RISE OF AN ASTEROID-BASED TECHNICAL CIVILISATION,” Acta Astronautica, v.50 n.9, science direct)

It must be noted here that in recent studies, not only the asteroid impact hazard was examined but suggestions were made to mitigate this hazard. It was shown that on the present level of technol-ogy the most reasonable asteroid deflection system 

(from the viewpoint of response time and develop-ment cost) is an interplanetary rocket with a large nuclear warhead (see [32]). Such a system can be used not only for its intended purpose but for de-flecting an asteroid to impact the Earth, too. The opportunity of such a misuse of a deflecting sys-tem with a 100 Mt warhead (this can be considered as the present technological limit) appears in ev-ery few years (see [33]) if one already knows the orbits of all the near-Earth asteroids with diame-ters 1 km or more. Detecting all such asteroids is a rather nontrivial task (see [34]) and even hav-ing the complete catalogue the “few years” inter-vals between the possible applications is too long for an active strategic weapon. Another problem is the aiming accuracy, the effect of the nuclear blast on the asteroid cannot be regulated very precisely 

i.e. the point of the impact will be rather unsure. Therefore, it is highly improbable that a regular army would ever consider the utilisation of such an asteroid deflection system as a weapon, but the danger of “terrorist use” is real, this threat must be 

taken seriously. 

AT: Water wars addon

No water wars – empirically false for decades

Victor, 7  - professor of law at Stanford Law School and the director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development. He is also a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, where he directed a task force on energy security  (David, “What Resource Wars?”, The National Interest, 11/12, http://nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=16020)
While there are many reasons to fear global warming, the risk that such dangers could cause violent conflict ranks extremely low on the list because it is highly unlikely to materialize. Despite decades of warnings about water wars, what is striking is that water wars don’t happen—usually because countries that share water resources have a lot more at stake and armed conflict rarely fixes the problem. Some analysts have pointed to conflicts over resources, including water and valuable land, as a cause in the Rwandan genocide, for example. Recently, the UN secretary-general suggested that climate change was already exacerbating the conflicts in Sudan. But none of these supposed causal chains stay linked under close scrutiny—the conflicts over resources are usually symptomatic of deeper failures in governance and other primal forces for conflicts, such as ethnic tensions, income inequalities and other unsettled grievances. Climate is just one of many factors that contribute to tension. The same is true for scenarios of climate refugees, where the moniker “climate” conveniently obscures the deeper causal forces.

Water Wars Won’t Happen—Potential Scarcity Forces the Creation of Peace

Daniel Deudney, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society at the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies at Princeton University, 1991, “Environment and Security: Muddled Thinking”, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdf?vid=2&hid=106&sid=8e534082-716f-4836-9ddd-70395af0d718%40sessionmgr102

The most frequently mentioned scenario is that disputes over water supplies will become acute as rainfall and runoff patterns are altered by atmospheric warming. Many rivers cross international boundaries, and water is already becoming scarce in several arid regions. But it seems less likely that conflicts over water will lead to interstate war than that the development of jointly owned water resources reinforce peace. Exploitation of water resources typically requires expensive-and vulnerable-civil engineering systems such as dams and pipelines. Large clams, like nuclear power plants, are potential weapons in the hands of an enemy. This creates a mutual hostage situation which greatly reduces the incentives for states to employ violence to resolve conflicts. Furthermore, there is evidence that the development of water resources by antagonistic neighbors creates a network of common interests.
History Proves Nations Will Not Fight over Water

Radoslav Dimitrov, Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, 2002, “Water, Conflict, and Security: A Conceptual Minefield”, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdf?vid=2&hid=105&sid=d5c7ccf5-f231-499c-be43-3c57c9bca2da%40sessionmgr104. 
There are two problems with this literature. First, it tends to overlook the opportunities for cooperation rather than conflict. Rivers divide nations, and rivers connect nations. Whether shared water is a uniting force or a divisive force is a matter of attitude. There is plenty of ground for optimism: Between 804 A.D. and 1984, there have been 3600 treaties related to international water resources, 300 of which were concluded in the last two centuries (FAO 1985). Countries in most of the hot spots of water disputes have successfully engaged in conflict resolution through the establishment of institutions. Water management of shared rivers is highly institutionalized in many parts of the world. By 1979, there were 90 river commissions such as the International Joint Commission between Canada and the United States for the settlement of problems arising from transboundary waters (Swain 1997, 414). Treaties for joint water management exist between Brazil and Paraguay, between India and Pakistan, between India and Bangladesh for the use of the Ganges waters at Farakka, between the states of the Aral Sea region, between Egypt and Sudan, between Israel and Jordan, and others (Postel 1997a, 73±86; Postel 1997b).

***DISADS

Politics links

SSP will cost political capital – energy lobbies will fight

Glaser, 08 - aerospace engineer, vice president at Arthur D. Little, consulting on consulting projects in aerospace, solar energy, and materials science (Peter, Ad Astra, Interview, “An energy pioneer looks back”, Spring, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf) //DH

Ad Astra: In light of the growing demand for dwindling hydrocarbons and the dangerous increases of greenhouse gases, do you think that the world is now primed to seriously consider space-based power systems? 

Glaser: No, because people can still get gas for their cars too easily. Those in the top levels of science and government know what is coming, but the average man on the street will not care unless it impacts his wallet. That is the biggest problem. The basic approach is unchanged from my initial concept. We could have built this system 30 years ago. The technology just keeps getting better. The design and implementation is a small problem compared to the much larger obstacle of getting people to understand the potential benefits. Building such a system could provide cheap and limitless power for the entire planet, yet instead of trying to find a way to make it work, most people shrug it off as being too expensive or too difficult. Of course existing energy providers will fight, too. It only makes sense that coal and oil lobbies will continue to find plenty of reasons for our representatives in Congress to reject  limitless energy from the sun. 

Pushing SPS costs political capital despite general support

Areospace Daily and Defense Report, 7 (Frank Morring Jr “Space Solar Power Has ‘Fallen Through the Cracks,” Experts Say 08-09-07 LN) // DCM

But the problem of gaining the necessary backing remains. Both experts said the concept enjoys "uncoordinated" support on Capitol Hill, with individual members of Congress intrigued by the idea but without the broad support it would need to get under way. Within the federal agencies with potential SSP roles, the Energy Department "culture" isn't conducive to large aerospace projects, Hoffert said, while NASA killed the SSP research effort Mankins was heading because "we don't do energy at NASA."

"Unless you have a champion within a government agency who can push something, which certainly fusion, for example, has, it's not going to happen," Hoffert said.

SSP will be a political firestorm in challenging current energy lobbies

Preble, 06 - President of the Space Solar Power Institute (Darel, “Introduction to the motion to the National Space Society Board of Directors,” 12/15,  http://www.sspi.gatech.edu/sunsatcorpfaq.pdf)

Changing our nation and our world’s baseload energy generation sources to introduce SSP is a massive battle.  The current oil, coal, and gas energy providers, nuclear as well, are not eager to see their baseload investments face competition from SSP, which has zero fuel costs and zero emissions and a billion years of steady supply projected.  This is why SSP has been unfunded since it was invented in 1968.  Carter pushed through the SSP reference study in 1979-1980, but space transportation costs were far too high, and they were forced to plan to use astronauts to bolt it together.  This is too dangerous for astronauts outside the protection of the Van Allen Radiation Belts.  (The Space Station is inside the Van Allen Belts)  People are also too expensive to use for SSP construction.  Telerobotics, the real way to assemble SSP, did not exist in 1979.  Now it is used in heart surgery every day worldwide and for a thousand other uses.  (The fossil fuel industry has battled environmentalists every inch during our struggle to understand climate change effects. That is their right. Perhaps half the studies are wrong. But half are right.)  Most crucially, space transportation costs have stayed too high because there is no market large enough to support a Reusable Launch Vehicle fleet.  SSP IS just such a massive market.  Robert Zubrin mentions this battle and perspective in “Entering Space”, page 51.  He quit space transportation and decided to work on Mars, which has no possibility of commercialization this century.  This is detailed in the Space Transportation chapter on the SSPW website also.  You can’t make an omelet without breaking a few eggs. 

Fossil fuel lobbies block SSP development – empirically

Schwab, 05 – director of the Homeplanet Defense Institute (Martin, Homeplanet Defense: Strategic Thought for a World in Crisis, chapter 4)

Reducing vulnerability to integrated power grids

While many readers will have never heard of SSP, it is actually an old idea that has been neglected in the formation of.U.S. energy policy for decades. In 1963, the U.S. Air Force completed the first orbital tests of a solar reflector experiment in space called Project Eros (Experimental Reflector Orbital Shot). Project Eros proved that a reflector could produce an intense concentration of the sun's heat in a small area. Project Eros did not attempt to convert the sun's energy into electricity. A similar reflector that was used in Project Eros is on display at the National Museum of the United States Air Force in Dayton, Ohio. 144

Dr. Neville Marzwell, Advanced Concepts Innovation Technology Manager at NASA (as well as a trained economist), concludes that U.S. fossil fuel industries don't want threats to their profits and applied political pressure that caused the NASA SSP program to be scrapped in 2001. However, the ESA and the Japanese Aerospace and Exploration Agency (JAXA) continue to examine the exploitability of SSP. Henry Brandhorst, Director of Space Research at Auburn University, hopes that NASA's new emphasis on [eventually] sending astronauts to Mars will lead to renewed interest in SSP. 145 It is conceivable that an SSP satellite constellation could be built at Mars orbit, to power eventual human outposts.

Disad Turns the Case
War turns the case – it will cause attacks against satellites

Smith, 08 – Air Force Colonel, PhD student in the strategic studies program under Professor Colin Gray at the University of Reading in the UK, former Chief of Future Concepts for the National Security Space Office at the Pentagon, and the Director of the Space Solar Power Study  (M.V., Message board post in response to a post by “Hsdebater”, 7/12, 

http://spacesolarpower.wordpress.com/2008/04/09/ad-astra-special-report-space-based-solar-power/#comment-2680)

Here’s a comment which is always controversial; space is already weaponized. There already exists in space and on the Earth the types of systems that we use every day for routine civil, commerical, and military space operations that can also be used as weapons to negate satellites. Everything for ramming one satellite into another or merely jamming satellite signals is already in place…it merely depends on how you use the systems we currently have. We’ve already witnessed a number of episodes of hostile satellite jamming and bandwidth piracy around the globe. Fortunately, most space faring states are highly motivated to use space peacefully. But if war between space faring nations breaks out here on Earth I believe it is highly likely that those nations will negate each other’s satellites–the alternative to negating uninhabited satellites may be the killing of more people on Earth. This places advocates of “space sanctuary” in a strange moral dilemma. Unfortunately, achieving orbit does not place activities in space beyond the realm of human affairs. It is really a matter of politics as usual, no matter where your assets lie; air, land, sea, or space. Preventing battles in space depends on preventing wars on Earth.

Economy and terrorism impacts turn the aerospace industry

Walker et al, 02  - Chair of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners (Robert, Final Report of the Commission on the Futureof the United States Aerospace Industry Commissioners, November, http://www.trade.gov/td/aerospace/aerospacecommission/AeroCommissionFinalReport.pdf)

Many governments have well-established aerospace industrial policies because of the unique market dynamics of the industry and the blurring line between civil and military products. Aerospace is a complex, expensive and highly cyclical industry char- acterized by long lead times for new product devel- opment and purchase decisions. The aerospace industry also is highly susceptible to external factors such as terrorism or general economic downturn. And in spite of growing overall size of the commer- cial aviation market, it can support only a limited number of major aerospace manufacturers. As a result, governments often provide financial support to help their companies get into the market and to stay there. 

The impact turns the case – investment will take decades and will be derailed

Dinerman, 08 (Taylor, The Space Review, “Financial risk analysis for the space industry”, 6/16, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1151/1)

Finally, there is the time frame problem, the greatest risk of all for entrepreneurial space firms. The failure of the Iridium communications satellite venture is an excellent example of how a good idea, implemented at the usual slow speed of the space industry, can be overtaken by newer and cheaper technology. Any large-scale ventures such as space solar power or Moon or asteroid mining will take decades to implement, and may be bankrupted by changes on Earth. Extraordinarily careful due diligence will be needed before such ventures can be financed by ordinary investors.

1nc Space Militarization disad
SSP directly facilitates the offensive weaponization of space

Ramos 2k – US Air Force Major, Thesis submitted for the AIR COMMAND AND STAFF COLL MAXWELL Air Force Base (Kim, “Solar Power Constellations: Implications for the United States Air Force,” April, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA394928)

Force Application 

United States Space Command developed four operational concepts to guide their vision. One of those operational concepts is global engagement.  The USSPACECOM Long Range Plan defines global engagement as an “integrated focused surveillance and missile defense with a potential ability to apply force from space.”27  This application of force from space involves holding at risk earth targets with force from space.28  New World Vistas identifies several force application technologies.  One of the technological issues associated with developing these space force application technologies is that they all require large amounts of power generation.  A solar power satellite can supply the required power.  Two technologies in particular would benefit from integration with a solar power satellite, directed energy weapons, such as lasers, and jamming devices.

The space-based lasers currently under study accomplish ground moving target indication, and air moving target indication, which would be part of missile defense.29  The main difficulty with the laser is designing a power plant, which can produce the required energy in space without the enormous solar arrays required.  By using a solar power satellite to beam power to the laser, this eliminates the problem. 

Another project, which would benefit from integration with a solar power satellite, is a device, which would beam RF power to a particular geographic location to blind or disable any unprotected ground communications, radar, optical, and infrared sensors.30 As with the laser and other directed energy applications, the limiting factor right now is generating enough power in space to energize the RF beam. 
Its unilateral deployment will cause an immediate international backlash

Schwab, 05 – director of the Homeplanet Defense Institute (Martin, Homeplanet Defense: Strategic Thought for a World in Crisis, chapter 4)

Space solar power as a tool of diplomacy

Unilateral development of SSP by the U.S. would only add to the growing perception of the U.S. as an overbearing and arrogant hegemon. This dangerous perspective held by even the closest U.S. allies could at least be partially mitigated through international engagement, initiated by the U.S. in developing this secure energy for our homeplanet and beyond.
Space weaponization will encourage countries to destroy US satellites and cause a global war and extinction 

Mitchell, et al 01 -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, 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.
Links – SSP is a weapon

Microwave beams are electromagnetic weapons and can destroy power systems

Pop, 2k – PhD Student, University of Glasgow Law School (Virgiliu, “SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF NON-TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE EXPLOITATION”, http://www.geocities.com/virgiliu_pop/publications/security.pdf)
High power microwaves (HPM) are a new means of warfare. The use of microwaves asthe means of transmission of energy betweenthe SPS and the ground based collecting rectenna may qualify them as electromagnetic weapons. The most widely acknowledgedeffect of HPM is “disruption of electronic systems”, able to “reset computers, cause complete loss of stored data and/or cause microprocessors to switch operating modes”7. This would “produce substantial paralysis in any target system, thus providing a decisive advantage in the conduct of Electronic Combat,Offensive Counter Air and Strategic Air Attack”8. In the same time, a HPM attackdirected at an aircraft “could corrupt the plane’s control and navigation systems enough to cause a crash”9. 

Although of a non-lethal nature10, the effects ofelectromagnetic weapons are significant,ranging from “nuisance to catastrophic”11. Thisled experts to consider them as “Weapon[s] of Electrical Mass Destruction”12. Indeed, thereliance of today’s society on electronic andcomputer systems makes it extremely fragile; aHPM attack would have far more catastrophiceffects than the Millennium Bug13. 
SPS mirrors could be used to set cities on fire

Pop, 2k – PhD Student, University of Glasgow Law School (Virgiliu, “SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF NON-TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE EXPLOITATION”, http://www.geocities.com/virgiliu_pop/publications/security.pdf)
Another “mass destruction-like” effect may be presented by the SPS that would use lasers instead of microwaves as means of transmission of energy and that may also have the capacity to cause catastrophic fires on enemy territory. Gerrard and Barber note that “ there is some debate as to whether nuclear- powered lasers are [weapons of mass destruction]”14. The same may be true in the case of use of orbiting solar mirrors: it may “become technically feasible to concentrate solar energy in certain areas of the earth and thereby cause fires, scorch the earth, or cause floods”15. Precedents of the use of solar rays as a weapon exist as far back as the 3rd Century BC, when Archimedes is said to have put fire to the Roman fleet invading Syracuse by using solar rays concentrated by mirrors. 
SPS is an ASAT weapon

Bloom, 7 (James Bloom, The Guardian, “Technology: Power from the final frontier: Giant collectors in space that beam solar energy back to Earth could soon be a reality.” 11-1-07, LN) // DCM

Damphouse = Lt. Colonel in the Pentagon's National Security Space Office

The beam is most powerful near its source, and although at 25,000 miles up it would not pose a risk to astronauts in the International Space Station, it could be turned against communication or observation satellites in geostationary orbit. "Space Traffic Control would make sure the satellite is not tampered with before launch," says Damphousse. "They would also ensure the spacecraft do not interfere with each other."
Accidents are inevitable – geostationary orbit means the beam either has to be connected to a global grid or be redirected on the fly

Rako, 08 – technical editor of Electronics Design, Strategy, and News (Paul, “Solar power in space, a really stupid idea,” 7/25, http://www.edn.com/blog/1700000170/post/1830030583.html
Safety. You are trying to aim a microwave beam at a 4-kilometer spot from 24,000 miles up. What could possibly go wrong?
Ecology. You will vaporize any bird or animal that gets into the beam. You will punch a hole through the clouds 24/7 where the beam comes down. Who knows the affect on the ionosphere or the earth’s magnetic field?

Security. For a power plant the installation has to be in geostationary orbit. That is directly above the equator. So if you beam the power straight down the receiver has to be on the equator as well. In addition to the security nightmare, you will still have to run wires from the equator to wherever the power is needed. Else you have to obliquely aim the thing and that is a real mess.
Fantasy. Come on, even non-technical people have to see that putting up factories on the moon, to save money making this thing, is complete BS. Ignoring the maintenance issues and real-world engineering for ivory-tower science-fair nonsense is equally fantastical.
Health. Having all these microwaves beaming around may cause cancer or other problems. If it comes down to 60 Hz or microwaves I will take 60 Hz any day.
SPS could be used as an ASAT weapon

Pop, 2k – PhD Student, University of Glasgow Law School (Virgiliu, “SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF NON-TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE EXPLOITATION”, http://www.geocities.com/virgiliu_pop/publications/security.pdf)
The SPS system, although not directly aimed atcountering strategic ballistic missiles, might be accused of having an ABM “hidden agenda”, given its real ABM capabilities. Indeed, “[i]t was speculated that a high-energy laser beam could function as a thermal weapon to disable or destroy enemy missiles”22. Foldes also considers that one of the most logical offensive uses of SPS can include the “microwave heating of other space objects”23. OTA believes that “[a]lthough unlikely, use of the SPS for directed-energy weaponry, either directly, or as a source of energy to be transmitted to remote platforms, or for tracking, would be regulated by the ABM Treaty. Use of the SPS for ABM purposes would hence be banned”24. 

The unilateral deployment of a SPS system either by the USA or Russia would entail the risk of apparent violation of the ABM treaty, and OTA considers that “[r]enewed negotiations may have to take SPS development into account, perhaps by specifying SPS designs that make it unusable as a weapons system”25. 
SPS can be used to jam enemy communications and light up battlefields

Pop, 2k – PhD Student, University of Glasgow Law School (Virgiliu, “SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF NON-TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE EXPLOITATION”, http://www.geocities.com/virgiliu_pop/publications/security.pdf)
The SPS potential of jamming of enemy radio communications is considered to be “significant”34 and one of “the most logical offensive uses of SPS”35. Orbital solar mirrors could be used to intimidate the enemy and to 

illuminate the battlefields during an attack.  Given their dimensions, SPS can serve as a “space launching pad”36 and repair facilities37. The SPS “would be able to transmit power to remote military operations anywhere needed on earth”38. 
SSP is a death ray

Rako, 8 – technical editor of Electronics Design, Strategy, and News (Paul, “Solar power in space, a really stupid idea,” 7/25, http://www.edn.com/blog/1700000170/post/1830030583.html
This is a flat-out lie. It’s a lie in so many places it hurts my teeth. Sweeping all the alternative energy sources under the rug, without looking at the complex analog tradeoffs involved is an affront to reason and decency. That is a bad enough lie. But to then follow that absurdity with the assertion that space solar power is somehow economically possible and environmentally friendly is complete madness. Now I am going to give some sources you can read that prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that this proposal is clinically insane, but first I wanted to share an epiphany I had. Paul’s epiphany came about 5 hours into a wasted Thursday night where I should have been in downtown San Jose having fun at the free concert. Instead I spent all night reading all the sources I could find regarding SPS. I am embarrassed because it took five hours to realize something that was plainly stated in the comments to the article that I read five hours before. Someone pointed out that the technology of this proposal did not matter. This space-panel microwave gizmo was also a weapon and it would be politically impossible to deploy it.

Wow, hours of my personal time down the drain before the epiphany. The epiphany was that this thing was exactly that, a weapon. That is why NASA researched it in the 1980s, that is what all the feasibility studies were about and that is why it is being floated out there right now. The military industrial complex wants to test how stupid we are. If the American people are dumb enough to believe that solar panels in space is even the slightest bit possible then they can use that cover as they do what they really want to do, make a death machine. The images of the Terminator movies and SkyNet are too chilling to even contemplate.

Now there may be some Pollyanna types that think our wonderful government is way too nice to ever try and develop a death machine. Sorry, for those of you that think the United States Government is more like a fluffy little fabric softener sheet tumbling around the dryer, making everything silky smooth and smelling fresh, well, news flash: Governments are about coercion. Force, killing, jails, waterboards, and the rest are the essential nature and job of the government. Sure they hand out a bunch of middle class entitlements to stay in power and keep the sheep bleating happy sounds, but the core nature and purpose of governments is forcing people to do things. Most of the less naive among us are OK with that. After all, I am sitting on a lovely little parcel of land that was stolen from the Mexicans, who stole it from the Spanish priests, who stole it from the Portuguese priests, who stole it from the Indians, who stole it from each other for 10,000 years. Works for me, I just planted some cactus in the front yard. Of course I will be complaining about the effective 45% tax rate we engineers have to suffer till the day I die, I hate the government forcing me to do that. But I will just kind of skirt around the benefits all the killing and mayhem provided me. After all, I deserve a happy little Domicile of the Future here in sunny Sunnyvale. I have a title to prove it is all mine. I am glad my government stole the land for me, just like I am glad Burger King shoots a rod into a cow’s head so I can have a tasty burger with none of the emotional baggage. Who wants to drive a nail into Elsie’s skull?

OK, still doubtful that NASA, our beloved space program would try to fund a death machine under the cover of alternative energy? Well, you didn’t have the benefit of working at several military contractors, like I did. When you work at those places you invariable meet people who think in military terms. One of them told me twenty years ago that the entire space program was a military operation. I was incredulous. He patiently explained. See, warfare has always been about controlling the high ground. If you could control the plains while the enemy was in the ditch, you won. If you controlled the hill while the enemy was on the plain, you won. If you control the mountain while the enemy is on the hill, you won. If you controlled the airplanes while the enemy was on the mountain, you won. OK, news flash, live at five, film at eleven: If you control space while the enemy is in an airplane, you win. The military types at those military contractors told me what was already pretty apparent—that there is no sensible scientific reason to put people in space. All the science is much much much cheaper if you don’t need to launch life support. Sure astronauts do maintenance on the Hubble telescope, but for what we spent developing the shuttle, especially when you count the dead astronauts, we could have sent up a dozen Hubble telescope and just let the broken ones fall out of orbit. The space station is a prototype AWAC and this solar-power death-machine is a prototype AC-130. And remember, for the $100 billion we spent on the space station, every American household could get 952 dollars for gasoline.
Trust me on this one; this solar power in space stuff is a military research project to make a death machine. Then things start to makes sense technologically and sociologically. Some of the most severe limitations of the system go away when it is a weapon. There is no need for constant maintenance since it is used intermittently. There is no need for a geostationary orbit, you want to be able to kill people anywhere, including and maybe especially inside the US borders. Keeping us in control is just as important as killing foreigners. Heck you don’t even need a geosynchronous orbit. You can put the death machine in low earth orbit. That saves a huge amount of cost and dispenses with fantasy proposals like the NASA guy that said we should build them on the moon and then bring them down. I started to ask myself if these idiots have even been in a semiconductor fab, much less one on the moon, but see, then I realized, Doctorates are not stupid. The government needed some fantasy cover story to keep the research going in the face of the fact that the power would cost not 10, not 100 not 1000 but about 10,000 times more than terrestrial based power of any form.

Ok, sorry to all you hard-core technical types for that diatribe, but I did not want you spending 5 hours researching this like I did without understanding this is death machine proposal, not an alternative energy proposal. Here are the sources. The URSI (Union Radio-Scientifique Internationale) has a nice web page as well as an identical pdf that debunks most of the SPS proposals. They seem to make an error when they say you need 10,000m2 to receive 14GW solar flux. With 1.37 kW/m2 solar flux I see it as a million square meters, a solar panel 1 km on a side. The 14 GW is reduced to 1 GW by the 7% system efficiency they describe. The paper is very neutral, unlike some of my ham buddies that would just say; “You want to beam a gigawatt of RF energy into the atmosphere, and then build a whole bunch of them? Are you out of your f*(&^ing mind?” This paper has references, both pro and con and it is the con ones that have the good reading. One good resource is S. Fetter, “Space Solar Power: An Idea Whose Time Will Never Come?,” (pdf). Where you might want to start is just read all the comments in the NY Times article. Read all 6 pages.
Links – unilateral development
Unilateral SSP development increases perceptions of U.S. unilateralism

Schwab, 02 – director of the Homeland Defense Institute, former fellow with the Space Security Working Group of the Eisenhower Institute, and currently serves on the steering committee of the International Association of Space Entrepreneurs (Martin, “The New Viability of Space Solar Power:  Global Mobilization for a Common Human Endeavor” 4/15, http://web.archive.org/web/20060102081311/www.homeplanetdefense.org/Space+Solar+Power1.pdf) (Note – while this link works, a text search in google won’t - you will need a web archive search on homeplanetdefense.org to find this)

With regard to Ridges’s call for mitigation of any and all potential disasters, SSP should definitely be on the list of ideas that would make U.S. energy infrastructure more secure. A useful model for how to implement SSP energy for all the nations on Earth would be the ongoing efforts and challenges faced in building the International Space Station (ISS). While this paper does not examine all the irregularities regarding the ISS, it is hoped that successes and lessons learned in international cooperation via the ISS would be applied to future SSP projects. Unilateral development of SSP by the U.S. would only add to the growing perspective of the U.S. as an overbearing and arrogant hegemon. This dangerous perspective held by even the closest U.S. allies could at least be partially mitigated through international engagement in developing secure energy for planet Earth.  
AT: Defensive Weapons Only
Deployment of defensive weapons will spur counter weaponization and ASATS

Pena and Hudgins, 02 (Policy Analysis, March 18, Charles V. Peña is senior defense policy analyst and Edward L. Hudgins is former director of regulatory studies at the Cato Institute. http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa427.pdf , Should the United States “Weaponize” Space? Military and Commercial Implications).   

Advocates of a more aggressive U.S. military policy for space argue that the United States is more reliant on the use of space than is any other nation, that space systems are vulnerable to attack, and that U.S. space systems are thus an attractive candidate for a “space Pearl Harbor.” But as important and potentially vulnerable as current U.S. space-based assets may be, deploying actual weapons (whether defensive or offensive) will likely be perceived by the rest of the world as more threatening than the status quo. Any move by the United States to introduce weapons into space will surely lead to the development and deployment of anti-satellite weapons by potentially hostile nations. As the dominant user of space for military and civilian functions, the United States would have the most to lose from such an arms race. Although there are legitimate (and unique) military requirements for space assets, virtually all are “dual use.” Military requirements should not necessarily dictate those other uses. In fact, commercial efforts in space often lead those of the government and the Department of Defense and usually have lower costs, due to market influences and competition. National security must be one component of total U.S. space policy, but it must certainly not be the primary component. In the post–Cold War environment—with no immediate threat from a rival great power and none on the horizon— the United States must not establish overstated and costly military requirements for space-based resources. The military must make greater use of commercial space assets. Also, the United States should strive to foster an environment that allows commercial space activity to grow and flourish rather than use it to create a new area for costly military competition.   

Accidents 2nc
Poor Russian intelligence warning would result in miscalculation on space debris and nuclear war with the US

Lewis, 04 - Post doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program, (Jeffery, July “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
This is the second of two scenarios that consider how U.S. space weapons might create incentives for America’s opponents to behave in dangerous ways. The previous scenario looked at the systemic risk of accidents that could arise from keeping nuclear weapons on high alert to guard against a space weapons attack. This section focuses on the risk that a single accident in space, such as a piece of space debris striking a Russian early-warning satellite, might be the catalyst for an accidental nuclear war. As we have noted in an earlier section, the United States canceled its own ASAT program in the 1980s over concerns that the deployment of these weapons might be deeply destabilizing. For all the talk about a “new relationship” between the United States and Russia, both sides retain thousands of nuclear forces on alert and configured to fight a nuclear war. When briefed about the size and status of U.S. nuclear forces, President George W. Bush reportedly asked “What do we need all these weapons for?”43 The answer, as it was during the Cold War, is that the forces remain on alert to conduct a number of possible contingencies, including a nuclear strike against Russia. This fact, of course, is not lost on the Russian leadership, which has been increasing its reliance on nuclear weapons to compensate for the country’s declining military might. In the mid-1990s, Russia dropped its pledge to refrain from the “first use” of nuclear weapons and conducted a series of exercises in which Russian nuclear forces prepared to use nuclear weapons to repel a NATO invasion. In October 2003, Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov reiterated that Moscow might use nuclear weapons “preemptively” in any number of contingencies, including a NATO attack.44 So, it remains business as usual with U.S. and Russian nuclear forces. And business as usual includes the occasional false alarm of a nuclear attack. There have been several of these incidents over the years. In September 1983, as a relatively new Soviet early-warning satellite moved into position to monitor U.S. missile fields in North Dakota, the sun lined up in just such a way as to fool the Russian satellite into reporting that half a dozen U.S. missiles had been launched at the Soviet Union. Perhaps mindful that a brand new satellite might malfunction, the officer in charge of the command center that monitored data from the early-warning satellites refused to pass the alert to his superiors. He reportedly explained his caution by saying: “When people start a war, they don’t start it with only five missiles. You can do little damage with just five missiles.”45 In January 1995, Norwegian scientists launched a sounding rocket on a trajectory similar to one that a U.S. Trident missile might take if it were launched to blind Russian radars with a high altitude nuclear detonation. The incident was apparently serious enough that, the next day, Russian President Boris Yeltsin stated that he had activated his “nuclear football” – a device that allows the Russian president to communicate with his military advisors and review his options for launching his arsenal. In this case, the Russian early-warning satellites could clearly see that no attack was under way and the crisis passed without incident.46 In both cases, Russian observers were confident that what appeared to be a “small” attack was not a fragmentary picture of a much larger one. In the case of the Norwegian sounding rocket, space-based sensors played a crucial role in assuring the Russian leadership that it was not under attack. The Russian command system, however, is no longer able to provide such reliable, early warning. The dissolution of the Soviet Union cost Moscow several radar stations in newly independent states, creating “attack corridors” through which Moscow could not see an attack launched by U.S. nuclear submarines.47 Further, Russia’s constellation of early-warning satellites has been allowed to decline – only one or two of the six satellites remain operational, leaving Russia with early warning for only six hours a day. Russia is attempting to reconstitute its constellation of early-warning satellites, with several launches planned in the next few years. But Russia will still have limited warning and will depend heavily on its space-based systems to provide warning of an American attack.48 As the previous section explained, the Pentagon is contemplating military missions in space that will improve U.S. ability to cripple Russian nuclear forces in a crisis before they can execute an attack on the United States.   Anti-satellite weapons, in this scenario, would blind Russian reconnaissance and warning satellites and knock out communications satellites. Such strikes might be the prelude to a full-scale attack, or a limited effort, as attempted in a war game at Schriever Air Force Base, to conduct “early deterrence strikes” to signal U.S. resolve and control escalation.49 By 2010, the United States may, in fact, have an arsenal of ASATs (perhaps even on orbit 24/7) ready to conduct these kinds of missions – to coerce opponents and, if necessary, support preemptive attacks. Moscow would certainly have to worry that these ASATs could be used in conjunction with other space-enabled systems – for example, long-range strike systems that could attack targets in less than 90 minutes – to disable Russia’s nuclear deterrent before the Russian leadership understood what was going on. What would happen if a piece of space debris were to disable a Russian early-warning satellite under these conditions? Could the Russian military distinguish between an accident in space and the first phase of a U.S. attack? Most Russian early-warning satellites are in elliptical Molniya orbits (a few are in GEO) and thus difficult to attack from the ground or air. At a minimum, Moscow would probably have some tactical warning of such a suspicious launch, but given the sorry state of Russia’s warning, optical imaging and signals intelligence satellites there is reason to ask the question. Further, the advent of U.S. on-orbit ASATs, as now envisioned50 could make both the more difficult orbital plane and any warning systems moot. The unpleasant truth is that the Russians likely would have to make a judgment call. No state has the ability to definitively determine the cause of the satellite’s failure. Even the United States does not maintain (nor is it likely to have in place by 2010) a sophisticated space surveillance system that would allow it to distinguish between a satellite malfunction, a debris strike or a deliberate attack – and Russian space surveillance capabilities are much more limited by comparison. Even the risk assessments for collision with debris are speculative, particularly for the unique orbits in which Russian early-warning satellites operate. During peacetime, it is easy to imagine that the Russians would conclude that the loss of a satellite was either a malfunction or a debris strike. But how confident could U.S. planners be that the Russians would be so calm if the accident in space occurred in tandem with a second false alarm, or occurred during the middle of a crisis? What might happen if the debris strike occurred shortly after a false alarm showing a missile launch? False alarms are appallingly common – according to information obtained under the Freedom of Information Act, the U.S.-Canadian North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) experienced 1,172 “moderately serious” false alarms between 1977 and 1983 – an average of almost three false alarms per week. Comparable information is not available about the Russian system, but there is no reason to believe that it is any more reliable.51 Assessing the likelihood of these sorts of coincidences is difficult because Russia has never provided data about the frequency or duration of false alarms; nor indicated how seriously early-warning data is taken by Russian leaders. Moreover, there is no reliable estimate of the debris risk for Russian satellites in highly elliptical orbits.52 The important point, however, is that such a coincidence would only appear suspicious if the United States were in the business of disabling satellites – in other words, there is much less risk if Washington does not develop ASATs. The loss of an early-warning satellite could look rather ominous if it occurred during a period of major tension in the relationship. While NATO no longer sees Russia as much of a threat, the same cannot be said of the converse. Despite the warm talk, Russian leaders remain wary of NATO expansion, particularly the effect expansion may have on the Baltic port of Kaliningrad. Although part of Russia, Kaliningrad is separated from the rest of Russia by Lithuania and Poland. Russia has already complained about its decreasing lack of access to the port, particularly the uncooperative attitude of the Lithuanian govern-ment.53 News reports suggest that an edgy Russia may have moved tactical nuclear weapons into the enclave.54 If the Lithuanian government were to close access to Kaliningrad in a fit of pique, this would trigger a major crisis between NATO and Russia. Under these circumstances, the loss of an early-warning satellite would be extremely suspicious. It is any military’s nature during a crisis to interpret events in their worst-case light. For example, consider the coincidences that occurred in early September 1956, during the extraordinarily tense period in international relations marked by the Suez Crisis and Hungarian uprising.55 On one evening the White House received messages indicating: 1. the Turkish Air Force had gone on alert in response to unidentified aircraft penetrating its airspace; 2. one hundred Soviet MiG-15s were flying over Syria; 3. a British Canberra bomber had been shot down over Syria, most likely by a MiG; and 4. The Russian fleet was moving through the Dardanelles. Gen. Andrew Goodpaster was reported to have worried that the confluence of events “might trigger off … the NATO operations plan” that called for a nuclear strike on the Soviet Union. Yet, all of these reports were false. The “jets” over Turkey were a flock of swans; the Soviet MiGs over Syria were a smaller, routine escort returning the president from a state visit to Moscow; the bomber crashed due to mechanical difficulties; and the Soviet fleet was beginning long-scheduled exercises. In an important sense, these were not “coincidences” but rather different manifestations of a common failure – human error resulting from extreme tension of an international crisis. As one author noted, “The detection and misinterpretation of these events, against the context of world tensions from Hungary and Suez, was the first major example of how the size and complexity of worldwide electronic warning systems could, at certain critical times, create momentum of its own.” Perhaps most worrisome, the United States might be blithely unaware of the degree to which the Russians were concerned about its actions and inadvertently escalate a crisis. During the early 1980s, the Soviet Union suffered a major “war scare” during which time its leadership concluded that bilateral relations were rapidly declining. This war scare was driven in part by the rhetoric of the Reagan administration, fortified by the selective reading of intelligence. During this period, NATO conducted a major command post exercise, Able Archer, that caused some elements of the Soviet military to raise their alert status. American officials were stunned to learn, after the fact, that the Kremlin had been acutely nervous about an American first strike during this period.56
The presence of ASAT weapons mean that false alarms are misinterpreted and risk crisis escalation

Lewis, 04 - Post doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program, (Jeffery, July “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
All of these incidents have a common theme – that confidence is often the difference between war and peace. In times of crisis, false alarms can have a momentum of their own. As in the second scenario in this monograph, the lesson is that commanders rely on the steady flow of reliable information. When that information flow is disrupted – whether by a deliberate attack or an accident – confidence collapses and the result is panic and escalation. Introducing ASAT weapons into this mix is all the more dangerous, because such weapons target the elements of the command system that keep leaders aware, informed and in control. As a result, the mere presence of such weapons is corrosive to the confidence that allows national nuclear forces to operate safely.
The fear of Chinese asats will cause the U.S. to use its space weapons preemptively

Lewis, 04 - Post doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program, (Jeffery, July “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
It is not clear whether even a very large American first strike would completely neutralize the 75 to 100 Chinese nuclear weapons that the CIA anticipates will be capable of reaching the United States in the next ten to 15 years.24 Controlling escalation, however, appears dicey — if the United States succeeded in severely degrading the Chinese command and control system, Chinese leaders might not even know that the original attack had been confined to conventional weapons. Those who say this scenario is far fetched may be surprised to learn that it happened — in a war game sponsored by the Naval War College.25 In that game, which was held August 14-25, 2000, a large Asian nation with over a billion people called Red (China) was conducting large-scale military exercises that the Blue Team (the United States) believed were a prelude to an attack on a U.S. ally located in region, designated Brown. During these exercises, the commander of Blue Forces became concerned that Red might use ground-based lasers against U.S. satellites. Fearing the loss of such important assets, he ordered a limited preemptive strike — using a fleet of CAVs that he had deployed in space — against suspected ground-based laser sites deep inside Red’s country. At the same time, he refrained from striking other targets “rationalizing that the preemptive strike was only protecting high-value space assets, not initiating hostilities.”26 The Blue Team was stunned when Red viewed the strike on targets deep inside its territory as an act of war and retaliated — causing a general war. One flabbergasted participant, sounding not completely convinced of what had just happened, reportedly explained: “We thought these preemptive strikes might very well have stopped the crisis situation. But there were some who had a different point of view — that the strikes may have been provocative.” 27  It is important to note that the Chinese don’t even have to actually acquire ASATs for this nightmare scenario to happen. The Pentagon’s assessments of Chinese ASATs are based largely on circumstantial evidence — a Hong Kong newspaper report here; a commercial purchase by a Chinese company there. In fact, the Pentagon admits that “specific Chinese programs for a laser ASAT system have not been identified” and that press reports of a so-called “parasitic” microsatellite “cannot be confirmed.” 28 Such gaps in U.S. knowledge are dangerous, given the natural tendency of defense planners to assume the worst. Although Blue claimed that it had acted on “unambiguous warning” of a threat to space assets, the mere fact that the Chinese might already have such system — or could improvise a crude ASAT in a pinch — would create a strong incentive to use U.S. space systems before they were lost. It is not too far fetched to imagine the president, faced with a crisis over Taiwan, deciding — as he did with Iraq — that “we cannot wait for the final proof — the smoking gun —that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.”29
Preemption impact

SSP will cause China to nuke Cape Canaveral before it’s deployed

Rako, 8 – technical editor of Electronics Design, Strategy, and News (Paul, “Solar power in space, a really stupid idea,” 7/25, http://www.edn.com/blog/1700000170/post/1830030583.html
I will try to summarize the basic arguments:

SPS Pro

Solar flux density in space is 1.37 kW/m2 as opposed to 1 kW/m2 in Arizona at noon.

The solar collector can work all day since a geostationary orbit is 24,000 miles up, directly over the equator, and the earth does not shadow the collector. There are no clouds in space.

SPS Con

Economics. This is just madness, bat-shiat crazy stuff if your goal is to generate commercial electric power. Launch costs, maintenance costs, safety costs are, literally, astronomical.

Politics. Like the commentator said, this is a weapon, and by the time we develop it China will have the technology and international standing to nuke Cape Canaveral to keep us from putting it in space.
ASAT strikes risk global nuclear war

Schwab, 05 – director of the Homeplanet Defense Institute (Martin, Homeplanet Defense: Strategic Thought for a World in Crisis, chapter 1)
ASATs are designed to take out the ability of an adversary to see. War games played by the U.S. military in this area consistently result in a nuclear exchange for most nuclear powers. When transparency in space is compromised, military personnel of contending countries cannot verify what each is doing with'their nuclear arsenals. When this occurs, each military' opponent (a human decision-maker) is bound by duty to their nation-state to assume the worst, which may cause pre-emptive nuclear strikes. These strikes usually result in retaliation, meaning global nuclear tragedy in the war games.18 War games reveal that when a nation disables another nation's ground-based laser that poses a threat to space assets in an attempt to de-escalate a crisis, all-out war can be unleashed, as the "de-escalating" action can easily be interpreted as provocation.'
Attempts to seize space control risks preemptive strikes against the U.S.

Krepon and Heller, 04  *co-founder of The Henry L. Stimson Center and Director of the Center's Space Security Project  AND ** Research Assistant on the Stimson Center's Space Security Project (Michael and Micheal, Disarmament Diplomacy, “A Model Code of Conduct for Space Assurance”, May/June, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd77/77mkmh.htm)
Today, advocates of space warfare capabilities in the United States believe in dominance, not mutual deterrence. The rejection of mutual deterrence in space has profoundly destabilising prospects. In order to seize dominion in space, those who deploy ASAT weapons or weapons designed to strike targets on earth would need to prevent potential adversaries from responding in kind. This would require preemptive strikes against the facilities of a state believed to be preparing an ASAT launch, or killing the launch vehicle or its payload en route to space. This hard logic is driven by cold facts: Dominion in space cannot be achieved if a potential adversary's ASATs are trailing satellites that are essential for the execution of war plans. Nor can dominion be established if anti-satellite warfare produces debris fields.
U.S. ASAT development will trigger full scale space weaponization and risks of miscalculation

Krepon and Heller, 04  *co-founder of The Henry L. Stimson Center and Director of the Center's Space Security Project  AND ** Research Assistant on the Stimson Center's Space Security Project (Michael and Micheal, Disarmament Diplomacy, “A Model Code of Conduct for Space Assurance”, May/June, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd77/77mkmh.htm)
The flight testing and prospective deployment of anti-satellite (ASAT) and other space weapons would have significantly adverse consequences for national security, global commerce, and scientific endeavour. If the United States took the lead in such efforts, other nations would surely respond in kind. Similarly, the flight testing and deployment of space weapons by other countries would prompt a vigorous response by the United States.

A situation in which satellites orbiting the earth are trailed by objects designed to destroy or disable them is inherently destabilising, given the vulnerability of satellites and the ease with which they could be harmed. Potential adversaries in space would be faced with the dilemma of shooting first or risking the loss of critical satellites. The quest to secure dominion over space would therefore elevate into the heavens the hair-trigger postures that plagued humankind during the Cold War.

Space race impact

Any deployment of space weapons would trigger a massive arms race, make space unusable for civilians, and lead to nuclear war. 

Cox, 7 (Stan, Alternet.com, “Real-Life Star Wars: The Militarization of Space”, 11-15-07, http://www.alternet.org/audits/67699/?page=2&ses=bc840069826945d72d02af984b214a450 

Why should we citizens even care what goes on outside the planet and its atmosphere? The prospect of space war seems a lot less ominous than did, say, the threat of a US-Soviet nuclear holocaust. Nobody lives in space; no civilians will be maimed or killed by a robotic shoot-em-up in orbit. Helen Caldicott and Craig Eisendrath answered such arguments in their book War in Heaven: The Arms Race in Outer Space, published earlier this year. In the wake of the Soviet launch of Sputnik in 1957, they wrote, humans across the globe began asking, "Would [outer space] be the venue for wars and synchronized killings, or the common space for a complex of cooperative peaceful efforts benefiting our species? The two uses of space could not exist side by side." They stress that the first deployment of weapons will set off a multi-trillion-dollar arms race, risk littering orbital space with enough debris to make it unusable for any civilian purpose, and possibly trigger a nuclear war.

Space control impact

Developing ASATs will crush U.S. space control

Hitchens, 02 – vice president of the Center for Defense Information (Theresa, “Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs,” Occasional Paper No. 10, ed: Moltz, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/opapers/op10/op10.pdf)

One problem is that space weapons, just like satellites, would have inherent vulnerabilities (for example, fixed orbital paths), raising the specter of an ever-spiraling need for better weapons and force protection.  Just as it is difficult to protect satellites, it is difficult to protect space weapons.  For example, satellites or space weapons traveling in fixed paths in low-Earth orbit (LEO) are virtual sitting ducks for ground-based ASATs or even fighter aircraft equipped with rockets, not to mention space-based ASATs. 

The other related negative side effect of the inherent vulnerability of orbiting weapons is the pressure to use them first.  The strategic dynamic of space-based weapons could perhaps be compared to that of nuclear intercontinental ballistic missiles— offense-dominant weapons with inherent vulnerabilities (fixed sites).  This is a recipe for instability, as the United States and Soviet Union soon found in their nuclear competition. 

Spurring other nations to acquire space- based weapons, either ASATs or weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a global basis and thus negate what today is a unique advantage of being the world’s only military superpower.3  Along with military assets in space, U.S. commercial satellites would also become targets (especially because the U.S. military is heavily reliant on commercial providers, particularly in communications). In other words, the United States could be in the position of creating strategic and military problems for itself, rather than solving them. 

Preventing militarization is vital to u.s. hegemony—it prevents steps towards destroying existing satellites

Hartung, 05  (William, senior research fellow at the World Policy Institute at the New School, “Weapons in space put the world at risk”, 7/13, Seattle Post Intelligencer, http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/opinion/232239_spaceweapons13.html)

But just because we can do something doesn't mean we should do it. For years space has served as a sanctuary where nations cooperate rather than confront one another. Satellites save lives and support our economy by predicting the weather, helping first responders provide emergency assistance, facilitating the delivery of humanitarian aid in cases of natural disaster and by making cell phones, pagers and modern financial transactions possible.  A weapons-free space environment also allows the United States to maintain its military superiority by supporting state-of-the-art reconnaissance, communications and targeting capabilities.

Placing weapons in space that can shoot down another nation's satellites will encourage them to respond in kind, putting U.S. satellites at risk.

Space development impact

The perception of ASAT deployment would ruin the commercial space industry

Hitchens, 02 – vice president of the Center for Defense Information (Theresa, “Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs,” Occasional Paper No. 10, ed: Moltz, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/opapers/op10/op10.pdf)

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

Testing and deploying ASATs will destroy relations with the rest of the world and wreck commercial space

Krepon and Heller, 04  *co-founder of The Henry L. Stimson Center and Director of the Center's Space Security Project  AND ** Research Assistant on the Stimson Center's Space Security Project (Michael and Micheal, Disarmament Diplomacy, “A Model Code of Conduct for Space Assurance”, May/June, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd77/77mkmh.htm)
The flight testing and deployment of ASATs would also poison relations between major powers and further weaken America's ties with its allies. If advocates of space power are right, and if military conflict follows commerce, then there would be no sanctuary in deep space for revenue-generating satellites. Debris resulting from warfare in space would exponentially increase hazards to satellites. Subsequently, insurance rates would skyrocket, and consumers would pay more for services that could easily be disrupted.

AT: Space Militarization Deters Conflict
Space militarization would result in an arms race and killing hegemony- outweighing any potential short term benefits of developing first

Hitchens, CDI Vice President, 2002 (Theresa, April 18 “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette? The Policy Implications of U.S. Pursuit of Space-Based Weapons”, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm)
China and Russia long have been worried about possible U.S. breakout on space-based weaponry. Officials from both countries have expressed concern that the U.S. missile defense program is aimed not at what Moscow and Beijing see as a non-credible threat from rogue-nation ballistic missiles, but rather at launching a long-term U.S. effort to dominate space. Both Russia and China also are key proponents of negotiations at the UN Conference on Disarmament to expand the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to ban all types of weapons. The effort to start talks known as PAROS, for "prevention of an arms race in outer space," has been stalled due in large part to the objection of the United States. For example, in November 2000, the United States was one of three countries (the others were Israel and Micronesia) to refuse to vote for a UN resolution citing the need for steps to prevent the arming of space. It is inconceivable that either Russia or China would allow the United States to become the sole nation with space-based weapons. "Once a nation embarks down the road to gain a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural tendency of others is to close that gap. An arms race tends to develop an inertia of its own," writes Air Force Lt. Col. Bruce M. DeBlois, in a 1998 article in Airpower Journal. Chinese moves to put weapons in space would trigger regional rival India to consider the same, in turn, spurring Pakistan to strive for parity with India. Even U.S. allies in Europe might feel pressure to "keep up with the Joneses." It is quite easy to imagine the course of a new arms race in space that would be nearly as destabilizing as the atomic weapons race proved to be. Such a strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that would outweigh the obvious (and tremendous) short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. There would be direct economic costs to sustaining orbital weapon systems and keeping ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities — raising the proverbial question of whether we would be starting a game we might not be able to win. (It should be remembered that the attacker will always have an advantage in space warfare, in that space assets are inherently static, moving in predictable orbits. Space weapons, just like satellites, have inherent vulnerabilities.) Again, the price tag of space weapons systems would not be trivial — with maintenance costs a key issue. For example, it now costs commercial firms between $300 million and $350 million to replace a single satellite that has a lifespan of about 15 years, according to Ed Cornet, vice president of Booz Allen and Hamilton consulting firm. Many experts also argue there would be costs, both economic and strategic, stemming from the need to counter other asymmetric challenges from those who could not afford to be participants in the race itself. Threatened nations or non-state actors might well look to terrorism using chemical or biological agents as one alternative. Karl Mueller, now at RAND, in an analysis for the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, wrote, "The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states' significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power." Spurring other nations to acquire space-based weapons of their own, especially weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would certainly undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a worldwide basis — negating what today is a unique advantage of being a military superpower.

The ease of ground-based ASATs makes effective space control impossible

Marshall, 06 - fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government and jointly at the Space Policy Institute of George Washington University (William, Boston Globe, “Weapons in outer space”, 7/5, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2006/07/05/weapons_in_outer_space/)

The problem is that satellites are also vulnerable to elimination by enemies. A Space Commission report chaired by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld considers the threat so real it warned of a ``Space Pearl Harbor."

Naturally, Americans want to protect these assets, so why not pursue space weapons? The most compelling reason is that they would actually make the situation worse.

This is due to the technical ease of ground-based anti-satellite systems. Adversaries wouldn't need to go to the trouble of building space-based weapons systems. Simple and inexpensive, ground-based systems could shoot these satellites out of the sky. More than 25 nations already have the missile capability to reach the altitude at which the satellites orbit. More significantly, powerful lasers able to kill a satellite in low orbit through heating are available commercially in more than 50 nations. If the United States deploys ground-based anti-satellite technology, or ASATs (which it can do technically now), then others will follow suit. America has the most assets in orbit to lose in such a game.
If the United States deploys space-based weapons -- like interceptors for missile defense (which it is on course to deploy within about 6 years) -- an adversary could simply take them out from the ground. If any security advantage afforded by such a weapon is easily negated, then one is left with the prospect of other nations moving toward developing ground-based ASAT capabilities. This would severely jeopardize America's precious satellites, all of them. Also, the capabilities provided by each proposed space-based weapon can be achieved with ground-based alternatives that are generally 100 to 1,000 times cheaper.

In addition, the United States is planning to release a new National Space Policy within weeks, tweaks to the language of which could give the green light for US deployment of space-based weapons. Instead, the United States should send a sign to other nations by taking space-based weapons off the books once and for all. America can still protect its satellite systems -- in less-threatening ways.

AT: Deterrence Solves China
Impossible to deter China, three reasons: China already has weapons, military-commercial bonds, and other states could aid China

Meteyer, 5—Major, U.S. Air Force (“David O., “The Art of Peace: Dissuading China from Developing Counter Space Weapons,” page 41-42, June 2005, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA435590) 
Several factors will complicate a U.S. defense policy of dissuasion that aims to reduce the threat of space systems.  First, China’s space program already has operational systems providing a wide range of military and commercial capabilities. 74 China’s space capabilities give it more than just a foot-in-the-door.  In fact, China is already reaping the numerous benefits afforded by the highest frontier.  In addition, even though China’s space programs are relatively immature when compared to the U.S., the learning curve for improving upon these technologies is steep.   Finally, it is one thing to dissuade someone from doing something they cannot already do and hence cannot appreciate its advantages; it is an entirely different thing to dissuade someone from doing something they already do, especially when it has clear benefits.  Second, there is an extremely close relationship between military and commercial entities in the space industry.  Some systems are dual use such as navigational or weather satellites.  Therefore, targeting programs that provide many services enjoyed by the public is challenging to carry out.  For example, it would be difficult to justify the denial of satellite produced weather information used to aid civilian populations.  A properly networked space-based weather information structure may have reduced the devastation caused by the recent Indian Ocean tsunamis as well as other types of catastrophic events.  Third, states frequently buy space capabilities from other states or commercial businesses.  For example, France and Russia both operate military space systems and it is widely believed that both of these states offer their military space systems for use by other countries. 75 In addition, several commercial companies sell space services to  include imaging and satellite communications.76  This limits the prospect of a dissuasion  policy because even if China abandons certain space programs, they may still acquire similar information through these third party connections.  In light of these reasons, it seems unlikely that dissuasion will succeed in stopping China from pursuing many types of military space systems.  In addition, many of these space systems (e.g., commercial communications satellites) simply do not pose a significant enough threat to U.S. security interests to justify a dissuasion campaign However, space weapon systems that can destroy other satellites (e.g., space mines) o from space can destroy things on earth (e.g., space-based laser) do in fact present a significant threat to not only U.S. space supremacy, but to U.S. security as well.  It is for these reasons that a dissuasion campaign should only target counter space systems. 

AT: Plan Allows Better Diplomacy
Space weaponization blinds policymakers to diplomatic options

Lewis, 04 - Post doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program, (Jeffery, July “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
The prospect that space weapons might render the United States invulnerable to any kind of attack will remain tempting. And, for the foreseeable future, it will remain out of reach, for myriad reasons. Many warn that space weapons will be technologically daunting and cost-prohibitive, while alienating nations allied to the United States and antagonizing others. These five scenarios attempt to explain a different, complicated idea: In a world with space weapons, the United States may be better armed, but we may well be less secure. • Scenario 1 argues that our anti-satellite (ASAT) programs are likely to inspire and aid the ASAT programs of others. In world where many states have ASATs, the United States, which is heavily dependent on space systems, has the most to lose. • Scenario 2 argues that the tremendous value provided by space-based military systems is also very vulnerable to attack, creating perverse incentives for a U.S. president to rapidly escalate conflict in a crisis situation. • Scenario 3 argues that Russia and China are likely to change their nuclear postures in response to expanding U.S. military capabilities in outer space, increasing the readiness of their forces at the expense of operational control, and undermining years of efforts at risk reduction. • Scenario 4 argues that the space-enabled war-fighting strategies tangle nuclear and space forces together in way that creates unnecessary risks of accident — such as a piece of space debris striking a Russian early-warning satellite that could be interpreted as an attack.• Scenario 5 considers the possibility of conflicts that escalate into space threatening American space assets through collateral damage, even if the United States is a third party. In many of these scenarios, space weapons merely exacerbate underlying instabilities. In others, space capabilities, by reinforcing the belief that vulnerability is a choice, may blind U.S. policymakers to the need to complement military power with political and diplomatic efforts
Space militarization will cause the entire world to backlash against the U.S. – their authors are writing from narrow patriotic tunnel vision

Moore, 06  - contributing editor of The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (Mike, SAIS Review, “A New Cold War?”, Winter Spring, projectmuse)

We Americans are inclined to believe that our nation's virtues are endless. Given that, why would any law-abiding nation be alarmed by ownership-of-space rhetoric? Why should other nations, other than rogue states, worry about the U.S. capacity for "instant engagement anywhere in the world"?

The rhetoric of space warriors, the Defense Department, and the White House (whether occupied by Democrats or Republicans) seems driven by a worldview that says the values of the United States represent the end state in human development. If the United States chooses to develop a space-control capability and to place weapons in space, it will have done so because in this troubled world only it can be trusted to do it right.

U.S. space-power partisans define space control as having the capability to grant access to space to the good guys and deny access to the bad guys. That power is framed in the language of deterrence; it would be used only when necessary.

However, this goal ignores the predictable political impact of possessing such power. A nation able to deny access to space to hostile states in a time of conflict would have the latent capability to deny access to anyone at any time. Why would any nation-state that values its own sovereignty be content with that?

The people of many nations already hate, fear or mistrust the United States, in part because of its staggering lead in high-tech warfare, which has been repeatedly demonstrated not only in war games, but in actual battle.

One suspects most countries already have come to terms with the fact that the United States will continue indefinitely to be the most powerful state the world has ever known, militarily, economically, and culturally. But is there a tipping point? A line beyond which even a nation as relatively benign as the United States cannot go without provoking reactions that ultimately would compromise the security of its own citizens? [End Page 178]

U.S. control of space, says Everett C. Dolman of the Air Force's highly influential School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, would place "as guardian of space the most benign state that has ever attempted hegemony over the greater part of the world." It would be a bold and decisive step, and "at least from the hegemon's point of view, morally just."4
Morally just? That phrase lies at the heart of the debate over space control and weapons in space. This debate is not just about whether such courses of action would be prudent or imprudent. It is also about America's message to the world. The United States is a free and open society, with a commitment to liberty and the rule of law. We have a generosity of spirit that is uncommon in history, which we advertise widely. On balance, this sounds like a nation concerned with morality and justice.

But modern America has at times demonstrated an unseemly imperial arrogance in its foreign policy. Americans sometimes ask, "Why do they hate us?" One answer comes easily: We are the world's richest and most powerful nation, a nation that—on the whole—lives well. This fact incites envy. Another easy answer: Many tens of millions of people hate America because they live in an intellectual dark age and are culturally incapable of understanding the extraordinary values that make the United States great. One would not describe jihadists as children of the Enlightenment.

Yet there is another, harsher answer. Perhaps some men and women hate us because they know America well. They resent the common belief among Americans that the United States—alone among nations—is nearly always right. Indeed, righteous. For more than a century, dozens of U.S. interventions—hundreds, really—in the internal affairs of other states have been driven, at least in part, by that sense of righteousness.5
***Code of conduct CP

Code of Conduct Counterplan 1nc

Text: The United States should offer to negotiate a Code of Conduct for acceptable space practices with any other interested space faring nation. This should include the extension of a conditional offer to China that it will negotiate rules of the road for the use of space as long both China and the United States refuse to engage in practices that contribute to the militarization of space, including the launch of solar power satellites, and offer reciprocal verification.   The president should authorize transparency measures to allow international monitors from any country that agrees to a Code of Conduct to allow verification of United States adherence to the Code of Conduct.

Other countries have doubts about whether the U.S. is actually going to militarize space and the counterplan provides crucial reassurance that will dampen pressure to militarize internationally

Hitchens, 7 (Theresa, Director for Center for Defense Information “The Perfect Storm: International Reaction to the Bush National Space Policy” Space Policy http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-070322-103.pdf)
Obviously, the Chinese ASAT test raises the specter of a negative  action-reaction cycle between Washington and Beijing—and  on the face of it represents the worst-case scenario stemming  from the misunderstandings and misperceptions fostered by the  NSP and US declaratory policy on space. Dramatic near-term  responses to the new US space policy by other space-faring nations  seem unlikely, as other nations are instead more liable to  wait to see how Washington moves to implement the policy.  Given growing fiscal constraints on US spending and the change  of Congressional leadership to the Democrats—both factors that  could impact how much leeway the Bush administration has to  invest in any new space programs or efforts—a ‘watch and wait’  policy would seem to make sense. That said, there remains potential  for subtle reactions by others, including allies, in the short  and medium term that could have negative repercussions for the  US.  In Europe, several questions arise regarding future transatlantic  relations in space. A fundamental issue, according to diplomats,  is in regards to balancing cooperation with Russia and the  US on future exploration missions. Moscow has been actively  lobbying for higher levels of space cooperation with Europe, an  initiative that has the direct backing of President Putin, according  to European officials. Indeed, the European Space Agency  and the Roskosmos on 10 March 2006 signed a pact designed to  boost cooperation in a wide range of space activities from exploration  to launch vehicles.34 European officials perceive less of a  commitment to civil space cooperation by the US, so they have  been slow to consider US plans. Meanwhile, Europe is attempting  to agree on its own European Space Policy, an effort that is  expected to come to fruition in 2008. One of the questions underlying  that effort is the extent to which Europe needs to establish  strategic autonomy in space, including in the military arena.  To the extent that the new NSP furthers the long-standing perception  in Europe that the US is an unstable and even unwilling  partner in space—on the civil and commercial side, as well as,  the military side—European thinking may be nudged further in  the direction of autonomy and overtures by Russia for cooperation  may look more attractive.

Limitations on research and development of space weapons are good—a US move to develop new technology will cause our enemies to copy our technology and neutralize any advantage.  The counterplan’s conditional offer provides an adequate hedging capability
Karl Mueller, Analyst @ RAND, March 27, 2002 (Is Weaponization of Space Inevitable? http://www.isanet.org/noarchive/mueller.html)

2. Enlightened Self-Interest. The second scenario assumes that space weapons do in fact prove to be fairly useful and cost-effective. In this case, there is a good chance that U.S. security in particular would be best served by perpetuation of the space sanctuary for purely nationalist reasons: as the leading spacefaring state and the country most dependent upon satellites for its military power and economic wealth, the United States has the most to lose if those satellites become more vulnerable to attack. In addition, having invested vast resources in developing a preponderance of land, sea, air and unweaponized space power, a true space weapon revolution that wiped the clean the slate of military competition might well represent a net power loss for the United States relative to its rivals (as the steam, ironclad, and Dreadnought revolutions each did in turn for the Royal Navy).[40] One approach to dealing with this problem would be for the United States to announce a policy of conditional unilateral restraint in space weaponization: that it will not be the first nation to weaponize space, although it will continue to develop the relevant technologies in order to be prepared to respond in kind should other states violate the sanctuary. In this scenario, such an approach would not be motivated by an idealistic belief that eschewing space weapons would inspire or shame other states to do the same. Instead, it would be based on a hard-nosed, realist calculation: U.S. space weaponization would not only encourage other states to follow suit, but would greatly assist them in doing so, since they would be able to exploit the advantages of backwardness after the United States had paid the costs of trailblazing the new technologies. With the United States not leading the way, yet threatening to lift its self-restraint in the absence of reciprocity from its rivals (thus denying them the hope of establishing hegemony in space), other states might well find insufficient value in initiating space weaponization to justify its costs.

Only a space code of conduct solves the risks of weaponization and de-escalates the drive towards a space arms race

Wright, 7 - co-director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists (David, Boston Globe, “Protecting our future in space”, 10/3, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2007/10/03/protecting_our_future_in_space/)

So, in looking forward, we need to figure out how to protect these space assets. And to do that, we must recognize that the space environment has changed dramatically since the Soviets launched a 2-foot-wide metal ball back in October 1957.

First, space is now multinational. For decades, the United States and Soviet Union dominated space, but today more than 50 countries own satellites or a share in one, and nine countries have successfully launched satellites. People in nearly every corner of the globe now depend on the services satellites provide.

As a result, space is getting crowded. Over the last five decades, the number of objects in space has increased dramatically. Today, more than 850 operating satellites and nearly 700,000 pieces of debris larger than a marble orbit the Earth. A collision with such a piece of debris could damage or destroy a satellite. Laws and "rules of the road" to guide operations in space, and controls on the production of space debris are increasingly necessary. Meanwhile, some resources are at a premium: Slots in the highly sought-after "geostationary band," the part of space where satellites can remain over a given point on Earth, are assigned by the International Telecommunications Union on a first-come, first-served basis. Many developing countries are concerned that slots won't be available when they are ready to use one.

Second, space is in danger of becoming weaponized. While space has long supported military forces through reconnaissance, navigation, and communication satellites, there currently are no weapons based in space. The Bush administration, however, has been pushing to develop weapons to deny other countries the use of space; these include space-based interceptors, which could be used to attack satellites. Meanwhile, China's successful test of an antisatellite weapon last January dramatically demonstrated that satellites are already at risk.

Left unchecked, the fear that controlling space may afford a decisive military advantage threatens to trigger a space arms race. That would divert economic and political resources from other pressing issues, and hinder international cooperation necessary to make progress on such problems as nuclear nonproliferation and terrorism. In addition, increasing reliance on satellites for crucial military functions could cause instability in a crisis. Military war games suggest that the loss of important satellites, such as reconnaissance satellites, could spark a quick escalation in a conflict.

Increased congestion and the threat of weaponization pose an important challenge: How do we continue to reap the benefits of space and avoid conflict? That requires a new model for space. Long over are the "Wild West" days when most viewed space as sparsely populated with little need for laws and rules, and so vast that no one was worried about degrading the environment. This new model must reflect our modern, interconnected world. It requires a legal framework to regulate space traffic, allocate limited resources equitably, and provide ways to resolve disputes. Particularly important are limits on potentially harmful or destabilizing technologies, such as a ban on testing and use of weapons that destroy satellites, and verification measures to instill confidence in and strengthen adherence to the regime.

Forty years ago this month, the Outer Space Treaty entered into force. The treaty bans stationing weapons of mass destruction in space and extends the UN Charter to cover space operations. It lays out the fundamental principles for governing space, which should be used to create a legal framework that addresses today's issues and technologies.

To do this, international negotiations are urgently needed. Some steps have been taken, but much more work is needed, especially on military issues.

Since 1994, a handful of countries, including the United States, has blocked efforts to begin international negotiations on space arms control. Given its long history in space, the United States, which owns more than half of the active satellites orbiting today, instead should be promoting negotiations to protect our future in space as well as security on Earth.
2nc – code of conduct solves
A Code of Conduct is the best way to keep space demilitarized--sufficient international support exists to negotiate it and its different from formal arms control so verification is possible

Krepon. 2007 (Michael, Co-founder and contributor to the Stimson Center. “Will the Bush Administration Endorse a Space Code of Conduct?” Space News. March 5. http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=402)

Support is growing for a specific kind of multilateral space agreement that borrows heavily from the Bush administration’s own preferences. The mechanism in question is a Code of Conduct for responsible spacefaring nations that could either take the form of political compacts or executive agreements among like-minded states that wish to continue to enjoy the national security and economic benefits that satellites provide.  Like the Bush administration’s Proliferation Security Initiative, a Code of Conduct for space could be designed by a core group of states to clarify responsible and irresponsible behavior. The core group might then invite any other spacefaring nation that wishes to abide by these high standards to join the group.

 The European Union has now joined Canada in endorsing a Code of Conduct for responsible spacefaring nations. The commercial satellite industry also has expressed a strong interest in “rules of the road” for space.

The Bush administration has further distanced itself from America’s friends and allies by continuing to insist that new multilateral agreements related to space are “unnecessary and counterproductive.” No other nation in the world has adopted such a negative stance. Saying “hell no” to new multilateral agreements for space seems particularly questionable after China’s irresponsible test of an anti-satellite (A-Sat) weapon that endangers spaceflight in low Earth orbit for decades to come.  George Washington’s farewell address warned against indulging in “habitual hatred” resulting in a slavish animosity that leads the United States to “stray from its duty and interest.” Rejecting a Code of Conduct for space because it smacks of arms control would seem to violate Washington’s sound admonition. The Bush administration has not yet taken a position towards a Code of Conduct for responsible spacefaring nations. Because rules of the road for space make so much sense, and because the Bush administration has championed other codes of conduct to prevent proliferation, it might still join in the emerging consensus on this issue.  The administration’s reasoning against new multilateral agreements for space boils down to five arguments, none of which applies to the Code of Conduct.   First, administration officials argue that there is no likelihood of an arms race in space, therefore, there is no need for new multilateral arrangements. It is true that an arms race is unlikely, since arms racing has now been replaced by asymmetric warfare. But an arms race is not needed to do lasting damage to space, as the Chinese A-Sat test demonstrated. We can now see clearly that it takes very few kinetic energy kill tests and A-Sat  weapons to result in significant damage to low Earth orbit. New diplomatic initiatives are needed precisely because an arms race isn’t needed to prevent the peaceful uses of outer space.  The second argument advanced by the Bush administration is that arms control is a vestige of the Cold War and not terribly relevant to contemporary security concerns. Again, there is partial truth in this argument, because classic arms control arrangements dealt with a superpower competition that ended with the demise of the Soviet Union.   What used to be known as arms control has now morphed into cooperative threat reduction agreements, including rules of the road clarifying responsible behavior. Semantic arguments aside, the administration has itself championed multilateral agreements in the form of codes of conduct to prevent proliferation, such as The Hague Code of Conduct, as well as the Proliferation Security Initiative. We do not have to argue over whether these codes of conduct constitute arms control to conclude that these creative arrangements were sensible initiatives.   A Code of Conduct for space also would be quite useful in making the Chinese kinetic-kill A-Sat test the very last of its kind. If codes of conduct relating to missiles and exports make sense for preventing proliferation – and do not, in the Bush administration’s vocabulary, constitute arms control – then surely a code of conduct also makes sense for activities in space. After all, troubling activities in space also could prompt vertical and horizontal proliferation on the ground.   The third argument that the Bush administration advances against new diplomatic initiatives for space activity is that there can be no agreed to definition of what constitutes “space weapons.” Moreover, verification is extremely problematic. Consequently, no multilateral agreement can be negotiated barring such weapons.   The administration is correct in pointing to the difficulties in defining and verifying space weapons. A code of conduct, however, focuses on activities, not on definitions of what constitutes a space weapon. For example, one key element of a Code of Conduct would surely be that responsible spacefaring nations do not engage in activities that deliberately produce persistent space debris, such as the Chinese A-Sat test.   This key element makes it unnecessary to define space weapons, since actions, not definitions, lie at the core of a rules of the road approach. Verification of noncompliance with this key element is quite straightforward, since it is very hard to hide the deliberate generation of persistent space debris.   The fourth argument advanced by the Bush administration to oppose new diplomatic initiatives for space is that the United States must preserve its right to self-defense – including the right to defend space assets. This argument is certainly valid, but it doesn’t justify rejecting a Code of Conduct. With such a code, the United States still would possess more capabilities than ever before to deter and, if necessary, punish states that take actions against U.S. satellites. The right of self-defense, however, is more likely to be invoked, and will be more difficult to execute, if there are no agreed rules of the road for outer space.   Lastly, the Bush administration contends that new diplomatic initiatives are unwise because U.S. freedom of action in space must not be constrained. By this standard, the Nonproliferation Treaty, the Outer Space Treaty, President Ronald Reagan’s Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty and President George H. W. Bush’s Strategic Arms Reduction treaties were all dreadful errors in judgment, since every one of these agreements limit the U.S. military’s freedom of action in some key respects. Using the Bush administration’s reasoning, the Geneva Conventions for U.S. armed forces also are unwise, as are codes of conduct long in place for the U.S. Army, Navy, Marines and gravity-bound Air Force. If freedom of action were the topmost U.S. national security objective, we would ditch all of these treaties and codes of conduct. Of course, no responsible political leader or public official would consider doing this. So why should we use this standard to oppose new diplomatic initiatives in space?
China opposes space weaponization – they won’t do it unless provoked by the US.  Now is key for the US to demonstrate peaceful intentions in space

Baofu, 7. (Wang, a research fellow and deputy director of the Strategic Studies Institute. ‘Outer space not let to overcast with "war clouds"’ People’s Daily Online, 4/3, http://english.people.com.cn/200704/03/eng20070403_363411.html)

The United States is a nation of decisive influence with its future outer space exploration and development. In fact, what the global community is concerned about is not its development trend with its outer space technology but "unilateral hues" of its outer space policy. In August of 2006, the US government promulgated the new "National Space Policy", with an allegation that any country or individual "hostile to the US interest were not allowed to enter into the outer space", indicating its mood or intention to access to outer space resources exclusively. The growth of modern space technology has opened wide prospects for the humankind to know about the outer space and have access to it peacefully. In the meantime, it should also be acknowledged that there has been a tendency of capitalizing on a nation's advantages in its space technology to pursue its own absolute security. For years, many countries have done a lot for the attainment of a grand goal for the peaceful use of the outer space. Since the late 1950s, the UN General Assembly has listed the outer space issue on its agenda and signed a couple of documents, including the "Outer Space Treaty", the "Partial Test Ban Treaty" and the "Moon Treaty", contributing positively to the restrictions on and prevention of weaponization in the outer space. China, with a certain spaceflight capability, has kept to its principled stance of opposing the weaponization of space. Since 1985, its government has time and again reiterated at conferences for disarmament at the UN its firm opposition to the deployment of weaponry system and armed races of any form in the outer space. Furthermore, in view of loopholes in the spheres of outer space weaponization in the existing international treaties, China has for years proposed negotiating agendas at the UN Conference for Disarmament and actively pressed ahead with the formation of a new banning treaty on outer space weaponization along with Russia.  As the outer space is the common property of the humankind, it represents a universal aspiration of the international community to use it for peaceful purposes. It remains a thorny issue whether or not the outer space of the future will be a realm of peace to bring happiness to people or be turned into the fourth dimensional battleground of fierce fighting next to those on the land and in maritime waters and blue skies. This tough issue is now indeed at the crossroad with a pressing demand for a quick solution. Either out of its "capabilities" or of its strategic intentions", the United States, beyond any doubt, has a special accountability and obligations in this regard. Faced with severe challenges, it is possible to make the outer space a new sphere or a new realm to benefit the humankind only with pooled consensuses and joint efforts made by the entire global community. 
China wants to ban space weaponization – the satellite test was because the US wouldn’t agree

Zissis. 2007. (Carl, Feb. 22. “China’s Anti-Satellite Test” Council on Foreign Relations http://www.cfr.org/publication/12684/chinas_antisatellite_test.html)

What is the diplomatic reason for China's test? Beijing has joined with Moscow in its longtime efforts to convince the United States to sign a treaty banning the deployment of weapons in space. The two nations drafted an outline presented in Geneva in 2002 that made little headway. A month after conducting the January 11 test, Beijing called for talks on a space weapons treaty. Uncomfortable with Washington's de facto dominance of space, efforts by Moscow and Beijing “to impose some kind of weapons-free zone is designed largely to restrict U.S. activities in space,” Martel told CFR.org in a recent podcast on U.S. space policy.

The U.S. has significant leverage and the act of attempting to negotiate a code of conduct will reassure China and reduce the risk of miscalc

Blazejewski, 8 - master’s degree in public aﬀairs from the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University and JD from the New York University School of Law. (Kenneth, “Space Weaponization and  US-China Relations,” STRATEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY  SPRING 2008)
The US refusal to engage in discussions on the weaponization of outer space imposes two signiﬁcant costs. First, it increases Chinese uncertainty and suspicion, leading China to assume its worst-case scenario about US space weaponization. Second, it prevents the international community from developing new rules and norms in areas such as advancing situational awareness, coordinating launches, and deterring the further development and proliferation of ASAT weapons that could beneﬁt US space assets. There is broad consensus that the United States can no longer aﬀord to remain silent in the international debate on the weaponization of outer space. The Rumsfeld Commission, the US-China Commission,51 and many space- arms-control advocates all recommend greater US participation in setting rules for the use of outer space beyond the existing legal framework. For years China has pressured the United States to negotiate a new inter- national agreement on space and space weaponization. If the United States now accepts this invitation, it may ﬁnd that it has substantial leverage in determining the parameters of the discussion. The United States should use this leverage to assure that the ﬁnal agreement reﬂects its interests in space. One issue for the United States to consider is whether the CD is the best forum to negotiate rules on space. Admittedly, most member states recognize the CD as “the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum” and as such the appropriate forum for the discussion of space weaponization. But agreeing to PAROS discussions at the CD may place the United States in a defensive position. For years, China and other states have used the CD as a forum to lambaste the US position on space weaponization. At the CD, the United States risks appearing like a reluctant defendant facing a hung jury. More importantly, the current formulation of the discussion at the CD as “prevention of an arms race in outer space”—such as through the advance- ment of a limited BMD system—may subtly shape discussions against US interests. Preventing an arms race does not fully encompass the interests at stake in space. International discussions on space should consider not only preventing destabilizing actions in space but encouraging stabilizing actions in space as well. Moreover, a new agreement on space might address a wider array of issues than just the “space arms race,” including civilian space use and space debris. 
The counterplan gives the U.S. the moral high ground to convince others to join

DeBlois, 05 (Bruce DeBlois et al, Director of Systems Integration for BAE Systems, Lt. Col, USAF, 2005              Star-Crossed, http://www.spectrum.ieee.org/print/1585).   

Consider, instead, a U.S. declaration that it would  not be the first to deploy space weapons or to test  destructive antisatellite systems, issued in parallel  with an urgent challenge to negotiate an international  treaty to this effect. From such a position, the United  States could credibly declare that deploying space  weapons would be regarded as a threat to U.S. security  and that destruction of a U.S. satellite would be  regarded as an attack on U.S. territory.  Even without space weapons, the United States could  respond to an attack on its satellites with its unmatched terrestrial military capabilities. Adversaries  would expect a heavy toll to be exacted as a result of  any attack on U.S. satellites; that expectation alone  would almost certainly suffice to deter any such attack.  In an all-out shooting war on Earth, we cannot expect  that space would be a sanctuary for military systems  supporting the weapons of that war. But the scenario  sketched here, with the United States leading an urgent  effort to ban space weapons and antisatellite tests or  use, would help ensure that a shooting war on Earth  would not be provoked by weapons in space.   

2nc – solves weaponization

A space code of conduct solves for ASAT deployment

Krepon and Heller, 04  *co-founder of The Henry L. Stimson Center and Director of the Center's Space Security Project  AND ** Research Assistant on the Stimson Center's Space Security Project (Michael and Micheal, Disarmament Diplomacy, “A Model Code of Conduct for Space Assurance”, May/June, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd77/77mkmh.htm)
The last flight test of an ASAT during the Cold War occurred nineteen years ago. Rudimentary ASAT systems that were once deployed have long ago been dismantled or mothballed. No military establishment other than the Pentagon appears eager to resume ASAT testing. A simulated ASAT test, the XSS-11, is scheduled for this fall, and another ASAT program, NFIRE, has tests scheduled for early 2006. The door would then be open for other nations to follow suit. Space Assurance would be severely impaired by the flight testing and deployment of ASATs.

There is a near-term alternative to this mistaken course. It will take many, many years for an international convention banning space warfare activities to be negotiated and to enter into force. In the mean time, construction is needed to raise barriers against the flight testing and deployment of ASATs and other space warfare devices.

One approach advocated by the Henry L. Stimson Center's Space Security Project is the negotiation of a code of conduct between space-faring nations to prevent incidents and dangerous military activities in space. Key activities to be covered under such a code of conduct include avoiding collisions and simulated attacks; creating special caution and safety areas around satellites; developing safer traffic management practices; prohibiting anti-satellite tests in space; providing reassurance through information exchanges, transparency and notification measures; and adopting more stringent space debris mitigation measures.
Codes of conduct are widely accepted in international relations. They have gained new currency to deal with the threats posed by proliferation and terrorism. During the Cold War, the United States entered into executive agreements with the Soviet Union to prevent dangerous military practices at sea, on the ground, and in the air.

The 1972 US-Soviet Incidents at Sea Agreement has served as an effective model for comparable agreements signed by more than thirty other navies. The 1989 Prevention of Dangerous Military Practices Agreement signed by Washington and Moscow continues to have great value. Space also deserves "rules of the road" to help prevent incidents and dangerous military practices.
If we are to choose space assurance instead of space weapons, space-faring nations might well consider negotiating a code of conduct that allows everyone to continue to reap the national security, civil, commercial and scientific benefits that space now provides.

2nc - Solves hegemony

The counterplan provides an immediate signal of reassurance that boosts U.S. hegemony and legitimacy

Gallagher and Steinbruner 08 - * Associate Director for Research at the Center for International and Security Studies AND ** Professor of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and Director of the Center for International and Security Studies 

at Maryland (Nancy and John, Reconsidering the Rules for Space Security, http://www.cissm.umd.edu/papers/files/spacesecuritymonograph.pdf)

In the absence of some riveting incident that might command attention and require immediate action, the fundamental issues of space policy are unlikely to be resolved anytime soon. By itself the topic does not normally engage voting constituencies, mass media outlets, or national leaders, and that fact makes difficult the adjudication of the underlying collision of purpose within the specialty communities involved. Space policy is one of many emerging issues that pose such a problem. The specific issues in question are nonethe- less embedded in broader concerns that do command prominent attention. The connection of space policy to terrorism, to the agonies of civil conflict, or to disputes over national nuclear weapons programs are not direct or obvi- ous enough to be noted in public discussions of those subjects, but they are significant enough in operational terms to have relevance. Space services are vital in bringing remote military power to bear on all of these circumstances. The opportunity for conveying reassurance is especially relevant. As the implications of globalization are gradually absorbed, it is becoming ever more apparent that raw power—that is, the capacity for destruction—is not the sole or even primary determinant of security in most circumstances of concern. The ability to contain violence and to defend basic legal order is determined more by establishing justification that is credible across cultural boundaries than by wielding coercive force. It is occasionally necessary to engage in violence in order to control it, but it is routinely necessary to nur- ture consensual acceptance of legal order on which the prevention of violence fundamentally depends. Any threatened or actual use of official force that runs counter to a country’s own legal principles or to international legal rules affecting all countries thereby endangers its own purposes. Justification is an inevitable problem for the U.S. military establishment because of its prepon- derant capabilities, and that problem has been compounded by the projected aspiration of national military space dominance. The compounded effect, however, also creates an opportunity to provide reassurance. Serious concern is a precondition for significant relief. 

The most readily available and most reasonably demanded form of reas- surance would be to agree without preconditions to open formal negotia- tions on the control of space weapons. Because the United States has refused to engage in negotiations on that topic for nearly three decades, a willingness to do so would be considered significant, provided that the identity and behavior of the negotiators and the institutional support given to them con- veyed an impression of good faith. Establishing a formal negotiating process would also have the effect of subjecting the advocates of dominance to the discipline of competition within the U.S. government, and that in turn might stimulate broader attention and encourage more balanced judgment than hasrecently been applied. The initiation of negotiations can be done on executive authority in the United States with no requirement for formal congressional approval or for specific substantive decisions. Responsible management of security policy requires that much at a minimum. 

But the scope and significance of opportunity is much greater than the minimum requirement. Predictably, the United States will eventually require legitimizing international assistance to master communal violence in Iraq and elsewhere and will have to convey credible reassurance to countries beyond its current alliance system in order to secure that assistance. Also predictable is that the threat of terrorism will eventually compel much higher standards of managerial control over mass destruction technologies, especially nuclear explosives. As these imperatives are encountered and the potential interaction between them pondered, the vital importance of establishing global security accommodation for purposes of mutual protection will have to be acknowl- edged. The clandestine, dispersed forms of violence that currently pose the most troublesome threats could be much better contained by advanced mon- itoring techniques designed to control access to the means of mass destruc- tion and to enable detection of especially dangerous operations. In particular, all nuclear explosives could in principle be continuously monitored, making terrorist diversion or any hostile use far more difficult to undertake than it currently is. Intimate collaboration among all the nuclear-capable states would be required to set up such an arrangement, however, and legacy deter- rent practices would have to be subordinated to that purpose. As yet no offi- cial effort to explore the possibility has begun, but the latent danger of dis- persed explosives under conditions of endemic violence can be expected to force serious consideration at some point. The fundamental problem with the concept of dominance and the likely cause of its ultimate demise is that it does not comprehend the implications of the shift in the scale and character of threat that is occurring under the conditions of globalization. 

AT: Others won’t join

US leadership can get others on board
Foust, 10 – editor of the Space Review (Jeff, The Space Review, “Securing space security”, 12/20,

http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1746/1
Regardless of the approach used for space security—code of conduct, treaty, pledges, or something else—experts say the US role will be critical. “The position of the US, as a principal spacefaring nation, I think will be decisive in determining which, if any, of these channels will be activated in the near term,” Meyer said.

“The US can’t solve this problem alone, but it can and should take the lead,” Grego said. She said the new national space policy “shows an encouraging awareness” of the issues of space security, but it needs to follow through with specific measures. “It needs either to initiate these efforts or to respond constructively to others’ initiatives so that progress can be made.”

Rose, in his earlier Stimson Center comments, said that US leadership could be demonstrated by helping bring other “like-minded” countries to the table to agree upon a code of conduct or similar concepts. “That’s going to be the challenge in the coming year: how do you make this happen?” he said. “There are very few nations in the world that can get everybody—all the key players—together.” If the US makes a decision to support the EU Code, he said, “I think that is something that you would see the United States doing: getting everybody to sit down at the table together.”
The U.S. can influence international legal space developments

Cogossi, 7 – Dept. of the Army  (Bruce, National Defense University, Final Report: The Space Industry, Spring,http://www.ndu.edu/icaf/industry/reports/2007/pdf/2007_SPACE.pdf

This essay reviews the current global space legal regime, how current U.S. space policies reflect engagement of the international community, and the methods the U.S. may choose to engage the international community in the future. As the current world leader in space use and exploration, the U.S. should take the lead in engaging the international community in serious discussions about the future of global space governance. By engaging the international community in development of a new legal regime, the U.S. can more effectively influence international agreements on space activities and more fully address its national security. 
U.S. leadership is vital to influencing the development of a new space regime

Cogossi, 07 – Dept. of the Army  (Bruce, National Defense University, Final Report: The Space Industry, Spring,http://www.ndu.edu/icaf/industry/reports/2007/pdf/2007_SPACE.pdf

The U.S. must take the lead in engaging the international community in serious discussions about the future of global space governance. The current space legal regime may work well for now, but likely will not serve very well in the not-too-distant future. The pace of technological change continues to increase. These advancements are encouraging many other developing nations to gain access to space as well. The U.S. must keep in perspective that an international competition for space will exist well into the future, but it must also look beyond the current technologies, political issues, and national boundaries to see how access to space can be managed, regulated, and adjudicated when space travel becomes more common. 

In President Bush’s cover letter to The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, he states, “We seek to shape the world, not merely be shaped by it; to influence events for the better instead of being at their mercy” (2006). The U.S. must begin the serious debate over the appropriateness of a supra-national agency to govern space, using the fundamentals of our own Constitution to shape the future space environment. If the U.S. begins to think seriously about this now, it will better preserve its national security interests by more effectively influencing international agreements on space activities. 

A move towards a treaty regime will maximize U.S. soft power and democracy promotion

Lichtgarn, 07 (Eve, “Review: Space as a Strategic Asset,” The Space Review, 7/23, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/913/1)

This is a review of a book by Joan Johnson-Freese - Chair, National Security Decision Making Department at the Naval War College

The core problem with US space policy, she emphasizes, is America’s unrelenting militarization and weaponization of space. “While the rest of the world seeks to increase its ability to use space assets for information linkages required for economic growth in a globalized world, the United State sees much of the technology they are seeking as militarily sensitive and, consequently, is trying to stop its spread. That initial clash of ambitions is further exacerbated by the parallel emphasis the United States places on expanding its space superiority to space dominance.” Fear and national security issues have made the US inherently nervous about “dual-use” technology such as satellites, lasers, and GPS, which have military and civilian applications. Johnson-Freese points out that, initially, the US deliberately inserted timing errors into transmissions to downgrade the accuracy of nonmilitary GPS receivers with the intent of discouraging foreign military exploitation of the technology. However, the unintended result was to motivate foreign entities to develop their own GPS systems.

She makes a compelling argument that “through clumsy rather than intentionally nefarious use of its considerable power, the U.S. is perceived as a rogue nation in its own right. Other nations regard the U.S. as skirting international law in its treatment of war prisoners, lack of support for international treaties, and proclivity toward preemption and unilateralism. In the space arena, movement toward space weapons further reinforces this perception. The commitment of the U.S. to a regime in space based on legal premises and parameters would demonstrate its commitment to the rule of law at a time when that commitment is doubted, and when it is dearly needed to support U.S. efforts to spread democracy and principles of good governance.”
AT: China Will Never Agree
The Chinese ASAT test was a miscalculation – they want to adhere to the rules of the road and a new U.S. offer would give them political cover to do it

Morrig, 8  (Frank, Aviation Week and Space Technology, “China Appears To Regret Asat Test”, 5/12, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story.jsp?id=news/ASAT05128.xml&channel=defense)

China's leaders miscalculated the international reaction to the country's antisatellite (Asat) weapon test last year, and likely regret that they let their research-and-development bureaucracy carry it out, says a top U.S. expert on the Chinese space program.

"The Chinese took very careful aim and shot themselves in the foot with that test," says Joan Johnson-Freese, chairman of the National Security Decision-Making Dept. at the U.S. Naval War College. "I think they now are now recognizing that the international condemnation due them was actually moderated."

Testifying before the Senate Commerce space, aeronautics and related sciences subcommittee, Johnson-Freese said it is impossible to know exactly what motivated the test, given the layers of Chinese government secrecy. But she says an emerging consensus among China-watchers holds that it was the logical outcome of an Asat-weapon development program started in response to the U.S. program that tested an air-launched satellite interceptor against a defunct weather satellite.

Military research and development is heavily "bureaucratized" and "very stovepiped," Johnson-Freese says, emphasizing that she is speaking for herself and not her government employers. "The engineers who were in charge of that technology development program put it forward as 'it's time to test,'" she says.

"I think they severely underestimated international response. I think they now regret underestimating that response."

While observers in Beijing believe that Chinese President Hu Jintao authorized the test, they doubt that he had a clear understanding of the threat it would signify for other spacecraft below the 537-mi. altitude of the target Feng Yun 1C spacecraft, which was also an outmoded weather satellite (AW&ST Jan. 22, 2007, p. 24; Feb. 12, 2007, p. 20).

"They characterized the debris as an overall increase in debris rather than looking at it in terms of the risk to spacecraft," she says of the test, which was described as the worst satellite fragmentation event in the 50-year history of spaceflight. "It was a lot of bad decision-making on their part."

Once the outcry started, government authorities there canceled a planned meeting in China on space-debris mitigation because they didn't want to face the "harsh" condemnation they expected and felt they deserved, Johnson-Freese says, suggesting "they are now deeply regretting the situation that they brought on themselves."

A big element of that situation is the ammunition they have given to their military counterparts in the U.S. and elsewhere, who point to the test as evidence of China's aggressive military-space policies.

AT: No Verification

Risks of cheating are low – it would be easily detectable

Blazejewski, 08 - master’s degree in public aﬀairs from the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University and JD from the New York University School of Law. (Kenneth, “Space Weaponization and  US-China Relations,” STRATEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY  SPRING 2008)
A third reason for the United States to agree not to launch weapons into outer space is that such an agreement need not threaten two stated US interests— protection of satellites and the development of a limited BMD system. Before turning to each of these issues, it is necessary to note two potential problems with a decision to forgo space weaponization. First, as stated above, there is no guarantee that China does not plan to develop its own robust ASAT and space weapons programs regardless of US activity in this area. “Space racers” doubt that a US commitment not to place weapons in space will inﬂuence China’s policy on space weaponization. Ultimately, cheating is a risk that countries run whenever they agree to be bound by a shared international agreement. However, certain factors signiﬁcantly reduce this risk. First, while the secret development of space weapons technology might be possible, any eﬀort to deploy or test space weapons will be clearly visible to the international community.57 Without the capacity to test, any space weapons program will be stiﬂed at an early stage of development. Second, there is little reason to think that in the foreseeable future the technological capacity of the United States would fall far behind that of any state planning to launch space weapons. A commitment not to deploy weapons does not mean that all research and development must cease immediately. Once it becomes clear that a state is preparing to launch space weapons, the United States could respond by executing its own space weapons contingency plan. Third, as stated above, space weapons are relatively easy targets for ASAT attack, a feature that can work in the interests of the United States if others deploy ﬁrst. Fourth, a universal ban on space weapons would engender a normative frame- work that would justify a swift reaction by the United States, such as the deploy- ment of its own space weapons or ASAT attack if another country violated the ban ﬁrst. Finally, if the United States is able to negotiate for greater transparency in Chinese military planning, as sugof a surprise Chinese launch. 
AT: No Definitional Agreement
It’s possible to reach agreement over the definition of space weapons – it just requires political will

Blazejewski, 08 - master’s degree in public aﬀairs from the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University and JD from the New York University School of Law. (Kenneth, “Space Weaponization and  US-China Relations,” STRATEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY  SPRING 2008)
A second potential criticism of the recommendation to forgo space weapons is the common assertion that such a commitment requires a workable deﬁni- tion of space weapons. Admittedly, deﬁning space weapons without encompass- ing other space assets, such as satellites capable of inﬂicting physical damage on other satellites, presents a challenge. However, the impossibility of agreeing on a deﬁnition is likely inversely proportional to the political will to reach such a deﬁnition. Once the United States and China have determined to reach a space weapons ban, they should be able to design reasonable criteria to distin- guish between space weapons and ordinary space assets. One possible approach would be to abandon the idea of a general deﬁnition altogether and agree on a deﬁnitive positive or negative list of space objects that would or would not fall within a space weapons ban. A positive list would describe the space systems that are speciﬁcally included within a prohibition. Alternatively, a negative list would include those that are speciﬁcally not aﬀected by the prohibition. Each approach presents its own challenges. A positive list would require that the United States have suﬃcient information to describe the sorts of weapons China seeks to launch. A negative list would have the opposite eﬀect: it would re- quire the United States to reveal potentially sensitive details of its space assets to qualify for launch. Yet if the eﬀect of each of these two approaches is to increase transparency about the sorts of assets that China and the United States have in space, it may only bolster stability between the two states. 
AT: Permutation

Unilateral U.S. construction causes an international backlash against hegemony

Glaser, 8 - aerospace engineer, vice president at Arthur D. Little, consulting on consulting projects in aerospace, solar energy, and materials science (Peter, Ad Astra, Interview, “An energy pioneer looks back”, Spring, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf) //DH

Glaser: Since it would be such a huge undertaking, I think it would be best accom- plished at an international level, perhaps even managed by the United Nations. Each country could contribute their best effort, and then each country would reap the ben- efit of cheap and plentiful power from the sun. We could utilize the knowledge of all the nations that have been researching space- based solar power. If only one country has the satellites, the international community will worry that the technology will be misused. With every nation taking part in the planning, building, and operation of the system, there would be inherent transparency, oversight, and equality. There would be no secrets, and no country would be left in the dark. 

On the other hand, if one nation decides to build the system, all hell may break loose. There would be distrust and a huge shift in the balance of power. Any nation with such a system would not only have an advantage in space, but they would have economic and military advantages on the ground as well. And there are many countries taking the ideaof solar power from space much more seriously that we are in the United States. I would prefer to see a network of power satellites built by an international effort. 

Unilateral U.S. action in space undermines soft power and international cooperation

Sadeh, 08 - an Associate Director for the Center for Space and Defense Studies at the United States Air Force Academy (Eligar, The Space Review, “Space policy questions and decisions facing a new administration”, 6/9, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1146/1)

Issue 
United States government leadership in space is not seen as productive by others. The United States government cannot be a leader if no one will follow. Today, the United States is not seen as a good partner in space.

Discussion

•The position of the United States in world affairs is influenced by leadership in space. Given the many issues and challenges the space community faces, leadership is by no means assured.

•In order to identify and meet the challenges in security, commercial, and civil space productive United States government space leadership is indispensable.

•Leadership requires that the United States develop a strategic vision for space to guide space policy decisions, which is supported by strong executive leadership, and effective interagency and government-industry partnerships.

•International participation in security space is important. There is a need for the United States to think more about international engagement in the strategic response to the domain of space. It is not a “go-it-alone problem.” The United States government has not given sufficient indication that the strategy is to include allies in national space policy.

•Space represents a “soft power” foreign policy tool. Space is an international drawing card that engenders national prestige, prevents conflict, and is a domain for international cooperation.

SPS development violates the Outer Space Treaty – it will be treated as a weapon of mass destruction

Pop, 2k – PhD Student, University of Glasgow Law School (Virgiliu, “SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF NON-TERRESTRIAL RESOURCE EXPLOITATION”, http://www.geocities.com/virgiliu_pop/publications/security.pdf)
2.1.  Mass Destruction Capabilities 

Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty outlaws placement “in orbit around the Earth” of “any (...) kinds of 

weapons of mass destruction (...).” Weapons of mass destruction were defined in 1948 by the UN Commission for Conventional Armaments as 

“those which include atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, lethal chemical and biological weapons, and any weapons developed in the future which have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons mentioned above” [UN document S/C.3/32/Rev.1, August 1948]. 

Given the “evolution” of the means of warfare since 1948, the UN General Assembly passed Resolution 51/37 of 7 January 1997 [A/RES/51/37] in which it expresses its determination 

“to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass destruction that have characteristics comparable in destructive effect to those of weapons of mass destruction identified in the definition of weapons of mass destruction adopted by the United Nations in 1948” and it 

“[r]eaffirms that effective measures should be taken to prevent the emergence of new types of weapons of mass 

destruction”. 

As seen from above, there is no exclusivedefinition of weapons of mass destruction; in 1996, the US Secretary of State Warren Christopher classified the landmines as “weapons of mass destruction in slow motion”5. 

Given the lack of a precise definition, the
Office of Technology Assessment of the United States Congress considers that it is unclear “[w]hether an SPS’s microwave or laser capabilities would class it as a weapon of 

“mass destruction” and hence make it illegal under the 1967 treaty”,  but “it is very likely that such charges would be made in the event of SPS deployment”6. In order to analyse their (dis)qualification as weapons of mass destruction, one must examine the possible destructive effects of the SPS technology. 

SPS unilateral development risks international conflict

Nansen 2000 - President Solar Space Industries, (Ralph, Statement to the United States Congress Subcommittee on Space Science “The Technical Feasibility of Space Solar Power” Before the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, United States House of Representatives Committee on Science September 7, 2000, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=2571) // CCH

An inherent feature of solar power satellites is their location in space outside the borders of any individual nation with their energy delivered to the earth by way of some form of wireless power transmission that must be compatible with other uses of the radio frequency spectrum. They must also be transported to space. Government involvement to coordinate international agreements covering frequency assignments, satellite locations, space traffic control and many other features of space operations is mandatory in order to prevent international conflicts. Solar power satellites will ultimately become part of the commercial electric utility industry and as such, that industry could be expected to shoulder the majority of the burden of development. However, the utility industry is not the only one that will benefit from the development of solar power satellites. All of the people of the world will eventually be the benefactors, through reduced atmospheric pollution and the availability of ample energy in the future. As a result it makes sense that the development of solar power satellites be accomplished through a partnership of industries and governments of all the nations that wish to participate.

The permutation fails – its attempt to ensure U.S. leadership in space derails efforts to change balance of power thinking

Schwab, 05 – director of the Homeplanet Defense Institute (Martin, Homeplanet Defense: Strategic Thought for a World in Crisis, chapter 1)
Futile attempts to balance power in outer space

On the question of space weaponization, there are many esteemed older analysts around the world who collectively argue that it is in the U.S. national interest to preserve a balance of power by fostering transparency in the space-Earth military arena. Fostering transparency and building trust among nations in space are needed, indeed. However, in my view, relying on the tried and terrible concept of balance of power is a grave disservice to the future of space and Earth. Balancing power is a short-term and realpolitik answer to this complex-adaptive dilemma and could damage the common planetary defense against asteroids and comets, strangle the development of abundant space solar power and inhibit human exploration of our solar system.

A key document, available to the public, has been crafted by the Henry L. Stimson Center, a leader in the current discussion on the question of the weaponization of space. In May 2004, the Stimson Center released Model Code of Conduct for the Prevention of Incidents and Dangerous Military Practices in Outer Space for "responsible spacefaring nations" to consider. The Stimson Center argues that "no nation stands to lose more than the United States, which benefits the most from satellites" developed from Pentagon plans to test simulated ASAT weapons. Michael Krepon, founding president of the Stimson Center argues that the U.S. should maintain existing military and commercial superiority by leading the way in not weaponizing space but in creating "space assurance." Space assurance means strengthening norms against potentially escalatory military activities in space. In part, Krepon reasons that the U.S. should lead in this way because she already adheres to and champions codes of conduct for military activities on the ground, sea and air, as well as for nuclear nonproliferation. 26 Unfortunately, in my view, the hard work by Krepon and the Stimson Center falls short of what I believe to be their true and worthwhile aim: peace and prosperity for our entire world. This is exactly the wrong time in history, if ever, for America-centric arguments. They do not inspire leaders and peoples of other nations to the universal American cause of individual human dignity. The concept of "space assurance" not only sounds like, but also is in construction eerily reminiscent of the Reinsurance Treaty between Germany and Russia from 1887-90. The Reinsurance Treaty was one of the main pillars of German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck's alliance system, which maintained for a generation only a fragile balance of power among the five great world powers of the time (Germany, Russia, France, Great Britain and Austria-Hungary).

Like Krepon's "space assurance," Bismarck's alliance system was conceived not in the interests of true peace and prosperity for the world but to minimize the risk to only one nation-state. Bismarck knew that Germany's chief vulnerability was a two front war with Russia and France. In the Reinsurance Treaty, the nation-states of Germany and Russia promised each other neutrality if either became involved in a war with a third of the five great powers. The significance of the Reinsurance Treaty is that it kept France and Russia from concluding a treaty of their own in opposition to Germany.27 (We will return to the parallels between pre World War I Germany with the U.S. in the current military space-Earth arena.)

While Bismarck deserves much credit for maintaining the balance of power on his watch by avoiding a two front war with Russia and France, he is not remembered for constructing new and lasting ties of peace and commerce. It would take another disastrous world war before French foreign minister Robert Schumann and French planning commissar Jean Monnet, also referred to as the "Father of Europe," would finally construct an institution of mutual benefit for Germany and France. This key institution was the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), which served primarily to prevent another war in the future between France and Germany through economic relationship. It was around the ECSC, which the European Community and now the European Union have steadily matured over a half century, aided by the similarly conceived Marshall Plan from the United States.28

In contrast, the result of Bismarck's short-term approach to world affairs was that it took less than one generation after the world powers were perfectly balanced through his series of convenient defensive alliances to change the course of history for the worse. In World War I, for the first time in the history of warfare, millions were killed or maimed in single battles, as opposed to mere hundreds of thousands in previous wars. Balance of power was rebalanced at Versailles in 1919, sowing the seeds for World War II. Attempts at balance of power in the 20th century have resulted in the single deadliest century the world has ever experienced.

We have just departed the 20th century, and now the arena of battle is in space and not on the plains of Europe. If the 19th century nation-state balance of power approach is pursued in space, the result of human error could easily be billions killed or maimed in a few hours, as the previously discussed space war games suggest. Even human extinction through nuclear winter, resulting from a heavy enough exchange of nuclear weapons by multiple nation-states is not impossible. Since the balance of power framework of thinking is rooted in psychological violence, it will eventually lead to physical violence, despite the quality and sophistication of thinking in the molds of Bismarck and Krepon. This diligent thinking in my opinion has always sought in vain for the ever-elusive balance of power among nation-states.

The world needs the equivalent of the ECSC and Marshall Plan for outer space now; not inherently temporary treaties or codes of conduct that might balance power in space for 20 years, only to lead to war in space, unleashing hell on Earth. The world cannot afford to postpone the construction of peace on Earth through endeavor in space. By this, I mean truly vast international human missions to explore Mars and our moon, construct asteroid and comet defense, remove space debris, develop abundant space solar power and continue medical research aboard the ISS. We can achieve all of this and we must, if we are to survive into the 22nd century.

Attempts to reassure allies will fail if we pursue militarization.

Krepon 01 (Michael Krepon, President Emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center and Co-Editor of Global Confidence Building: New Tools for Troubled Regions, “Lost in Space; The Misguided Drive Toward Antisatellite Weapons,” Foreign Affairs, May/June 2001, lexis)

As the Rumsfeld report signifies, pressure is now mounting on the Bush administration to reassess U.S. space policy. Washington must choose one of two paths: dominance, which means putting more and better weapons in space or on earth than anyone else can afford, or reassurance. Because of the threat of asymmetrical warfare, dominance would be very hard to achieve and would have many adverse effects. The best way to protect space commerce and U.S. national security, therefore, is to avoid ASATs and weapons in space in the first place.  An arms race in space was avoided during the Cold War due in part to the assumption that the Kremlin would compete with and nullify American moves. Now the sole remaining superpower may be tempted to slough off treaty constraints and to seek protection through unilateral initiatives. If this strategy is pursued, it will no doubt be couched in flexible and reassuring language. But U.S. allies and potential adversaries will see it as something else: the hubris of imperial overstretch. And they will react accordingly.

Pursuing space dominance causes an international backlash and destroys U.S. legitimacy

Gallagher and Steinbruner 08 - * Associate Director for Research at the Center for International and Security Studies AND ** Professor of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and Director of the Center for International and Security Studies 

at Maryland (Nancy and John, Reconsidering the Rules for Space Security, http://www.cissm.umd.edu/papers/files/spacesecuritymonograph.pdf)

The more likely outcome of a sustained U.S. effort to dominate space for national military advantage is that incremental advances in U.S. capabilities will increase pressure on other countries to react by emulating, offsetting, or restraining the United States. So far, Russia and China have made the most visible moves related to these response options, simultaneously trying to improve their own space-based military support systems, to explore asym- metrical ways to neutralize advantages that the U.S. military gets or could gain from superior space capabilities, and to start PAROS negotiations. Each response strategy has serious costs and risks, and it is doubtful that either country has yet made a decisive choice. Foreign speculation about external reasons for the Chinese ASAT test place differing degrees of emphasis on alter- native response strategies by assuming that the objective is to deter U.S. attacks on Chinese satellites, to negate the U.S. information advantage in a regional conflict, or to underscore the risks that all space users will face if mil- itary activities continue to expand without additional rules. 

The longer the United States rebuffs international pressure to restore strategic restraint, the further other countries are likely to go in their efforts to emulate or offset U.S. military space activities, making space a much more expensive and dangerous place to operate than it currently is. The United States could probably sustain its technological lead and budgetary advantage for decades, but the U.S. military space acquisition program appears to have passed the point of diminishing returns, whereas other countries could still make significant advances in their military space capabilities for some fraction of what the United States is spending. The number of satellites needing pro- tection keeps increasing, but offensive and dual-use space technologies are advancing and spreading faster than purely defensive ones are. Thus, if U.S. space dominance is defined in relative rather than absolute terms and likely counterreactions are considered, even the less ambitious form of the SPACE- COM vision appears increasingly unattractive. 

Ineffectual pursuit of military space dominance carries high opportunity costs. At the most basic level, the U.S. attitude has hindered efforts to devel- op strong international rules to minimize space debris, manage space traffic, and allocate orbital slots in GEO.207 The U.S. attitude has been a major obsta-cle to the most efficient and equitable approach to space-based navigation services—a single system operated as a global public utility with decision- making control shared among international partners. The U.S. position cur- rently also precludes any realistic strategy for truly transformational uses of space. A system of remote sensing satellites that could provide comprehen- sive, detailed, and continuous coverage of the Earth could be immensely valuable for information-based strategies to address emerging global security problems, including the possibility of catastrophic climate disruption. Owens and Nye observed a decade ago that the uncontested acquisition of this type of capability required a strategic purpose with widespread legitimacy.208 

***Japan CP
Japan CP

Japan can develop SSP – they are more advanced than the US

Cox, 11 - retired prosecutor and public interest lawyer, author and political activist (William, “The Race for Space Solar Energy,” 3/26, 
http://www.thepeoplesvoice.org/TPV3/Voices.php/2011/03/26/the-race-for-space-solar-energy
The failures of the General Electric nuclear reactors in Japan to safely shut down during the 9.0 Tahoku earthquake, following in the wake of the catastrophic Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico and the deadly methane gas explosion in Massey’s West Virginia coal mine, conclusively demonstrate the grave dangers to human society posed by current energy production methods.

The radiation plume from melting reactor cores and the smoke of burning spent fuel rods threaten the lives of the unborn; yet, they point in the direction of the only logical alternative to these failed policies – the generation of an inexhaustible, safe, pollution-free supply of energy from outer space.

Presently, only the top industrialized nations have the technological, industrial and economic power to compete in the race for space solar energy. In spite of, and perhaps because of, the current disaster, Japan occupies the inside track, as it is the only nation that has a dedicated space solar energy program and which is highly motivated to change directions. China, which has launched astronauts into an earth orbit and is rapidly become the world’s leader in the production of wind and solar generation products, will undoubtedly become a strong competitor. However, the United States, which should have every advantage in the race, is most likely to stumble out of the gate and waste the best chance it has to solve its economic, energy, political and military problems.

A Miraculous Source of Abundant Energy
Space-solar energy is the greatest source of untapped energy which could, potentially, completely solve the world’s energy and greenhouse gas emission problems.

The technology currently exists to launch solar-collector satellites into geostationary orbits around the Earth to convert the Sun’s radiant energy into electricity 24 hours a day and to safely transmit the electricity by microwave beams to rectifying antennas on Earth.

Following its proposal by Dr. Peter Glaser in 1968, the concept of solar power satellites was extensively studied by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). By 1981, the organizations determined that the idea was a high-risk venture; however, they recommended further study.

With increases in electricity demand and costs, NASA took a "fresh look" at the concept between 1995 and 1997. The NASA study envisioned a trillion-dollar project to place several dozen solar-power satellites in geostationary orbits by 2050, sending between two gigawatts and five gigawatts of power to Earth.

The NASA effort successfully demonstrated the ability to transmit electrical energy by microwaves through the atmosphere; however, the study’s leader, John Mankins, now says the program "has fallen through the cracks because no organization is responsible for both space programs and energy security."

The project may have remained shelved except for the military’s need for sources of energy in its campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan, where the cost of gasoline and diesel exceeds $400 a gallon. A report by the Department of Defense’s National Security Space Office in 2007 recommended that the U.S. "begin a coordinated national program" to develop space-based solar power.

Japan is on the threshold of developing SSP now

Cox, 11 - retired prosecutor and public interest lawyer, author and political activist (William, “The Race for Space Solar Energy,” 3/26, 
http://www.thepeoplesvoice.org/TPV3/Voices.php/2011/03/26/the-race-for-space-solar-energy
Although there are substantial costs associated with the development of space-solar power, it makes far more sense to invest precious public resources in the development of an efficient and reliable power supply for the future, rather than to waste U.S. tax dollars on an ineffective missile defense system, an ego trip to Mars, or $36 billion in risky loan guarantees by the DOE to the nuclear power industry.

With funding for the space shuttle ending next year and for the space station in 2017, the United States must decide upon a realistic policy for space exploration, or else it will be left on the ground by other nations, which are rapidly developing futuristic space projects.

China is currently investing $35 billion of its hard-currency reserves in the development of energy-efficient green technology, and has become the world’s leading producer of solar panels. In addition, China has aggressively moved into space by orbiting astronauts and by demonstrating a capability to destroy the satellites of other nations.

Over the past two years, Japan has committed $21 billion to secure space-solar energy. By 2030, the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency plans to "put into geostationary orbit a solar-power generator that will transmit one gigawatt of energy to Earth, equivalent to the output of a large nuclear power plant." Japanese officials estimate that, ultimately, they will be able to deliver electricity at a cost of $0.09 per kilowatt-hour, which will be competitive with all other sources.

Japan has far better solvency, we’re the only ones with comparative evidence

Space Daily 1, (Takahiro Fukada, “Japan Plans To Launch Solar Power Station in Space By 2040” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/ssp-01a.html, Space Daily, 1-31-01) // CCH

Undaunted by its less than glorious track record in space, Japan's ministry of economy, trade and industry (METI) has ambitious plans to launch a giant solar power station by 2040. "We are starting research for a solar power generation satellite from fiscal year 2001 in April," Osamu Takenouchi, of METI's airplane, weapons and space industry division told AFP. "We are planning to start operating the system in 2040," Takenouchi added. "On Earth, clouds absorb sunlight, reducing (solar) power generation. But in space, we will be able to generate electric power even at night," Takenouchi said. METI plans to launch a satellite capable of generating one million kilowatts per second -- equivalent to the output of a nuclear plant -- into geostationary orbit, about 36,000 kilometers (22,320 miles) above the earth's surface. The satellite will have two gigantic solar power-generating wing panels, each measuring three kilometers by a 1,000 meter diameter power transmission antenna between them, Takenouchi said. The electricity produced will be sent back to earth in the form of microwaves with a lower intensity than those emitted by mobile phones."We intend to ensure the microwaves will not interrupt mobile phone and other telecommunications," Takenouchi said.The receiving antenna on the ground, several kilometers in diameter, would probably be set up in a desert or at sea, and the electricity relayed from there along conventional cables he said.The satellite is projected to weigh about 20,000 tonnes and the total construction cost is estimated at around two trillion yen (17 billion dollars), at current prices. One economic hurdle so far is that it would cost about 23 yen per kilowatt hour to generate power in space compared to nine yen for thermal or nuclear power generation."But we will consider ways to lower the costs," Takenouchi said. A similar plan was aired by the United States' National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) but nothing has so far come of it. One of the reasons for pursuing the dream of beaming power back to Earth is that scientists believe it could help reduce global warming.

Japan is pursuing SPS in the status quo

Scientific American 8, (Tim Hornyak “Farming Solar Energy in Space: Shrugging off massive costs, Japan pursues space-based solar arrays” July 2008, http://www.sciam.com/article.cfm?id=farming-solar-energy-in-space) // CCH

In a recent spin-off of the classic Japanese animated series Mobile Suit Gundam, the depletion of fossil fuels has forced humanity to turn to space-based solar power generation as global conflicts rage over energy shortages. The sci-fi saga is set in the year 2307, but even now real Japanese scientists are working on the hardware needed to realize orbital generators as a form of clean, renewable energy, with plans to complete a prototype in about 20 years. The concept of solar panels beaming down energy from space has long been pondered—and long been dismissed as too costly and impractical. But in Japan the seemingly far-fetched scheme has received renewed attention amid the current global energy crisis and concerns about the environment. Last year researchers at the Institute for Laser Technology in Osaka produced up to 180 watts of laser power from sunlight. In February scientists in Hokkaido began ground tests of a power transmission system designed to send energy in microwave form to Earth. The laser and microwave research projects are two halves of a bold plan for a space solar power system (SSPS) under the aegis of Japan’s space agency, the Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA). Specifically, by 2030 the agency aims to put into geostationary orbit a solar-power generator that will transmit one gigawatt of energy to Earth, equivalent to the output of a large nuclear power plant. The energy would be sent to the surface in microwave or laser form, where it would be converted into electricity for commercial power grids or stored in the form of hydrogen. “We’re doing this research for commonsense reasons—as a potential solution to the challenges posed by the exhaustion of fossil fuels and global warming,” says Hiroaki Suzuki of JAXA’s Advanced Mission Research Center, one of about 180 scientists at major Japanese research institutes working on the scheme. JAXA says its potential advantages are straightforward: in space, solar irradiance is five to 10 times as strong as on the ground, so generation is more efficient; solar energy could be collected 24 hours a day; and weather would not pose a problem. 
The system would also be clean, generating no pollution or waste, and safe. The intensity of energy reaching Earth’s surface might be about five kilowatts per square meter—about five times that of the sun at noon on a clear summer day at midlatitudes. Although the scientists say this amount will not harm the human body, the receiving area would nonetheless be cordoned off and situated at sea.

Japan will have its SPS by 2040

NOVA 1, (Space Studies Institute, “Solar Powered Satellites” http://chview.nova.org/station/sps.htm, 2001) // CCH

In 1990s, Japan research flew a small airplane powered by microwaves beamed up from the ground. Indeed, because the island nation has no energy resoures of its own, Japanese officials have announced plans to have their first solar power satellite in operation by the year 2040. WPT, however, also has great potential for non-terrestrial applications, including electrically propelled spaceships for interplanetary (within Solar System) as well as interstellar transport (at sublight speeds) by providing beamed power for space propulsion systems, such as those using space Sails. 

