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***1AC***

1AC – Plan

The United States federal government should pursue a defensive space control strategy that emphasizes satellite hardening, replacement, redundancy, stealth and situational awareness.

1AC - Advantage One – Crisis Miscalculation – 1AC
Space vulnerability and instability are increasing, raising the risk of conflict. Defensive space measure can increase deterrence while avoiding a destabilizing arms race. 

MacDonald 09, former assistant director for national security at the White House [Bruce W., “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald”, Council of Foreign Affairs, Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee and House Armed Services Committee, March 18, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862, Accessed July 12 2011]
Our space assets are exposed and fragile. They can’t run, they can’t hide, and today they can’t defend themselves. One small object traveling at orbital speeds can destroy them. Unless we take proactive measures, all these threats will grow, and we must bear in mind that the U.S. depends more on space than our potential adversaries. If we are not careful, the way we are currently thinking, planning, and investing, our space capabilities may only be available in peacetime, or against non-peer adversaries. We could lose them just when we need them most. At a minimum, we need far greater space situational awareness and space intelligence (SSA/SI) capabilities than today. Responsible officials have been saying this for years, but SSA/SI has never received the priority it deserves. If this fails to change, we can expect more frequent space collisions and growing instability in space. Current U.S. Space Policy Raises but Does Not Answer Key Space Stability Issues In 2006, the Bush Administration issued a revised space policy that declared for the first time that U.S. space assets are a “vital national interest,” in recognition of the extraordinary and growing U.S. military and economic dependence on them. The phrase “vital national interest” carries much heavier national security implications than has ever been attributed to space. This policy also reserves the right to deny adversaries “the use of space capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests.” But attacking others’ space capabilities invites attacks on our own, which our policy calls a “vital national interest,” and on which we depend far more than anyone else. Evolving technology guarantees both that: 1) we will depend even more on these assets in the future; and 2) these vital assets will likely face greater threats than today. This dimension of U.S. space policy is contradictory: why would we want to threaten actions that would invite retaliation against “vital national interests,” and where we have more at stake than our adversaries? This contradiction was never explained. Such a policy contradiction could make sense if: • the governing U.S. space force doctrine is deterrence -- that we would have offensive capability strictly to deter attacks on our assets, and we would not initiate them – but there is no indication that this is the case; or • the U.S. could maintain space dominance, which the policy tacitly implies, but such a posture would not be sustainable; or • such attacks were limited and localized, i.e., tactical, not strategic, though there would be serious risks of escalation. There is an inherent risk of strategic instability when relatively modest defense efforts create disproportionate danger to an adversary, as with space offense. And there is a serious risk of crisis instability in space when “going first” pays off – destroying an adversary’s satellites before he destroys yours. We don’t know what would happen in a crisis, but the potential for space instability seems high and likely to grow. But our policy is silent on this. I believe the United States can and should remain pre-eminent in space, but that we are currently being incautious in some dimensions of our military space policy due to the absence of both a clearly thought-out space doctrine and a coherent national security space strategy. Many issues are begging to be addressed, including: • How does deterrence function in space? Could limited counterspace attacks remain limited, or would they inevitably escalate into all-out space conflict? • How can countries with less to lose in space than we be deterred? Are there asymmetric means available to us for deterrence? • Is space deterrence possible without offensive space capabilities? If so, how? If not, what kinds of capabilities are most stabilizing? 4 • What U.S. space strategy, and resulting acquisition strategy, in that order, would promote U.S. security interests and reduce space instability over the longer term? • How do China, Russia and others see space stability? How will this shape China’s space doctrine, acquisition, strategies, and diplomacy? We don’t know the answers to these questions, and we are doing far too little to answer them. The United States needs a stabilizing space protection strategy that would: • Focus on stability, deterrence, escalation control and transparency • Incentivize nations to avoid destabilizing, irreversible actions in space • Provide a U.S. military space architecture with “defense in depth” and terrestrial, airborne, and other backups to assure availability of key space services in the event fo space outages from whatever causes, benign or hostile • Reduce adversary incentives and ability to target U.S. space capabilities • Maintain “strategic ambiguity” over our responses to adversary actions • Encourage agreements that constrain the most destabilizing dimensions of space competition and provide ground rules for normal space operations; and • Expand dialogue among U.S., China, and others to promote better understanding and reduce chances for misunderstanding and miscalculation, always dangerous in a crisis Creating a stable space domain requires the United States to respond to space threats in a responsible manner, one that ideally does not provoke other nations to greater counter space efforts than they would otherwise pursue. The United States must be careful to avoid creating a self-fulfilling prophecy and should refrain from activities and public communications (such as an Air Force advertisement describing space as a future battleground) that invite the buildup of other nations’ counterspace capabilities. The United States should proceed cautiously with offensive counterspace initiatives. We must recognize that other nations depend less on space than we and, therefore, the destruction of their space capabilities is of lesser relative value to us as long as this is true.
Chinese tests have sparked a global arms race. Our satellites are vulnerable to other countries ASATs or cyber terrorists, which invites a preemptive strike 

Denmark 2010 - Fellow with the Center for a New American Security [By Abraham M. and Dr. James Mulvenon CNAS, Jan, Contested Commons: The Future of American Power in a Multipolar World  http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS%20Contested %20Commons%20Capstone_0.pdf Accessed Jun 21]

In an environment where all the stray bullets, mortars and bombs do not simply fall to Earth, but continue to fly around the world for decades, rendering much of the surface of the Earth uninhabitable. Similarly, orbits littered with debris from a kinetic anti-satellite campaign would be useless for the satellites upon which the global economy depends. This fragility represents an Achilles’ heel for the space commons and the U.S. military. The relative dependence of the U.S. on space makes its space systems potentially attractive targets. Many foreign nations and non-state entities are pursuing space-related activities. … An attack on elements of U.S. space systems during a crisis or conflict should not be considered an improbable act. If the U.S. is to avoid a “Space Pearl Harbor” it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems. Burgeoning ASAT Capabilities: A growing number of states have recognized American reliance on space, have access to space, and are developing capabilities to exploit U.S. vulnerabilities. 77 Recent developments demonstrate that access to, and use of, space is becoming increasingly contested. These developments threaten the American way of war, given the U.S. military’s use of space for everything from logistics to Command, Control, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (C3ISR). These developments also threaten the space commons in general: China successfully tested a direct-ascent anti-satelite missile in January 2007, which created over 35,000 pieces of debris larger than 1 centimeter. 78 China also reportedly used lasers to temporarily blind an American satellite in 2006. Russia provided Iraq with GPS jammers in 2003, • which were somewhat successful in countering American precision-strike weapons. 80 Several states and non-state actors have used radio and cyber capabilities to disrupt or degrade an adversary’s space capabilities. Indonesia jammed a Chinese-owned satellite. Iran and Turkey have jammed satellite broadcasts of national dissidents. 81 In 2003, Iran jammed satellite broadcasts of Voice of America, and in March of that year, Iran jammed GPS signals. In 1999, hackers attacked a British satellite via cyberspace. In 2008, Brazilian hackers were arrested for using homemade communications dishes to “hijack” transponders on a U.S. Navy satellite. 82 More recently, the Iranian government reportedly jammed U.S. satellite and radio broadcasts during the protests surrounding its 2009 presidential election. The threshold to access space is lowering, allowing several countries to develop indigenous abilities to access and operate in space. While these efforts are primarily commercial and civilian in focus, many new space programs have military components. In May 2008, Japan’s legislature passed a law ending a ban on the use of its space program for defense. France’s new defense white paper calls for doubling investment in space assets, including spy satellites. In late June, India announced that it would “optimize space applications for military purposes,” and one of its most senior military officers candidly stated: “With time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets, and inevitably there will be a military contest in space. ” 83 Space may, in the coming decades, be more accessible to non-state actors. The high costs associated with developing, putting into orbit, and maintaining assets in space have, to date, kept space a domain for states, but costs are falling. Private companies have been attempting to develop relatively cost-effective space platforms for commercial launch purposes. The companies Scaled Composites and Virgin Galactic have developed a craft, White Knight Two, which they hope will carry a manned space capsule into orbit. In future years, it is possible (if not likely) that advanced high-altitude flight capabilities demonstrated by the White Knight Two will proliferate, making low orbit accessible for actors that do not have the resources to develop a full-fledged space program. The implications of new actors operating within the space commons are potentially significant. Long the domain of the United States and the Soviet Union, space in the coming decades will become more crowded, with inexperienced actors who may not have responsible mentorship of the space commons in mind. Indeed, some may use space to strike at the United States and the international system, a kind of terrorism in zero gravity.
Our Space Assets are increasingly vulnerable – ASAT tests, debris, congestion and the arms race

Clapper and Gates, 2011 – Director of National Intelligence, Secretary of Defense [U.S. National Security Space Strategy—Unclassified Summary,’’ January ,http://www.defense.gov/home/features/2011/0111_nsss/docs/NationalSecuritySpaceStrategyUnclassifiedSummary_Jan2011.pd

Space is vital to U.S. national security and our ability to understand emerging threats, project power globally, conduct operations, support diplomatic efforts, and enable global economic viability. As more nations and non-state actors recognize these benefits and seek their own space or counterspace capabilities, we are faced with new opportunities and new challenges in the space domain. The current and future strategic environment is driven by three trends – space is becoming increasingly congested, contested, and competitive. Space is increasingly congested. Growing global space activity and testing of China’s destructive anti-satellite (ASAT) system have increased congestion in important areas in space. DoD tracks approximately 22,000 man-made objects in orbit, of which 1,100 are active satellites (see Figure 1). There may be as many as hundreds of thousands of additional pieces of debris that are too small to track with current sensors. Yet these smaller pieces of debris can damage satellites in orbit. Today’s space environment contrasts with earlier days of the space age in which only a handful of nations needed to be concerned with congestion. Now there are approximately 60 nations and government consortia that own and operate satellites, in addition to numerous commercial and academic satellite operators (see Figure 2). This congestion – along with the effects of operational use, structural failures, accidents involving space systems, and irresponsible testing or employment of debris-producing destructive ASATs – is complicating space operations for all those that seek to benefit from space. Increased congestion was highlighted by the 2009 collision between a Russian government Cosmos satellite and a U.S. commercial Iridium satellite. The collision created approximately 1,500 new pieces of trackable space debris, adding to the more than 3,000 pieces of debris created by the 2007 Chinese ASAT test. These two events greatly increased the cataloged population of orbital debris. Another area of increasing congestion is the radiofrequency spectrum. Demand for radiofrequency spectrum to support worldwide satellite services is expected to grow commensurate with the rapid expansion of satellite services and applications. As many as 9,000 satellite communications transponders are expected to be in orbit by 2015. As the demand for bandwidth increases and more transponders are placed in service, the greater the probability of radiofrequency interference and the strain on international processes to minimize that interference. Space is increasingly contested in all orbits. Today space systems and their supporting infrastructure face a range of man-made threats that may deny, degrade, deceive, disrupt, or destroy assets. Potential adversaries are seeking to exploit perceived space vulnerabilities. As more nations and non-state actors develop counterspace capabilities over the next decade, threats to U.S. space systems and challenges to the stability and security of the space environment will increase. Irresponsible acts against space systems could have implications beyond the space domain, disrupting worldwide services upon which the civil and commercial sectors depend.

Space race inevitable - Chinese ASAT tests, weaponization and space debris all undermine crisis stability, threatening US forces

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

With China’s demonstration of an ASAT weapon, the United States is concerned that China might soon deploy a substantial ASAT arsenal, consisting of either a fleet of the ASATs it tested in 2007, coorbital small satellites (“space mines”), or, later, a more advanced ASAT capability based on technologies such as lasers, microwaves, or cyberweapons. Such a Chinese deployment could substantially reduce the effectiveness of U.S. fighting forces. While more traditional counterspace capabilities like jammers have a long and well-recognized role in electronic warfare, their effects are localized and temporary and thus can be tailored. Offensive counterspace capabilities could permanently damage or destroy costly satellites and leave substantial harmful debris in space if they physically destroy the satellites. Space debris can collide with and destroy satellites and is an important element in thinking about space weapons. Like radioactive fallout from nuclear war, debris from space war can linger for many years. While the word “debris” sounds harmless based on common usage, most orbital debris moves at a speed of more than seventeen thousand miles per hour. Thus, relatively small debris pieces are highly destructive to a satellite in a collision. One only has to imagine what life would be like if thousands of bullets from World War II were still whizzing around to get some feel for the danger that debris growth poses for the future of space. At present, twelve thousand detectable debris pieces that are ten centimeters or larger orbit the earth, as well as millions of 6 China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security smaller pieces. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) estimates China’s 2007 ASAT test alone increased orbital debris by 10 percent, and its fallout will take more than one hundred years to reenter the atmosphere. Despite important international efforts to reduce it, the total quantity of space debris grew by 20 percent in 2007. All nations have a compelling common interest in avoiding the massive increase in space debris that substantial ASAT conflict would create. Many nations, including China, Russia, and the United States, have agreed to nonbinding guidelines to minimize space debris, including by deliberate destruction. Perhaps technology will allow removal of space debris in the future, but nothing is now on the horizon, and space clean-up would likely be very costly in any event. The implications of these new counterspace developments for peacetime and crisis stability, as well as the conduct of warfare, are profound. The sudden major loss of satellite function would quickly throw U.S. military capabilities back twenty years or more and substantially damage the U.S. and world economies. While backup systems could partially compensate for this loss, U.S. military forces would be significantly weakened. In addition to shoring up its defenses, the United States also needs to better understand China’s evolving and ambiguous space doctrine.

Chinese capabilities and intentions prove they pursue asymmetric warfare -– this is based on readings of Chinese doctrine and law. China exploits international law for their advantage.
Bellflower 2010, instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School [Air Force Judge Advocate General School. The Air Force Law Review. The influence of law on command of space name: major john w. Bellflower Lexis Accessed June 21, 2011]

The lack of transparency in China's military and security affairs poses risks to stability by increasing the potential for misunderstanding and miscalculation. This situation will naturally and understandably lead to hedging against the unknown. 149 Potential adversaries, such as China, may also employ strategic lawfare to limit U.S. command of space. Recognizing its current technological inferiority in space as compared to the United States, China has focused its military efforts on "developing capabilities that target potential vulnerabilities of the United States." 150 This is particularly the case with American dependence on space assets, something China views as America's "soft ribs and strategic weakness." 151 Aware that military options are not a viable choice at this time given the financial, military, and technological gap between it and America, China is beginning to use international law as a means of countering American space power, in part to buy itself time to develop capabilities to take advantage of America's space vulnerabilities. 152 To justify its future military actions in space, China is continually developing doctrine and legal justifications to garner support within the international community. 153 It has, in essence, taken Machiavelli's advice 154 and not only sought to achieve its military objectives through resort to law, but also to legitimize its military actions in case resort to military means become necessary. A. Chinese Lawfare The Chinese view space as an essential arena for future warfare. 155 Rather than attempt to achieve parity and directly compete with U.S. space capabilities, China appears focused on an asymmetric strategy "to deny its opponent use of [space] as much as possible." 156 Thus, China is pursuing means to inhibit American freedom of action in [*134] space through the development of capabilities to destroy, damage, and interfere with American satellite systems in an effort to blind and deafen the U.S. military in the event of conflict. 157 Complementing its increase in military capabilities, China has embraced asymmetric warfare at a level previously unimagined. 158 Chinese doctrine views warfare as not only "a military struggle, but also a comprehensive contest on fronts of politics, economy, diplomacy, and law." 159 Thus, China appears to eschew the tactical use of lawfare in favor of its strategic use as an "active defense" to be employed in advance of actual conflict and across the spectrum of human activity. 160 The Chinese formulation of full-spectrum warfare is contained in the concept of "Three Warfares" that combines and incorporates psychological, media, and legal components into a coordinated strategy. 161 The legal component describes "the use of international and domestic laws to gain international support and manage possible political repercussions of China's military actions" 162 and advocates seizing "the earliest opportunity to set up regulations." 163 Further, Chinese military doctrine closely intertwines public opinion warfare--media and psychological warfare--and lawfare. Media warfare seeks to manipulate the news media to achieve a propaganda victory and break an enemy's will to fight. 164 Psychological warfare employs the use of "selected information and indicators to foreign audiences to influence their emotions, motives, objective reasoning, and ultimately the behavior of foreign governments, organizations, groups and individuals . . . to induce or reinforce foreign attitudes and behavior favorable to [China]." 165 Thus, China blends lawfare and public opinion warfare in order to achieve international legitimacy for its actions. 166 This strategy [*135] finds current expression in China's actions regarding the sea--a use of lawfare that has enormous implications for its projected activities in the space domain.

Space militarization undermines crisis stability – it invites preemption during a crisis because it undermines deterrence. An arms race is inherently unstable because it favors asymmetry

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

Attacking others’ satellites would invite retaliation, putting at risk a “vital national interest” where the United States has much more to lose than the attacker. In the nuclear arena, keeping the option open to retaliate with nuclear weapons if U.S. vital interests are attacked is firmly anchored in a doctrine of deterrence, not war fighting. The absence of discussion on deterrence in U.S. space policy beyond a brief mention is disturbing and requires clarification. Threatening to attack the space assets of competitors who also possess offensive counterspace capability could only be in the security interests of the United States if: – the United States can successfully defend its space assets; or – the right to attack others is implied in terms of deterrence rather than war fighting; or – the effects of attacks on satellites are fully reversible; or – attacks are limited and localized (i.e., tactical in nature, not strategic). Even the latter two cases would involve significant risk of escalation. The administration has stated that “the current preferred approach to protect U.S. terrestrial forces from space threats is through the use of temporary and reversible effects,” though this has not been 14 China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security confirmed as official policy.14 China’s ASAT test, however, led to a major U.S. reaction, and a potential action-reaction cycle appears likely. If China deployed direct ascent ASATs (ground-launched missiles that fly directly at their space targets, such as the ones China tested in 2007), these would become high-priority targets for the United States in a crisis or actual conflict due to the threat they would pose. General James E. Cartwright told Congress that the United States is prepared to strike land-based Chinese ASAT launchers if China shoots down U.S. satellites. Such a statement may help dissuade China from attacking U.S. satellites in a crisis, but, if actually carried out, it would inflict many casualties and risk serious escalation. This highlights the disparity between deterrence and war-fighting strategies. At a minimum, such statements would give China an incentive to make their ASAT systems mobile. The administration has not adequately addressed the political and military risks associated with an unconstrained offensive counterspace competition. There is an inherent potential for instability when a relatively modest investment of military resources can produce a disproportionate effect on an adversary’s military capabilities, as with space assets. In the context of an escalating crisis, such potential instability could be magnified to critical proportions. While the United States currently enjoys substantial space superiority, should China—or others— assert comparable rights and buttress these assertions with counterspace weapons programs, the potential for future space- and earthbound instability would be substantial and worrisome. In the near to mid term, threatening to attack Chinese satellites, which China depends on far less than the United States does its military satellites, appears counterproductive and could easily provide a Chinese rationale for a response in kind that could seriously damage U.S. military capability. In response to the security message of the Chinese ASAT test, press reports indicate that the Bush administration has been developing countering strategies in the Departments of Defense and State and drafting a funding plan to procure technologies. The president is reported to have issued a classified memo calling for agencies to improve U.S. space situational awareness (SSA), avoid future foreign ASAT launches, and address defensive and offensive measures.15

Miscalculation would lead to retaliatory strikes and extinction within half an hour

The American Prospect, 2/26/01 

The bitter disputes over national missile defense (NMD) have obscured a related but dramatically more urgent issue of national security: the 4,800 nuclear warheads -- weapons with a combined destructive power nearly 100,000 times greater than the atomic bomb that leveled Hiroshima -- currently on "hair-trigger" alert. Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews -- on duty every second of every day -- are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side's missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended -- or accidental -- enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. "Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us," explains Bruce Blair. "It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote."

Space Situational awareness is critical to preventing miscalculations – it identifies unintentional incidents like debris

Cartwright 2011 - vice Chair Joint Chiefs of Staff [General James, center for strategic and international studies (csis) the national security space strategy: implications for the department of defense FEBRUARY 16, 2011http://csis.org/files/attachments/110216_spacestrategy_transcript.pdf Accessed July 12]

GEN. CARTWRIGHT: The concept of commons really was heavily debated in the development of these strategies, because there are legal implications to using the term that have developed over the years. But suffice it to say, the attributes of an area in which multiple nations expect to do commerce, expect to do military activities, et cetera, is in some terms a commons area. And the thought process right now is, we have put structure to the commons that we call the sea. We have put structure to the commons we call air. That structure gives us confidence that we can do commerce, that we can do military activities in a way that sets a pattern and an expectation of behavior. And the question is, should we be doing the same in space? And the numbers clearly drive you in that direction. Even if a large part of it is debris, just the management of traffic and avoidance of collisions which take away the – or increase the cost of commerce, the price of doing business, drives you to some sort of pattern. It’s true on the national security side also. To the extent that you can have a standard behavior such that an anomaly can be detected when somebody’s not behaving in a standard way, helps you identify who is causing the problem. It may be willful, it may be a malfunction. You really don’t know until you can assess it. So again, I take you back to space situational awareness. It’s got to get down to a level of fidelity that things like attribution, things that are not necessarily willful, can be detected for what they are, acted on in a timely fashion, because every minute that somebody’s not broadcasting a satellite image for television or whatever is revenue to somebody. And it changes the cost factors out there. That’s the same on the national security side. Every minute that somebody is doing something out there that they shouldn’t is a problem. The sooner that you’re going to be detected, the more difficult it is to hide your actions. And so there is an element of deterrence in this structure that has to be a part of what we do. What we have today, again, is not as robust as we want. We are putting new systems in, new processors. But quite frankly, this is back to partnering. We couldn’t afford to put all the terrestrial sensors up there that we need to do this in minutes and seconds rather than in days and weeks. And so we’ve got to rely on partners. One of the concepts we’re discussing with partners is, would you like to be part of the Combined Space Operations Center? If so, bring your sensors, because we’ve got to find a way to get a global awareness. And there is a terrestrial element to that. You’ve got to be on the land or in an area with things like transfer orbits to geosynchronous. You have to be in the right place to detect these activities. We don’t necessarily own those places, and they’re not necessarily in the commons. And so we have to have partners to start doing this, but the more that anomalous behavior can be detected, the more the cost of operating a space goes down and the more the security issues are better managed.

Increasing satellite defense is necessary to prevent surprise attacks and escalation – the US isn’t doing enough now

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

America is highly reliant upon space exploitation and utilization for a wide array of national needs, ranging from national security, economic development, and even recreation. The U.S. derives a healthy amount of both hard and soft power from its dominance in space. It enables expeditionary force projection and global market integration, not to mention worldwide cultural interaction. That dominance is being challenged today by nations that currently have an adversarial relationship with the U.S. Several countries are pursuing space anti-access technologies. A few key space-faring nations have looked toward a seemingly inevitable expansion of war into space and have decided to directly challenge America’s presence in space. Ground based laser and direct ascent destructive ASATs are being developed by a handful of countries. Directed energy weapons are showing great promise. China has taken the most recent provocative moves against U.S. space assets in the past decade. Currently, the U.S. does not have a robust satellite self-defense capability that is responsive enough to defend against a minimum to no warning attack against orbital platforms. That opens the U.S. up to a first strike scenario where an adversary can quickly neutralize America’s space advantage and that could quickly make the opposing forces much more on par with each other. It would take months to years for the U.S. to regain the strategic advantage enjoyed during pre-hostilities. In many ways, the unprotected satellites are open to the same sort of first strike threat that America could leverage during the late 1940s when it solely possessed nuclear weapons. The U.S. would not be able to respond in kind to a “space Pearl Harbor” and would be dangerously hobbled for a seemingly interminable time. While there are defensive counterspace measures available today, they are not adequate to defend against the Pearl Harbor scenario. Several emerging technologies are promising candidates for immediate or short term fielding. These defenses range from bodyguard microsats to passive protective coatings to active responsive shielding. Most of these are currently in a relatively low effort pace of development. An increase in resources and money could accelerate one or more of these programs to completion in a time frame that would be conducive to protecting the satellites against destructive attack in the near future. Once these technologies were employed, additional research and development can continue at a pace that is amenable to the budget and resource realities of the U.S. in the future and that is responsive to the changing security environment. There are arguments both for and against chasing satellite self-defense technologies for immediate fielding. On balance the pros outweigh the cons and the development of the technologies could reap great benefits. Waiting longer would make forming an adequate defense after the fact or later down the road more costly. It may be too little too late if actions are not taken now. Increased research and development should be undertaken to evaluate all the emerging technologies available that could be used for protection against destructive ASATs. This survey should be conducted as soon as possible and should be limited to only about six months. Upon completion of that survey, emergency funding should be shifted to improve the efforts of that given technology and future budget requests and resource allocations should follow the development of the program through fielding with a goal of initial operating capability within the next five years. Additional funding and resources should be allocated to longer term technologies that could be fielded within the next decade ensuring that America’s space capabilities will remain viable for the foreseeable future. Not taking these recommendations to heart only increases the likelihood of suffering a devastating blow to American space exploitation and commensurate with that, a devastating blow to the American way of life.

Hardening, stealth and redundancy all reduce satellite vulnerability

Frey 2008, graduate of Squadron Officer School, [former defender of the Airforce in lawsuits as the chief of labor law and served as a chief of claims, legal assistance, and civil law at Patrick AFB, Florida, Defense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective. Air And Space Power Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 75-86. Winter 2008, Proquest ]

Second, several possibilities for reducing satellite vulnerabilities present themselves. These include using antijamming measures; hardening the satellites to protect against electromagnetic pulses, radiation, or explosions; adding maneuverability to actively avoid attacks; or including stealth features.56 Making satellites more difficult to locate and disable also eliminates the problem of space debris. Moreover, as a passive methodology, hedging ensures that the United States' use of space remains peaceful. Admittedly, implementation of hedging mechanisms on currendy orbiting satellites is problematic. However, the United States can reduce vulnerabilities by upgrading its newer replacement satellites. Although these features could make a payload more expensive, the benefit to the fragile satellite network would clearly outweigh the cost. Third, the United States should prepare redundancies or backups to protect its satellite network in case of an attack. The results of losing a satellite in 1998, mentioned previously, suggest that a major attack on its space systems-or even one critical satellite-could shatter US interests. Options for compensating for the network's weaknesses include redundant satellites, ready-to-launch replacements, or secondary alternatives to satellite functions. Strategic planners also should plan for scenarios in which the benefits of satellite technology are suddenly unavailable to war fighters.

[
] Improving satellite defenses deters attacks – it denies the benefits of pre-emption

Sheldon 08, - Fellow at the Marshall Institute [John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

There are more concrete measures for deterring attacks on U.S. satellite systems. I have five possible measures that we could perhaps use or at least put in place that might help support a deterrence strategy to deter attacks on U.S. satellite systems. These are not exhaustive; they are just suggestions as a springboard for further discussion. Try and pursue a strategy of deterrence by denial. Deny the adversary the benefits of attacking your satellite systems by installing, whenever possible, passive defenses on satellites, such as hardening against electromagnetic pulse attacks, measures to make jamming more difficult, and ablative shielding to help satellites both withstand actual physical attacks and survive space debris impacts. Eventually, as individual threats become more defined, active defenses should also be seriously considered, although this will be much further in the future. In tandem with passive defenses, develop and accelerate programs for rapid launch of satellites to reconstitute lost systems and to bolster constellations in times of crisis. Also needed are spare satellites in storage here on earth that can be launched at short notice. While the Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) program is seeking to address these issues with the use of small satellites, efforts should also be made to speed up the time it takes to place larger satellites and more traditional systems that are being used in orbit.

1AC - Advantage Two - Hegemony
Satellite vulnerability is the key weakness in our hegemony – our military depends on space assets

Walsh 2007 - Georgetown University Law Center [Frank M. Associate, Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld, LLP Journal of Air Law and Commerce “forging a diplomatic shield for american satellites: the case for reevaluating the 2006 national space policy in light of a chinese anti-satellite system” Fall, 7/12/11, Lexis] 

Satellites serve as the foundation upon which the modern networked American military stands. n66 Communication between different elements of the military is relayed by satellites, enabling the United States to "essentially fuse[] its land-based conventional power projection capabilities with its space-based communications, navigation and reconnaissance capabilities." n67 The beginning of Operation Iraqi Freedom is illustrative of the central role satellites play in modern military operations. Satellite communications permitted fewer friendly-fire deaths, rapid precision air strikes, "unprecedented command and control" of forces, and a tour de force from Special Operations Forces who controlled large areas with limited resources. n68 Additionally, 68 percent of munitions used in the twenty-nine-day battle were precision-guided weapons using satellite targeting - a stark change in ordinance from the unguided "dumb" bombs that had dominated the Air Force's arsenal for close to fifty years. n69 Low-level targeting satellites allowed for an unprecedented 80 percent accuracy in air strikes. n70 The Chinese ASAT threatens to destroy the critical links between American operational units. Coordination is so ingrained in modern American tactics that a sudden loss of communication could leave the American military fighting a battle for which it has not been trained. Because the United States no longer maintains comprehensive backup land lines, a Chinese [*772] ASAT could potentially sever the link between American conventional forces and leave the American military disoriented, uncoordinated, and fighting a war without real-time intelligence. n71 Not only are satellites the crucial link in sustaining America's RMA, but they are also extremely vulnerable to attack. n72 As described in Part III, infra, no technology exists to make satellites durable enough to withstand an attack like the kinetic energy kill vehicle that destroyed the FY-1C. The satellites that have allowed for unprecedented American military effectiveness are also America's Achilles' heel: they are vulnerable and, if attacked, threaten to bring down a seemingly unstoppable warrior.
Vulnerable space assets cause rising powers to challenge our hegemony.

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

The strategic logic of Chinese counterspace efforts Beijing’s investments in counterspace technology are driven by uncompromisable strategic concerns. In the near term, Beijing focuses on developing all possible means of defeating the superior US conventional forces it expects to encounter in any war over Taiwan.23 Over the longer term, China is preparing for prospective geopolitical rivalry with the United States.24 This is most likely to arise from the pressures associated with power transitions in an ’anarchic’ international system. Anticipatory moves by China should therefore not be surprising, since, as Michael R. Chambers has astutely observed, Beijing is clearly worried about a hegemonic and unilateral United States … This is because the United States, as the ’lone superpower‘ in the world today, is the sole country with the military and economic wherewithal to thwart China’s rise to great power status not only within the Asia-Pacific region but also globally. Based on American political, economic, and military influence, it is feared that Washington might attempt to contain the [People’s Republic of China’s] rise, particularly through strategically encircling it.25

Protecting vulnerable space assets is key to hegemony – if our satellites are vulnerable, we will not be able to deploy forward power projection

Cynamon 9  Former Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [Charles, "Defending America's Interest In Space" February 12 2009, Acsessed July 13, 2011 http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada539893.pdf] ] 

Without a doubt the United States uniquely relies on space capabilities to integrate and project all instruments of its national power. 1 With this reliance come tremendous risks and vulnerabilities that must be mitigated to sustain American pursuit of a world order based upon “freedom, justice, and human dignity.”2 As the 44th President of the United States entered office in January 2009, the stakes for space security in the 21st century may be of lesser consequence in comparison to issues such as the nation’s flagging economy and the on-going Global War on Terrorism. Nonetheless, failure to resolutely address space security could pose severe repercussions for American power projection in the coming decades. The purpose of this research paper is to frame the anticipated space policy debates for the next Administration. The Bush Administration boldly professed the need to maintain space freedom of action (i.e., space control) in the 2006 National Space Policy.3 With the United States dependent on space power more than any other nation, the need for space control as unambiguously stated in this policy has led to significant domestic and international debate whether such a strategy will truly enhance US security or will be globally destabilizing, instigating a space arms race. During the 2008 election campaign, the President articulated specific views about America’s interests in space and a revised National Space Policy should be expected.4 2 This paper will develop a strategy for defending America’s space interests. As an initial premise, the United States should implement a mix of active, passive, and deterrent measures to protect its vital national interests in space. Active measures could include dual-purpose assets with inherently offensive capabilities, although employed in defense of US interests. In addition to defining the expected future strategic environment, chapter two will assess the need for space weapons or whether the United States should secure space interests through passive and deterrent means only. A position on space weapons will be synthesized through dialectic reasoning.5 In chapter three, this paper will explain the potential material and non-material solutions (e.g., antisatellite space weapons capabilities, on-board sensors, deterrent mechanisms, etc.) needed to achieve the strategy. Chapter four will present a roadmap with specific near-term and general long-term recommendations based upon a 2030 scenario in which the United States has successfully implemented the proposed strategy, thereby securing its space interests.6 Prior to developing a space defense strategy, overarching US space interests and “space weapons” must first be defined. With respect to space interests, the National Space Policy represents an authoritative source for identifying such interests. While some critics contend the Bush Administration has been predisposed toward the national security aspect, the space policy end goals are fairly consistent when compared to the Clinton Administration’s policy ten years prior.7 At a very broad level, US space policy consistently promotes: 1) bolstering national security, 2) advancing scientific knowledge, and 3) reaping economic benefits from space activities.8 Independent of one’s own perspectives regarding weapons in space, opponents and proponents generally agree on the validity of these broad interests. However, the parties diverge when considering the priority order and the means to achieve these interests. Chapter two will further integrate US interests with the overall strategic environment discussion.

Forward deployment is key to global hegemony and peace – crisis escalation, reassuring allies, deterrence and demonstrating resolve

Johnson, 2009, Chief of Naval Operations [Admiral Jay L., & General Charles C. Krulak, Commandant of the Marine Corps, August 17, “Forward presence essential to American interests” <http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274> Web. Acc. 07/15/2011]

Some argue that the forward presence these forces represent is no longer necessary. They argue that forces reacting from the United States are enough to maintain international stability. They further maintain that "brushfires," or outbreaks of regional instability, are insignificant, or incidental at best. And they argue that America can no longer afford the forward presence of these forces on what amounts to a near continuous basis. We would argue just the opposite. Forward deployed U.S. forces, primarily naval expeditionary forces — the Navy-Marine Corps team — are vital to regional stability and to keeping these crises from escalating into full-scale wars. To those who argue that the United States can't afford to have this degree of vigilance anymore, we say: The United States can't afford not to. These brushfires, whether the result of long-standing ethnic tensions or resurgent nationalism in the wake of the Cold War, will only continue. The Cold War was an anomaly. Never again will we live in a bipolar world whose nuclear shadow suppressed nationalism and ethnic tensions. We have, in some respects, reverted back to the world our ancestors knew: A world in disorder. Somalia, Bosnia, Liberia, Haiti, Rwanda, Iraq and the Taiwan Straits are merely examples of the types of continuing crises we now face. Some might call this period an age of chaos. The United States and the world cannot afford to allow any crisis to escalate into threats to the United States' and the world's vital interests. And while the skies are not dark with smoke from these brushfires, today's world demands a new approach. The concepts of choice must be selective and committed engagement, unencumbered global operations and prompt crisis resolution. There is no better way to maintain and enforce these concepts than with the forward presence of the U.S. Navy-Marine Corps team. There are four basic tenets to international security in today's world; prevention, deterrence, crisis resolution and war termination. The underlying assumption of these tenets is that the U.S. and its allies should not be forced into winning a war in an overwhelming (and expensive) fashion. Instead, it is much better — and cheaper — to resolve a crisis before it burns out of control. Prevent: The key to prevention is continuous presence in a region. This lets our friends know we have an interest and lets potential foes know that we're there to check any move. Both effects occur without any direct action taken. Although hard to measure, the psychological impact of naval expeditionary forces is undeniable. This regional presence underwrites political and economic stability. This is forward presence. Deter: Presence does not prevent every crisis. Some rogues are going to be tempted to strike no matter what the odds, and will require active measures to be deterred. When crises reach this threshold, there is no substitute for sustained actual presence. Naval expeditionary forces can quickly take on the role of the very visible fist. Friends and potential enemies recognize naval expeditionary forces as capable of defending or destroying. This visible fist, free from diplomatic and territorial constraints, forms the bedrock of regional deterrence. For example, the mere presence of naval expeditionary forces deterred Chinese attempts to derail the democratic process in Taiwan and countered Iraqi saber-rattling toward Jordan. It's hard to quantify the cost savings of deterring a crisis before it requires our intervention. But the savings are real — in dollars, and often in blood and human misery. This is forward presence. Resolve: If a crisis can be neither prevented nor deterred, then prompt and decisive crisis resolution is imperative before the crisis threatens vital interests. U.S. Naval expeditionary forces are a transoceanic key that finds and opens — forcibly if necessary — any gateway into a fiery world. This ability is equally expandable and retractable according to the situation. Perhaps most importantly, naval expeditionary forces don't need permission from foreign governments to be on scene and take unilateral action in a crisis. This both unencumbers the force and takes the pressure off allies to host any outside forces. Over the past two years, for example, U.S. naval expeditionary forces simultaneously and unilaterally deployed to Liberia and to the Central African Republic (1,500 miles inland) to protect U.S. and international citizens. They also launched measured retaliatory Tomahawk strikes to constrain unacceptable Iraqi behavior, and conducted naval air and Tomahawk strikes which brought the warring parties in Bosnia to the negotiating table. This is forward presence. Terminate: Each of the above tenets is worthy of the United States paying an annual peace insurance premium. Otherwise we, and our allies, risk paying the emotional, physical and financial costs of a full-blown conflagration that began as just another brushfire. If there is a war, naval expeditionary forces will be first to fight. They are inherently capable of enabling the follow-on forces from the United States for as long as it takes. And they will remain on-scene to enforce the settlement that ends the conflict. This is forward presence.

Effective US Hegemony solves multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict between nationalist regional hegemons – a multipolar or offshore balancing role is a fantasy.  Declining hegemony doesn’t prevent any of their turns – the US will be required to re-engage.

Robert Kagan, 2007 senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [“End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, web)

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

Specifically - China’s space build up is intended to challenge US deployment protecting Taiwan – Space assets are key to sea power. US vulnerability will cause China to miscalculate in the Strait
Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]
On January 11, 2007, China destroyed a low earth orbit satellite. Although the weapon may not be the sole determinant in a military struggle, it does represent a milestone worthy of consideration. China’s military modernization is intended to be able to fight a short duration conflict with highly technical weapons that incorporate surprise to gain the upper hand early in the conflict.2 A likely scenario that could lead to the use of an ASAT against U.S. space assets is a Taiwan contingency. If used as a first strike weapon in a Taiwan Strait conflict, the U.S. Navy could potentially be forced to operate in an environment in which space assets become the first targets. Since the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, the U.S. Navy, Seventh Fleet, has maintained a continued presence in the Taiwan Strait in times of elevated tensions between the governments of Taiwan and China.3 Additionally, the United States is the largest customer of space assets, and any disruption to these assets could prove challenging for U.S. naval surface forces.4 Currently, the U.S. naval surface forces use space for several mission related areas supporting Sea Power 21. 5 Reconnaissance satellites provide the Sea Power 21 concept with several assets such as ocean and littoral observation, locating opposition forces, assistance in the determination of counter force measures and targeting. Communication satellites provide vast amounts of data used to exchange vital information, and Global Positioning Satellites (GPS) assist in maneuvering and targeting data for complex weapon systems. Space systems have become an embedded element of U.S. naval surface warfare. During the 1996 Taiwan Crisis, the Chinese learned that the U.S. Navy could be expected to maintain a presence if Beijing were to use force against the island of Taiwan.6 Joan Johnson-Freese states that China’s military modernization is directed against U.S. interference in a Taiwan conflict.7 For whatever reason, national prestige, strategic relevance, internal unrest and the need for governing legitimacy, or secure its increasing demand for energy, if China’ leaders feel that Taiwan’s separation from the mainland is no longer in their best interest, they could move forcefully to reunite it.8 The situation remains a tinderbox and more than likely the U.S. Navy would be required to maintain regional presence if hostilities were to erupt. In 2005, the United States Department of Defense (DoD) Annual Report to Congress on the Military Power of the People’s Republic of China suggested that China’s leaders might overestimate its military capabilities, thereby possibly leading it to miscalculation and crisis; this point has been iterated every successive year.9

China will miscalculate in Taiwan – they will not negotiate or cooperate if they think that they can hold our space assets at risk with their ASATs

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

Offense dominance is the assessment that military victory can be easily achieved. The perception that victory can be easily achieved is a combination of the aggregate factors of offense dominance to include the military technology, geography, social structures and military organizations of the time. This chapter explores these aggregate factors of Chinese offense dominance in light of its decision to develop an ASAT weapon. Each aggregate factor is also an area of contention between China and the United States. This chapter seeks to support the claim that China developed its ASAT weapon as a means to shift the strategic balance of power in its favor; and China maintains an offense dominant mentality. This chapter will begin by examining a situation of war in the Taiwan Strait that results from China’s impression of offense dominance. It hopes to highlight the vulnerability of war in the region resulting from China’s sense of offense dominance. Next, this chapter will discuss the aggregate factors of offense dominance. In the end, this chapter it will point out Van Evera’s two causes of false optimism, secrecy and the emphasis on using the first move. Although this chapter may not be able to provide compelling evidence that China harbors false optimism, it will provide a foundation for the third chapter that will expose China’s sense of false optimism. B. OFFENSE DOMINANCE’S CONSEQUENCES A war starting in the Taiwan Strait could begin under conditions that could have otherwise been settled by cooperative measures. However, when a country possesses the sense the victory can be easily achieved, the need to cooperate with other countries carries less importance. 28 The following imaginary but plausible Taiwan Strait scenario is one example of war stemming from a sense of offense dominance: A Chinese flagged vessel engaged in human trafficking leaves from a port located in Fujian Province and experiences engine trouble at its closest point of approach to Taiwan. Prevailing westerly winds blow the troubled vessel into Taiwanese waters; the Republic of China’s (ROC) Navy sends one of its vessels to interdict this unknown contact. As the ROC naval vessel nears, the troubled vessel’s captain decides to throw the charts over the side, fearing the Taiwanese government will discover the ship’s cargo. Upon noticing possible evidence being thrown over the side, the Taiwan naval vessels chooses to close the suspect vessel as quickly as possible. However, the two ships end up colliding, causing fire and flooding. Most of the smuggled Chinese nationals are killed instantly and their bodies are dumped into the waters of the strait. Before both vessels sink, they transmit situation reports to their respective countries. As a result of the historical tension between Taiwan and China, and China’s sense of false optimism stemming from its recent development of its ASAT weapon, the situation quickly spirals out of control. 

This vulnerability will tempt China to attack
Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

On January 11, 2007, China successfully tested an anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon. This thesis seeks to view the test’s implications with regards to the prospect of China holding a false impression of offense dominance by using its ASAT weapon to temporarily create a shift in the strategic balance between it and the United States. Although China announced to the world that its test was not directed at any one country, its military strategic observers have assumed to identif(ied]y the strategic weakness of the United States military as its reliance on space assets. The United States Navy surface force is the largest customer of space-based assets, and U.S. naval surface forces could be expected to deploy to the Taiwan Straits if tensions between Taipei and Beijing elevate. China may be tempted to use to use its newly tested capabilities in a potential contest concerning the future of Taiwan, and this could potentially expose U.S. naval forces to an environment of degraded space assets. This thesis seeks to examine China’s perception of these weapons in offense-defense terms and shows that China’s leadership may over estimate the expected advantage of an ASAT weapon attack. 

Taiwan is the most plausible scenario for Chinese ASAT attack
MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

Looming in the background, however, is the possibility of war over Taiwan, a plausible if unlikely scenario that could bring the United States and China into conflict. China might then be tempted to attack U.S. military satellites as a casualty- free way to signal resolve, dissuade Washington from further involvement in a Taiwan conflict, and significantly compromise U.S. military capabilities if such dissuasion failed. Such Chinese actions could well escalate any conflict between the United States and China. As a result, both countries have interests in avoiding the actual use of counterspace weapons and shaping a more stable and secure space environment for themselves and other spacefaring nations, which could easily be caught in the undertow of a more militarily competitive space domain.

Taiwan conflict leads to nuclear Armageddon 

Strait Times 2000 (June 25, “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan”, Lexis)
THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.  Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Building defensive weapons under a deterrence based doctrine will prevent a conflict with China. This prevents a destabilizing arms race with China. 
MacDonald 2008 – Council on Foreign Relations [Bruce, Council Special Report No. 38 September China, Space Weapons, date accessed : June 24th, 2011, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707] 

The United States faces challenging choices in responding to this new space environment and must respond wisely as well as vigorously to protect the security interests of itself and its allies. Imprudent choices could create a self-fulfilling prophecy, spurring China, for reasons of security or national pride—or both—to accelerate its counterspace efforts in such a way that both the United States and China would be worse off. With so many different ways to attack space assets, it is much easier and less costly to attack spacecraft than defend them. Thus, a U.S. or Chinese doctrine of space dominance seems likely to fail. Provocative military postures can result in more adversarial efforts than nonprovocative postures. The United States would never accept Chinese hegemony in space, and as their ASAT test strongly implies, China seems unlikely to accept U.S. hegemony or dominance. Developing defensive and offensive capabilities to defend U.S. space assets from attack is a legitimate act of self-defense, though it will be best accomplished at reasonable cost if integrated into an overall doctrine of space deterrence. Current U.S. space policy contains a potential problem when it states that the United States will “deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests.” This creates a possible conflict with the same policy’s statement that U.S. space capabilities are “vital to its national interests,” given that U.S. attacks on the space capabilities of others run a high risk of sparking counterattacks, and the costs of hardening U.S. systems against similar attacks are so high. This tension has remained largely unaddressed for nearly two years. Washington needs to consider the costs and benefits of such attacks and address them in policy and force doctrines. The implication of current policy is that others, not the United States, must make trade-offs in space, yet it is highly unlikely that China and other spacefaring nations will accept substantially subordinate status, or that the United States would make the substantial investments required to enforce such a dominant position. If the United States can resist the urge to overreach, it may be able to achieve a more stable, less costly military space posture and doctrine that could maintain a measure of U.S. space superiority, based on the strategic nuclear balance precedent. The United States could preserve space superiority relative to China, deriving more benefit from space than China does and retaining more offensive capability, though China would still keep its ability to deter the United States from attacking China’s growing space capability. Such a capability appears well within China’s reach, in spite of Washington’s wishes otherwise. Over the long term, deterrence-based superiority would be grounded in the reality of the difficulty of maintaining dominance in space, and the fundamental vulnerability of space-based weapons both to other space-based weapons as well as to ground-based counterspace weapons, especially directed-energy weapons. Deterrence-based superiority would be less costly to maintain than dominance and could be substantially more stable under the proper conditions, though neither achievement nor maintenance would be simple. At a minimum, it will require the anchoring of offensive counterspace capabilities within deterrence doctrine, healthy U.S.-China relations that avoid provocative rhetoric, continued dialogue, and confidence-building measures (CBM). Such a deterrence posture would also require the weapons systems to support it. Their precise characteristics are beyond the scope of this paper, but they should embody the criteria listed on page twenty. Jammers, lasers, and other forms of reversible electronic and electrooptical offense should be considered. Given the demonstrated counterspace capability of minimally modified missile-defense interceptors, some inherent kinetic energy antisatellite (KE-ASAT) capability is inevitable; however, bans on testing against satellites could limit its effect. A vigorous, defensive counterspace program should accompany these steps.


Reconstitution is critical to hegemony – crippled satellites undermine power projection – we are vulnerable now
Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

All aspects of American power are critically dependent upon military and civilian space exploitation. Temporary anti-satellite denial techniques like dazzling are nuisances but can be readily dealt with, not requiring immediate replacement. The U.S. space acquisition system and lift capacity is not currently able to respond rapidly and responsively to immediate replacement of any single satellite, much less repopulation of a constellation. Permanently crippling or destroying satellites severely hampers the U.S. for conceivably long durations and levels the playing field for a competing adversary. Because Low Earth Orbiting (LEO) satellites are vulnerable to attack with little to no warning, contemporary methods of space control including counterspace kinetic strikes are useless unless ample unambiguous warning of a pending attack exists or the U.S. takes preemptive measures to disable the offending system.10 Current satellite protective methods are stop-gap measures that may have little efficacy against emerging threats. There is currently no self-defense against permanent satellite disablement (for example: Kinetic ASAT, high energy laser.) Today’s direct ascent and ground-based laser destructive ASAT technologies currently only threaten the LEO regime; various systems such as the semi-synchronous Global Positioning System (GPS) and geosynchronous Defense Satellite Communication System (DSCS) satellites are relatively safe from no-notice permanent disablement.11 Newer technologies including co-orbital ASATs certainly can threaten any man-made satellite, but there is a greater chance of warning of such an attack, providing the U.S. time to employ defensive actions. Unfortunately, most remote sensing, weather, reconnaissance, surveillance and some communications satellites reside in the LEO regime and are therefore subject to permanent disablement. It can take years to build and launch a replacement satellite and potentially decades to re-populate constellations of satellites. Certain orbits may be unavailable because of debris fields from destructive attacks; further hindering constellation replenishment. Loss of U.S. space assets would severely constrain American dominance in expeditionary conflict and, depending upon the satellites disabled, could severely cripple the American and possibly even world economy.

Protection of US space assets deters attacks because it mitigates asymmetrical vulnerability.

Lynn, 2011 – Deputy Secretary of State [William J. Lynn, III A Military Strategy for the New Space Environment The Washington Quarterly SUMMER http://www.twq.com/11summer/docs/11summer_Lynn.pdf]

Third, we need to make our space systems more resilient, and our combat power less reliant on their full functioning. This will help deny adversaries the benefit from an attack in space. Just as in the cyber domain, denying the benefit of attack in space can join retaliatory deterrence as a disincentive to adversaries. To maintain our combat power, we are learning how to operate in a degraded information environment. Training exercises where we disrupt space-based capabilities help our forces become proficient at operating with interference. To improve resiliency, we are developing technology to help us mitigate the loss or degradation of on-orbit systems. For instance, we now have ground, air, and naval-based platforms which can increasingly augment or replace space assets. The U.S. military is one of the few militaries today with the capability to operate in all domains on a global basis, and this ability provides a strategic advantage when space capabilities come under threat. Responsive space capabilities which rapidly launch replacements can also play an important role in reconstituting functionality either during or after an attack. And broader partnerships with commercial firms which enable national security payloads to ride on commercial satellites will further improve our resiliency. Hosting military payloads on commercial spacecraft, as we are already doing with a missile warning sensor, is not only cost-effective, it also enables a more diverse, robust, and distributed set of space systems. Finally, the United States views free access to space as a vital national interest. Consistent with our inherent right of self-defense, we will respond accordingly to attacks on it, at a time and place of our choosing
and not necessarily in space. Ultimately, deterrence must impact the decision-making of particular countries and leaders in specific scenarios. A multilayered approach to deterrence offers the greatest likelihood of encouraging restraint, and thereby protecting our vital space capabilities from attack.
Space situational awareness is critical to defending Taiwan – it protects our space assets which counter a Chinese invasion

Ahearn 08 Reporter for Defense Daily [Dave, 5/30, Defense Daily, Doeing Bids for Space Situational Awareness Contract, Lexis Nexis, 7/13/11.]
SASSA and other threat detection and warning systems are needed, critically, because potential enemies are gaining anti-satellite capabilities, imperiling U.S. and allied military and civilian space assets. For example, China in January last year employed a ground-based missile to obliterate one of its own aging weather satellites, an act that many nations condemned as colossally irresponsible because it created thousands of pieces of dangerous space debris that to this day imperil satellites and spacecraft in orbit. Further, China used a ground-based laser to blind a U.S. military satellite. Military analysts predict that if China invades Taiwan, as it has said it will if Taiwan doesn't submit to rule by Beijing, one of the first steps China would take would be to attack U.S. military satellites, including perhaps GPS satellites, in an attempt to blind American forces just as the invasion begins. Cyber attacks on U.S. military, Federal Reserve, banking, retail-commercial and other computer systems also might be launched. Many Pentagon leaders have said in the face of this threat, it is vital for U.S. forces to have space situational awareness, so as to perceive, swiftly, any sudden threat to satellites or spacecraft. How an anti-satellite threat would be countered hasn't yet been decided. At this point, the Missile Defense Agency has no mandate to take out enemy anti- satellite missiles in flight. But the first step must be to detect such threats. Which is where SASSA would help.

***INHERENCY***

Inherency - Extensions
[
] Space defense is under-funded – our current support is all talk

Sheldon 08, - Fellow at the Marshall Institute [John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

There are, of course, people out there who are looking at ways of mitigating the power we enable through space or from space. China certainly demonstrated at least a limited capability in January 2007, but there are others not necessarily looking to use such spectacular systems as kinetic anti-satellite weapons, but issues like jamming and so on. Talk is cheap. We talk about how important it is that there are assets up there and yet we seem to be doing very little with the exception of the Space Protection program to actually protect these very valuable space systems. But more recently, policy-makers have now begun talking about deterring attacks against our space systems, which is something to be encouraged. But my problem with it is that there is a yawning gap between the intent to deter and our capability to actually bring about a deterrent posture. In other words, the intention to deter lacks credibility so long as key vulnerabilities remain unaddressed.

[
] The US lacks the doctrine and funding for protection of space assets

MacDonald 09, former assistant director for national security at the White House [Bruce W., “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald”, Council of Foreign Affairs, Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee and House Armed Services Committee, March 18, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862, Accessed July 12 2011]
Do we have the right national policy to ensure the security of our space assets, particularly those supporting the warfighter and national intelligence collection? My short answer is that at best our policy is deficient in doctrine and strategy and needs serious and timely attention if we are to avoid major problems. Do we have the right investment strategy for protecting and defending critical space assets and capabilities? Briefly, based on the public statements of the last few years, and the private credible complaints of insiders, I have at best only modest confidence in the adequacy of our current investment strategy for protecting our space assets. There is little unclassified information available on this issue, and therein lies a problem: how can Congress and others assess and provide responsible oversight and opinion in such an information vacuum?

[
] Funding is decreasing now

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Budgetary commitments for DCS efforts have consistently declined. “The budget for all three elements [Space Situational Awareness, Defensive Counterspace and Offensive Counterspace] added up to less than $500 million for fiscal year 2007, less than one half of one percent of the total Air Force budget.”116 Several estimates show that the U.S. military is spending one-tenth of the amount of money analyzing threats to satellites than it did in the early 1980s.117 Procurement estimates for the fiscal year 2008 counterspace budget request totaled around $373.7 million.118 It remains to be seen if all of the proposed counterspace programs will receive the fully requested funding. Historically, they have not. This is a situation lamented by Senator Kyl: “Even though the budget environment is tight and resources are not unlimited, America can afford to defend our vital national interests in space. In fact, we can’t afford not to.”119

[    ] The U.S. Space Policy is dedicated to cooperation and arms control now – Obama has changed course

Crook 10 Editor for American Society of International Law [John, October, American Journal of International Law, 104 AJIL 666, Lexis Nexis, 7/13/11.]
In July 2010, President Obama approved a new U.S. national space policy emphasizing enhanced cooperation with other countries in space activities. n1 The policy document indicates that the United States intends to keep the In-ternational Space Station in operation until at least 2020, rather than 2015 as previously seemed possible. The policy expresses U.S. willingness to consider proposals for arms control measures in space if they are equitable and verifiable and if they enhance U.S. national security. Emphasizing the difficulties of verification, the United States has, in the past, opposed proposals by China and Russia to pursue arms control regimes in space. n2 The policy was announced against a background of greatly increased activity in space by many countries. That activity has led to problems requiring enhanced cooperation, such as a growing threat to satellites and spacecraft from the mounting volume of orbiting space debris. n3 An excerpt from a White House fact sheet summarizing the new policy follows: . The United States remains committed to many long-standing tenets in space activities. The United States recognizes the rights of all nations to access, use, and explore space for peaceful purposes, and for the benefit of all humanity. [*667] . The United States calls on all nations to share its commitment to act responsibly in space to help prevent mishaps, misperceptions, and mistrust. The United States will take steps to improve public awareness of government space activities and enable others to share in the benefits of space through conduct that emphasizes openness and transparency. . The United States will engage in expanded international cooperation in space activities. The United States will pursue cooperative activities to the greatest extent practicable in areas including: space science and exploration; Earth observations, climate change research, and the sharing of environmental data; disaster mitigation and relief; and space surveillance for debris monitoring and awareness. . The United States is committed to a robust and competitive industrial base. In support of its critical domestic aerospace industry, the U.S. government will use commercial space products and services in fulfilling governmental needs, invest in new and advanced technologies and concepts, and use a broad array of partnerships with industry to promote innovation. The U.S. government will actively promote the purchase and use of U.S. commercial space goods and services within international cooperative agreements. . The United States recognizes the need for stability in the space environment. The United States will pursue bilateral and multilateral transparency and confidence building measures to encourage responsible actions in space, and will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies. In addition, the United States will enhance its space situational awareness capabilities and will cooperate with foreign nations and industry to augment our shared awareness in space.

Inherency - Space Situational Awareness
[
] Current situational awareness is not enough – we need to expand optical surveillance

Donley, 2011 - Secretary of the Air Force [Michael, center for strategic and international studies (csis) the national security space strategy: implications for the department of defense FEBRUARY 16, 2011http://csis.org/files/attachments/110216_spacestrategy_transcript.pdf Accessed July 12]

Q: What’s the status of our capacity for good situational awareness in space? SECRETARY MICHAEL B. DONLEY: I think this is a new part or certainly a growing part of the job jar for the space domain. As the secretary alluded to, just the increase in the debris in space and the number of objects that need to be tracked for, basically, safe and secure operations is reason enough for us to be more interested in what’s happening in the space domain. For decades, we’ve used the space domain for important missions: missile warning, communications, ISR, weather – all kinds of purposes. But I think it’s only recently that we’ve come to appreciate the importance of surveilling (ph) space itself and understanding what is going on in this domain. We’ve had capabilities in place for a number of years to do that. But they need to be modernized and we need to improve our capacity to understand what’s going on in the space domain in many different dimensions. So we’ve had – we’ve had optical tracking capabilities. We have had a space fence across the southern part of the United States to help capture space objects traveling overhead. Just this last year, we launched the first space-based surveillance system that will help us do some of that work from space. We need to modernize and continue to expand capacity in this area.

[
] Space Situational Awareness programs are outdated – they need to be expanded to meet current times

Weeden 10,  Consultant in Aerospace Systems [Brian, Paul Cefola, SUNY Buffalo, Jaganath Sankaran, University of Maryland, contributed, ‘GLOBAL SPACE SITUATIONAL AWARENESS SENSORS,’ http://swfound.org/media/15274/global%20ssa%20sensors-amos-2010.pdf]

Today, the world has changed significantly. Instead of two superpowers conducting and controlling much of the activity in space, an increasing number of nations are using space for civil, commercial, and military benefits. Ten nations have developed the capability to place objects into Earth orbit. More than seventy nations and international organizations currently operate satellites [1]. The number of human-created objects in Earth orbit has gone from zero in 1956 to more than 21,000 larger than 10 centimeters in diameter currently being tracked. Several hundred thousand additional pieces between 1 and 10 centimeters are largely untracked [2]. Approximately 1,000 of these objects are functioning satellites, which represent hundreds of billions of dollars in investment and revenue [3]. Space Situational Awareness (SSA) capabilities have not kept pace with these changes. The national SSA capabilities operated by the U.S. and Russia still have by far the most capability, but they are struggling to meet today's demands. The huge leaps in computer hardware performance, drops in cost, and modern software techniques are largely unutilized. More importantly, both the U.S. and Russian systems are still controlled by their respective militaries and rely largely on the premise that national security is their only customer. The vast majority of satellite owner-operators conduct their activities in orbit without knowledge of the objects around them or the space environment. Although space is by definition vast, certain regions of Earth orbit provide unique utility, and those regions are becoming increasingly congested. This combination of congestion and lack of information can lead to incidents in space, such as the February 2009 collision between the American Iridium 33 and Russian COSMOS 2251 [4]. The thousands of pieces of debris created by this event increased the risk of collision for other satellites in the same region. A similar catastrophic collision in geostationary Earth orbit (GEO) that generates a large amount of debris is one of the worst-case scenarios for the long-term sustainability of Earth orbit.
[
] Upgrading our Space Situation Awareness is key to solvency  – our current system has significant holes

Weeden 10,  Consultant in Aerospace Systems [Brian, Paul Cefola, SUNY Buffalo, Jaganath Sankaran, University of Maryland, contributed, ‘GLOBAL SPACE SITUATIONAL AWARENESS SENSORS,’ http://swfound.org/media/15274/global%20ssa%20sensors-amos-2010.pdf]

Space situational awareness (SSA) is an essential and integral piece of space operations. Although the U.S. military's Space Surveillance Network (SSN) is currently the single best source of SSA in the world, it does not provide the level of SSA currently needed to support space operations. The lack of geographical sensor distribution and coverage outside of the continental U.S., particularly in the Southern Hemisphere, is a significant limitation of the SSN. There exist a large number of individual sensors across the globe and smaller sensor networks which already provide some level of SSA data to various users, and could also provide data to support the U.S. need for SSA. These sensors are being developed for a variety of missions, including space surveillance, missile warning, missile defense and testing, and scientific applications. This paper summarizes the work currently underway as a joint project by the Secure World Foundation and the Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland (CISSM), University of Maryland, to document these global sensors including networks from Europe, Russia, and China. This information will be collated in a publicly-accessible database which will serve as the foundation for future analyses to assess the utility of these sensors as complements to the existing plans by the U.S. military to acquire new sensors to enhance SSA. It is also part of a broader project which includes development of an open source software suite for SSA analysis.

[
] US Space Situational Awareness is currently inadequate – it cannot cover the Southern Hemisphere

Weeden 10,  Consultant in Aerospace Systems [Brian, Paul Cefola, SUNY Buffalo, Jaganath Sankaran, University of Maryland, contributed, ‘GLOBAL SPACE SITUATIONAL AWARENESS SENSORS,’ http://swfound.org/media/15274/global%20ssa%20sensors-amos-2010.pdf]

The United States military operates the most capable set of radars for SSA as part of its Space Surveillance Network (SSN), and it is also the most documented system with many technical details in the open literature. The SSN utilizes phased arrays, dish-type mechanical trackers, and multistatic fences. Most of the phased array radars were originally built for the missile warning mission and thus were built on the periphery of the United States and the Northern Polar Region. Although some of the original sites have been shut down, several still remain active and today perform both space surveillance and missile warning missions. These radars provide excellent overall coverage in LEO and good coverage in GEO, and allow the U.S. to maintain the most accurate and complete catalog of objects in LEO. However, their concentration in the Northern Hemisphere and the lack of any radars sensors in the Southern Hemisphere, Africa, South America, and Asia creates significant gaps in coverage. In particular, objects in highly eccentric, rapidly decaying orbit present a difficult problem. When their perigee is in the Northern Hemisphere, these objects are easily tracked by the radars. However, when perigee rotates south, the SSN must rely on attempts by optical telescopes to track the object at or near apogee. The rapid decay means that the altitude of apogee is changing significantly with every orbit. The United States operates a host of other radars that are not part of the traditional SSN but could provide SSA data. The Missile Defense Agency operates a number of radars, including the Sea-Based X-Band Radar, which are currently dedicated to missile defense operations and testing but could provide SSA data. The U.S. Navy also operates 56 Arleigh Burke-class destroyers, which are equipped with the AN/SPY-1radar system. Primarily designed for tracking airborne threats, the AN/SPY-1 system is also part of the Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense System and has been used to successfully track space objects [11]. Other potential assets include the USNS Observation Island, which carries an AN/SPQ-11 phased array radar and is used for collecting technical intelligence on missile launches.

[
] Space Situational Awareness programs are inadequate now – funding cuts

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

It will require a myriad of sensors including the satellite itself, ground-based tracking systems and even space-based situational awareness sensors. Unfortunately, several programs involved in updating SSA have recently either been cut outright or lost funding priorities. Most affected programs are modernization efforts for the ground components of SSA. The space-based portion of SSA (Space Based Space Surveillance, SBSS) is not expected to be operational until at least 2012, at the earliest.108 These sorts of budgetary constraints have contributed to an overall lack of SSA which concerns senior space leaders greatly causing them to label it the “single greatest weakness of the U.S. military space program.”109 As of 2002, some satellite programs, (Defense Support Program and National Reconnaissance Office satellites) did possess a rudimentary threat detection system.110 Any sort of assessment or details of the capability of such systems is not available at an unclassified level and there is no open-source information that the detection capability has been proliferated to additional satellite programs to date, indicating that many equally critical satellite systems have no active threat detection measures at all.111 It is estimated that such systems cannot detect a physical attack upon the satellite. It can be equally assumed that civilian LEO satellites have no built in protection methods beyond what would be needed to survive in the natural environment of space.112 Overall, the inability to predict, detect, and characterize an attack against a military, much less against a civilian satellite, renders methods of protection such as maneuvering or satellite system configuration changes obsolete and impotent. 
[
] Funding for Space Situational Awareness is inadequate – everyone thinks we are doing more 

Butler 09 Correspondent Aviation Week and Space Technology [Amy, 6/3/09, Aviation Week and Space Technology, Found in Space, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/14/11.]
Pentagon officials have said that an attack on U.S. satellites is akin to any other military provocation. A major challenge is pinpointing the source of an attack on space systems, including interference with communication links or a directed-energy ASAT; a kinetic kill could be tracked by satellites. The U.S. space situational awareness (SSA) network--a combination of ground-based electro-optical and radar stations--lacks an attribution feature. The Pentagon expert argues that the SPR must direct more funding to this arena. «Everybody thinks we are out there doing something to back it up,» he says, noting an uptick in rhetoric about SSA. «You are a bully until someone finds out you can't back it up.» Roughly $500 million in funding set aside for in-orbit space situational awareness systems to help with this challenge was shifted from 2011 to as late as 2015 in the Fiscal 2010 budget, the expert adds.

[
] We are Not Funding Space Situational Awareness Adequately

Hays, 2006 - Senior Policy Analyst with the Science Applications International Corporation [Peter, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Question: given that the panel agrees that space situational awareness is pretty much the key to space for the future and that we are not there yet, in other words, we don`t have enough ssa to be able to actually implement a space warfighting strategy if we wanted one, and given the fact that our current space programs are busted and we are actually threatening ourselves with perhaps less capability or later capability than we need, are we making a mistake to be asserting a space warfighting doctrine and strategy right now? Because we can`t implement it. Doesn`t that mean that we are simply provoking other people to act against us and not actually having anything for response? So it is a security issue. Hays: as you know, the department owes an ssa strategy to congress on the 15"` of april, which i have a two o`clock meeting on, so i will answer this quickly. I agree with you. I would characterize our current approach as all rhetoric and none of the program. It just doesn`t make a lot of sense to bloviate about things that you are not going to be able to do, which is basically what we are doing.
Inherency - Redundancy
[
] The US needs to increase redundancy – it is too focused on Single satellites

Lynn 4/11, Deputy Defense Secretary. [William, Aviation Week and Space Technology, Face to Face pg 53 Vol. 173 No. 13, Lexis Nexis, Accesses 7/12/11]
After 15 years of major disappointments in developing new satellite systems, the Pentagon has crafted its first National Security Space Strategy. Deputy Defense Secretary William J. Lynn spoke last month with Senior Pentagon Editor Amy Butler about how a new approach toward military space procurement and management could put developments back on a stable path. AW&ST: What has to change in military space management to turn the corner on the cost and contract execution problem? Lynn: I always hesitate to use the expression ‘turn the corner' because we just don't have enough data. There are early indications that there has been some improvement, but we're not far enough along to feel safe in that judgment. I think we need more stable requirements on our side and a more stable industrial base on the industry side. We've also got to get away from this one-off approach to buying a single, large, high-technology satellite. We've been told this for years by numerous commissions. Do you feel that you're on the path to do that now? We have a concrete proposal before Congress that will address a significant part of the problem. It's called EASE, Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiencies. It stabilizes the requirements by pulling together the developments over a few years and then inserting them at a single point [in a program] rather than just doing it ad hoc through the life of the program. Also, we're utilizing block buys of satellites to allow greater savings between satellites. And, we're using a sustaining engineering baseline to keep the technical talent with the program for the duration instead of these spikes that we currently deal with. 

Inherency - Stealth
[
] We are not funding satellite stealth now

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Passive measures include: camouflage, concealment, and deception; system hardening and dispersal of space systems.18 These methods are employed today with various facets of a space network from satellite ground stations to downlink nodes. Mostly, however, these measures are focused upon to the ground architecture. Very little has been done to conceal a satellite in space, and dispersal is not currently a feasible option, mostly due to a cost-benefit analysis comparing previous adversary space capabilities and UN space treaty restrictions.19

 [  ] Anyone can monitor U.S. satellites—other countries or terrorists.

Keefe 6--fellow at The Century Foundation, JD from Yale [Patrick Radden Keefe, February 2006, “I Spy”, Wired, http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/14.02/spy.html?pg=3, accessed 7-15]

For a short time after September 11, some hobbyists stopped posting the orbital elements for military satellites. But today the general feeling is that amateur observation is ultimately just that - something anyone could pick up. National governments could do it easily with their sophisticated radar tracking operations. Terrorists could make their own observations with a pair of binoculars and high school math skills.

***CRISIS STABILITY***
Vulnerability – ASATs
[
] Chinese ASAT development undermines US space security – it exposes vulnerable assets and spurs further arms races

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

The Chinese test has raised the question of U.S. space security to a new level of political concern, with a fever pitch of activity gripping Washington policy-making circles and Congress. The vulnerability of U.S. satellites has been starkly highlighted and the need to seriously address those vulnerabilities is now being recognized. “This is a wake-up call,” said Robert Joseph, the undersecretary of state for arms control and international security. “A small number of states are pursuing capabilities to exploit our vulnerabilities,”14 he said. If the ASAT test was a display of PLA sword rattling intended to drive home U.S. vulnerability in space, it has been successful. Indeed, the Chinese action has spurred the already growing consensus around improving space-situational awareness (the ability to “see” and understand what is going on in space), ensuring that satellite systems have passive protections to the extent feasible, and building redundant capabilities – both in space and in other mediums – to guarantee back-up in case of loss.15 While the U.S. Air Force has long been advocating such activities, investment has not been in line with the rhetoric – something that may well change when Bush’s fiscal year 2008 budget begins to be debated in Congress this spring, according to congressional aides from both Republican and Democratic offices. However, if the intent of the Chinese test was to deter the United States from building space-based missile defenses, it may well backfire. Advocates of space-based missile defenses have leaped upon the Chinese ASAT test as proof of the urgent need for such a system to counter the Chinese threat. An email press release by the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, a pro-missile defense lobby group funded by a number of U.S. defense companies, stated: “China has proven, especially to Iran and North Korea that ballistic missile capability represents power, self defense and an ability to deter. This model of international behavior will only encourage proliferators to develop their ballistic missile capability. … The vulnerability of space assets to Chinese ballistic missile attacks or threats of that capability now exists and has been demonstrated.”16 Jeff Kueter, director of the conservative George C. Marshall Institute in Washington, said: “If the international community is truly worried about the debris-generating effects of ASAT weapons, then it ought to embrace, indeed demand, development and deployment of boost-phase missile defense capable of intercepting ASAT missiles long before they reach their satellite targets.”17 While the shift in Congress to Democratic control had raised the prospect that the Bush administration plans for space-based missile defenses would be derailed over the next two years – with many Democrats in power positions on record in opposition – Democratic congressional aides say that the Chinese test will make holding the line more difficult from a political point of view.

[
] China’s ASAT tests raise tensions – the US feels threatened by the lack of transparency and China’s history of breaking treaties

Economy 07, director of Asia studies at the Council on Foreign Relations [Elizabeth, January 25, Council on Foreign Relations, “China’s Missile Message”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/24/AR2007012401646.html, Accessed July 12th 2011] 

China's successful anti-satellite missile test has sparked a political firestorm, as analysts have tried to ascertain who in China knew what when and to what end. Were China's diplomats in the dark about the missile strike? Was it all a gambit to force a reluctant United States to the negotiating table for a ban on space-based weapons? While interesting to China watchers and nonproliferation experts, this discussion risks obscuring the real message of the test: Chinese 
rhetoric notwithstanding, China's rise will be as disruptive and difficult as that of any other global power. Officials in both Beijing and Washington have worked hard to sketch out an alternative reality. China's leaders have traversed the globe, preaching the gospel of the country's peaceful rise, often to great effect: China will do things differently than the United States and earlier European powers did, not polluting the environment, not colonizing countries to gain access to their natural resources and not infringing on the sovereignty of other countries. For their part, senior U.S. officials, with a growing list of challenging issues on their China agenda, are reluctant to focus for too long on the reality of China's rise. Doing so would only make cooperation more difficult and provide support to an often obstreperous anti-China lobby in Congress. It is easier to paint China's rise as a work in progress -- one that the United States has the ability to influence. ad_icon Yet the truth is that China, with its rapidly growing economy and large population, already exerts an unsettling and often negative impact on the world. China is the largest or second-largest contributor to many of the most vexing global environmental problems, including climate change, the illegal timber trade, ozone depletion and marine pollution in the Pacific. It is squeezing manufacturing industries from South Africa to Thailand to Mexico, placing stress on economies ill-equipped to compete. And its weak public health infrastructure but strict media regulations rank it at the top of potential incubators for the next global health pandemic. While such effects might be excused as unintentional consequences of China's rapid growth, others cannot be so easily dismissed. China's insistence that it doesn't mix business with politics in its foreign relations, while sounding benign, has the perverse effect of contributing to violence and repression throughout much of the world. Its political and financial support for regimes in Sudan, North Korea, Zimbabwe and Burma, among others, cannot in any way be construed as contributing to global peace and stability. Moreover, China's export of unsavory environmental and labor practices in countries where it is aggressively extracting natural resources has contributed to anti-Chinese demonstrations from Peru to Zambia. The missile strike also underscores perhaps the greatest challenge of China's rise as a global power: The lack of transparency, official accountability and rule of law that defines China on the domestic front plays poorly on the international stage. Chinese leaders' inability to be forthcoming on matters of international importance -- whether SARS, the Harbin pollution disaster or this missile strike -- erodes whatever goodwill and trust they earn from their tireless sojourns abroad and suggests that they are not ready for prime time. If this is the reality of China's rise, then the United States has work to do, the most important being to change the way it does business. If we want China to be a responsible world power on issues such as energy security, climate change, human rights and even space-based weapons, we need to step up and lead. We can and should condemn China for not respecting the international rules governing these issues or negatively affecting other countries' well-being, but we must be prepared to play by the same rules. While other powers may have granted American exceptionalism in the past, China is not inclined to do so. Indeed, China is more likely to seek its own "exceptional" status. Even if we get that far, there will still be a tough road ahead. The transparency, accountability and rule of law that responsible world leadership entails are nascent and under constant threat in China. This is where Washington has it right. We need a strong commitment -- from the federal government as well as the private sector -- to helping, if not pushing, China in the right direction, and we need to do so with a long-term perspective.

[
] Chinese ASAT tests raised tensions – they highlight US vulnerability in defending Taiwan

She 07, Correspond for BBC worldwide monitoring [Zhongguo, 1/20/07, BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, Lexis Nexis, 7/13/11] 

Hong Kong, 20 January: A rumour about China's successful testing of an anti-satellite missile last week has triggered unprecedented attention in the United States on China's development of space weapons. According to experts' analysis: If China has successfully fired a ballistic missile to destroy an old meteorological satellite, it means China is capable of destroying the "eyes in space" in the US military's high-tech warfare. If the United States attempts to intervene in the Taiwan Strait situation, it will have to pay a far higher price than what it has estimated in the past. Hong Kong's current affairs commentator Ho Liang-liang said: China's announcement on the completion and operational readiness of its third-generation fighter Jian-10 did not stir up major reaction from the United States, to whom the Jian-10 fighter is not fearsome. Instead, the United States is more worried about China's space attack capabilities. The rumoured news that China has successfully tested an anti-satellite missile was disclosed by a US intelligence agency to Aviation Week and then made into a big issue by US government organs. Their motive deserves our attention. The United States is known to own the world's top-notch electronics industry and information technology. The US military relied on its informatized troops to win the seven wars fought at the turn of the century. However, the US military that has relied excessively on the global satellite network is also most afraid of space attacks. Hitchens, director of the US Centre for Defence Information, expressed the view that China might use the bargaining chip of being able to hit a satellite to hold space arms talks with the United States. Although the United States completed its anti-satellite experiments as early as 20 years ago and is able to jam, hamper and destroy satellites, missiles, and spaceships using land-based laser weapons, it is still deeply anxious about China's space combat capabilities. According to the experts: A very important reason behind the United States' military might is that it has more or less controlled the space. US fighters, warships, combat vehicles and missiles are generally navigated by satellites, and military reconnaissance and intelligence collection also make use of satellites extensively. Pike, a satellite expert at Globalsecurity.org, said: "If we really interfere in the conflict in the Taiwan Strait, the first thing China would want to do is to destroy all our lower Earth-orbit spy satellites, which is equivalent to digging out our eyes." The United States would be incapacitated like a blinded black fly. If China has successfully test-fired its anti-satellite missile, it will be the third country, after the United States and Russia, to own weapons that can intercept and attack satellites. In as early as July 2005, a US Congress report on China's military power mentioned that China was actively developing anti-satellite missile systems. It was reported that the Congress report predicted that China might fire a nuclear weapon and destroy a satellite by the force of wide-area explosion in space. That is, it might use the method of scattered bombs to destroy a satellite. However, the method used in China's test firing could be the firing of an ordinary warhead that hit the satellite precisely. That technology and capability obviously exceeds the United States' expectation.

[
] Chinese ASAT tests prove US satellites are vulnerable

Moran 07, executive editor of Council on Foreign Relations, professor at Bard College Globalization and International program [Michael, Joanna Klonsky- associate editor of CFR, “China Ups Ante in Space”, CFR January 19, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-ups-ante-space/p12454, Accessed July 12 2011]

News of China’s successful satellite-killing missile test (BBC) on January 11 raises new questions for the United States with regard to its national space policy. A Chinese ground-based ballistic missile shattered an eight-year-old Chinese weather satellite slated to be retired, proving China can play with the big boys in space. It also caused U.S., British and Japanese officials to express concern that China may now be capable of targeting foreign spy satellites and risking a space arms race. Others, however, speculate that China conducted the first space weapons test in two decades to compel the U.S. to negotiate (NYT) a treaty forbidding such weapons. The United States has historically vetoed Russian and Chinese proposals for such a policy on the grounds that it would violate American “freedom of action” (Space.com) in space. While news of China's test, first broken by an industry magazine, Aviation Week & Space Technology, stunned officials, it hardly represents a bolt from the blue. A report in October alleged China had “dazzled” (Defense News) a U.S. satellite with a ground based laser—that is, painted the satellite with the laser in a test of its ability to blind the U.S. military in times of crisis. The Pentagon avoided specifics about the report, but soon afterward the Bush administration released an unclassified version of its new space policy, which goes far beyond previous policies in asserting America’s right to respond forcefully to such threats. Bill Martel, a space policy expert at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, tells CFR.org in this podcast that the new space policy “sounds like a precursor to the weaponization of space.” Supporters readily concede the point. “Space supremacy is now the official policy of the U.S. government,” writes Michael Goldfarb in the Weekly Standard.
[
] American satellites are threatened by other countries ASATs

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

America is critically reliant upon space exploitation for a wide variety of activities. These range from strictly military capabilities such as intelligence gathering and secure communications to civilian financial transaction timing and remote Earth sensing for environmental analysis. Recent developments in anti-satellite technologies signal a dangerous threat to U.S. space dominance. Specifically, zero-warning threats such as ground-based lasers or direct-ascent kinetic-kill vehicles present the biggest challenge for which there is little or no defense. Until recently, the U.S. had been reasonably secure that its satellites were free from disablement. Unfortunately, many adversary nations acquired anti-satellite technologies and proliferated them; threatening permanent disablement of almost any American satellite.

[
] Chinese ASATs exploit American asymmetric vulnerability in space 

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

China’s perception of its security situation and its position regarding Taiwan’s independence are both in opposition to the position of the United States. China’s longstanding territorial claim over Taiwan is central in its dealings with the United States. China sees no possibility of unifying Taiwan by force without having to confront the U.S. military, and this is something it is unable to due without taking advantage of what it perceives as the United States strategic weakness in space. China views American hegemony and its dominant position in space as a continued threat to its security and the means by which the U.S. is able to continually humiliate China’s leadership by keeping it from being able re-unify with Taiwan. Legislation designed to move China closer to Taiwan has created the need to modernize its military with weapons capable of blunting U.S. power projection. China feels it has little option but to create technology such as the ASAT weapon that could be used to create a shift in the strategic. China’s security concerns have lead it to believe that the best way to secure their interest is to build weapons that are capable of blunting U.S. military power. 

[   ] US Satellites are inherently vulnerable – China’s ASAT test reveals dangers  

Frey 2008, graduate of Squadron Officer School, [former defender of the Airforce in lawsuits as the chief of labor law and served as a chief of claims, legal assistance, and civil law at Patrick AFB, Florida, Defense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective. Air And Space Power Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 75-86. Winter 2008, Proquest ]

Satellites are vulnerable to several possible attacks from ASAT weapons.41 A nuclear detonation could generate an electromagnetic pulse, disabling the sensitive circuitry of unshielded satellites over a wide range.42 Space mines or other "proximity weapons" could explode within lethal range of a satellite.43 A laser or energy-based weapon could damage a satellite's components, including circuitry, op tics, or solar panels.44 Or a "soft kill" could render a satellite inoperable-for example, by tipping it out of orbit, jamming its signals, or blinding it with lasers or paint.45 China's recent ASAT test offers an example of another type of attack: the "kinetic energy weapon," which relies on force of impact rather than an explosion.46 This weapon has the tremendous speed necessary to achieve orbit, traveling in the range of 17,500 miles per hour.47 Even the smallest space objects can cause serious damage at such tremendous velocities.48 China's "kill" occurred in an orbit over 800 kilometers (500 miles) above Earth's surface, dangerously close to the range of many US spy and missile-defense satellites as well as many civilian satellites.49 Besides the test's proximity to US space interests, the major concern is the danger to satellites or other space objects from the test's debris. The explosion created a "hypersonic shockwave" that tore both missile and satellite into a high-speed debris cloud, composed of 300,000 pieces.50 Scientists have labeled this contribution to orbital space debris "the worst ever," as it scattered fragments between orbits as low as 200 kilometers (124 miles) and as high as 3,800 (2,360 miles).51 Although some of the individual particles may fall back to Earth, others are expected to remain in orbit for "a very long time."52 Additionally, many of the particles are too small to track, making them effectively invisible to spacecraft and payloads.53 Most satellites lack the protective shielding necessary to defend against such debris.54

[
] U.S. space assets are extremely vulnerable – consensus of experts

Pillsbury 2007 - defense policy adviser [former government official was a research fellow at the Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. Michael AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAMS,POLICIES AND DOCTRINES, January 19 2007, 7/15/1, 1http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2007/FINAL_REPORT_1-19-2007_REVISED_BY_MPP.pdf]
Current US Views on China’s  ASAT Policy A wide range of views exists among US scholars about China’s possible intentions and capabilities with respect to space weapons and ASATs, which is understandable in light of the limited evidence available from open sources. This survey of Chinese open sources and the identification of thirty recommendations may assist in resolving some of these differences, but only much greater Chinese transparency would resolve them all. One point on which everyone appears to agree is that the US military is extremely vulnerable in space and should develop plans for defense of its space assets.6 Everyone appears to disagree on the precise goals, pace, current capabilities and relationship between Chinese arms control proposals and their publicly stated R&D programs. Most agree that the US is highly vulnerable for over a decade. In 1996, Gen Thomas S. Moorman, USAF, former Vice CSAF and commander, Air Force Space Command, stated, “Desert Storm . . . was a watershed event in military space applications because for the first time, space systems were both integral to the conflict and critical to the outcome of the war.

Vulnerability – Rogue States
[
] Rogue states threaten US satellite assets

Cynamon 9  Former Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [Charles, "Defending America's Interest In Space" February 12 2009, Acsessed July 13, 2011 http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada539893.pdf] ] 

While near-peers are the most complex possible adversary, some non-peer spacefaring nations (aka rogue nations) present perhaps the most dangerous adversary. Nations such as Iran and North Korea have access to space by virtue of their ballistic missile programs, giving them launch capability for kinetic, direct ascent anti-satellite or electromagnetic pulse (EMP) weapons. Furthermore, ground-based radio frequency and directed energy capabilities could impair or damage US satellites. These nations are less likely to be deterred from using such capabilities should conflict erupt. For the United States, a conflict with a rogue nation will likely be a limited war. If the US objective is regime change, our adversary would likely view the conflict as unlimited--providing the incentive needed to escalate the hostilities against the United States’ decisive advantage derived from space assets. For this reason, a space defense strategy against non-peer spacefaring nations must focus on a means to dissuade acquisition of space weapons as well as to defeat an attack on US space assets.

[
] Iran and North Korea are pursuing ASATs – they are threats to US assets

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Iran Currently there is no public evidence that Iran possesses any disruptive or destructive ASAT capability. Iran is also not expected to indigenously produce any such system in the foreseeable future.65 The concern, however, is a marginalized and threatened Iran would not necessarily have to domestically produce its own ASAT system. It is not unreasonable to suspect that disruptive or destructive ASAT technology could be proliferated to Iran by sympathetic nations seeking to reap the benefits of Iran degrading U.S. space dominance while simultaneously enjoying plausible deniability of the act. China is a perfect candidate for that role. Iran has been working closely with North Korea to help accelerate the Iranian space program capabilities.66 It is conceivable that Iran could obtain North Korean destructive ASAT technology or use North Korea as a broker to obtain Chinese destructive ASAT technology. Iran desires to increase its prestige throughout the Middle East. It is clearly working on establishing a space presence to obtain that goal.67 Iran is very aware of the advantage provided by space exploitation. It has built and orbited its own remote-sensing satellite and is working to produce a domestic launch capability.68 Iran has countered Voice of America signals being broadcast via satellite into Tehran using ground-based electronic warfare jamming techniques which is one of the first steps toward producing an OCS capability.69 21

Vulnerability – Debris
[
] US Space assets are growing more vulnerable – space arms race, traffic and debris

MacDonald 09, former assistant director for national security at the White House [Bruce W., “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald”, Council of Foreign Affairs, Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee and House Armed Services Committee, March 18, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862, Accessed July 12 2011]
Our overall goal should be to shape the space domain to the advantage of the United States, and to do so in ways that are stabilizing and enhance U.S. security. The U.S. has an overriding interest in maintaining the safety, survival, and function of its space assets so that the profound military, civilian, and commercial benefits they enable can continue to be available to the United States and its allies. These vital space assets face three forms of threats, all of them worrisome and growing: 1) With the proliferation of space and other technologies, and specifically with the anti-satellite (ASAT) capability China demonstrated two years ago, there is a risk that China or another adversary could exploit this fast-growing U.S. dependence on space in a war to greatly weaken U.S. military and economic power. China could do so and thus pose a serious threat to U.S. space assets within a decade if it chose to do so. China is also pursuing other programs that have important ASAT implications, and other nations are interested in ASAT as well. The 2008 U.S. shoot-down of an errant satellite demonstrated the ASAT capability inherent to missile defense systems, ours and others. Last week Russia indicated renewed interest in ASAT weapons when their deputy defense minister, General Valentin Popovkin, stated that Russia is working on ASAT. 2) Space “traffic” is heavier than it has ever been and getting worse, both in terms of physical vehicles and communications. Yet there is no “FAA for space” and even just the monitoring, much less the management, of space objects is widely seen as far less than needed. There is a great need for space traffic management capabilities, including enforceable rules of the road, codes of conduct, and space situational awareness that would inform a “space FAA” management capability. 3) Space debris poses an insidious and growing threat to all space assets. Debris in space does not quickly fall to the ground, as on earth; at all but the lowest orbits, debris can stay aloft for centuries and more. In addition to the 17,000 orbiting objects the Air Force can track, there are hundreds of thousands of potentially lethal objects in orbit, and millions of smaller objects that pose at least some risk. The recent collision between a U.S. Iridium satellite and an old Russian Cosmos dramatically illustrated the problem.

[
] Space Debris can take out US military Space Assets – the threat is increasing.

Lynn, 2011 – Deputy Secretary of State [William J. Lynn, III A Military Strategy for the New Space Environment The Washington Quarterly SUMMER http://www.twq.com/11summer/docs/11summer_Lynn.pdf]

Congested In 1957, at the dawn of the space age, there was just one man-made object in space
the Soviet satellite Sputnik. Today, more than 1,100 active systems and 22,000 pieces of man-made debris orbit earth (Figure 1). Eleven states now operate 22 launch sites, and more than 60 nations have a presence in space. Not only has the number of objects in space grown, but the rate at which they materialized also has increased dramatically. It took 40 years to place the first 10,000 objects in outer space, and a mere 10 years to place the next 10,000 in orbit. Hundreds of thousands of additional pieces of debris remain too small to track with our current sensors. Whether or not we can see it, the debris is there. The danger is that each collision exponentially raises the potential for another, such that a debris cascade could someday render entire orbits unusable. Scientists today debate how soon the tipping point will be reached. More immediately, debris can instantly knock out capabilities on which both our military and the global economy rely. Space is also cluttered by electronic signals. Roughly 9,000 satellite transponders that send communications between space and the ground are expected to be active by 2015, increasing the probability of radio frequency interference. 

[
] US satellites are vulnerable - Space debris and Jamming

Lynn, 2011 – Deputy Secretary of State [William J. Lynn, III A Military Strategy for the New Space Environment The Washington Quarterly SUMMER http://www.twq.com/11summer/docs/11summer_Lynn.pdf]

As disaster struck Japan and revolution swept the Middle East, Americans once again watched events unfold in real time, through a network of satellites in space that have revolutionized the dissemination of information and changed how we live. For decades, we have taken this network, and the operational environment of space which supports it, for granted. But quietly, almost imperceptibly, revolutions of a less visible kind have been unfolding above us in space itself. Over the Middle East, censorship imposed by autocratic states has for the first time extended into the upper reaches of the atmosphere. The satellite-based telecommunications services of Thuraya
a regional satellite phone provider
have been disrupted, and the satellite broadcasts of Al Jazeera, the Voice of America, and the BBC rendered unintelligible. Libya and Iran are the primary offenders, but even less technologically developed countries such as Ethiopia have employed jamming technologies for political purposes. The willingness of states to interfere with satellites in orbit has serious implications for our national security. Space systems enable our modern way of war. They allow our warfighters to strike with precision, to navigate with accuracy, to communicate with certainty, and to see the battlefield with clarity. Without them, many of our most important military advantages evaporate. The specter of jamming is not the only new concern. The February 2009 collision of an Iridium communications satellite with a defunct Soviet satellite, and the earlier, deliberate destruction of a satellite by China, produced thousands of debris fragments, each of which poses a potentially catastrophic threat to operational spacecraft. In an instant, these events
one accidental, the other purposeful
doubled the amount of space debris, making space operations more complicated and dangerous.

Vulnerability - Congestion
[
] Satellites are increasingly vulnerable due to congestion and the arms race. Space assets are essential for the economy, military and environment 

Clapper and Gates, 2011 – Director of National Intelligence, Secretary of Defense [U.S. National Security Space Strategy—Unclassified Summary,’’ January ,http://www.defense.gov/home/features/2011/0111_nsss/docs/NationalSecuritySpaceStrategyUnclassifiedSummary_Jan2011.pdf

During the past 50 years, U.S. leadership in space activities has benefited the global economy, enhanced our national security, strengthened international relationships, advanced scientific discovery, and improved our way of life. Space capabilities provide the United States and our allies unprecedented advantages in national decision-making, military operations, and homeland security. Space systems provide national security decision-makers with unfettered global access and create a decision advantage by enabling a rapid and tailored response to global challenges. Moreover, space systems are vital to monitoring strategic and military developments as well as supporting treaty monitoring and arms control verification. Space systems are also critical in our ability to respond to natural and man-made disasters and monitor longterm environmental trends. Space systems allow people and governments around the world to see with clarity, communicate with certainty, navigate with accuracy, and operate with assurance. Maintaining the benefits afforded to the United States by space is central to our national security, but an evolving strategic environment increasingly challenges U.S. space advantages. Space, a domain that no nation owns but on which all rely, is becoming increasingly congested, contested, and competitive. These challenges, however, also present the United States with opportunities for leadership and partnership. Just as the United States helped promote space security in the 20th century, we will build on this foundation to embrace the opportunities and address the challenges of this century. The National Security Space Strategy charts a path for the next decade to respond to the current and projected space strategic environment. Leveraging emerging opportunities will strengthen the U.S. national security space posture while maintaining and enhancing the advantages the United States gains from space.

[
] US space assets vulnerable – space is more congested

Lynn, 2011 Deputy Secretary of Defense [William, center for strategic and international studies (csis) the national security space strategy: implications for the department of defense FEBRUARY 16, 2011http://csis.org/files/attachments/110216_spacestrategy_transcript.pdf Accessed July 12]

MR. LYNN: But the first thing that’s different from this strategy, John, is this is actually the first space strategy. We have not dedicated a strategy document before this point to our space strategy and I think it represents the importance that this domain has for our military capabilities, our industrial capabilities and our economic wellbeing. You asked what’s different. And I think what’s different is that space is far more congested than it was just 20 years ago. It’s no longer the private preserve of the U.S. and the then Soviet Union. There’s more than 60 nations now that have a presence in space. It’s also more congested in the sense that there’s much, much more debris. Debris itself has become a real danger. There’s a table in the space strategy that points out that it took something like 40 years to get the first 10,000 objects in space and it’s taken us about six years to get the next 10,000 objects. So we’re really – the growth of debris in space is a threat in and of itself. Space is also more contested than it was. The dangers to our space assets now are far more than just direct ascent ASAT weapons. Jamming, lasers, cyber threats all pose a threat to space. And finally, it’s a far more competitive environment – 20, 25 years ago, the U.S. had two-thirds of the space market. Now, we’re still a leader in space but our share of the market is now 35 or 40 percent. So we thought we needed a strategy to deal with these changed circumstances and the strategy is intended not only to protect our capabilities in space, but we need a strategy to protect space itself. And we need a strategy to protect the space industrial base. And that’s what this strategy is intended to do.

[
] US Space assets are vulnerable – space is crowded with multiple threats

Rose 2011, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State and Bureau of Arms control, Verification and Compliance [Frank A., Defining Space Security, Hampton Roads International Security Quarterly pg. 5, Jul 1, 2011]

Frank A. Rose is Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, Bureau of Arms Control, Verification and Compliance. This contribution is based on his remarks before the Space Security Through the Transatlantic Partnership Conference hosted by the European Space Policy Institute and Prague Security Studies Institute in Prague, Czech Republic, on June 13, 2011. Introduction My hope today is that our discussion will help to inform the efforts we in the United States are pursuing to enhance stability and thereby strengthen security in space. Defining "Space Security" Today, space systems are vital to enhancing, for example, our national security, foreign policy, and global economic interests, as well as expanding scientific knowledge. Yet space is becoming increasingly contested meaning, space systems and their supporting infrastructure confront a range of natural and man-made threats that could potentially deny, degrade, deceive, disrupt, or destroy them. As more nations and non-state actors develop counterspace capabilities over the next decade, threats to U.S. and other nation's space systems will increase. The interconnected nature of space capabilities and the world's growing dependence on them mean that irresponsible acts in space have damaging consequences not only for the United States but also for all nations. 

Vulnerability – Dependence
[
] American dependence on satellites increases our asymmetric vulnerability

Sabathier 2008 - Senior Associate at the CSIS [Vincent, Smart Power Through Space February 20 2008, Accessed July 12 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080220_smart_power_through_space.pdf]

During the 1991 Gulf War, the United States demonstrated to the world the asymmetric advantage that accrued to armed forces operating in close conjunction with space assets. This advantage has grown steadily to the point that the lack of space resources is now considered to be an asymmetric vulnerability. Meanwhile, the budget of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)—the dominant U.S. civilian space agencies—were constrained and remained stable in constant dollar terms, meaning that the resources of these agencies are eroding steadily in two ways: Their budgets grew far less in terms of percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) or the federal budget, when compared to national security space expenditures. The number of ongoing operational missions that must be sustained before any new developments can be funded is ever increasing.

[
] Military space dependence and vulnerability are increasing – raising the risk of conflict
Malenic 10, Reporter for Defense Daily. [Marina, 4/15, Defense Daily Vol 246 No. 10, DoD Gives Preview of New Obama Space Policy, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11]

Lynn noted that space technologies have given the military tremendous new capabilities, from precision strike to electronic communications and improved battlefield situational awareness. "These advantages make U.S. forces more accurate and agile than ever before," Lynn said. "They have changed the nature of warfare." Lynn outlined the administration's strategy for addressing the changing space environment. The forthcoming Space Posture Review, which is expected to spell out detailed space policy goals sometime this summer, begins with the premise that space has become a "congested and contested" environment, he said. He noted that more than 60 nations operate over 1,100 orbiting systems. Further, tens of thousands of pieces of large "space junk" also circle the Earth, along with tens of thousands more that are too small to monitor. "Space has also become more competitive, with more nations working in space than ever before," Lynn said. Therefore, he said, countries ought to make greater efforts to cooperate on valuable space programs such as GPS. "We're approaching a point at which the limitless frontier no longer seems quite so limitless," he said. Lynn also warned that the United States can no longer take access to space for granted as more and more nations become adept at signals jamming, anti-satellite weapons employment and other electronic warfare capabilities. "Our space assets could be targeted as part of a deliberate strategy to deny us access to the domain," he said. "By crippling key sensors and platforms, such anti-access tactics could offset our conventional-force capabilities. "Never before have our space assets been so vulnerable to destruction," he added. 

[
 ] US satellites are vulnerable – Chinese tests prove, and the economy depends on Satellites

Frey 2008, graduate of Squadron Officer School, [former defender of the Airforce in lawsuits as the chief of labor law and served as a chief of claims, legal assistance, and civil law at Patrick AFB, Florida, Defense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective. Air And Space Power Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 75-86. Winter 2008, Proquest ]

THE U.S. IS more dependent on space than any other nation. Yet the threat to the U.S. and its allies in and from space does not command the atten- tion it merits."1 This was the conclusion of a space commission headed by former secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld, warning of a possible "space Pearl Harbor" incident that could exploit the vulnerabilities of US space assets. Gen Lance Lord, former commander of Air Force Space Command, similarly warned that a loss of space assets "not only cripples our land, air and sea forces but . . . would have catastrophic consequences to our entire economy."2 For example, the accidental loss of a single satellite in 1998 disrupted pag- ers, television, and radio broadcasts world- wide.3 It takes little imagination to consider the resulting chaos if multiple satellites were destroyed simultaneously. The possibility of a space Pearl Harbor is very real. On 11 January 2007, exactly six years after the Rumsfeld report, the People's Republic of China steered a missile into one of its own aging weather satellites, bringing this hypothetical danger one step closer to reality.4 China's test reignited the debate over whether and how the United States should prepare for space warfare. Because of its heavy commercial and military dependence on satellite technology, America has good reason to take notice of this test. The Air Force, one of the largest contributors to satellite operations, has a particular interest in learning how China accomplished this feat and, more importantly, how the United States can defend its satellites from similar attacks.

Arms Race Inevitable – China
[
] Space race now – Chinese tech is rapidly advancing
Huei 10, Bureau Chief Straits Times [Peh Shing, 1/4/10, The Straits Times, A Chinese space odyssey; 
Aim is to have space station by 2020 and a man on the moon, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11.]
 BEIJING: China's ambitions to conquer space will take a big leap forward this year, as the country embarks on the most extensive space development programme in the world in decades. The aim is to fire China towards its two long-held space dreams - to land a man on the moon and to set up a space station by 2020. A second lunar probe, the Chang'e-2, is lined up for October, continuing the 16-month orbit of the Chang'e-1 which ended last March. The first piece of a Chinese space station is also likely to take shape towards the end of the year, with the launch of the unmanned space docking module Tiangong-1, or Heavenly Palace-1. Major construction on a new major spaceport will be carried out this year on southern Hainan island. It will be the growing power's fourth space centre. While these developments may not be as eye-catching as the first Chinese spacewalk in 2008, they will be breakthroughs in China's space programme. 'China in 2010 will be engaged in the most ambitious and diverse manned and unmanned space system research and development surge since the US and Soviet Union squared off in the 1960s space race,' wrote veteran aerospace editor Craig Covault in online Spaceflight Now last week. China rocket-fired into an exclusive space club in 2003 when it became only the third country, after the United States and the former Soviet Union, to send a man into orbit. It was a major breakthrough for the country's Project 921, which was established in 1992, with plans to have human space flight and a permanent space station. A manned moon landing is not on China's official space programme. But despite denials from officials, most observers believe that is where the country is heading. The Chang'e-2, for example, will prepare for a first unmanned moon landing by the end of 2012. According to Chinese state media, it will 'test the soft-landing technological capability' for Chang'e-3, which is believed to be a nuclear-powered lunar lander and rover. 'If the lunar vehicle can land on the moon, it will be far more effective than robots in collecting samples from the lunar surface,' Professor Jiao Weixin from the Peking University's School of Earth and Space Sciences told The Straits Times. The Chang'e-2 will be watched as closely as the Tiangong-1, which is expected to push China even further ahead in an Asian space race involving India, Japan and South Korea. If Tiangong-1 is successful, the next few Chinese spaceships are expected to dock with it, before more space laboratories are added. Space docking is regarded as one of the most sophisticated manoeuvres in space technology as it requires precise controlling of two high-speed spacecraft. It also allows astronauts to live and conduct research in zero gravity. 'If China can successfully build its space station, it will not just be astronauts doing tests. Even scientists and other experts can be in space to do research,' said Prof Jiao.
[
] China is developing Space Based ASATs

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

China has also embarked on a programme to develop a co-orbital antisatellite interceptor, launched from Earth into a temporary parking orbit from which it then manoeuvres to attack its specific target.60 Co-orbital antisatellite systems can deploy at low or high altitudes and can passively operate in their pre-attack phase for short or long durations. Such a capability would give the Chinese military three significant benefits: it would allow attacks on spacecraft whose orbital tracks might not normally traverse the Chinese mainland; it would provide a covert ’sleeper’ space attack option that could unfold over a period ranging from hours to days to months, unlike direct-ascent systems whose operations are overt and conclude in a matter of minutes; and it would provide insurance for anti-satellite attack options in the event direct-ascent systems were destroyed early in a conflict. There is evidence of Chinese interest in various predatory systems for the co-orbital mission, but their emerging capabilities in the realm of agile micro- and nano-satellites are most problematic from an American perspective.61 Such satellites can be launched quickly by small mobile boosters, or covertly as secondary payloads on large boosters committed to what are otherwise peaceful space missions. Once in orbit, micro- and nano-satellites are extremely difficult to detect and track, lending them splendidly to co-orbital anti-satellite missions.62

[
] Space will be weaponized – China perceives it is inevitable

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

That, at any rate, seems to be the direction in which recent Chinese theorising on space warfare appears to be moving. As Senior Colonel Yao Yunzhu, one of the Chinese military’s most thoughtful officers on nuclear and strategic issues, recently stated at a World Economy Forum dinner, ‘My wish is we really want to keep space as a peaceful place for human beings ... But personally, I’m pessimistic about it ... My prediction: Outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime’.47 Consistent with these expectations, Chinese military writings emphasise the need for dedicated space forces and for advanced space weapons and support capabilities designed to prosecute the full spectrum of ’space safeguard’, ’space support’ and ’[space] attack’ operations.48 Simultaneously, military theorists appear to be developing the legal foundations for such warfare: reflecting on how to extend the laws of war to space and beginning to develop legal theories that would justify treating the spacecraft, satellites and space stations of an adversary as acceptable targets in much the same way as naval and maritime assets on the high seas. Treating space as another domain of the global commons in which warfare is permitted, then, enables China to conceptualise it as the ultimate high ground which must be dominated in order to secure favourable political outcomes terrestrially.49

[
] Space Race Inevitable - China perceives that weaponization of space is inevitable – ASAT tests prove they don’t expect a backlash

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

Even more puzzling, and perhaps more worrisome, is the possibility – as has been speculated by some U.S. officials – that perhaps the Chinese leadership didn’t really understand what risks the test might entail, and that the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) may have been less than forthcoming in briefing the leadership about those risks. U.S. National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley suggested in an interview with The New York Times that it was possible that Chinese President Hu Jintao and other senior leaders may not have been fully aware of the military’s plans regarding the test. “The question on something like this is, at what level in the Chinese government are people witting, and have they approved?” Hadley said. 11 U.S. analysts are divided on that question; and it may be that the initial response from the Bush administration was designed to give Hu some wiggle room to “save face.” Nonetheless, there is a fairly strong consensus that, at a minimum, the Chinese Foreign Ministry was neither informed nor ready to respond to the outcry that ensued. 12 Finally, recent remarks by senior PLA Col. Yao Yunzhu at the World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland, who directs the Asia-Pacific Office at the Academy of Military Sciences in Beijing, lead toward the “mirror image” explanation: the Chinese and American militaries have come to the same pessimistic conclusion about the future of space and have decided to prepare The test is completely contradictory to China’s declaratory policy and raises questions about Beijing’s sincerity. for the worst, including a competition with each other. “My prediction:” said Yao, “Outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime.”13 She added, in an indirect allusion to the United States, that if there is going to be a “space superpower, it’s not going to be alone, and China is not going to be the only one.”

[
] Chinese space capabilities increasing – dual use technology and significant achievements

Chan 09 Reporter for South China Morning Post [Minnie, 11/10, South China Morning Post, West suspects Beijing has developed space-age arms, despite Hu's denials; Military observers say satellite image confirms suspicions about PLA capabilities, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11]

Western observers say they have been impressed by Beijing's space technology achievements over the past decade, even though it still lags far behind Washington's. Apart from anti-satellite missiles and high-powered lasers, China has developed its own satellite navigation and positioning system - the Beidou, or Compass, network. It came into limited service last year. Once it is completed in 2020, it could rival the American GPS (Global Positioning System) in capability and range. This is quite an achievement considering that only the US and Russia have independent satellite positioning systems. Europe's Galileo network is still in the experimental stage. In 2003, China become the third nation to put a man into the space. It successfully sent two missions of five astronauts into space in 2005 and 2008 and aims to build its own space station. However, while its developments have obvious commercial and scientific benefits, they can also be easily converted into military purposes. "In aerospace technology, it's very difficult to draw a line between military and civilian purposes," said Xu Guangyu , a retired PLA general. "A satellite or a flying instrument could be either used for weather observation or military surveillance. It all depends on what missions you want it to carry out." This blurred line explains why the space push has attracted such huge interest. Colonel Andrii Bilenkyi, a defence attache with the Ukrainian embassy in Beijing, said his country would want to know more about China's space intentions.

[
] Space Arms race now – Chinese ASAT tests will cause American Reactions

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

Nonetheless, the specter of a U.S.-China space weapons race cannot be ruled out, and certainly the Chinese ASAT test has raised the profile of those who would take the United States down the same path. “I hope the Chinese test will be a wake up call to people,” said Hank Cooper, former director of President Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative and chairman of the politically-connected missile defense advocacy group High Frontier. “I’d like to see us begin a serious anti-satellite program. We’ve been leaning on this administration. This argument to prevent weaponization of space is really silly.”28 Sen. John Kyl, R-Ariz., addressing the right-wing Heritage Foundation in Washington, D.C., on Jan. 29 similarly called for the U.S. resumption of ASAT weapons testing and the development of a space-based arsenal of defensive and offensive counter-space capabilities.29 Perhaps more worrying, Adm. Timothy Keating, commander of U.S. Northern Command, told the Associated Press that “there are a number of things that are on the list of potential military options”30 if China decides to undertake similar follow up tests.
[
] China has strong Space Situational Awareness – they have tracked US satellites for a decade

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Given the importance of space awareness for military operations, Chinese planners have been developing and maintaining an increasingly comprehensive catalogue of relevant space objects.54 This effort has been aided by the vast amount of information on US space systems openly available through astronomy societies, international regulatory organisations and universities, in addition to covert intelligence gathering. Moreover, a variety of technical investments to detect and track orbital bodies passing over China have been made in recent years, including specialised optical telescopes and theodolites, laser satellite-tracking devices such as rangefinders, large phased-array radars, various ground- and space-based signals intelligence systems, and radars associated with surface-to-air missile systems, all of which are capable of searching, acquiring, tracking and classifying objects of interest to Chinese strategic planners. 55 The US Department of Defense declared as early as 2002 that ‘China probably has a thorough knowledge of U.S. and foreign space operations, based, in part, on access to open-source information on U.S. space systems and space operations’.56

[
] Space militarization inevitable – Chinese ASATs prove many countries have technology available

Maogoto, 2008, is senior lecturer at the University of Manchester school of law. [Jackson research interests are in Public International Law [Jackson Nyamuya, January, THE 21ST CENTURY SPACE ARMS RACE:CURTAILING HEAVENLYTHUNDERBOLTS THROUGH THE SHIELDOF THE ‘PEACEFUL PURPOSES’ MANTRA http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1559840 Access date: 07/13/2011]
Recent advances in space technologies have put the development of space weapons within the realm of possibility for several countries. As a USAF board report (New World Vistas: Air and Space Power For The 2lst Century) states: [i]n the next two decades, new technologies will allow the fielding of space-based weapons of devastating effectiveness to be used to deliver energy and mass as force projection in tactical and strategic conflict. These advances will enable lasers with reasonable mass and cost to affect very many kills. As the US pursues a policy that incorporates the placing of weapons in outer space, the other major space faring powers have not been idly sitting by. China’s mid–term objectives for its ambitious space program include creating an integrated military Earth observation system, building Chinese–operated satellite broadcasting and telecommunications system and fielding a constellation of space–based reconnaissance systems with real–time intelligence capabilities. The rapid advance of China’s space capabilities was starkly illustrated on 11 January 2007, when the Chinese military launched a KT-1 rocket (an Anti-Satellite—ASAT—weapon) that successfully destroyed a redundant Chinese Feng Yun 1-C weather satellite. As details of the test emerged, Governments from around the world, including the US, Canada, United Kingdom and Australia, all raised diplomatic concerns as to the nature of the test and its ramifications. The Chinese remained tight-lipped in the days following the test. Finally, twelve days later , and in the face of increasing anxiety amongst the international community, the Chinese Government acknowledged the test. China sought to allay concerns regarding its military nature by reaffirming that it was committed to the ‘peaceful development of outer space’. However many were not convinced.

[
] China is developing ASATs – DoD reports prove they know that is our weakness.

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

China has been developing a significant military and civilian space capability since 1955. This effort was led by Tsien Hsue-shen, a brilliant U.S.-trained rocket scientist who cofounded the U.S. Jet Propulsion Laboratory at Caltech, but whom the United States deported to China during the excesses of the McCarthy era. While Dr. Tsien helped China develop ballistic missiles to improve its nuclear deterrent, Beijing has mainly concentrated on economic development in the past three decades: Of Deng Xiaoping’s “Four Modernizations,” national defense 7 received the least priority. Recently, though still focused on economic growth, China has been building its military strength, including multiple offensive counterspace options, with the U.S. Department of Defense noting China’s “multidimensional program to generate the capability to deny others access to outer space.”3 Well aware of its military inferiority to the United States, China is likely doing what countries in comparable security situations do: developing military capabilities targeted against the vulnerabilities of its stronger potential adversary. The United States’ relative space advantage will probably shrink as China strengthens its space capabilities over the next ten to twenty years. The voluminous People’s Liberation Army (PLA) literature on space conflict underscores that PLA officers are explicitly interested in space weapons. But Chinese military writings are no more likely to accurately reflect Beijing’s policy than midlevel U.S. military writings would Washington’s official policy. However, arguments that this PLA literature is merely academic lost some credibility in the aftermath of China’s 2007 ASAT test. 
[
] Space militarization inevitable – arms control is collapsing and Russia and China are testing weapons

Maogoto, 2008, is senior lecturer at the University of Manchester school of law. [Jackson research interests are in Public International Law [Jackson Nyamuya, January, THE 21ST CENTURY SPACE ARMS RACE:CURTAILING HEAVENLYTHUNDERBOLTS THROUGH THE SHIELDOF THE ‘PEACEFUL PURPOSES’ MANTRA http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1559840 Access date: 07/13/2011]
The increasing militarization and weaponization of outer space poses difficult legal questions and also represents a clear and present danger to international peace and security. There is already a fear of an arms race being undertaken in space, with the latest developments in Washington, Moscow and Beijing adding further fuel to that fire. With the world’s major powers increasingly reliant for their security on space assets, Russia and China are keen to cement their place as space superpowers as counterweights to the United States (‘US’). China, in particular, has in recent years been concentrating on the development of military space assets and a leaner and efficient technologically driven military. The effect of the initiatives by the US, Russia and China has been negative, since the net result has been to spur Europe to also re-examine the role of space in its defense policy. The old arms race dynamic appears to be reasserting itself, partly as a result of the increasing pace of the military activities of the major space powers but also as a result of the implementation of a European Security and Defense Policy. With increased security requirements and the important role of space technology, the pressure is on the European Space Agency (ESA) to re-define its role and future contribution to European defense and security. The most striking development is that ESA, which has traditionally been committed to peaceful uses rather than seeking to stop the emerging space arms competition, is instead joining the race. The creators of the current international legal regime for space could not have foreseen the rapid rate at which technological advancements and breakthroughs would take place. The shortcomings in the applicable legal principles beg the question of whether the Space Law regime can keep up with technology. While for almost its entire history, the United Nations (‘UN’) in general, and the Security Council in particular, have approached their mission in a reactive manner, this stance has become untenable in the face of a determined push by space-faring powers to not only dominate but also to control space as a battle frontier. As strategic defense goals increasingly focus on the development of national missile defense systems, involving ground-based defense and space-based systems, the international community must rise to these challenging issues in the interests of maintaining international peace and security, a fundamental purpose of the United Nations. An arms race in space will inevitably lead to a situation where peace and security is seriously eroded and an atmosphere of insecurity is generated. The central theme of this Article is that the weaponization of space and its evolution into a distinct theatre of military operations seems likely, given the reliance on space systems and the increasing militarization of space. The Article is premised on the reality that there will be a serious legal deficit in the absence of specific international norms restricting the possibility of outer space becoming a direct battlefield. In light of this reality, the Article will explore and articulate new paradigms that may contribute to the prevention of an arms race in outer space and thus enhance the capacity of the international community to deal with a phenomenon which has moved from fantasy to likelihood.

[
] US and China competing for space – wikileaks proves

Ross and Watt 2011 - Daily Telegraph Reporters [Feb 2 Tim and Holly, The Daily Telegraph, The day the Americans hit back in their secret 'space war' with Beijing; INVESTIGATION The WikiLeaks files CHINA CONFLICT, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11]
  ON THE night of Feb 20, 2008, Robert Gates, the US Defence Secretary, was on a plane to Hawaii when his telephone rang. It was a conference call from the Air Force General, Kevin Chilton, the head of US Strategic Command, and Marine General James Cartwright, the vice-chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They told him the conditions were "ripe" to launch what can now be disclosed was a secret test of America's anti-satellite weapons, Washington's first such strike in space for 23 years. That night, the US navy's Ticonderoga-class cruiser, USS Lake Erie, scored a direct hit on an American spy satellite, known as USA 193. The missile used, a highly sophisticated SM-3, took about three minutes to climb 150 miles above the Earth, where it flew past the satellite before turning back and destroying the target at an impact speed of 22,000mph. The strike came about a year after the Chinese government had launched its own satellite attack, which started a secret "space war", The Daily Telegraph can disclose. For months the two super powers had been engaged in a private and increasingly acrimonious row over China's use of weapons in space - an international taboo since President Ronald Reagan abandoned the "Star Wars" programme in the 1980s. The clash began on Jan 11, 2007, when Beijing shocked the world - including George W Bush's White House - by destroying a Chinese weather satellite with a ballistic missile. The strike, 530 miles above the Earth, dramatically demonstrated China's new ability to destroy the satellites of enemy nations. The threat was obvious. Without navigation or spy satellites, much of America's military would be vulnerable. Led by the White House, the West reacted with outrage. Leaked US embassy files disclose that Clark Randt, the American ambassador in Beijing, delivered a strongly worded protest to He Yefei, the Chinese assistant foreign minister, on Jan 15, 2007. The documents show that the scale of American concern over the test was far greater in private than was admitted publicly. By January 2008, Condoleezza Rice, the Secretary of State, raised the prospect of "military" action to protect American space systems. In a "secret" complaint to the Chinese, she said: "Any purposeful interference with US space systems will be interpreted by the United States as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict. The United States reserves the right, consistent with the UN Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military." 
[
] China has space situational awareness capability

Weeden 10,  Consultant in Aerospace Systems [Brian, Paul Cefola, SUNY Buffalo, Jaganath Sankaran, University of Maryland, contributed, ‘GLOBAL SPACE SITUATIONAL AWARENESS SENSORS,’ http://swfound.org/media/15274/global%20ssa%20sensors-amos-2010.pdf]

It is assumed by many observers that China possesses radars that are used for SSA, although this is not officially acknowledged by the PRC and little information is available publicly. The same physics and strategic, political, and geographic considerations that govern the location of U.S., Russian, and European SSA sensors will govern the location of Chinese SSA sensors and the technology used. China is believed to have a network of phased array radars, each likely to have 3,000 km range and 120 degree of azimuth coverage. Some of the possible locations and capabilities for Chinese phased array radars are discussed in and summarized in Table 1. Additionally, there is evidence that China has a long-range precision mechanical tracking radar. 

[
 ] Space Race inevitable – Chinese ASAT tests prove 

Haass 8—president Council on Foreign Relations [Richard – in Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11] 
China’s successful test of an anti-satellite weapon in 2007, followed by the U.S. destruction earlier this year of an out-of-control U.S. satellite, demonstrated that space may soon no longer remain a relative sanctuary from military conflict. As the United States, China, and others increasingly benefit from the information that military and intelligence satellites provide, the temptation to attack these satellites provides troubling potential for instability and conflict in space that could dramatically affect U.S. military capabilities on earth. In this Council Special Report, Bruce W. MacDonald illuminates the strategic landscape of this new military space competition and highlights the dangers and opportunities the United States confronts in the space arena. He recognizes that advancing technology has likely made some degree of offensive space capability inevitable but calls on the United States to draw upon all instruments of U.S. power, including a reinvigorated space diplomacy, to lead in establishing a more stable and secure space environment. To this end, he spotlights a series of pragmatic policy, programmatic, and diplomatic steps the United States should take to strengthen its security interests in space and help reduce the chances that the military benefits of space will be cut off when the United States may most need them. In addition, these steps would serve important U.S. and Chinese economic interests and open new channels of communication and understanding between the midtwentyfirst century’s likely two leading powers. This timely report breaks new ground in thinking about the space dimension of U.S. security interests and its growing effect on U.S. security in the vi China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security twenty-first century, and will be especially useful to those who are unfamiliar with the role of space in U.S. security.

[
] Space arms race is inevitable due to Chinese Strategies. US Space vulnerability undermines deterrence and crisis stability, causing an attack

Wilson ’01 Space Commission Staff [Tom, Threats to United States Space Capabilities http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/report/2001/nssmo/article05.pdf, Accessed 7-12-11]

The employment of space systems increases the effectiveness of terrestrial warfighters by performing as a force multiplier. In peace, space systems are a key element of deterrence. In crisis, they provide a wide spectrum of options to the National Command Authorities and Commanders in Chief while providing confidence to our allies. In war, space systems enhance combat effectiveness, reduce casualties and minimize equipment loss At the same time, the United States’ (U.S.) increasing economic and military dependence on space creates a vulnerability that is an attractive target for our foreign adversaries. If adversaries are able to employ offensive counterspace operations—operations which are intended to deceive, disrupt, deny, degrade, or destroy U.S. space systems—the force multiplication effect they provide would be reduced or eliminated. This could lead to more expensive victories or even to defeat.1 Current trends such as technology proliferation, accessibility to space, globalization of space programs and industries, commercialization of space systems and services, and foreign knowledge about U.S. space systems increases the likelihood that the U.S. will experience a “Space Pearl Harbor.” For example, in July 2000, the Xinhua news agency reported that China’s military is developing methods and strategies for defeating the U.S. military in a high-tech and space-based future war. It noted, “For countries that could never win a war by using the method of tanks and planes, attacking the U.S. space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice …”2 These reports illustrate an unpleasant but little noticed view of the future. The ability to restrict or deny freedom of access to and operations in space is no longer limited to global military powers. The reality is that there are many extant capabilities to deny, disrupt or physically destroy space systems and the ground facilities that command and control them. Knowledge of U.S. space systems functions, locations and physical characteristics, as well as the means to conduct counterspace operations, is increasingly available on the international market. Nations or groups hostile to the U.S. possess or can acquire the means to disrupt or destroy U.S. space systems by attacking the satellites in space, their communications nodes on the ground and in space, or ground nodes that command the satellites. Offensive counterspace operation technology is spreading throughout the world. Even so, some types of antisatellite (ASAT) weapons are obviously more complex to design, build and test than others. Kinetic and chemical interceptors, conventional guns, and low power lasers are the least sophisticated. Nuclear weapons and radio frequency weapons are more complex. High-energy lasers and particle beam weapons are the most sophisticated. Note that this rating should not be considered by itself, as the use of a complex weapon could make other aspects of the overall system simpler. For example, using a nuclear weapon on an interceptor makes virtually every other aspect of system development less complicated since its lethal radius is large.3 The U.S. reliance on space, coupled with the growing amount of information available about our space systems, increases the likelihood that our adversaries will employ counterspace weapons technologies. Of concern is the likelihood that today, the U.S. has neither the doctrine nor the means to respond to potential counterspace threat situations.

[
] China is developing ASATS now – jamming, dual capable technologies and ASAT tests.

The Sunday Times 09 [10-18, One Giant Step for China, The Sunday Times, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7-12-11.]
The Pentagon warns that the PLA intends to develop weapons capable of destroying the American satellites on which the US military's much vaunted "smart" weapons depend. "The goal of a space shock-and-awe strike is to deter the enemy," writes Colonel Yuan Zelu in a book for PLA officer cadets cited by the Pentagon. "The objectives must be few and precise... important information sources, command and control centres, communications hubs and other objectives. This will shake the structure of the opponent's operational system of organisation and will create a huge psychological impact." The alarm call for American planners came in January 2007, when a Chinese missile destroyed an old Chinese weather satellite, exploding it into a million fragments of space debris. China had also bought ultra-high frequency satellite communications jammers from Ukraine and used them to develop its own systems to interfere with transmissions. The Pentagon concluded that while China did not have a dedicated military space effort, its spectrum of ballistic missile and satellite development amounted to "a multidimensional programme" to dominate a future space battlefield. Such "dual use" pervades the entire Chinese aerospace and high-technology universe, making it impossible for western analysts to break down military versus civilian budgets or decipher the chain of responsibility inside its giant state-controlled entities. "I could not draw you a flow chart, but I could assure you that the Central Military Commission will be at the core of the process," said that helpful defence attaché in Beijing.

Arms Race Inevitable - US
[ 
] Space arms race inevitable - The US is deploying Kinetic Kill ASATs 

DeBlois 04, former Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations [Bruce, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon”, Richard L. Garwin, R. Scott Kemp, Jeremy C. Marwell Source: International Security, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Autumn, 2004), pp. 50-84 http://www.jstor.org/stable/4137586, Accessed July 7 2011] 

In the next decade, planned U.S. military activities in outer space will cross several important thresholds. By 2008 the U.S. Missile Defense Agency intends to deploy a test bed of space-based kinetic-energy kill vehicles (KKVs) to destroy high-speed collision test targets that mimic nuclear-armed reentry vehicles in the midcourse of their arc through space. In early 2006 a Missile Defense Agency satellite experiment, NFIRE, is planned to attempt to intercept a rocket in or near boost phase. Beyond missile defense, these U.S. space-deployed weapons will have broad implications for the entire space sector. Because a KKV designed to intercept missiles could also function as an antisatellite weapon (ASAT) and as a means to deny other countries' access to space, U.S. adversaries might feel compelled to develop means to counter these and other U.S. space weapons with their own systems based in space or on the ground.

[
] US is increasing Offensive space options now – New space policy proves

Lake 2/4/11, Reporter for Washington Post [Eli, Washington Post, Republicans wary of EU code for space activity Administration to outline defense, intelligence policy, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11.
The Obama administration is expected to unveil Friday the U.S. National Security Space Strategy, a classified document outlining how the Defense Department and the intelligence community will implement the administration's space policy. An unclassified summary of that strategy obtained by The Washington Times says the United States will pursue more confidence-building mechanisms and transparency measures with regard to its activities in space. "We will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies," the summary states. "We believe setting pragmatic guidelines for safe activity in space can help avoid collisions and other debris-producing events, reduce radiofrequency interference, and promote security and stability in the space domain - all of which are in the interests of all nations." However, the strategy also reserves the right to respond to aggression in space. "The United States will retain the right and capabilities to respond in self-defense, should deterrence fail. We will use force in a manner that is consistent with longstanding principles of international law, treaties to which the United States is a party, and the inherent right of self defense," it says. 

[
] China believes that the US has already weaponized space – published sources prove

Pillsbury 2007 - defense policy adviser [former government official was a research fellow at the Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. Michael AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAMS,POLICIES AND DOCTRINES, January 19 2007, 7/15/1, 1http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2007/FINAL_REPORT_1-19-2007_REVISED_BY_MPP.pdf]
China has assumed a leadership position in proposing bans of spaced based weapons, so advocacy of future space based weapons systems by Chinese authors may be seen as a contradiction. While the likelihood of Chinese hypocrisy, deception, or merely lack of uniform policy implementation must be considered, an aggressive analysis of US space vulnerabilities and possibly even covert systems development by the Chinese may be considered consistent with a Chinese view that the weaponization of space by the US is inevitable, requiring a counterstrategy. The Documentary Appendix contains the full text of an unusually insightful article in a Hong Kong journal close to the PLA that explains this apparent contradiction in Chinese space policy. In 2002 China proposed a draft treaty to ban space weapons, but the US dismissed it as insufficient and unnecessary. The Hong Kong journal suggested that China will indeed have to develop and deploy space weapons to be ready as soon as [but apparently not before] the US proceeds with its own space weapons. The most recent US official position opposing the Chinese proposal is the August 2006 national space policy, and a more detailed speech by Under Secretary of State Robert Joseph December 12, 2006 that rejects the kind of agreement China proposed. [Joseph’s speech is in the Documentary Appendix.] China has begun to characterize space testing by the US of some non-weapon systems as “space weapons,” perhaps implying that China considers that the US has already crossed the line of the “inevitable” weaponization of space. 

[
] Space race inevitable – Other nations already perceive the US is building ASATs – George Bush proves

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

On a sunny winter day, 13 December 2001, President George Bush announced he had provided the Russian government a formal notice of abrogation of the bilateral Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 paving the way for the post-September 11th U.S. to pursue unhindered ballistic missile self-defense research and development six months later.1 As an added side benefit, the U.S. eliminated one of the only diplomatic restrictions to U.S. anti-satellite (ASAT) development. It was now able to explore many of the recommendations of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization (CAUSNSSMO), specifically to “Develop and deploy the means to deter and defend against hostile acts directed at U.S. space assets and against the users of space hostile to U.S. interests.”2 World reaction, specifically the Russians and Chinese, expressed disappointment with the decision; however both countries released statements reiterating the fact that they did not perceive an increased threat to their respective national securities. Five years later, the White House published the newly updated National Space Policy (NSP). Compared to previous NSPs the 2006 NSP was largely identified as having a decidedly aggressive tone.3 Many critics cited examples such as the principle that, the United States will: preserve its rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space; dissuade or deter others from either impeding those rights or developing capabilities intended to do so; take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities; respond to interference; and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to U.S. national interests.4 The U.S. sent a clear message: it is clearly dependent upon space and will challenge any disruption to that advantage. A large motivating factor for the U.S. declaration was aggressive counterspace research and development taking place both in China and Russia.5 China, specifically, is posturing itself to be in a position to challenge U.S. space dominance, if necessary.6 In dramatic fashion, China demonstrated how far it had come with a successful kinetic kill of one of its own decommissioned weather satellites in January 2007.7 China is only the latest country to field anti-satellite technology, following in the footsteps of established space powers like the U.S. and the former Soviet Union. Other countries including the European Union, India, Iran, Israel, Japan, and North Korea are in various stages of suspected research and development of space control and counterspace technologies.8 As many as thirty countries have the capability to affect a satellite from a ground based laser.9 It is not unreasonable to suspect that potential adversaries of the U.S., including non-state and terrorist organizations, will seek to partner with space power nations or will directly acquire proliferated counterspace capability in order to exploit American reliance on space. Future conflicts will only further obviate the need to protect American satellites from interference.

[
] Arms Race inevitable – China interprets US space doctrine as hostile

Hagt ’07, Director of the China Program at the World Security Institute [Eric,2007, China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_3.pdf, Accessed on 7-15-11]

In the past decade, China has derived a number of key conclusions from its observations of U.S. military activities in space that have fundamentally shaped China’s own strategic posture. The first is the profound implications of space for information and high-tech wars. China witnessed with awe and alarm the power of the U.S. military using satellite communication, reconnaissance, geo-positioning and integration capabilities for an impressive show of force beginning first with the Gulf war in 1991 to the recent campaign in Afghanistan and Iraq.1 The U.S. military’s almost complete dependence on space assets has also not escaped the close examination of Chinese analysts.2 Coupled with a number of key U.S. policy and military documents that call for control in space and the development of space weapons as well as the U.S. refusal to enter into any restrictive space arms control treaty, China has concluded that America is determined to dominate and control space.3 This perceived U.S. intent leads Beijing to assume the inevitable weaponization of space.4 Even more worrisome for China is the direct impact of these developments on China’s core national interests. The accelerated development of the U.S. ballistic missile system, especially as it is being developed in close cooperation with Japan, has been cited as threatening China’s homeland and nuclear deterrent.5 The ‘Shriever’ space war games conducted by the U.S. Air Force in 2001, 2003 and 20056 strongly reinforced the conclusion that U.S. space control sets China has concluded that the United States is determined to control space.

Arms Race Inevitable – Other Nations
[
] Space militarization inevitable – weapon spending is increasing now

Maogoto, 2008, is senior lecturer at the University of Manchester school of law. [Jackson research interests are in Public International Law [Jackson Nyamuya, January, THE 21ST CENTURY SPACE ARMS RACE:CURTAILING HEAVENLYTHUNDERBOLTS THROUGH THE SHIELDOF THE ‘PEACEFUL PURPOSES’ MANTRA http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1559840 Access date: 07/13/2011]
With major space-faring powers focusing on military aspects of space in force enhancement, a consideration of the issue of space weaponization has moved far from the once theoretical discussion debated by the early founders of the current international space law regime. Currently the US is spending billions of dollars in the research and development of advanced space weapons, with its military establishment resolute that the dominance and control of space is a necessity. In a similar vein, many senior political and military leaders in the other three major space-faring powers — Russia, Europe and China — have called for the allocation of more resources to the military utility of space. Russia and China in particular are actively devoting additional resources towards space command assets and established specialist space units within their respective military establishments. In September 2002 the US Administration issued a landmark national security policy paper which emphasized the need for: ‘Innovation within the armed forces [which] will rest on experimentation with new approaches to warfare, strengthening joint operations, exploiting U.S. intelligence advantages, and taking full advantage of science and technology.’ As an integral part of this policy, the Pentagon believed it was necessary to maintain technological supremacy so as to ‘dominate the space dimension of military operations’. The paper went on to note that this encompassed: ‘the ability to defend the homeland, conduct information operations, ensure U.S. access to distant theaters, and protect critical U.S. infrastructure and assets in outer space.’ A measure of how far space weaponization and militarization has progressed is readily apparent in the establishment by the United States Air Force (USAF) of a space directorate to oversee the operations of two activated space squadrons: the 76th Space Control Squadron and the 527th Space Aggressor Squadron. Thus, the world’s major superpower now has in place a space force organized as a component of its Army, Navy, and Air Force, and falling under the overall control of United States Space Command (USSPACECOM).

[
] Space race inevitable – many states are developing military capabilities

Koplow 2009 = Professor of Law  at Georgetown University Law Center [ David: Michigan Journal of International Law asat-isfaction: customary international law and the regulation of anti-satellite weapons, summer Lexis 7/14/11] 

Other countries, too, have devoted their resources to military communications and intelligence-gathering operations in space; at least a  [*1193]  dozen States have already undertaken to follow the trajectory charted by U.S. and Soviet rocketeers. n9 The competition is likely to accelerate in the future; for example, both the European Union (with its Galileo system) and Russia (via the "GLONASS array") seek to offer independent rivals to the U.S. Global Positioning System (GPS). n10 China has certainly accelerated its space activities in both the military and civilian sectors. n11Recently, India, which has long sustained an active civil space program, decided that it must "optimize space applications for military purposes." n12 While the Japanese Diet passed legislation to remove the decades-long ban on any use of the country's space assets for defense, Germany has commissioned its first five spy satellites and French President Nicolas Sarkozy has proposed doubling the national budget for space intelligence programs to $ 1 billion. n13 Even international organizations and terrorist groups have sought to exploit satellite-derived data for security [*1194]  and other purposes. n14 Still, the $ 25 billion per year that the Pentagon spends on space activities outstrips the rest of the world's combined defense expenditures in space. n15

[
] India is militarizing space – recent launches prove

BBC 07 Political section [09/21, BBC Worldwide Monitoring, India to launch satellite with “military applications before 2007 end, Lexis Nexis Accessed 7/13/11.]

India has built an advanced remote sensing satellite with military and other applications and its launch is expected in the next few weeks onboard a home-grown rocket, with an Israeli spacecraft as its likely co-passenger. "Cartosat-2A is ready for launch," an ISRO [Indian Space Research Organization] official said. Meanwhile, secretary in the Department of Space and Chairman of Indian Space Research Organisation, G Madhavan Nair, indicated that if it's technically feasible, Cartosat-2A and Israel's Polaris would be launched together onboard India's Polar Satellite Launch Vehicle (PSLV). "There are some technical issues that have to be resolved. We are in discussion with them (Israeli space agency)... [ellipses as published] (we will go for simultaneous launch) if its technically feasible. There are some questions to be discussed," Nair said. "We have not yet finalised the date for the launch. We want to do it before the end of the year. That's our target." ISRO officials brushed aside suggestions in some quarters that Cartosat-2A is India's first dedicated military satellite but gave enough indications that it could be used for military purposes. "The pictures which we get from this satellite (Cartosat-2A)... [ellipses as published] what applications use...[ellipses as published] left to the imagination of the user. We don't put a restriction on anybody using it," Nair said. "Cartosat-2A is identical to Cartosat-2 that we launched earlier this year. As a result we will have more revisiting capability," Nair said, adding, infrastructure and town planning, cartography and updating of maps are some of the important applications of Cartosat-2A. Like Cartosat-2, the new Cartosat-2A has a panchromatic camera that is designed to provide imageries with one metre spatial resolution. It is capable of providing scene-specific spot imageries for cartographic and other applications. "It's a one-metre class satellite... [ellipses as published] one metre...we can detect on the ground," Nair, also Chairman of the Space Commission said.

[    ] India is rising in space technology – they are developing a space shuttle

BBC 07 Political section [09/21, BBC Worldwide Monitoring, India to launch satellite with “military applications before 2007 end, Lexis Nexis Accessed 7/13/11.]

Plans are afoot to launch a technology demonstrator of a Reusable Launch Vehicle (RLV) by early 2009. "We are working on a demonstrator of the reusable launch vehicle. We hope to launch it by early 2009," Dr B. N. Suresh, Director of Vikram Sarabhai Space Centre told reporters on Thursday while giving details about the five-day International Astronautical Congress. The re-usable vehicle, which aims at testing the hypersonic aerodynamics, will be launched from Sriharikota in Andhra Pradesh, the Indian Space Research Organisation's launch centre. The technology demonstrator is a precursor to mastering technologies related to the reusable launch vehicles. It will take off vertically, go into the right atmosphere, then fly out of the dense atmosphere, the scientist said. The RLV is forerunner of the Indian version of the space shuttle. This unmanned vehicle will blast off like a rocket, come back like an aircraft and drop into the sea and can then be recovered. Work on the RLV project has been in progress. It will help in reducing the cost of space transportation.

[
] South Korea is using satellites for military communications.

Si-Young and Dae-Woong 06 Reporters for Korean Herald [Hwang and Jin, 6/23/06, The Korea Herald, Korea’s first military satellite put into orbit, Lexis Nexis, 7/13/11]
Korea launched its first civil-military dual-use communication satellite yesterday, moving a step closer to introducing a cutting-edge warfare system, the military acquisition agency said. The Defense Acquisition Program Administration said the military and KT Corp., the nation's largest telecom operator, launched the Mugunghwa 5 from a U.S. vessel in the South Pacific. It will be placed in a 36,000-kilometer-high sta-tionary orbit. The satellite will cover China, Japan, the Philippines and Taiwan. Replacing the Mugunghwa 2, which will soon complete its mission after nine years' operation, the new satellite comes with 24 gap fillers. The new satellite's capacity for communication is double the Mugunghwa 2, according to KT. "Among the 24 gap fillers, 12 will be used to replace the services that Mugunghwa 2 offered," a KT official said. KT has launched Mugunghwa 1, 2, 3 to date. The satellite is expected to enter its geostationary orbit, spread its solar panel and antenna after four days, and test its gap filler functions within the orbit nine days later. If everything goes according to plan, the new satellite will begin its operation in four months' time, KT said. The dual-use satellite carries 12 military relay terminals and 24 commercial terminals, the DAPA said. The 12 military relays are capable of covering troop communications from the Malacca Strait to the Central Pacific sea areas, it added. "The launch of the Mugunghwa 5 Satellite heralded the opening of the country's military satellite era. At the same time, it will be a starting point for our military's network-centric warfare capability," Lee Sang-kuk, a senior official of the satellite-based communication system bureau at the Agency for Defense Development, said after the launch. The satellite, named after Korea's national flower, the Rose of Sharon, is closely integrated with the nation's plan to build a digital warfare system known as C4I (command, control, communication, computer and intelligence). Efficient communications are a prerequisite for the C4I system, which connects troops in the field to distant headquarters. Under the high-tech command system, commanders at remote headquarters can communicate with troops on the battlefield on a real time basis. With help from the satellite, the military is also expected to ensure survival of its communications system in wartime.

Arms Race – Crisis Stability Impacts
[
] Arms race tensions raise the risk of conflict – reactions to ASAT tests put us on hair trigger

Chan 2/5/11 Reporter for the South China Morning Post [Minnie, South China Morning Post, “Wikileaks reveals secret “Star Wars,” with U.S., Accessed 7/12/11]  
China's anti-satellite missile test in January 2007 provoked secret "star wars" with the United States, with Washington even warning that it could take military action against Beijing, according to US diplomatic cables obtained by WikiLeaks. Documents released by WikiLeaks on Wednesday said the war began on January 11, 2007 when Beijing shocked the White House by shooting down a mainland weather satellite 850 kilometres above the earth. The US claimed it resulted in more than 2,500 pieces of debris orbiting the earth, and Washington feared China had the power to cause chaos by destroying US military and civilian satellites. But Beijing refused to "adequately explain" its test for nearly 12 months, despite US efforts to raise questions and concerns through diplomatic and military channels, the documents said. In a cable from then secretary of state Condoleezza Rice to US embassies in Europe, Japan and Russia in 2008, the US told China "any purposeful interference with the US space system will be interpreted by the US as an infringement of its rights and considered an escalation in a crisis or conflict". "The US reserves the right, consistent with the UN Charter and international law, to defend and protect its space systems with a wide range of options, from diplomatic to military," the Americans warned Beijing. It said the US had asked its allies, including Britain, Australia, Canada, Japan and South Korea to increase diplomatic pressure over the test. A month later, the US launched a test strike to destroy a malfunctioning American satellite. The Foreign Ministry in Beijing was alerted before the test, said another document. It said the US test was aimed at preventing potential harm caused by the satellite's re-entry to the earth, and had no military motivation. But the document said the White House had warned Beijing that "China should not use the US satellite-interception event as an excuse to conduct further anti-satellite tests", which displeased the Foreign Ministry. Citing a Chinese general, the document said the US test had proved that the "US missile defence system is also an offensive system". Another Department of State cable issued last year said China launched a second missile test in January, targeting a missile at 250 kilometres above the earth. The US believes that to be another test of space weapons, British newspaper the Daily Telegraph reported. The Obama administration protested to Beijing, citing relevant Bush administration policies were still valid. A month later, a US "laser plane" shot down a missile, the newspaper reported.

[
] Vulnerable space assets are easy targets for preemption – that would escalate to global war

Koplow 2009 - Professor of Law  at Georgetown University Law Center [ David: Michigan Journal of International Law asat-isfaction: customary international law and the regulation of anti-satellite weapons, summer Lexis 7/14/11] 

As countries increasingly exploit and prosper from outer space for military and civilian purposes, it should come as no surprise that their rivals and potential enemies increasingly ponder mechanisms to deny and defeat those applications in time of conflict. Indeed, the more that countries invest in satellites, the more they become dependent on them, and the greater the payoff for a hostile force that can disrupt their functions - and the greater the risk that an initial ASAT attack would trigger retaliation, cascading into general war. As the United States and others put more and more eggs into the basket of outer space, we all become nervously vulnerable to hostile efforts that would challenge the growing reliance. n35 And satellites make excellent targets. They are still relatively few in number (so destroying or damaging even a handful could have a major impact); they are "soft" (lacking heavy shielding or the ability to defend themselves from attack); they usually follow known, predictable orbital paths, with little ability to undertake evasive maneuvers (so they are easily trackable "sitting ducks"); they are usually not equipped with onboard sensors that could provide local "situational awareness" (so they might not even realize they had been attacked, or by whom); and they are expensive (so States and private corporations do not maintain standby fleets of spares, to rapidly reconstitute a satellite architecture that was suddenly degraded by hostile action). n36 Accordingly, the leading spacefaring countries began to pursue ASAT weapons almost as soon as they developed their interest in satellites themselves - for the United States, the first ASAT program, an [*1201] initial Army feasibility study, was completed within six weeks of the Soviet Union's first Sputnik orbit in 1957. n37\

[

 ] Space conflicts cause nuclear war – it takes out satellites crucial for security and the econ0my

Krepon 2009 – Analyst and Co-founder of Stimson Center [Michael Krepon and Samuel Black, Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? Space Security Project, Stimson Center, May 2009] 

Every US President since Dwight D. Eisenhower has recognized the value of satellites and has championed the peaceful uses of space. Consequently, ASAT tests have been rare. Another reason for restraint is that satellites serve as the eyes and ears of nations that have nuclear weapons. An attack on satellites could therefore trigger a nuclear war. Third, major powers that start a war in space would have great difficulty protecting their own satellites. Fourth, space warfare could cause massive amounts of debris, which would indiscriminately endanger essential satellite operations and manned spaceflight. Fifth, major space powers have interlinked economies. A war in space could do great harm to their financial transactions and international commerce.

[
] Chinese weaponization reinforces the Chinese perception of offensive dominance that causes miscalculation

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]
 The PLA’s most important lesson of the Gulf War focused on weaponry, and PLA writings concerning doctrine started to stress the importance of weapons and technologies.101 This point is an important element in this discussion that the Chinese perceive the ASAT weapon as being able to create a situation of offense dominance. The ASAT weapon appears to be the Chinese solution to what the Chinese believe will give them the ability to fight a high tech war in the future. For this reason it is critical to understand that Chinese perception of offense dominance is reinforced by the actual development of the weapon. It appears there has been a considerable investment into this weapon, and now that they possess it, mostly likely, they feel that they can create a temporal shift in the military balance of power. Furthermore, this point combined with Jiang Zemin’s promises to the PLA that it would be afforded the resources to counter the U.S. ability to interfere in a Taiwan contingency demonstrates that China harbors an offense dominance perception because it now had developed this capability.     
[  ] China ASAT Attack on Early Warning Satellites Leads to Miscalculation- Empirically Proven in Cold War

Shachtman 08- Writer for the Danger Room [ Noah Shachtman. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/.  How China Loses the Coming Space War. Accessed July 13, 2011]
The United States has five satellites in geostationary orbit that detect missile launches using the heat released from their exhaust plumes. These satellites are primarily used to alert US nuclear forces to massive nuclear attacks on the homeland. However, in recent years, they have played an increasing role in conventional conflicts, such as both Gulf Wars, by cueing tactical missile defenses like the Patriot missile defense systems that gained fame in their engagements with Saddam’s SCUD missiles. Because of this new use, China might find it useful to attack them with ASATs. Since there are only five of them, China could destroy the entire constellation but at the cost of diverting some of the few available deep-space ASATs from other targets. Of course, China would not have to attack all five but could limit its attack to the three that simultaneously view the Taiwan Straits area. If China did decide to destroy these early warning satellites, it would greatly reduce the area covered by US missile defenses in Taiwan against SCUD and longer range missiles. This is because the area covered by a theater missile defense system is highly dependent on the warning time it has; the greater the warning time, the more effective the missile defense system’s radar is. Thus a Patriot battery, which might ordinarily cover the capital of Taiwan, could be reduced to just defending the military base it was stationed at. Some analysts believe that China would gain a tremendous propaganda coup by having a single missile make it through US defenses and thus might consider this use of its deep-space ASATs highly worthwhile even if it could not increase the probability of destroying military targets. On the other hand, China would run a tremendous risk of the US believing it was under a more general nuclear attack if China did destroy these early warning satellites. Throughout the history of the Cold War, the US has had a policy of only launching a “retaliatory” nuclear strike if an incoming attack is detected by both early warning satellites and radars. Without the space leg of the early warning system, the odds of the US misinterpreting some missile launch that it detected with radar as a nuclear attack would be greatly increased even if the US did not view the satellite destruction as a sufficiently threatening attack all by themselves. Such a misinterpretation is not without precedent. In 1995, Russia’s early warning radars viewed a NASA sounding rocket launch off the coast of Norway and flagged it as a possible Trident missile launch. Many analysts believe that Russia was able to not respond only because it had a constellation of functioning early warning satellites. Any Chinese attacks on US early warning satellites would risk both intentional and mistaken escalation of the conflict into a nuclear war without a clear military goal.

Arms Race – Economy Impacts
[
] Space assets are critical to the economy – every aspect of the economy goes through space

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Modern life is critically dependent upon civil and military exploitation of space.22 Instantaneous global communications are routine. The world relies upon the GPS constellation for international and domestic travel and for the timing of global financial transactions. Farmers, travelers, soldiers, and scientists rely heavily upon space imagery and sensors to predict weather and detect climate patterns. Modern militaries utilize space technologies for intelligence gathering, warning, communications, positioning and attack precision. There are vast arrays of uses that are taken for granted concerning the GPS constellation alone.23 America, in particular, is inextricably reliant upon space capabilities in order to maintain its dominance as a world superpower. CAUSNSSMO, an organization appointed by Congress with the charter of examining space activities in support of national security, concluded that “the security and well being of the United States, its allies and friends depends on the nation’s ability to operate in space.”24 USAF Colonel David Ziegler, commander of the 460th Space Wing, which is charged with global surveillance and worldwide missile warning, observed: The United States is a space faring nation—it operates some 200 military and civilian satellites with a combined value of $100 billion. As impressive as these statistics appear, they do not reflect the additional billions of dollars and millions of American lives influenced every day by space communications, navigation, weather, environmental, and national security satellites. Space is big business and is inseparable from U.S. economic strength. It attracts international attention and therefore diplomatic power. It is absolutely crucial to military operations

[
] Destruction of Space Assets Leads to Collapse of Economy 
Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

No nation relies on space more than the united states—none is even close—and its reliance grows daily. For both its civilian welfare and military security, a widespread loss of space capabilities would prove disastrous. America’s economy, and along with it the world’s, would collapse. Its military would be obliged to hunker down in defensive crouch while it prepared to withdraw from dozens of then-untenable foreign deployments. For the good of its civilian population, and for itself, the united states military—in particular the united states air force—is charged with protecting space capabilities from harm and ensuring reliable space operations for the foreseeable future. As a martial organization, the air force naturally looks to military means in achievement of its assigned ends. And so it should. A new american way of war the united states has embarked on a revolutionary military transformation designed to extend its dominance in military engagements. Space capabilities are the lynchpin of this transformation, enabling a level of precision, stealth, command and control, intelligence gathering, speed, maneuverability, flexibility, and lethality heretofore unknown. This twenty-first century way of war promises to give the united states a capacity to use force to influence events around the world in a timely, effective, and sustainable manner. And this is a good thing, a true transformation from conflicts past.

[
 ] Satellites are key to America – Economy, military, environment

Krepon 2009 Analyst and Co-founder of Stimson Center [Michael Krepon and Samuel Black, Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? Space Security Project, Stimson Center, May 2009] 

Satellites save uncounted lives every day. They provide directions and road maps for police, fire-fighters, and first responders during emergencies. Satellites track hurricanes and provide early warning of landfall. They pinpoint areas for disaster relief. Military satellites provide early warning of threatening troop build-ups and missile launches. Intelligence satellites help prevent surprise attacks and support US military operations. Satellites Protect US Armed Forces Satellites save the lives of US soldiers in harm’s way. They help troops to travel safely through trackless deserts and dangerous neighborhoods. Satellites are essential for communication, navigation, intelligence-gathering, and targeting. They help US forces win quickly, decisively, and with a minimum of casualties. No nation gains more military benefit from the use of satellites than the United States. Satellites Save Lives Satellites provide these life-saving services: Police/Fir • e/Emergency Management Navigation • Search and Rescue Operations • Natural Disaster Damage Assessment • Disease Tracking • Hurricane, Cyclone, and Tornado Prediction • Parolee Monitoring • Remote Diagnosis and Surgery Assistance • Earthquake and Volcano Monitoring • Emergency Communication • Airplane Navigation • Precise Marine Vessel Navigation • Train Control and Collision Avoidance 10 Stimson Satellites alert us to planetary threats such as ozone depletion, rising temperatures, receding glaciers and polar ice caps, soil erosion, and deforestation. The Nimbus satellites track ozone depletion. Radar satellite images revealed the connection between climate change and rising sea levels. Satellite images of environments predict famines and help with disaster relief. In developing countries, satellites help manage agricultural production and increase crop yields. India and other countries use satellites for long-distance education and for medical treatment in remote areas. Malaysia uses satellites to help detect and prevent illegal logging. Satellites And Planetary Health NASA’s Nimbus 7 satellite tracked ozone depletion over the South Pole (Photo: NASA). Satellite images show the effects of logging operations in Papua New Guinea between 1988 and 2002 (Photo: University of Papua New Guinea). Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? 11 Satellites Help Relief Operations After natural disasters, relief teams rely on picture-taking and global positioning satellites to plan supply, airlift, rescue, and medical operations. Satellite images were essential life-saving tools for the massive earthquakes that struck China in May 2008 and Pakistan in October 2005, as well as the December 2004 tsunami that battered India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Sri Lanka, and Thailand. Satellite photos of Aceh, Indonesia before and after the 2004 tsunami (Photo: National University of Singapore). Satellite Reliance: Quick Facts Number of emergency GPS beacons in the United States 300,000 Estimated value of property and personal damage averted by hurricane warnings $3 billion US households reliant on satellitebased weather forecasting 105 million Average number of lives saved by search and rescue satellites annually 900 The US economy and international commerce rely on satellites that enable financial markets and investors to make transactions quickly and securely. Credit card users at gas pumps sometimes use satellites. War in space could disrupt financial markets and create havoc in stock exchanges. Businesses such as delivery services that use satellite communication and tracking devices could be badly disrupted. The use of weapons in space could place these and other services, the revenues they generate, stock markets, and thousands of jobs at risk.
[

 ] Space conflicts cause nuclear war – it takes out satellites crucial for security and the econ0my

Krepon 2009 – Analyst and Co-founder of Stimson Center [Michael Krepon and Samuel Black, Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? Space Security Project, Stimson Center, May 2009] 

Every US President since Dwight D. Eisenhower has recognized the value of satellites and has championed the peaceful uses of space. Consequently, ASAT tests have been rare. Another reason for restraint is that satellites serve as the eyes and ears of nations that have nuclear weapons. An attack on satellites could therefore trigger a nuclear war. Third, major powers that start a war in space would have great difficulty protecting their own satellites. Fourth, space warfare could cause massive amounts of debris, which would indiscriminately endanger essential satellite operations and manned spaceflight. Fifth, major space powers have interlinked economies. A war in space could do great harm to their financial transactions and international commerce.

[
] Space assets are crucial for hegemony and the global economy – satellites are key to communication and information

Kueter 2011, President of the George C. Marshall Institute [Jeff, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of conduct Improve U.S. Security? Policy Outlook.  April 2011]

The Predicate: Space is Important to U.S. Security Space matters because of what it provides. Space-based flows of information are inextricably intertwined in the economic and national security affairs of the United States.7 Economically, the benefits of space for television and radio are obvious, but space is offering enormous added value in the financial sector as well as agriculture, land-use management, transportation, and telecommunications, for example. For the U.S. military, information collected and distributed via satellite provides real-time communications capabilities, offers the ability to see most places on the globe in fine detail, detects missile launches around the world, enables detailed and accurate weather forecasts, and provides global navigation and timing functions used for precision operations and a multitude of other military missions. All these information products increasingly are integrated into U.S. conventional war fighting capabilities and have fundamentally reshaped the way the United States fights for the better. Other nations have taken notice and are responding accordingly. The recently released National Security Space Strategy notes the changed environment saying that “space is increasingly contested in all orbits.”8 Potential adversaries are said to be pursuing a range of activities to “deny, degrade, deceive, disrupt, or destroy assets.” Why? Because those assets are vulnerable, as are the ground stations and transmissions of information from space to the surface. If an adversary could successfully deny or degrade the use of American space assets, they would gain an advantage. If an adversary can threaten the denial or destruction of American space assets, they might very well deter or dissuade U.S. actions against them. War will find its way to space because there are things of military value in space and their denial or destruction would net a military advantage during a conflict.

Arms Race – Hegemony Impacts
[
] Destruction of Space Assets Leads to Collapse of American Hegemony – Precision and C3I
Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

No nation relies on space more than the united states—none is even close—and its reliance grows daily. For both its civilian welfare and military security, a widespread loss of space capabilities would prove disastrous. America’s economy, and along with it the world’s, would collapse. Its military would be obliged to hunker down in defensive crouch while it prepared to withdraw from dozens of then-untenable foreign deployments. For the good of its civilian population, and for itself, the united states military—in particular the united states air force—is charged with protecting space capabilities from harm and ensuring reliable space operations for the foreseeable future. As a martial organization, the air force naturally looks to military means in achievement of its assigned ends. And so it should. A new american way of war the united states has embarked on a revolutionary military transformation designed to extend its dominance in military engagements. Space capabilities are the lynchpin of this transformation, enabling a level of precision, stealth, command and control, intelligence gathering, speed, maneuverability, flexibility, and lethality heretofore unknown. This twenty-first century way of war promises to give the united states a capacity to use force to influence events around the world in a timely, effective, and sustainable manner. And this is a good thing, a true transformation from conflicts past.

[
] Space Assets are key to hegemony – they enable our command of the commons and forward projection

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

The Department of State International Security Advisory Board echoed the concern about threats to U.S. satellite dominance when it reported: “Many of our space-based assets serve both civilian and military users. Their destruction, or even the threat of their destruction, would have devastating economic and military implications. Threats, disruption, or damage to commercial satellite systems would wreak havoc on the U.S. and global economy.”26 Modern trade and commerce, in addition to military capability are no longer heavily but have become critically reliant upon utilization of space assets. The United States is a space faring nation—it operates some 200 military and civilian satellites with a combined value of $100 billion. As impressive as these statistics appear, they do not reflect the additional billions of dollars and millions of American lives influenced every day by space communications, navigation, weather, environmental, and national security satellites. Space is big business and is inseparable from U.S. economic strength. It attracts international attention and therefore diplomatic power. It is absolutely crucial to military operations.25 The Department of State International Security Advisory Board echoed the concern about threats to U.S. satellite dominance when it reported: “Many of our space-based assets serve both civilian and military users. Their destruction, or even the threat of their destruction, would have devastating economic and military implications. Threats, disruption, or damage to commercial satellite systems would wreak havoc on the U.S. and global economy.”26 Modern trade and commerce, in addition to military capability are no longer heavily but have become critically reliant upon utilization of space assets. Space exploitation is what allows America to gain and maintain control of “the commons,” areas identified by MIT political science professor Barry Posen that belong to no one but are shared by state and non-state actors. The commons include sea and space and certain portions of airspace. Posen explains, Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the U.S. global power position. It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power, including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies. Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military, and political assistance.27 Without the ability to operate with commanding dominance in these arenas, America’s expeditionary efforts would be hamstrung resulting in limited effectiveness and could lead to the loss of all expeditionary capability most likely resulting in a very insular, if not isolationist, withdrawal to American dominated territories and major centers of power. Effectively, the U.S. would cease to be a superpower if it did not have the ability to project power enabled by commanding the commons. The consequences of losing space dominance cannot be underestimated for U.S. military forces. Retired General Barry McCaffrey remarked in no uncertain terms about the need for dominance in the space arena after a visit to Nellis AFB. “Our global communications, ISR, and missile defense capabilities cannot operate without secure, robust, and modernized space platforms. We will drop back to WWII era capabilities if we suddenly lose our space advantage. Space is an under-resourced and inadequately defended vital U.S. technical capability.”28 U.S. satellites are already under capitalized, therefore replacing them is problematic should an adversary begin to permanently disable them. McCaffrey’s remarks also implies a desire to avoid redundancy of space capabilities while balancing the need for more secure and modernized space platforms, based upon the absolute reliance of the military upon space capability. Clearly, there is a lot at stake for America if it does not enjoy space dominance.

[
] Space assets are crucial for hegemony and the global economy – satellites are key to communication and information

Kueter 2011, President of the George C. Marshall Institute [Jeff, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of conduct Improve U.S. Security? Policy Outlook.  April 2011]

The Predicate: Space is Important to U.S. Security Space matters because of what it provides. Space-based flows of information are inextricably intertwined in the economic and national security affairs of the United States.7 Economically, the benefits of space for television and radio are obvious, but space is offering enormous added value in the financial sector as well as agriculture, land-use management, transportation, and telecommunications, for example. For the U.S. military, information collected and distributed via satellite provides real-time communications capabilities, offers the ability to see most places on the globe in fine detail, detects missile launches around the world, enables detailed and accurate weather forecasts, and provides global navigation and timing functions used for precision operations and a multitude of other military missions. All these information products increasingly are integrated into U.S. conventional war fighting capabilities and have fundamentally reshaped the way the United States fights for the better. Other nations have taken notice and are responding accordingly. The recently released National Security Space Strategy notes the changed environment saying that “space is increasingly contested in all orbits.”8 Potential adversaries are said to be pursuing a range of activities to “deny, degrade, deceive, disrupt, or destroy assets.” Why? Because those assets are vulnerable, as are the ground stations and transmissions of information from space to the surface. If an adversary could successfully deny or degrade the use of American space assets, they would gain an advantage. If an adversary can threaten the denial or destruction of American space assets, they might very well deter or dissuade U.S. actions against them. War will find its way to space because there are things of military value in space and their denial or destruction would net a military advantage during a conflict.

[
 ] Space is Key to the United States Military – the Context of War Has Changed

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Well, technology does drive policy; we know that is a fact and the states or policymakers who ignore technology that appears suddenly and changes the landscape in which one makes decisions will be at a great disadvantage. However, ideally and in theory, policy should determine or channel technology development. In this case the technology development i advocate has to go for control of this ultimate high ground of outer space, and this is where karl and i have some tremendous arguments. Peter teets, the former deputy secretary of the air force for space, said that we have traditionally kept air superiority around the world because we have a very rigorous and aggressive doctrine of control of the air. The first thing we must do in conflict is gain mastery of the skies and deny the skies to the enemy. We must now, in this 21"� century, do so for space. In fact, space supremacy is an enabling condition for the kinds of operations or conflicts that we can imagine in a military that is undergoing something called transformation, and in fact has undergone transformation so far that it really cannot be reversed. We cannot go back, either easily or effectively, toward a vietnam-era style military that is not reliant on outer space-that is not enabled by space. And we would not want to because the context of war has changed.

[
] Space assets are crucial for hegemony and the global economy – satellites are key to communication and information

Kueter 2011 President of the George C. Marshall Institute. [Jeff, April, Marshall Policy Outlook, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of Conduct Improve U.S. Security?, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/939.pdf, Accessed 7/14/11.]
The Predicate: Space is Important to U.S. Security Space matters because of what it provides. Space-based flows of information are inextricably intertwined in the economic and national security affairs of the United States.7 Economically, the benefits of space for television and radio are obvious, but space is offering enormous added value in the financial sector as well as agriculture, land-use management, transportation, and telecommunications, for example. For the U.S. military, information collected and distributed via satellite provides real-time communications capabilities, offers the ability to see most places on the globe in fine detail, detects missile launches around the world, enables detailed and accurate weather forecasts, and provides global navigation and timing functions used for precision operations and a multitude of other military missions. All these information products increasingly are integrated into U.S. conventional war fighting capabilities and have fundamentally reshaped the way the United States fights for the better. Other nations have taken notice and are responding accordingly. The recently released National Security Space Strategy notes the changed environment saying that “space is increasingly contested in all orbits.”8 Potential adversaries are said to be pursuing a range of activities to “deny, degrade, deceive, disrupt, or destroy assets.” Why? Because those assets are vulnerable, as are the ground stations and transmissions of information from space to the surface. If an adversary could successfully deny or degrade the use of American space assets, they would gain an advantage. If an adversary can threaten the denial or destruction of American space assets, they might very well deter or dissuade U.S. actions against them. War will find its way to space because there are things of military value in space and their denial or destruction would net a military advantage during a conflict.

They Say “No Spark”
[
] US satellite vulnerability causes conflict – it invites an attack

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

An effective active defense against a formidable power in space may require China to have an asymmetric capability against the powerful United States. Some have wondered whether a defensive policy applied to space suggests that China’s possession of a robust reconnaissance, tracking, and monitoring space system would be sufficient for China to prevent an attack in space and would be in line with China’s ‘doctrinal’ position of ‘defensive’ capabilities. An effective active defense strategy would include the development of these systems but would also include anti-satellite capabilities and space attack weapon systems if necessary. In essence, China will follow the same principles for space militarization and space weapons as it did with nuclear weapons. That is, it will develop anti-satellite and space weapons capable of effectively taking out an enemy’s space system, in order to constitute a reliable and credible defense strategy.36 Another analyst, Wang Hucheng, puts it more succinctly: American dependence on space constitutes ’the U.S. military’s ”soft ribs” and strategic weaknesses‘; consequently, ’for countries that can never win a war with the United States by using the method of tanks and planes, attacking the U.S. space system may be an irresistible and most tempting choice. Part of the reason is that the Pentagon is greatly dependent on space for [the success of] its military action.’37

[
] Increasing Chinese space capabilities increase the threat of preemption – they enable a first strike capability

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

There are many issues this doctrinal approach raises that are well beyond the scope of this report and that urgently require attention. One in particular merits special mention: the countermeasures that the United States would have to take to operate in a conflict where an enemy would have to worry only about temporary and reversible U.S. counterspace capabilities. In several years, China will probably be able to take pictures from space of U.S. ports and bases in the western Pacific and relay those images in minutes to Chinese missile systems and air crews, an advantageous capability heretofore only possessed by the United States since the first Gulf War. While such a Chinese capability would increase China’s space dependence and thus “raise the ante” for it to strike first in space, new U.S. tactics and countermeasures will be required to maintain the current U.S. advantage under a future deterrence regime.

[
] Chinese claims to vertical sovereignty can spark a conflict over space

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]
In summary, geographical factors have aided in shaping Chinese perceptions that creating an ASAT weapon could allow it to create an offense dominant position. Center to this perception is China’s reunification ambitions with Taiwan. Taiwan’s ongoing independence remains a symbol of Chinese failure to repel what it sees as foreign intervention in its internal affairs. As a result, China has implemented maritime claims backed by legal measures, and it is possible that it might decide to ban space overflight in a time of conflict. These measures constitute a form of offense dominance because China appears to be legally preparing itself for war, and the development of the ASAT weapon could only make these legal actions more credible. Most likely, these geographical factors have influenced China’s decision to create the means to end foreign interference. These legal measures and the ASAT weapon itself are a vast undertaking that complement one other, and is an example of China’s sense of offense dominance.  

[
] Conflict in Space is inevitable – the US is too dependent on Satellites to direct US forces

Singer 11 [Peter W. Singer, Friday July 15, 2011, “The Future of National Security, By the Numbers”, 

Joint Forces Quarterly, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2011/05_national_security_singer.aspx, accessed 7-15-11]

Outer space is another domain that was once inaccessible but that is increasing in commercial and military value. Technology has allowed us to turn this place of science fiction into a realm populated by 947 operational satellites.[2] Through these systems now runs the lifeblood of global commerce and communication, as well as (arguably) U.S. military operations. About half of the 175 dedicated military satellites orbiting the world are U.S. military systems. But this only tells part of the story. Over 80 percent of U.S. Government and military satellite communications travel over commercial satellites. As General Lance W. Lord, commander of Air Force Space Command, explains, “Space is the center of gravity now.” To give an example of the importance of space, global positioning system (GPS) satellites are used to direct the movement of 800,000 U.S. military receivers, located on everything from aircraft carriers to individual bombs and artillery shells. A “glitch” in GPS in early 2010 left almost 10,000 of these receivers unable to log in for days, rendering them useless and their systems directionless. The result is that starting with the 2001 Rumsfeld Space Commission, which served as the springboard for the former Secretary of Defense’s return to government; the Pentagon has conducted at least 21 studies of space warfare. Of course, as senior colonel Dr. Yao Yunzhu of the Chinese Army’s Academy of Military Science has warned, if the United States believes that it is going to be “a space superpower, it’s not going to be alone . . . it will have company.” The Chinese have aggressively moved into the satellite and launch sectors, with plans to add more than 100 civilian and military satellites in the next decade.[3] They also have a manned program on pace to pass the United States, hoping to place a taikonaut on the Moon’s surface by 2020. More important to conflict scenarios is that China has demonstrated antisatellite capabilities repeatedly over the past 3 years, with Russia and India, and even a few nonstate actors also at work in the field, indicating that the future of conflict back on Earth will not stop at the edge of the atmosphere for long.

They Say “Only Militarization Now, not Weaponization”
[
] Weaponization now – China is weaponizing because it perceives US weaponization

Zhang 2011 - Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University [Baohui The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship The Prospects for Arms Control ASIAN SURVEY 51:2 JSTOR Accessed July 12]

Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.” Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.”20 One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.”21 Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth: The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability, and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target anywhere on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century. This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result, space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement: In future wars, merely possessing air superiority will no longer be sufficient for seizing the initiative of battles. In significant ways, only obtaining space superiority could ensure controlling the initiative of war. The contest in outer space has become the contest for the new commanding heights. Seizing control of space will mean control of the global commanding heights, which will in turn enable dominance in air, land, and sea battles. Thus, it is impossible to achieve national security without obtaining space security.23 Another driver of the PLA’s efforts to counter U.S. dominance in space is the time factor. There is a genuine sense of urgency about controlling the commanding heights in space. The U.S. is seen as already possessing a decisive lead in the race toward space hegemony. As observed by Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng, vice president of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences: Establishing space capability is not only important but also urgent. This is due to the fact that the U.S. and Russia have already taken the steps and now enjoy a vast lead over us. Even India, Japan, and European countries have ambitious plans to develop their own space capabilities. Under this situation, if we do not hasten implementing our own plan, there will be the possibility of having to face a generational gap in space capabilities.

They Say “China will Prevent Miscalculation”
[
] China is unstable in a crisis – lack of internal communication

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

China’s 2007 ASAT test also exposed more general shortcomings in China’s diplomacy and national security planning. The Chinese foreign ministry appeared to be unaware of the test, and was unable to competently respond to questions asked by other countries. Twelve days of denial passed before the ministry confirmed the test. This raises questions about whether China’s leaders adequately review military decisions with major foreign policy implications. It also suggests a disturbing lack of coordination within the Chinese government that could have potentially serious ramifications in a future crisis.

They Say “Chinese Attacks will Fail”
[
] Chinese attack on GPS satellites can succeed – they will be able to do substantial damage

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

Possible attacks on GPS satellites also appear to be a difficult task; however, if successful, it could be potentially one of the most destructive means to disable the surface force. GPS satellites, the space segment, operate in Medium Earth Orbit (MEO), a range of approximately 12,000 miles. The ASAT weapon demonstrated in January 2007 most likely would not be able to achieve this distance, so one of China’s fixed launch sites would have to be used to reach MEO. Currently, China has three operational sites and one is under construction on Hainan Island. 219 Geoffrey Forden’s study of this possible scenario concluded that China, using only its three operational launch facilities, could destroy a total of 16 GPS satellites.220 This could affect the operability of GPS over and around China’s periphery for periods of eight hours followed by periods of 16 hours of operability, and this pattern would continue until the U.S. was able to replace these lost satellites.221 However, with a fourth launch site China could be able to take out more GPS satellites and create a larger time period without GPS coverage. In addition, according to the Sinodefense website, China is currently developing another ASAT weapon called the KT-2 and KT-2A that is capable of reaching geosynchronous orbit. An attack on GPS assets appears to potentially be most limiting to naval operations. Almost all areas of the Sea Power 21 concept would be affected. China could use this inoperability of U.S. GPS to launch deadly attacks against U.S. surface forces while U.S. combat teams are adjusting to acquire situational awareness.222

They Say “No Impact – we will adjust to a Chinese Attack”
[
] Replacements and contingency plans will fail – loss of space assets would be catastrophic

Butler 09 Correspondent Aviation Week and Space Technology [Amy, 6/3/09, Aviation Week and Space Technology, Found in Space, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/14/11.]
Planners are forming contingencies in the event of losses in space. These include the use of high-altitude unmanned aerial vehicles to augment space services (reconnaissance collection or communications) or, in some cases, reliance on terrestrial communications. Complications with this approach arise in territories that deny access to U.S. aircraft, however. The Pentagon space expert says a focus on contingency planning could be a symptom a government hierarchy ill-equipped to deal with thorny political questions about control of space. Bureaucratic paralysis also appears to play a role; the U.S. has lacked a cohesive space office in the White House to coordinate strategies across civil and military space. «So therefore, we protect nothing,» he says. «There's not a whole lot of concrete stuff being done.»

They Say “Chinese ASATs suck”
[
] Chinese ASATs pose a threat – lasers can blind Satellites

Chan 09 Reporter for South China Morning Post [Minnie, 11/10, South China Morning Post, West suspects Beijing has developed space-age arms, despite Hu's denials; Military observers say satellite image confirms suspicions about PLA capabilities, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11]
"Laser technology could be developed into a powerful weapon to dazzle satellites and even destroy aircraft flying in outer space," Chang said. "The PLA has issued many reports on this but so far we haven't seen it being used. They have other more mature [anti-satellite] weapons, such as long-range missiles." In January 2007, the PLA successfully shot down one of its own weather satellites with a ballistic missile - making it the third nation, after the US and Russia, to have mastered the technology. The test sent a ripple throughout the security world, with Washington expressing concerns. China's military space effort grabbed world attention last week when air force chief Xu said it was imperative that China developed space weapons.

They Say “No Technology”
[ 
] U.S. Technologically capable of developing Hardened Satellites – empirically demonstrated

Cynamon 9  Former Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [Charles, "Defending America's Interest In Space" February 12 2009, Acsessed July 13, 2011 http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada539893.pdf] ] 

Technologically, the United States has demonstrated great prowess and ingenuity in developing military capability. No one should doubt that given the resources of time, money, and the will to succeed, the US industrial complex could design, develop and deploy a broad ground and space-based architecture to defend US space assets. Furthermore, a purely realist view of international relations might un-complicate the decision to proceed along the path to space weapons development. Unlike capabilities in other domains, satellites are governed by laws of physics and once deployed cannot be ubiquitously sheltered from harmful interference by would-be adversaries, given current capabilities. With American economic prosperity and military power at stake, US interests would be best served if any potential adversary knows these space systems are defended guaranteed by the United States’ ability to achieve space dominance. 10 This is the crux of the “high ground” perspective of space power theory currently codified in US military doctrine, both Joint and Air Force. At the opposite end of the spectrum, space weapons opponents fear US steps to deploy such capabilities would provoke a space arms race. The logical extension of such an argument contends a conflict fought in space would lead to catastrophic results, loss of critically important national assets, massive debris rendering the environment unusable for decades and perhaps centuries to come.20 The opponents also point to the fact the United States relies more heavily on space for its national power than any other nation and thus has the most to lose if such a scenario comes to pass. Likewise, some critics argue unilateral deployment of weapons in the face of international objections cedes US soft power influence required to implement other aspects of the space defense strategy.21 This argument represents the “space sanctuary” school of thought.

[
] Chinese ASAT technology is sophisticated enough to threaten us – Expert Testimony proves

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Several analysts have echoed Theresa Hitchens’s argument that ’there is little evidence to date that any other country … possesses both the mature technology and the intention to seriously threaten American military or commercial operations in space – and even less evidence of serious pursuit of actual spacebased weapons by potentially hostile actors’.39 However, the recent testimony of General James E. Cartwright, Commander, US Strategic Command, before the Senate Armed Services Committee suggests otherwise. Declaring that the Chinese ‘have undertaken what we would call a very disciplined and comprehensive continuum of capability against space – our space capabilities’, Cartwright noted that these efforts range ‘all the way from [achieving] temporary and reversible effects’ to permanent damage exacted ‘through direct ascent ASAT … [and] eventually … co-orbital [weapons]’. Further, the lower-end capabilities, he emphasised, were ‘not only demonstrated’ but actually ‘fielded … into their forces’. This, he concluded, ’demonstrates … that they have a very comprehensive [vision for] what they want to be able to do as a nation in their region’.40 This assessment is not surprising, given China’s incentives to deny the United States its sanctuary in space. Close observers of Beijing’s military modernisation have pointed out that recognition of technological weaknesses relative to the United States led to the creation of the 998 State Security Project—the ’Assassin’s Mace’ programme – to develop a series of ‘trump card’ weapons that would enable China to simultaneously harness advanced emerging tech nologies for civilian use, pursue the on-going revolution in military affairs, transform the People’s Liberation Army into a fighting force capable of winning high-technology wars under modern conditions, and provide the asymmetric means by which the weak could defeat the strong. 

[
] We have the technology to improve Space situational awareness and reconstitution 

Butterworth 08, staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board [the President of Aries Analytics, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense Robert, John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

What is important, I think, is that the inseparability of our space capabilities from our total national security relationship, whether it is theater power or global capa-bilities, means that we are going to have a different view of what is meaningful in terms of threats and capabilities than anyone else. We have to make sure that if we are going to pursue deterrence, that we have punishment that links up to whatever it is that we are trying to dissuade people from attacking, and that can be enormously difficult for us, because to be effective our deterrence strategies must take into account our overall context. But we don’t have to worry about those, in fact, and this is my final point, be-cause we really don’t need them for our space systems. We have defense programs that are available. We have technology that doesn’t require miracles to be implemented. We can do a lot of strategic things to protect them and it is not going to cost us as much as the National Reconnaissance Program, for example, by a long shot. For example, we could try rapid augmentation and reconstitution of low earth orbit (LEO) satellites. That would in itself reduce the benefits of initial attack. We could have a quick-planned launch for our LEO birds and have silent spares, for example, for ones in higher orbits. That is an option. We could have tighter coordination with our allied and commercial systems and create a virtual armada that could preclude a sudden and debilitating strike against our systems and would also complicate the targeting of some-one who was trying to take after us in space. Those are near-term things that we could do actually starting this year. A little further away, we can improve our space situational awareness, which is going to take a while, and improve our command and control for active measures, such as orbit adjustments or perhaps intercepting things that are on their way up to get us in higher orbits. We might also move toward a distributed architecture for our military support systems. What is interesting about this as well is not only that these things that are real defenses and don’t depend on the deterrent threat of punishment, but that they have also don’t put weapons in space nor do they invite warfare in space. We need space in order for warfare here on the ground, but we don’t particularly need warfare in space. So in sum, I am urging you to consider only the capability to deny someone the military incentive to strike our space assets. That is the defense option, a response to more of the risks that might initiate attacks and that provides more options for limiting the consequences if those attacks should happen. The defense of our military assets in space is possible without requiring miracles of technology. They are sustainable and effective, no matter what other governments or their constituent elements believe.
[
] Hardening solves – the technology is well established

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Satellite Hardening Considering that bodyguard satellites may not be able to stop all types of kinetic threats, and the protected satellite may still receive debris damage as a minimum, there are several means of hardening the shell of a satellite to withstand impacts from hypervelocity projectiles. Hardening is considered by many to be the most effective defensive measure.135 A few promising methods of shielding are already developed for the International Space Station (ISS) and have been applied to a few of its modules.136 The basic protection against hypervelocity projectiles, such as a meteorite for the ISS is a type of shield called a whipple bumper.137 Fortunately, work on whipple bumpers has been ongoing since the mid-1950s.138

[
] Technology isn’t an obstacle – some technology is already well developed, an others will be developed over time

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, access date: July 13, 2011]
These satellite protection methods all have varying levels of probability of success. They are cutting-edge emerging technologies and none of them have yet to be thoroughly tested for satellite protection against ASAT threats. Some technologies will directly transfer; others will require a great deal of modification and adaptation. Keep in mind that these defenses are not the only options available for space system protection. These are just the defenses needed in a time critical situation when the timing of an attack is unknown or will occur too quickly for adequate response. These defenses will be used in conjunction with the entire gambit of space system defenses employed today. Whipple bumpers are the most mature of the proposed defenses. It has already been developed to protect against similar hypervelocity threats to the ISS. The modifications needed to adapt to the role of kinetic ASAT defense is minimal. And, since it has been in development for over forty years and is being used today, the likelihood of producing a commercially viable product that will suit the needs of the space community is exceedingly high.

[
] Effective Weapons in Space are Possible – Empirical Examples and Constantly Evolving Technology Prove

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

Why not space weapons? There are essentially two classes of arguments in opposition to the weaponization of space; 1) that it cannot be done, and 2) that it should not be done. Space weapons are possible arguments in the first category spill the most ink in opposition, but are relatively easy to dispose of, especially the more radical variants. History is littered with prophesies of technical and scientific inadequacy, such as lord kelvin’s famous retort, ‘heavier-thanair flying machines are impossible.’ kelvin, a leading physicist and then president of the royal society, made this boast in 1895, and no less an inventor than thomas edison concurred. The possibility of spaceflight prompted even more gloomy pessimism. A new york times editorial in 1921 (an opinion it has since retracted), excoriated robert goddard for his silly notions of rocket-propelled space exploration. ‘goddard does not know the relation between action and reaction and the need to have something better than a vacuum against which to react. He seems to lack the basic knowledge ladled out daily in high schools.’ compounding its error in judgment, in 1936, the times stated flatly, “a rocket will never be able to leave the earth’s atmosphere.” We have learned much, it would seem, or else bluntly negative scientific opinion on space weapons has been weeded out over time. Less encompassing arguments are now the rule. As the debate moved completely away from the impossibility of weapons and wars in space to more subtle and scientifically sustainable arguments that a particular space weapon is not feasible, mountains of mathematical formulae are piled high in an effort, one by one, simply to bury the concept. But these limitations on specific systems are less due to theoretical analysis than to assumptions about future funding and available technology. The real objection, too often hidden from view, is that a particular weapons system or capability cannot be developed and deployed within the planned budget, or within narrowly specified means. The devil may very well be in the details, but if one’s stance opposing an entire class of weapons is premised upon analyses that show particular weapons will not work … what happens when a fresh concept or new technology cannot be disproved? If one bases policy decisions on discrediting the particulars of proposed operations, what happens when technology x, the unexpected (perhaps unforeseeable) scientific breakthrough that changes all notions of current capabilities, inevitably arrives? Have we thought out the details enough we can say categorically that no technology will allow for a viable space weapons capability? If so, then the argument is pat; no counter is possible. But, if there are technologies or conditions that could allow for the successful weaponization of space, then ought we not argue the policy details first, lest we be swept away by a course of action that merely chases the technology wherever it may go? 
They Say “Launch Backlog prevents Solvency”
[
] Plan Helps Alleviate the Launch Backlog – Redundant Mini Satellites and Space Situational Awareness are More Important

Hays, 2006 - Senior Policy Analyst with the Science Applications International Corporation [Peter, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
 Question: isn't the bottleneck for any type of action in space the space launch? In recent years, the u.s. Space launch program or programs haven`t really been operating in an ideal way. We have had trouble with manned space launches and unmanned space launches and other countries are making more progress; our progress definitely does not seem to be advancing at the same rate. A lot of commercial space launches go on from other countries today. Is it possible that in some sense we have already lost the advantage in space, that other countries find it already easier to get into space? Hays: i think the space launch bottleneck is a problem of our making. We have been designing satellites and saying, "we need a launch capacity to put up this particular satellite that is enormous and has a fifteen-year lifetime and does all these things." we have to change that. Networks with microsatellites are the key - these are tiny satellites around forty kilograms perhaps with short lifetimes. We still have some fifteen-year-old satellites operating with early 386 technology on their computers. We can`t afford to continue in that vein; we have to have a bigger turnover. We should also think of things so we have multiple microsatellites, perhaps, thirty, forty or a hundred satellites in a single launch, and then leaving them in storage on orbit for various things. There are ways to get out of that. The space launch bottleneck is a creature that we have made from policy decisions and i think we can unmake that. But i think that the real bottleneck is space situational awareness and being able to say what is there, where people are operating, how they are operating, what we can do. Wherever you fall in this debate about future space policy, space situational awareness is a critical function that has to go forward to enable any of this. And that is a real bottleneck.

[
] Microsatellites improve military responsiveness – they ease launch requirements and allow constant upgrades

Cannon 08- Contributing Author for Aerospace America [James W. Cannon. http://www.aiaa.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/aerospace/Article.cfm?issuetocid=364&ArchiveIssueID=39  RENAISSANCE FOR MILITARY SPACE Accessed July 12, 2011]
Existing launchers are not the only impediments to responsive launch. Today’s satellites are also a problem, by virtue of their bulk and weight. This is a big reason why the Air Force wants microsats. “We can’t even try for launch responsiveness in days or weeks,” Dickman says. “It takes months to process our satellites for launch, for the most part. So we’re looking pretty hard at microsats—small satellites of 50 lb or 200 lb or 600 lb—no heavier than 1,000 lb. We’d launch them on the operationally responsive launch vehicles we’re working on. We wouldn’t need an EELV to launch a 600-lb satellite.”

[
] The Military has solved Their launch vehicle problem – they have multiple launch vehicles tested

Cannon 08- Contributing Author for Aerospace America [James W. Cannon. http://www.aiaa.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/aerospace/Article.cfm?issuetocid=364&ArchiveIssueID=39  RENAISSANCE FOR MILITARY SPACE Accessed July 12, 2011]
Running in tandem with space system initiatives, Teets told Congress, are activities in the space launch arena that the Air Force considers central to its pursuit of “operationally responsive, assured access to space.” Its principal goals, says the Air Force, are to come up with increasingly capable evolved expendable launch vehicles, develop “low-cost, small expendables,” and “chart the course to reusable systems.” The pace of national security launches is quickening. Twelve such launches, including four aboard EELVs, are scheduled for this year, compared to only one in 2002. Among the space systems already launched or scheduled for launch this year are one Milstar satellite, two DSCS satellites, three GPS Block 2Rs, and a Defense Meteorological Satellite Program spacecraft. The Air Force has been transitioning to the new fleet of EELVs. Both the Boeing Delta 4 [top] and the Lockheed Martin Atlas 5 have had successful first flights. The cessation of space shuttle launches following the Columbia disaster has had no effect on military launch plans and schedules; there have been no operational military missions on the shuttle since December 1992. The Air Force is “flying out” its fleets of remaining Delta 2, Titan 2, and Titan 4 launchers while proceeding with its transition to Boeing Delta 4 and Lockheed Martin Atlas 5 EELVs, both of which launched payloads for the first time in 2002. Because Delta 4 and Atlas 5 have a common payload interface, all military space systems are dual-qualified to fly on either launcher. This redundancy brings the Air Force closer to providing assured access to space. “We’ve never before been in a position where a satellite had some other way to get to space if something went wrong with its rocket on the pad, without having to wait a year or 18 months,” Dickman observes. “That’s why we’re adamant that we need to maintain two EELV providers.”

They Say “Arms Control Prevents Arms Race Now”
[
] Arms control fails in space – arms race is inevitable

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

This is why arms-control advocates are wrong even when they’re right. Weaponisation of space would indeed be costly and especially dangerous to the United States, which relies most heavily on space for military superiority, economic growth and strategic stability. Space arms-control advocates are correct when they emphasise that advanced powers stand to gain disproportionately from a universal regime capable of protecting their space assets. Yet they are wrong when they believe such a regime is attainable and therefore ought to be pursued. Weaker but significant challengers such as China simply cannot permit the creation of a space sanctuary because of its consequences for their own interests. Even though a treaty protecting space assets would be beneficial collectively and particularly to Washington, its specific costs to Beijing in terms of national military strategy would be remarkably high. Not surprisingly, then, the Central Military Commission of the Chinese Communist Party has authorised counterspace programmes remarkable for their comprehensiveness and diversity.

They Say “Stable Deterrence”
[
] Deterrence in space fails – no other nation has as much to lose as the US

Butterworth 08, staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board [the President of Aries Analytics, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense Robert, John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

Those are key problems with the deterrence strategy that we saw in the nuclear era. How does it apply to space systems? Well, it is actually even trickier, I think. John’s paper elaborates on these sins in some better detail as well. Let me just summarize a few. One, we can’t do a tit-for-tat kind of strategy: if they hit our satellites, we’ll hit theirs. There is absolutely nobody in the world that depends on space to the degree that we do, that has so fully integrated space systems into theater and global military power. That is one of our great strengths and an asymmetrical advantage that the United States has. So if we take away the Chinese satellites or take away the Russian satellites, it has nowhere near the same effect and presumably won’t be as deterring as their efforts to target ours. If we fail to protect our satellites, that will have di-rect battlefield consequences, because those satellites are not just space support, they are an integral part of how we do business in the military today. It can be very difficult to identify who is attacking you, so if you have trouble with one of your satellite support systems, it could be quite tricky to decide whether it was Venezuela or Indonesia or China or whoever. It wasn’t that hard to decide who was launching ICBMs against us; that part was certainly easier during the Cold War.

[
] Predicting Stable Deterrence is Impossible – Space Weaponization Can Provoke Asymmetric and Unpredictable Responses

Mueller, 2006 - Political Scientist with the RAND Corporation [Karl, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf

 What happens if the united states does build space weapons? Do we get a space weapons race? Maybe. There are several differences between the situation that we will face at that point and what we had during the cold war with the soviet union in the nuclear competition, or the naval competition in the interwar period. China is not the same as the soviet union. With space weapons the stakes are lower than with nuclear weapons. The costs of getting into the business are also lower. Depending on how it evolves, a space weapons race could be a pretty unstable relationship compared to the nuclear balance, which| was quite stable once people figured out what they were doing. Space weaponization might provoke things that don`t look anything like the existing space weapons; if you make other people nervous, it might cause them to want to redress the balance by developing some other threat. Anybody who tells you with absolute certainty that they know what is going to happen if we build space weapons doesn`t know what they are talking about or hasn`t thought the problem through very clearly. This is a scenario in which an important measure of modesty is required by everybody who wants to tell you what happens next, because we just don`t know. Obviously our policy will shape what happens, but there is a fair amount of uncertainty to it, so when you decide what policy you like, that needs to be taken into account. 

[ 
] Deterrence in space is fragile – it is easier to cross the threshold to using weapons due to misperceptions

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

It is unclear whether China’s offensive counterspace capabilities are intended for deterrence or as usable weapons of war, though deterrence is repeatedly discussed. As a possible precedent, China’s strategic nuclear policy has been one of minimum deterrence and declared “no first use.” The small Chinese nuclear force is not meant to wage war, but is capable of destroying a few cities, a capability that allows China to resist potential foreign coercion. However, space and nuclear deterrence are not the same. Because the effects are not as devastating as the detonation of a nuclear weapon, crossing the space weapons “threshold” is easier, especially if the effects are temporary. Some PLA writings suggest China is considering a “no first use” space weapons policy, though the lower level of destruction in space conflict makes it more likely China would preempt in space if it were advantageous to do so.

[
] Chinese ASATs aren’t a Deterrent – multiple tests prove

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

As to be expected, opinions in the United States on the viability of these possible motivations vary based on underlying assumptions about China’s future as a military threat, peer competitor or potential strategic partner. It is also possible that the motivations behind the Chinese test effort have changed over time, perhaps with research and development starting out as a “hedging” strategy that then shifted toward the goal of establishing a deterrent or offensive capability. According to U.S. government officials, China tested the launch vehicle (with or without a kill mechanism seems to be unknown) at least three times in the past, although details in various media reports are sketchy and somewhat contradictory.8 Some analysts have claimed that Chinese ASAT efforts reach back to the late 1980 and 1990s – which would mitigate against the “deterrent” and “bargaining chip” arguments, and bolster the “offensive” rationale. The most worrisome of all is whether China’s other rival nations will seek to react in kind.

They Say “You Aren’t Passive”
[
] Plan includes passive measures to increase satellite survivability

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Passive measures include: camouflage, concealment, and deception; system hardening and dispersal of space systems.18 These methods are employed today with various facets of a space network from satellite ground stations to downlink nodes. Mostly, however, these measures are focused upon to the ground architecture. Very little has been done to conceal a satellite in space, and dispersal is not currently a feasible option, mostly due to a cost-benefit analysis comparing previous adversary space capabilities and UN space treaty restrictions.19

They Say “Chinese Tests Spark Negotiations”
[
] Chinese tests will not catalyze arms control negotiations – China wants to counter US hegemony

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

The brute reality of these anti-access and battlespace-denial programmes undermines the notion advanced by other commentators that the Chinese antisatellite test was, in Michael Krepon’s words, ‘a predictable – and unfortunate – response to U.S. space policies’.19 This explanation asserts that Beijing’s decision to display its emerging counterspace capabilities owes less to blundering or malevolent internal bureaucratic politics and more to the long-standing American opposition toward negotiating a space arms-control regime. By declining to negotiate an agreement governing the ‘peaceful’ uses of space, the United States may have compelled China’s leaders to conclude ‘that only a display of Beijing’s power to launch … an arms race would bring Washington to the table to hear their concerns’.20 In other words, the Chinese antisatellite test was a cri de coeur designed to force a recalcitrant Washington to reverse the positions articulated in its National Space Policy and move with alacrity to arrest the creeping weaponisation of space.21 Concerns about an arms race in space ought to be taken seriously, as a threat to both American and global security, but there is, unfortunately, no arms-control solution to this problem. China’s pursuit of counterspace capabilities is not driven fundamentally by a desire to protest American space policies, and those of the George W. Bush administration in particular, but is part of a considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capability of the United States, grounded in Beijing’s military weakness at a time when China considers war with the United States to be possible. The weapons China seeks to blunt through its emerging space-denial capability are not based in space: they are US naval and air forces that operate in China’s immediate or extended vicinity. What are in space are the sensory organs, which find and fix targets for these forces, and the nervous system, which connects the combatant elements and permits them to operate cohesively. These assets permit American forces to detect and identify different kinds of targets; exchange vast and diverse militarily relevant information and data streams; and contribute to the success of combat operations by providing everything from meteorological assessment, through navigation and guidance, to different platforms, weapon systems, and early warning and situational awareness. There is simply no way to ban or control the use of space for such military purposes. Beijing’s diplomats, who repeatedly call for negotiations to assure the peaceful use of space, clearly understand this. And the Chinese military appreciates better than most that its best chance of countering the massive conventional superiority of the United States lies in an ability to attack the relatively vulnerable eyes, ears and voice of American power. The lure of undermining America’s warfighting strengths in this way prompts Beijing to systematically pursue a variety of counterspace programmes even as it persists in histrionic calls for the demilitarisation of space.22 China’s Janus-faced policy suggests it is driven less by bureaucratic accident or policy confusion than by a compelling and well-founded strategic judgement about how to counter the military superiority of its opponents, especially the United States.

[
] ASAT tests won’t spark negotiations – China’s demonstrations hardened opposition

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

Further, if the ASAT test was part of an effort to drive the United States into space-related negotiations with China, again it may backfire – at least in the near term. It is true that there has been a chorus of calls for the United States to now undertake efforts to ban ASATs, or at a minimum, ASATs that create debris. For example, Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass., stated: “American satellites are the soft underbelly of our national security, and it is urgent that President Bush move to guarantee their protection by initiating an international agreement to ban the development, testing, and deployment of space weapons and anti-satellite systems.”22 Industry weekly Space News also urged the Bush administration to change course and consider “whether new and verifiable accords – such as a ban on the testing of anti-satellite weapons in space,” noting that it “only makes sense to ban an activity that increases debris that threatens the satellites of multiple countries.”23 However, there are no signs that the administration intends to heed such advice. Rather, quite the opposite. An unnamed State Department official told Space News in the immediate wake of the Chinese test: “We do not think there is an arms race in space. …. Arms control is not a viable solution for space.”24 Similarly, attitudes among congressional hard-liners are expected to harden even more; while some moderates may be pushed into more hard-line stances. For example, Rep. Terry Everett, R-Ala., former chairman of the House Armed Services strategic forces subcommittee and long a moderate Republican voice on the issue of space weapons, issued a statement condemning the Chinese test and noting: “We cannot afford to stand idly by and not address these threats immediately.”25

[
] Chinese Tests are not intended to spark negotiations – the Chinese would never accept arms control

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

The implications are devastating for arms-control theorists who believe that Chinese counterspace investments are primarily bargaining chips aimed at creating a peaceful space regime. In fact, they are the opposite. For China to give up its emerging counterspace capabilities, whether through unilateral abnegation or a negotiated arrangement, would be to condemn its armed forces to inevitable defeat in any encounter with American power. This would mean, among other things, risking the ’loss’ of Taiwan, with all the attendant consequences for the unity of China and the survival of the Communist leadership. Inability to successfully stave off American forward operating forces in the western Pacific, assure the ability of Chinese nuclear forces to penetrate emerging US strategic defences; and sustain a buffer zone along its peripheries also implies the eventual demise of any hope of being able to defend its interests against the United States in the larger global context. Because these goals are so critical to China as a rising power, and are relatively conservative from Beijing’s point of view, China cannot be expected to trade away its counterspace capabilities for an arms-control regime that would further accentuate its competitors’ military advantages.38
They Say “China won’t test anymore”
[  ] China Will Continue Developing ASAT Systems

Shachtman 08- Writer for the Danger Room [ Noah Shachtman. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/.  How China Loses the Coming Space War. Accessed July 13, 2011]

China has informally stated a number of times that it will “never do this again.”  But after having paid a very high price for testing the system once, both in resources and in political capital, it seems unlikely that they would abandon it altogether.  Fortunately for China, it can continue to develop the system—including its on board tracking, guidance, and control systems—in the guise of a missile defense system.  Such interceptions could be arranged at similar, or even greater, closing speeds as the January 2007 test.  Only now, China could arrange to have both the target and the interceptor collide when they are both in downward portions of their trajectories, much like the US does during its missile defense tests.  That way, they can test their system again – without creating orbital debris that might harm their own and other nation’s satellites 

They Say ‘China is just Defensive”
[
] China is not defensive in space – they seek dominance – DOD reports prove

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

The comprehensiveness of this effort, especially insofar as it is focused on space and counterspace activities, has led some observers to charge that Chinese military planners, far from merely seeking space-denial capabilities, have been pursuing significantly more ambitious objectives.44 Mary FitzGerald, a scholar who analyses Russian and Chinese military writings for the US Department of Defense, for example, has declared forthrightly that ‘for more than a decade, Chinese military strategists and aerospace scientists have been constructing a blueprint for achieving space dominance’.45 This assessment concludes that the Chinese vision of space warfare involves not just denying space to its adversaries but using space for affirmative ends such as the intercept of ballistic and cruise missiles through space-based combat platforms; strikes by space systems on terrestrial targets; and attacks by land, air, sea, aerospace and space vehicles on an adversary’s space platforms and space-based command and control assets and their associated terrestrial nodes.46

[
] Chinese declarations of peaceful intent are false – ASAT tests prove

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

Considering the international outcry that one would hope Chinese officials anticipated, what could have been such a strong motivator that Beijing would be willing to go forward with the provocative test and “face the heat?” Certainly, the testing of a destructive ASAT weapon is, on its face, a complete repudiation of China’s decades-long public diplomacy on space, which has touted China’s space program as aimed primarily at national development and has stressed Beijing’s commitment to promoting the peaceful uses of space, cooperation with other space-faring nations and opposition to space weaponization. China’s 2006 White Paper on space, “China’s Space Activities in 2006,” states: “China is unflinching in taking the road of peaceful development, and always maintains that outer space is the common wealth of mankind.”7 On its face, the test is completely contradictory to China’s declaratory policy and raises questions about Beijing’s sincerity. If nothing else, China’s leadership must have known that what “soft power” in-roads it has gained by espousing such a policy – such as cooperative civil and commercial ventures with a number of nations ranging from the United Kingdom to Nigeria – could be put at risk by such a blunt demonstration of “hard power” in space.

***HEGEMONY***

Hegemony – Vulnerability Undermines Hegemony
[
] US space vulnerability to China will undermine our hegemony – it will allow China to rise to become the Asian Hegemon, and will constrain the US in future conflicts

Pillsbury 2007 - defense policy adviser [former government official was a research fellow at the Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. Michael AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAMS,POLICIES AND DOCTRINES, January 19 2007, 7/15/1, 1http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2007/FINAL_REPORT_1-19-2007_REVISED_BY_MPP.pdf]

5. Robert Antonellis and William Murray conclude China's space program is driven by a desire for national prestige: “Beijing views U.S. military power in the Pacific as an impediment to China's aspiration of becoming the dominant regional power. Beijing is modernizing and expanding China's military capabilities not only to keep an increasingly independent Taiwan in line, but also to effectively deny the U.S. military the ability to operate against China or its interests in Asia. Chinese military planners have realized that area denial operations require the conduct of space-based surveillance and the other dual-use benefits of space technology. The Dragon is eyeing the moon because the Dragon is also eyeing us.” 11 6. China could provide space services to adversaries of the U.S., according to David Thompson: “However, without global land, sea, or air capabilities, the military impact of China's space programs is likely to be limited to defense of China's homeland and support of regional activities undoubtedly pointed at Taiwan, the Spratly Islands, Tibet, and other areas of similar proximity and sensitivity to China. In a conflict, China also could assist nations allied against the US by providing launch support, ASAT activities, ISR data, and similar services.” 12 David Thompson also suggests that China views space power as the key to counter U.S. strength: “For example, in 2000 the PRC Defense Minister said that space-power is viewed as the key to China's planning to supplant the United States. PLA doctrine would deny the advantages of space to the US, seeking to leverage space for China's own advantage.” 
Hegemony – Forward Deployment Links
[
] Forward Deployment Depends on Space Assets – the Two Iraq Wars Prove 

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

That the process of transformation was well underway became evident in 1991, when the world’s fourth largest military was defeated in just ten days of ground combat. Unfathomably complicated battle equipment, sleek new aircraft, and promising new missile interceptors publicly debuted. Arthur c. Clarke went so far as to dub operation desert storm (ods) the world’s first space war, as none of the accomplishments of america’s new look military would have been possible without support from space. Twelve years later, in operation iraqi freedom (oif), assertions as to the central role of space power could no longer be denied. America’s military had transitioned from space supported to a fully space enabled force, with astonishingly positive results. Indeed, most of the nation’s current space power functions were successfully exercised in oif, including space lift, command and control, intelligence including rapid battle damage assessment, timing and navigation, and meteorological support. The tremendous growth in space reliance from osd to oif is evident in the raw numbers. Despite engaging with a 60 percent smaller force (fewer than 200,000 personnel v. Over 500,000), satellite communications usage increased four-fold, from 200 to 800 mbps (megabits per second) capacity. Newly possible operational concepts such as reach back (intelligence analysts in the united states sending information directly to frontline units) and reach forward (rear-deployed commanders able to direct battlefield operations in real time) reconfigured the tactical concept of war. The value of predator and global hawk unmanned aerial vehicles (uavs), completely reliant on satellite communications and navigation for their operation, was confirmed. Special forces units, paradoxically tethered to satellite support and yet practically unfettered in their silent movements because of them, ranged throughout iraq in independent operations that were extremely disruptive. But the paramount effect of space-enabled warfare was in the area of combat efficiency. Space assets allowed all weather, day-night precision munitions to provide the bulk of america’s striking power. Strikes from standoff platforms, including vietnam-era b-52s, allowed maximum target devastation with extraordinarily low death and collateral devastation. In ods, 90 percent of munitions used were unguided. Of the ten percent that were guided, none was gps capable. By oif, 70 percent were precision guided, more than half of those from gps satellites. In ods, fewer than five percent of aircraft were gps-equipped. By oif, all were. During ods, gps proved so valuable to the army that it procured and rushed into theater over 4,500 commercial receivers to augment the meager 800 military-band ones it could deploy from stockpiles, an average of one per company (about 200 personnel). By oif, each army squad (6-10 soldiers) had at least one military gps receiver. With such demonstrated utility and reliance, there is no question the us must guarantee space access if it is to be successful in future conflicts. Its military has stepped well over the threshold of a new way of war. It is simply not possible to go back to the violently spasmodic mode of combat typical of pre-space intervention. The united states is now highly discriminating in the projection of violence, parsimonious in the intended breadth of its destruction. For the positive process of transformation to continue, however, space weapons must enter the combat inventory of the united states.

[
] Threats to US space assets limit our Hegemony because our forward deployments depend on satellite data

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

For nearly fifty years, space based assets have provided the United States with a substantial set of tools for maintaining a strategic balance. During the Cold War, space based reconnaissance provided American intelligence professionals with detailed information concerning disposition of opposing forces, military industrial capacity and targeting information. Over the course of the last two decades, space based assets have become increasingly incorporated into a wide range of U.S. military applications. The first Gulf War, Kosovo War and the continued War on Terror all provide examples of the United States reliance on these assets to deliver a considerable amount of hard power with timely and efficient results. Any threat to U.S. space assets could potentially limit the ability of the U.S. to effectively project military power in a time of crisis. China’s military modernization intended to fight “local wars under conditions of informatization,” has recently reached a new plateau: a successful demonstration of an anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon (fanweixing).

[
] Satellite assets are critical for sea power, which is key to forward to deployment

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

B.  THE MARITIME STRATEGY AND SPACE SUPPORT 

A U.S. Navy response to a Taiwan Strait crisis will be founded upon the six core pillars of the nation’s maritime strategy, A Cooperative Strategy of the 21st Century Seapower. These six pillars of the U.S. maritime strategy are identified as the following: forward presence, deterrence, sea control, power projection, maritime security and humanitarian assistance/disaster response.190 These operations will not be hindered by anti-access strategies.191 Certainly, U.S. space assets will contribute U.S. maritime opposition to anti-access measures, as pointed out earlier; the United States Navy is the largest user of space. The maritime strategy of the United States links the over-arching concepts of Sea Power 21 and its tenets: Sea Strike, Sea Shield, Sea Basing and FORCEnet.

Hegemony – Forward Deployment Impacts
[
] Naval forward projection is key to hegemony – US interests depend on open Sea Lanes 

Dalton, 1992, Secretary of the Navy [John H., & Admiral J. M. Boorda, USN Chief of Naval Operations, & General Carl E. Mundy, Jr., USMC

Commandant of the Marine Corps, “…From the Sea,” <http://www.dtic.mil/jv2010/navy/b014.pdf> Web Acc. 7/15/2011]

The vital economic, political, and military interests of the United States are truly global in nature and scope. In many respects these interests are located across broad oceans, and to a great extent they intersect those of current and emergent regional powers. It is in the world’s littorals where the Naval Service, operating from sea bases in international waters, can influence events ashore in support of our interests. Because we are a maritime nation, our security strategy is necessarily a transoceanic one. Our vital interests—those interests for which the United States is willing to fight— are at the endpoint of “highways of the seas” or lines of strategic approach that stretch from the United States to the farthest point on the globe. Not surprisingly, these strategic lines and their endpoints coincide with the places to which we routinely deploy naval expeditionary forces: the Atlantic, Mediterranean, Pacific, Indian Ocean, Red Sea, Persian Gulf, and Caribbean Sea. Reductions in fiscal resources, however, dictate that we must refocus our more limited naval assets on the highest priorities and the most immediate challenges, even within these areas of historic and vital interest to the United States. Naval forces are particularly well-suited to the entire range of military operations in support of our national strategy. They continue the historic role of naval forces engaged in preventive diplomacy and otherwise supporting our policies overseas. Moreover, forward-deployed naval forces—manned, equipped, and trained for combat—play a significant role in demonstrating both the intention and the capability to join our NATO and other allies, as well as other friendly powers, in defending shared interests. Finally, if deterrence fails during a crisis and conflict erupts, naval forces provide the means for immediate sea-based reaction. This could include forcible entry and providing the protective cover essential to enabling the flow of follow-on forces which will be deployed, supported, and sustained from the continental United States. In short, forward-deployed naval forces will provide the critical operational linkages between peacetime operations and the initial requirements of a developing crisis or major regional contingency.

[
] Naval forces key to American foreign policy – they provide surveillance and demonstrate our commitment to allies

Dalton, 1992, Secretary of the Navy [John H., & Admiral J. M. Boorda, USN Chief of Naval Operations, & General Carl E. Mundy, Jr., USMC

Commandant of the Marine Corps, “…From the Sea,” <http://www.dtic.mil/jv2010/navy/b014.pdf> Web Acc. 7/15/2011]

Naval forces are an indispensable and exceptional instrument of American foreign policy. From conducting routine port visits to nations and regions that are of special interest, to sustaining larger demonstrations of support to long-standing regional security interests, such as with UNITAS exercises in South America, U.S. naval forces underscore U.S. diplomatic initiatives overseas. Indeed, the critical importance of a credible overseas presence is emphasized in the President’s 1994 National Security Strategy: ... presence demonstrates our commitment to allies and friends, underwrites regional stability, gains U.S. familiarity with overseas operating environments, promotes combined training among the forces of friendly countries, and provides timely initial response capabilities. In peacetime U.S. naval forces build “interoperability”—the ability to operate in concert with friendly and allied forces—so that in the future we can easily participate fully as part of a formal multinational response or as part of “ad hoc” coalitions forged to react to short-notice crisis situations. Participation in both NATO Standing Naval Forces and in a variety of exercises with the navies, air forces, and land forces of coalition partners around the Pacific rim, Norwegian Sea, Arabian Gulf, and Mediterranean basin provide solid foundations for sustaining interoperability with our friends and allies.

[
] Forward-deployed naval forces key to deter proliferation – provide BMD coverage

Dalton, 1992, Secretary of the Navy [John H., & Admiral J. M. Boorda, USN Chief of Naval Operations, & General Carl E. Mundy, Jr., USMC

Commandant of the Marine Corps, “…From the Sea,” <http://www.dtic.mil/jv2010/navy/b014.pdf> Web Acc. 7/15/2011]

Although naval presence includes a wide range of forward-deployed Navy and Marine Corps units afloat and ashore in friendly nations, our basic presence “building blocks” remain Aircraft Carrier Battle Groups — with versatile, multipurpose, naval tactical aviation wings — and Amphibious Ready Groups — with special operations-capable Marine Expeditionary Units. These highly flexible naval formations are valued by the theater commanders precisely because they provide the necessary capabilities forward. They are ready and positioned to respond to the wide range of contingencies and are available to participate in allied exercises, which are the bedrock of interoperability. We have also turned our attention to examining the naval capabilities that could contribute to extending conventional deterrence. In this regard, forward-deployed surface warships—cruisers and destroyers—with theater ballistic missile defense capabilities will play an increasingly important role in discouraging the proliferation of ballistic missiles by extending credible defenses to friendly and allied countries. By maintaining the means to enhance their security and safety, we may reduce the likelihood that some of these nations will develop their own offensive capabilities. Our efforts will thereby slow weapons proliferation and enhance regional stability. In addition, even as we have shifted our emphasis to forward presence and power projection from sea to land, the Navy continues to provide a robust strategic nuclear deterrent by maintaining strategic ballistic missile submarines at sea. As long as it is U.S. policy to ensure an adequate and ready strategic nuclear deterrent, our highly survivable strategic ballistic missile submarines will remain critical to national security.5

[
] Naval power projection is key to hegemony – Flexible rapid Response, Command and control, and they complement the Army and Air Force

Dalton, 1992, Secretary of the Navy [John H., & Admiral J. M. Boorda, USN Chief of Naval Operations, & General Carl E. Mundy, Jr., USMC

Commandant of the Marine Corps, “…From the Sea,” <http://www.dtic.mil/jv2010/navy/b014.pdf> Web Acc. 7/15/2011]

Naval forces are designed to fight and win wars, as are all elements of our military arsenal. To successfully deter aggressors, we must be capable of responding quickly and successfully in support of U.S. theater commanders. Forces deployed for routine exercises and activities undergirding forward presence are also the forces most likely to be called upon to respond rapidly to an emerging crisis. The potential for escalation dictates that presence forces must be shaped for missions they may encounter. This provides theater commanders with credible crisis-response capabilities in the event normal conditions or outcomes do not turn out as we expect. Building on normally deployed forces, we can mass, if the situation requires, multiple Aircraft Carrier Battle Groups into Carrier Battle Forces, Amphibious Ready Groups with embarked Marine Expeditionary Units, and as needed project our naval expeditionary forces ashore using the afloat Maritime Prepositioning Force. Such a massing of naval units can be complemented by the deployment of Army and Air Force units to provide a joint force capable of the full range of combat operations that may be required. A U.S. warship is sovereign U.S. territory, whether in a port of a friendly country or transiting international straits and the high seas. U.S. naval forces, operating from highly mobile “sea bases” in forward areas, are therefore free of the political encumbrances that may inhibit and otherwise limit the scope of land-based operations in forward theaters. The latter consideration is a unique characteristic and advantage of forward-deployed naval forces. In many critical situations, U.S. naval forces alone provide theater commanders with a variety of flexible options—including precise measures to control escalation—respond quickly and appropriately to fast-breaking developments at the operational and tactical levels. Whether surging from adjacent theaters or from continental U.S. deployment bases, naval forces are uniquely positioned, configured, and trained to provide a variety of responses in the event of an unexpected international crisis. Their operational flexibility and responsiveness are a matter of record. The most recent examples of crisis-response operations are summarized here. U.S.6 Naval forces make a critical contribution in a major regional contingency during the transition from crisis to conflict. Forward naval forces deployed for presence and reinforced in response to an emerging crisis can serve as the transition force as land-based forces are brought forward into theater. Using a building-block approach, U.S. naval forces can be “tailored” with specific capabilities. The resulting naval expeditionary force—conceptually built around fleet operational forces and a forward-deployed Marine Expeditionary Force—can provide a highly flexible force for a wide range of missions, including long-range strike operations and early forcible entry to facilitate or enable the arrival of follow-on forces. Focusing on the littoral area, Navy and Marine Corps forces can seize and defend advanced bases—ports and airfields—to enable the flow of land-based air and ground forces, while providing the necessary command and control for joint and allied forces. The power-projection capabilities of specifically tailored naval expeditionary forces can contribute to blunting an initial attack and, ultimately, assuring victory. The keys to our enabling mission are effective means in place to dominate and exploit littoral battlespace during the earliest phases of hostilities. Moreover, the unique capabilities inherent in naval tactical aviation operating from our sea bases or expeditionary airfields, as well as the capability to contribute to sustained land combat operations, provide theater commanders with flexibility in the conduct of littoral operations. Throughout the 20th century, Marine Air-Ground Task Forces, placed ashore initially as enabling forces, have fought and contributed decisively in every major ground conflict. Similarly, naval tactical aviation has made pivotal contributions when the nation’s air power was needed in combat. In the event of a future regional conflict, U.S. naval forces will assume critical roles in the protection of vital sealift along the strategic lines of approach to the theater of conflict, including the air- and sea-ports of debarkation. Our success in a major regional contingency will depend upon the delivery of heavy equipment and the resupply of major ground and air elements engaged forward. Sealift is the key to force sustainment for joint operations, and we are committed to a strong national capability.

[
]
Naval Forces needed for joint operations – provide unique military services

Dalton, 1992, Secretary of the Navy [John H., & Admiral J. M. Boorda, USN Chief of Naval Operations, & General Carl E. Mundy, Jr., USMC

Commandant of the Marine Corps, “…From the Sea,” <http://www.dtic.mil/jv2010/navy/b014.pdf> Web Acc. 7/15/2011]

No single military service embodies all of the capabilities needed to respond to every situation and threat. Our national strategy calls for the individual services to operate jointly to ensure both that we can operate successfully in all warfare areas and that we can apply our military power across the spectrum of foreseeable situations—in peace, crisis, regional conflict, and the subsequent restoration of peace. The enhanced combat power produced by the integration of all supporting arms, which we seek to attain through joint operations, is inherent in naval expeditionary forces. For example, the Aircraft Carrier Battle Group integrates and focuses diverse technologies and combat capabilities to assure the dominance of the air, surface, and sub-surface battle space necessary for the prosecution of subsequent campaigns. Further, Marine Expeditionary Forces, employing Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) combined-arms doctrine, are the most versatile expeditionary forces in existence. Established by law to be “forces of combined arms, together with supporting air components,” MAGTFs are expeditionary, rapidly expandable air-ground formations, capable of operating from sea bases, ashore, or both, simultaneously. They are the model for the joint air-ground task forces evolving as conflicts grow smaller and the forces available grow fewer.

Hegemony – Space Key to Hegemony
[
] Satellite Assets are Critical to Military Effectiveness – Information is Key to Future Combat Systems

Hays, 2006 - Senior Policy Analyst with the Science Applications International Corporation [Peter, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
I always start out with the picture in figure 1. My students get tired of seeing it every lesson, but i think it is the most important message i can deliver here today. Space is an essential foundation for whatever you want to call what has happened to the united states military in the last fifteen years. I have chosen to use the term reconnaissance-strike complex. That is a phrase that came out of the soviet general staff in the late 1970s and marshall ogarkov was particularly interested in this. It is the idea that you can fuse together, on a global scale, both the intelligence data needed and a way to conduct precision strikes based upon that intelligence data. Many phrases have been used to de-scribe these capabilities, but i think this is one of the best. I came out of the air force where i focused on air power, bombing people, that kind of thing, but you can draw these kinds of analogies for all services. In fact, let me just emphasize right now that the department of defense’s transformational goals cannot be achieved without the space capa-bilities that are being developed. Figure 1 if you look at what the army’s future combat system is supposed to do or how you are supposed to do beyond line-of-sight cooperative engagement for the navy, those kinds of things are completely dependent upon space. Going back to an air force per-spective, during the first gulf war, desert storm, back in 1991 (which was labeled by the air force chief of staff as the first space war), only three percent of the munitions were precision guided and yet they had a disproportionate effect. We all saw on cnn how bombs seemed to go down elevator shafts and through windows and that kind of thing. So it was very important. The other thing i will call out is that only about one mega-bit per second of connec-tivity was available for a battalion-sized unit on the ground. That is one of the reasons why you heard stories that the air-tasking order had to be physically flown out to aircraft carriers because they couldn’t transmit it in time for the next seventy-two hour cycle. That is another thing i will emphasize: the air-tasking order cycle was extremely inflexible dur-ing that conflict. By contrast, when you get to the latest unpleasantness, you have a majority of the aircraft taking off without an assigned target when they take off. You can’t get a much more radical change in how you do business, moving from a seventy-two hour inflexible schedule that could not be changed during that period to a situation where you take off and you don’t know what you’re going to do; you will be told in flight where you are going to strike. That is all enabled by this space-enabled reconnaissance-strike com-plex. Again it is not just the communications connectivity; it is things like how you know where you are, how you know where the targets are, how you are communicating that back, the weather data that helps you load the correct weapons for that strike package – that is all embedded in this reconnaissance-strike complex. Figure 2 shows that growth in satellite communications demand. That is probably the single longest pole in that whole tent, in terms of the reconnaissance-strike complex. The thing that i think is important here is that gray area, because there is a lot of dis-agreement among the experts about how rapidly that slope will go up in the future. In fact i have had the “privilege” of working on the quarterly defense review (qdr) for the last several months. Take my word for it; there is a gray area and a lot of uncertainty in this when you get into the future. That reflects the fact that there is not solid agreement on exactly what kind of communications needs will be most important in the future. And again it goes back to enabling things like the future combat system and other future sys-tems.

[
] Space assets are key to hegemony - The U.S. military is reliant on satellites during conflict

Koplow 2009 = Professor of Law  at Georgetown University Law Center [ David: Michigan Journal of International Law asat-isfaction: customary international law and the regulation of anti-satellite weapons, summer Lexis 7/14/11]

In the military sector, photoreconnaissance satellites enable the United States and Russia reliably to monitor each other's long-range missiles and other strategic nuclear assets, while different exoatmospheric sensors capture electromagnetic pulses and radar images of minute earth movements that would evince clandestine nuclear weapons test explosions. Likewise, early warning satellites would provide the first alert in the case of a surprise missile attack and the fabled Washington, D.C. to Moscow "hotline" link for resolving superpower crises is satellite-enabled. A diverse array of spy satellites surreptitiously intercepts communications and other electronic emissions, enabling intrusive  [*1192]  monitoring of terrorists and potential global trouble spots. During times of conflict, satellites are essential to the reconnaissance and surveillance functions and to the "command, control, and communications" operations, enabling senior officials to penetrate the "fog of war" via secure, real-time links to fielded forces. Satellite-guided "smart bombs" and remotely piloted "unmanned aerial vehicle" drones provide critical arrows in the warfighter's quiver. In short, it is now almost impossible to imagine the U.S. military fighting a war without its satellite assets - the incessant demand for more orbiters, more communications bandwidth, and more reconnaissance demonstrates the accelerating exploitation of space as "the new high ground." n7 As Army Lt. Gen. Larry J. Dodgen put it: "Today, space enables virtually everything we do." n8

Hegemony – Chinese Space Domination
[
] China is modernizing its military to expand hegemony in East Asia – they are developing Space Assets to deter the US from stopping them

Gertz 10 Washington Times reporter [Bill, 6/17/10, The Washington Times, China targets U.S. troops with an arms buildup; Pentagon cites ‘anti access’ missiles in report, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/14/11.]

 China is aggressively building up military forces to strike U.S. forces in the western Pacific and elsewhere as part of what the Pentagon calls an array of high-tech "anti-access" missiles, submarines and warplanes in its latest annual report. The report to Congress on China's military power, released Monday, also warned that China's military is extending its global military reach beyond a weapons buildup to wage regional war with Taiwan and the United States. The report also questioned U.S.-China military exchanges, noting that Beijing is using the visits and meetings for political influence operations and intelligence gathering. "China is fielding an array of conventionally armed ballistic missiles, ground- and air-launched land-attack cruise missiles, special operations forces, and cyberwarfare capabilities to hold targets at risk throughout the region," the report said. Release of the assessment comes amid reports that China has surpassed Japan as the world's second largest economy in terms of gross domestic product, highlighting Beijing's expanding global power. Japan's nominal GDP, which isn't adjusted for price and seasonal variations, was worth almost $1.29 trillion in the April-to-June quarter compared with almost $1.34 trillion for China, the Associated Press reported. The figures are converted into dollars based on an average exchange rate for the quarter. The 74-page Pentagon report highlighted numerous military developments by China's 125-million-troop army, including the first mention of a new multiple-warhead, long-range road-mobile missile, and details on China's plan to field aircraft carriers. Much of the report builds on past reports on China's arms buildup, which includes a modestly growing nuclear arsenal and large-scale expansion of missile, naval and air forces. However, the report for the first time highlighted the growth of Chinese anti-access and area-denial weapons, notably Beijing's building and testing of a unique anti-ship ballistic missile that can hit ships at sea with pinpoint accuracy up to 1,000 miles from China's coasts. The goal of these forces is to have forces that can attack U.S. ships should they be called on to defend Taiwan in a future conflict with China. "China is pursuing a variety of air, sea, undersea, space and counterspace, and information warfare systems and operational concepts to achieve this capability, moving toward an array of overlapping, multilayered offensive capabilities extending from China's coast into the western Pacific," the report said of the anti-access arms. Primary anti-access weapons are China's medium-range missiles "designed to target forces at sea, combined with overhead and over-the-horizon targeting systems to locate and track moving ships." Additionally, China now has six nuclear powered attack submarines and 54 diesel-electric powered submarines, many of them outfitted with advanced anti-ship cruise missiles. Other key anti-access weapons include Luyang 1- and 2-class guided-missile ships and Russian-made Sovremenny-class missile ships. The ships are equipped with advanced long-range anti-aircraft and anti-ship missiles. For anti-access air strikes, the Chinese have indigenous FB-7 and FB-7A jets, and Russian SU-30s. All the jets are armed with anti-ship cruise missiles for use against surface ships. "China's long-term, comprehensive transformation of its military forces is improving its capacity for force projection and anti-access/area-denial," the report said. Other strategic and conventional weapons developments disclosed in the report include: * Deployment of up to 500 DH-10 long-range, precision-strike land-attack cruise missiles. The number is a sharp increase from the 2009 report that listed up to 350 DH-10s deployed. * Continued development of anti-satellite (ASAT) missiles and other weapons that can destroy or damage space communications and sensor systems, along with a growing array of space systems that China will use for its missile targeting and weapons navigation. "China continues to develop and refine this system, which is one component of a multi-dimensional program to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries during times of crisis or conflict," the report said of the ASAT weapons.

[
] China is seeking to dominate the US in space – they lead on microsatellites and space situational awareness

Tkacik 10 chief of China analysis in the State Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Research [John, 1/8. The Washington Times, China eyes high ground; Obama talks of cooperation, not competition on space exploration, Lexis Nexis, 7/12/11.]

This combination of financial wealth, educational excellence, advanced technology and a penchant for plundering intellectual property has enabled China's space program to develop swiftly. In 2003, China's gained entry into the exclusive manned-space club previously restricted to the United States and Russia. By 2008, Chinese astronauts were taking space walks and buzzing tiny "BX-1" nano-satellites around their space capsules, a technology that puts them on the cutting edge of "space situational awareness" that America's military space assets still lack. Beijing's political and military leaders alike foresee "competition" in space with the United States. They certainly plan to seize the high ground of low-Earth orbit and then will likely move to the even higher ground of moon landings perhaps before this decade is out. Judging from the past behavior of China's state-owned aerospace firms especially in their unseemly eagerness to proliferate ballistic missile technology to rogue states, it is unlikely that Mr. Obama can count on much "cooperation" with China in space - except on China's terms.

[
] Other countries are threatening U.S. space dominance – economic competitiveness

Clapper and Gates, 2011 – Director of National Intelligence, Secretary of Defense [U.S. National Security Space Strategy—Unclassified Summary,’’ January ,http://www.defense.gov/home/features/2011/0111_nsss/docs/NationalSecuritySpaceStrategyUnclassifiedSummary_Jan2011.pd

Space is increasingly competitive. Although the United States still maintains an overall edge in space capabilities, the U.S. competitive advantage has decreased as market-entry barriers have lowered (see Figure 3). The U.S. technological lead is eroding in several areas as expertise among other nations increases. International advances in space technology and the associated increase in foreign availability of components have put increased importance on the U.S. export control review process to ensure the competitiveness of the U.S. space industrial base while also addressing national security needs. U.S. suppliers, especially those in the second and third tiers, are at risk due to inconsistent acquisition and production rates, long development cycles, consolidation of suppliers under first-tier prime contractors, and a more competitive foreign market. A decrease in specialized suppliers further challenges U.S. abilities to maintain assured access to critical technologies, avoid critical dependencies, inspire innovation, and maintain leadership advantages. All of these issues are compounded by challenges in recruiting, developing, and retaining a technical workforce.

[
] China is developing ASATs to expand its hegemony in Asia – it leverages asymmetrical advantages

Walsh 2007 - Georgetown University Law Center [Frank M. Associate, Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld, LLP Journal of Air Law and Commerce “forging a diplomatic shield for american satellites: the case for reevaluating the 2006 national space policy in light of a chinese anti-satellite system” Fall, 7/12/11, Lexis] 

First, China's decision to test an ASAT stemmed from its desire to exert greater influence within East Asia generally n37 and over Taiwan specifically. n38 American military dominance vis-a-vis the Chinese military represents a challenge to both of these goals. While Beijing was unwilling to accept the status quo of [*767] American military hegemony n39 after the American military's effectiveness was showcased in Operation Desert Storm, n40 China knew that it could not militarily challenge the United States force-on-force. n41 Instead, Beijing sought out weaknesses in the American military so China could fight an asymmetrical war. In 1998, China's Central Committee gave its highest priority to the development of an ASAT n42 and pursued several ASAT programs, including the use of lasers to blind satellites, n43 jamming and electromagnetic pulses to disable electronics, n44 and a "parasitic satellite" kinetic-energy vehicle. n45 In the end, China succeeded in using a ballistic missile to hit a low-flying satellite. n46 The test of an ASAT system was thus partly a demonstration that China had gained a new asymmetrical capability against America's military.

Hegemony - They Say “Hegemony is Unsustainable”
[
] Even If Hegemony is Unsustainable, Space Militarization Can Sustain It Long Enough to Ensure a Stable Hegemonic Transition

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
 Question: this is a question for dr. Dolman. You just mentioned previous hegemonies, but all of those hegemonies are no longer extant. What is the risk to the u.s. In pursuing this strategy, by taking all these resources up to space? What are the implications for u.s. Hegemony if they are destroyed and space is filled with debris and there are no chances for exploration or no chances for going beyond? Dolman: well, i think that some assumptions that you made are extremely problematic. You know, the soviet union launched twenty asats into space and those were the worst kind of asat you can imagine. They were essentially shotgun shells of hundreds of bits of debris smashing into other satellites. Did that cause a debris problem? No, because it is a planned orbital mechanics issue that the kinetic force of that engagement goes into the atmosphere and debris is burned up on reentry. There are thus ways to use weapons in space that don`t really cause a debris problem, and there are ways to use them that actually clean up space in orbit. But also i agree with you. No hegemon, no empire, no state or business lasts forever. Does that mean that we should accelerate our own decline? No. It is important to do things to extend it. The united states inevitably will lose its power relative to the rest of the world, so it needs to set up the conditions that are seen as beneficial around the world in such a way that whoever replaces the united states is going to be in the same sort of liberal mode that the united states had been, the same type of benevolent hegemon or follow-on power. What it cannot do is set up a situation where the next power is likely to be antithetical to those ideas. What i am talking about is extending the period of american hegemony into the foreseeable future, not creating a permanent empire in that sense, but continuing to have a situation where there is a power to create and enforce some sort of order.

Hegemony - They Say “Hegemony Bad”
[
] Turn – Space Militarization Eliminates the Bad Aspects of Hegemony, While Strengthening the Good Parts – It Increases Credible Force Projection, but It is Not Perceived as Offensive, Because It Cannot Capture Territory

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is misplaced. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. They offer no advantage if the target set considered is not global. But they also offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of weapons employed in their stead. A state employing offensive deterrence through space-weapons can punish a transgressor state, but is in a poor position to challenge its sovereignty. The transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons inhibits their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states will recognize that the us does not threaten self-determination internally, though it challenges any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and has severely restricted its own capacity to do so. America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable, and deadly. At the same time, the us must forego some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because its capacity to do so will have been diminished in the budgetary trade-offs required. Transformation of the american military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The limited requirement for collateral damage, need for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high value, time sensitive targets. Whether or not the united states desires to be a good neighbor is not necessary to an opposing state’s calculation of survival. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space dominant american military will subside. The us will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future american empire.

[
] US Hegemony is the Best Option to Lead Humanity into Space – Americans are Less Likely to Abuse Hegemonic Power Due to a Systemic Angst

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

Space weaponization is a critical and necessary component in the process of transformation well under way, a process that cannot be reversed. Once america demonstrated the capacity to strike precisely, it could only go back to the kind of indiscriminant targeting and heavy collateral damage that characterized pre-space warfare if it were engaged in a war of national survival. And if there are future technological, economic, and perhaps social benefits to be derived from developing and deploying weapons, they will certainly not come from increasing the stock of current systems. They will only come, if at all, from the development of new, highly complex and scientifically heuristic space, stealth, precision, and information systems. As leader of the international community, the united states finds itself in the unenviable position that it must make decisions for the good of all. On the issue of space weaponization, there appears no one best option. No matter the choice selected, there are those who will benefit and those who will suffer. The tragedy of american power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. And yet, in the process of choosing, it has a great advantage—the moral ambiguity of its people regarding the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is a dangerous thing, but perhaps only americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for selfrestraint. It is this introspection, this self-angst that makes america the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. It is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible. Perhaps the most important insight to come from a discussion of transformation in war is the notion that space weapons, along with the parallel development of information, precision, and stealth capabilities, presents in our era a true revolution in military affairs. As such, these technologies and capabilities will propel the world into an uncertain new age. For better or worse, the future can be denied only by a spasm of nuclear nihilism. The states that move forward against the fears of the many, and harness these new technologies to a forward-looking strategy of cooperative advantage for all, have the potential to initiate humanities’ first global golden age. The very nature of space requires that the ultimate use of it must be both encompassing and incorporating, but the nature of international relations and the lessons of history dictate that it begin with the vision and will of a few acting in the benefit of all. 

Hegemony – They Say “Counterbalancing”
[
] Protecting US space pre-eminence does not cause a backlash against our hegemony

MacDonald 09, former assistant director for national security at the White House [Bruce W., “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald”, Council of Foreign Affairs, Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee and House Armed Services Committee, March 18, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862, Accessed July 12 2011]
Minimal collateral damage – systems should have little/no effect on other satellites. We should not seek offensive counterspace capability at the expense of effective steps to protect U.S. space capabilities. We must be very careful, if we acquire offensive capabilities, to do so in a manner that other nations will find as unthreatening as possible. Otherwise, we could create a self-fulfilling prophecy: as nations like China or Russia see evidence of U.S. attempted space hegemony, they would accelerate their own efforts, just as we would if the roles were reversed. Above all, we want to avoid the space policy and doctrinal near-vacuum we currently are in, where our space technology seems to shape our policy, rather than our policy shaping technical solutions. Space Pre-Eminence, Not Dominance, Should Be the U.S. Objective It would be unwise for the United States to seek space dominance. There are many ways to attack space assets, and it is easier and cheaper to attack than to defend them, which would likely frustrate any sustained attempt at dominance and leave us worse off than we are now. In trying to maintain dominance, we would be at the mercy of unpredictably advancing space technologies that could favor China or others as well as us. In the face of likely Chinese and other resistance to such a provocative posture, we would constantly be trying to stay ahead technologically to maintain this dominance, demanding large expenditures. It would also be very unstable, especially if China achieved a breakthrough that threatened our dominance. Rather than dominance, a posture of space pre-eminence would seek to assure that the U.S. is the clear space leader, a non-hegemonic “best-in-class” posture with more advanced space capabilities than other countries. We would continue to derive substantially more military and economic benefit from space than others, and we would continue to leverage this space pre-eminence in our weapons, our enhanced intelligence, and the superior military decision-making enabled by superior space-supported information. An analogous posture between the U.S. and China already exists today in the strategic nuclear arena, where the U.S. is pre-eminent over China but China retains deterrent capabilities sufficient to its needs.

***TAIWAN***

Taiwan – China Taiwan Conflict Coming
[
] Improved Chinese capabilities against Taiwan will cause conflict – eroding deterrence

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
Implications of a Shift in the Cross-Strait Military Balance—for the United States and Taiwan This paper closes by expanding on that final point. Our analysis suggests that, as China’s ability to deliver accurate fire across the Strait grows, it will be increasingly difficult and soon may be impossible for the United States and Taiwan to protect the island’s military and civilian targets from serious damage. While we argued in our 2009 report that Taiwan should still be able to mount a reasonably robust anti-invasion defense without having air superiority, China’s ability to neuter Taiwan’s air force and then pound the remainder of Taiwan’s defense infrastructure would dramatically elevate the defender’s degree of difficulty. 17 By giving China’s leaders increased confidence that military force could succeed in solving their “Taiwan problem” once and for all, these changes erode deterrence and risk making cross-Strait crisis or conflict more likely. 

[
] Taiwan conflict will eventually escalate to war – strategic location and China is unwilling to give up

Carpenter 2008 – senior analyst at the Cato Institute [by Ted Galen March-April, 2008. “Staying Alive” http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/carpenter_staying-alive.pdf Accessed July 15, 2011]

Unfortunately, Beijing’s views regarding Taiwan are even more adamant. The Chinese government regards Taiwan as a rebellious province, and reunification remains Beijing’s ultimate goal. At the moment, Chinese officials would probably be content with a Taipei government that was willing to maintain the status quo and not push the envelope on independence the way the DPP administration did between 2000 and 2008. But Beijing’s claim to Taiwan has not slackened, and the long-term goal of reunification is more intense than ever. In fact, the Chinese government continues to pursue a strategy of trying to strangle Taiwan diplomatically. A decade ago, some thirty countries still maintained diplomatic relations with Taipei. Now, it is down to twenty-three, with Malawi switching ties to Beijing in January 2008. Chinese leaders are increasingly confident that they can outbid Taiwan for the allegiance of the remaining small countries and intensify Taipei’s diplomatic isolation. Far more ominous, China has made it clear that its patience regarding reunification is not unlimited. That point was underscored in March 2005 when the National People’s Congress passed an antisecession law delineating the conditions under which China would consider using force against Taiwan. Most of the provisions merely restated longheld Chinese positions, for example, that force might be used if Taipei issued a formal declaration of independence, or if a foreign power (i.e., the United States) interfered to promote Taiwanese independence. One provision escalated matters though, since it emphasized that a prolonged refusal by Taipei to negotiate in good faith about reunification could, by itself, be construed as a casus belli. One must wonder how long China will be content with a status quo that preserves Taiwan’s position as a de facto independent state—especially as China’s own economic and military power continue to grow. At some point, there is likely to be a showdown on the reunification issue, and that has the potential to ignite a major armed conflict in East Asia. Given Taiwan’s strategic location, sitting astride the principal sea-lanes in the western Pacific, Japan would have reason to regard a Chinese takeover of Taiwan as a threat to its own economic and security interests. And the United States, of course, retains an implicit commitment to protect Taiwan’s security, a commitment that may become even stronger given the growing enthusiasm in Congress and important opinion circles for Taiwan’s vibrant democracy. Taiwan’s continued existence as a twilight state appears secure for the next decade or so, but its prospects after that are highly uncertain. Moreover, unless the Taiwanese people agree to eventual reunification with the mainland, which seems unlikely, Taiwan is a twilight state that may well be the catalyst for an international crisis. 

[
] Taiwan conflict inevitable – China will not allow Taiwan to stay separate forever

Carpenter 2008 – senior analyst at the Cato Institute [by Ted Galen January 15, 2008.Inside Track: Strait Talk http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8941 A7ccessed July 12, 2011]

More by Ted Galen Carpenter The reality is that there is not a huge difference between Ma's positions and the policies that Chen's government has pursued. The KMT is simply more subtle and conciliatory in its language, and more cautious about actions that might provoke Beijing. In the short run, the latter is quite important. Whereas Chen and the DPP have repeatedly pushed the envelope on asserting Taiwan's sovereignty, and thereby threatened to disrupt the fragile status quo in the Taiwan Strait (much to Washington's dismay), a KMT government is committed to preserving the status quo. In the long run, though, reunification would not be much more likely under a KMT administration than a DPP one. And it remains to be seen how long Beijing will be content with a status quo that maintains Taiwan's existence as a de facto independent state. The KMT's equivocation about reunification is not surprising given the attitude of the Taiwanese people. A March 2007 survey by a major research institute in Taiwan showed that a majority of respondents rejected the notion that the island must eventually reunify with China, and an overwhelming majority believed that Taiwan's political future should be determined solely by the Taiwanese people. Since the KMT wants to prosper politically, it cannot ignore such sentiments. If the party ever agreed to Beijing's formula of "one country, two systems" (essentially an enhanced version of the Hong Kong model), it would risk being repudiated by the Taiwanese public. But serious negotiations for ultimate reunification on the basis of that model are what Beijing expects from a KMT administration. One wonders what will happen if those hopes fail to materialize. At some point, the PRC regime will have to acknowledge that it has a problem with the views of most Taiwanese, not just a handful of pro-independence agitators. Ironically, a period of KMT political dominance may ultimately deepen tensions in the Taiwan Strait by making that reality undeniable.

Taiwan – Vulnerability Causes Chinese Attack
[
] China will exploit advancing space technology and asymmetric vulnerability to pressure the US over Taiwan – their Lunar program proves

Adams 10 Correspondent of Christian Science Monitor [10/8/10. Jonathon, Christian Science Monitor, China is on path to 'militarization of space';  The Asian space race is moving along slowly, but steadily - and China is in the lead, with technology that could give it a military advantage over the US. Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11.
China looks set to pull ahead in the Asian space race to the moon, putting a spacecraft into lunar orbit Oct. 6 in a preparatory mission for an unmanned moon landing in two or three years. Chinese engineers will maneuver the craft into an extremely low orbit, 9.5 miles above the moon's surface, so it can take high-resolution photos of a possible landing site. Basically, China is looking for a good "parking space" for a moon lander, in a less-known area of the moon known as the Bay of Rainbows. The mission, called Chang'e 2 after a heroine from Chinese folklore who goes to the moon with a rabbit, highlights China's rapidly growing technological prowess, as well as its keen desire for prestige on the world stage. If successful, it will put China a nose ahead of its Asian rivals with similar lunar ambitions - India and Japan - and signal a challenge to the American post-cold-war domination in space. The Asian space race Compared with the American and Soviet mad dashes into space in the late 1950s and '60s, Asia is taking its time - running a marathon, not a sprint. "All of these countries witnessed the cold war, and what led to the destruction of the USSR," says Ajey Lele, an expert on Asian space programs at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in New Delhi, referring to the military and space spending that helped hasten the decline of the Soviet regime. "They understand the value of money and investment, and they are going as per the pace which they can go." But he acknowledged China's edge over India. "They started earlier, and they're ahead of us at this time," he says. India put the Chandrayaan 1 spacecraft into lunar orbit in 2008, a mission with a NASA payload that helped confirm the presence of water on the moon. It plans a moon landing in a few years' time, and a manned mission as early as 2020 - roughly the same timetable as China. Japan is also mulling a moonshot, and has branched out into other space exploration, such as the recent Hayabusa mission to an asteroid. Its last lunar orbiter shared the moon with China's first in 2007. Both Japan's and India's recent missions have been plagued by glitches and technical problems, however, while China's have gone relatively smoothly. Mr. Lele said the most significant aspect of the Chang'e 2 mission was the attempt at a 9.5-mile-high orbit, a difficult feat. India's own lunar orbiter descended to about 60 miles in 2008, he said, but was forced to return to a more stable, 125-mile-high orbit. A low orbit will allow for better scouting of future landing sites, said Lele. "They [the Chinese] will require huge amounts of data on landing grounds," said Lele. "A moon landing hasn't been attempted since the cold war." During the famed 1969 Apollo 11 manned mission to the moon, astronaut Neil Armstrong had to take control of the lander in the last moments of descent to avoid large moon boulders strewn around the landing site. China hopes to avoid any such last-minute surprises with better reconnaissance photos, which would allow them to see moon features such as rocks as small as one-meter across, according to Chinese media. Is China's space exploration a military strategy? Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2. The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States. The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario - for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan. "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' " More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon. With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped -"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space."

[
] China intends to stop the US from Intervening in Taiwan by taking out US Space Assets

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

Ronald O’Rourke, a noted naval analyst at CRS who has followed China’s modernization for over a decade, states: Some observers believe that China wants its modernized military to be capable of acting as a so-called anti-access force –a force that can deter U.S. intervention, or failing that, delay the arrival or reduce the effectiveness of U.S. intervention forces, particularly U.S. naval and air forces. 23 Additionally, Roger Cliff, of the RAND Corporation, states defense analysts have recently become concerned about a possible ‘anti-access’ strategy that China might employ in a theater of battle with the United States and that there has not been assessments that address this issue.24 “Chinese strategists view the U.S. information network as one of its most vital key points to target because of disrupting U.S. communication and critical command-and-control centers would leave the affected U.S. forces in a ‘state of paralysis.’”25 An attack on U.S. space assets could place the U.S. naval surface forces in an environment unknown; U.S. naval forces depend on space and will continue to do so in the future.

[
] China will miscalculate and attack Taiwan if they perceive that they have an advantage in space due to their ASATs

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

This thesis examines Chinese perceptions concerning its ASAT weapon and the operational implications of the ASAT weapon concerning the U.S. Navy surface forces. Within a strategic theoretical dimension, the reality of the Chinese ASAT weapon is considered with regards to its ability to create an operational advantage that is thought to influence the decision to go to war. The thesis focuses primarily on the Chinese perception that they may be able to create a temporal situation that could favor its offense capability by using an ASAT weapon, offense defense. It also explores if the Chinese perception of offense dominance is real, or imagined to be real, as viewed through the lens of Stephen Van Evera’s Offense, Defense and the Causes of War Theory. It shows that China’s sense of being able to shift the strategic balance in its favors was not real, but was incorrectly assessed. This incorrect assessment is known as false optimism. False optimism leads states to join wars that they would not normally if they foresaw the outcome. History has demonstrated the false optimism is the cause to many wars. Now that China possesses the ASAT the likelihood of war breaking out in the Taiwan Strait is greater than before. China’s sense of offense dominance has been created by aggregate factors leading to offense dominance, and in all of these areas China’s concerns run counter to U.S. interests. Additionally, China’s sense of false optimism is a result of its continued secrecy and its emphasis on being able to use the first strike maneuver to create a shift in the strategic balance between it and the United States. China will possibly use its ASAT weapon against the United States when it has decided that reunification with Taiwan cannot be achieved through peaceful measures and U.S. naval forces are in the region to promote stability.    

[
] Securing Space Assets Maintains Hegemony – Vulnerability Tempts China to Challenge US Hegemony in the Taiwan Straits

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Space-enabled force application for the united states, in the sense of going in and getting the job done, was amply demonstrated in operation iraqi freedom. The conventional part of that war was a spectacular success. The occupation has been equivocal, to say the least. Now we could imagine, say, that for the price of what we are talking about for space weapons, we could get another five heavy divisions, three more carrier battle groups, and/or fund all of the weapons systems that the air force might want. Fine. What is more threatening to foreign states: the ability of the united states to apply a limited amount of violence in a very precise way anywhere on the globe at almost any time, or five more heavy divisions, three more carrier battle groups, or whatever, giving the united states the capacity to occupy and control foreign states physically? I submit to you that space weaponization and military space is not an attempt by the united states to become an imperial power around the world, but to extend its current period of hegemony into the foreseeable future. This is the point that i was sidetracked on. L will plot an example: say ten or fifteen years from now, china sees taking space as a way of guaranteeing its sovereignty and giving it advantages in the taiwan straits or any place else it deems in its security interest. Seizing low-earth orbit would thus be an attempt to overthrow the existing international order (not continue it), and the united states would have to oppose such actions. On the other hand, the united states militarizing space aggressively, at least through an aggressive doctrine of space supremacy, would not be an attempt to overthrow the extant global system, but to extend it and it may not - it probably would not be directly challenged in its efforts. Well, i think that is incendiary enough and i will stop here.
[
] China will assert its Territorial claims by leveraging Space Militarization – it is crucial to defending its Navy around Taiwan

Ching 10, Reporter for Business Times Singapore. [Frank, 5/12, The Business Times Singapore, A much more capable China flexes military muscle, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11]

CHINA delivered a wake-up call to its neighbours last week, making it clear that Beijing has decided on a course of military assertiveness as its capabilities increase. 'We kept silent and tolerant over territorial disputes with our neighbours in the past because our navy was incapable of defending our economic zones, but now the navy is able to carry out its task,' Xu Guangyu, a retired general, said in response to Japanese protests over Chinese ships chasing out a Japanese survey vessel in a disputed area. General Xu termed China's previous naval absence 'an abnormal historical accident' that is being rectified. This suggests that previous Chinese actions and declarations made while in a state of relative military weakness no longer reflect Beijing's current intentions now that it has achieved much greater capabilities. One example of a long-time policy that no longer appears to apply is China's stance on the militarisation of outer space. Beginning in 1984, China insisted in the United Nations General Assembly that space is to be used strictly for peaceful purposes. This was reiterated in 1998, when a White Paper on defence said that China 'opposes the development of anti-satellite weapons'. The White Paper proposed 'a complete ban on weapons of any kind in outer space, including anti-missile and anti-satellite weapons, so as to keep outer space free of weapons'. It urged all countries to undertake not 'to experiment with, produce or deploy outer space weapons'. So it came as a shock when, in 2007, China tested a weapon in space, destroying one of its old satellites. Despite this, however, Beijing continued to insist that it was opposed to the militarisation of space. China's frequently declared policy of no first use of nuclear weapons, first enunciated in 1964, may also be in doubt, even though it continues to be China's stated position. A glimpse into what China's real position may be was provided in 2005 by Major General Zhu Chenghu, dean of the Defence Affairs Institute of China's National Defence University, when he thought he was speaking off the record. General Zhu blithely ignored all official statements regarding no first use and asserted that China would use nuclear weapons against the US if war broke out over Taiwan. Since then, China has again reiterated its position that it would never be the first to use nuclear weapons. Statements by General Zhu were never explained. The US nuclear posture review published last month by the Obama administration asserted that 'the lack of transparency surrounding (China's) nuclear programmes - their pace and scope, as well as the strategy and doctrine that guides them - raises questions about China's future strategic intentions'. In response, the Chinese government insisted that its nuclear weapons policy was clear. In view of these developments, it is not surprising if some countries view with a degree of scepticism lofty statements from Beijing insisting on its 'principled positions'. Now that China is openly saying that its navy will be operating in regions in which it had not been active before, past assumptions of Chinese policy will no doubt be re-examined. These include beliefs that China is opposed to military alliances and overseas bases. Having overseas bases - or at least places where vessels can dock to refuel and obtain supplies - is a necessity for most blue-water navies. Now that the Chinese navy is moving from its coastal waters, it is likely that China will need access to such facilities in other countries in the region or even further afield. Changing Chinese military capabilities are clearly worrying the country's neighbours. Singapore's Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew earlier this year noted China's military modernisation and asked the US to remain in the region since, he said, Japan and India combined are insufficient to balance China. Recently, Australian Prime Minister Kevin Rudd also expressed misgivings, saying in a major speech that 'it remains unclear how a re-emergent China will set its course as a major global power, and how its role will shape the future international order'. Now that China itself has cast doubt on its previous pronouncements, which were largely based on political considerations at a time when it was militarily weak, Beijing should make clear what the new rules of the game are, given its enhanced military capabilities. Often, Beijing has given the impression that it needs to beef up its military to prevent Taiwan from proclaiming formal independence. Clearly, however, China's military objectives go far beyond Taiwan.

[
] China will misperceive their capabilities in Taiwan due to space assets – they still want reunification

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

2. Status of Taiwan after the ASAT Test After the ASAT test, China continues to maintain secret military intentions. Cross-strait tensions also remain, but now China possess a weapon that it has concluded will allow it to take advantage of a U.S. military weakness. Senior Chinese government and party officials stated before the party congress that China would fashion a new policy to deal with the Taiwan.180 Instead of a more forceful move such as firing missiles, as it did in 1996, Chinese President Hu Jintao, stated that he was willing to explore peaceful means to reunify Taiwan during the 17 th Party Congress in October 2007.181 However, Taiwanese President, Chen Sui-bian, called Hu’s offer a treaty of surrender of the Taiwanese people, rejected the proposal. 182 There is evidence that China has continued to grow more impatient with Taiwan after January 11, 2007. Jianwei Wang, states the recent Taiwanese attempt to gain access to the United Nations via a name change has caused, “growing consensus among the leadership and elite that in the contexts of the AntiSuccession Law, Beijing has no other choice than to take some action including “nonpeaceful means.”183 It is very possible that China perceives itself as being able to create a situation that will allow it to use force successfully without having to confront the total military capability of the United States. The ASAT test has most likely added to this sense of offense dominance. Taiwan has announced that it would once again seek UN membership in July 2008.

[
  ] China is developing ASATs—they know it is the only way to deny the US access to the Taiwan Strait

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

As David Shambaugh has persuasively argued, ‘China’s military modernization cannot be explained by Taiwan contingencies alone’,28 but is driven by a congeries of factors that includes the desire to become a consequential global power; cope with regional security threats; respond to the American military presence around its periphery; and secure the critical access routes to its energy supplies. For the moment, these near- and long-term objectives converge admirably, in that they require Beijing to develop all the military resources necessary ’to implement an area-denial maritime strategy in China’s littoral areas’.29 This strategy aims to, first, prevent superior US forces from entering the relevant theatre of operations and then, should that prove more or less unsuccessful, restrict their freedom to operate. Whether the theatre of action is a limited geographic area like the region immediately around Taiwan or a wider expanse like the western Pacific, the tasks facing the Chinese military remain the same.30 Since China is confronted by formidable American military superiority, any effort to defeat the United States through an orthodox force-on-force encounter, centred on simple attrition, is doomed to a sorry end. Ever since the dramatic demonstration of American prowess in Operation Desert Storm in 1991, Chinese strategists have struggled to find ways of overcoming US conventional might.31 Drawing on China’s indigenous military tradition, which emphasises stealth, deception and indirect approaches to warfare, and opportunities offered by emerging technologies, which enable effective asymmetric strategies focused on attacking an adversary’s weaknesses, the Chinese military has concentrated on developing a wide range of material and non-material capabilities that would make ‘defeating the superior with the inferior’ possible.32 After a decade of carefully assessing the sources of potency and frailty in American capabilities, Chinese planners concluded, in Michael Pillsbury’s apposite formulation, that ‘U.S. military forces, while dangerous at present, are vulnerable – and can be defeated by China with the right strategy’.33 Among many complex and diverse lessons, Chinese analyses of US military operations in the Persian Gulf wars, Kosovo and Afghanistan have yielded one critical insight: the United States is inordinately dependent on its complex but exposed network of sophisticated command, control, communications and computer-based intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance systems operating synergistically in and through space.34 In other words, while American military power derives its disproportionate efficacy from its ability to leverage critical space assets, these very resources are simultaneously a font of deep and abiding vulnerability. Chinese strategists concluded, therefore, that any effort to defeat the United States would require a riposte against its Achilles heel: its space-based capabilities and their organic ground installations.35 The ability to neutralise American space systems quickly would permit a weaker Chinese military to deter, delay, degrade or defeat the superior warfighting capabilities of the United States and ’level the playing field’ in a shooting war. As one Chinese military scholar described his country’s calculus,

Taiwan – Forward Deployment
[
] US forward deployment must be maintained to deter a growing Chinese threat to Taiwan
Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
The second paper of the panel, by Bernard Cole of the National War College, reviews improvements in mainland China’s naval capabilities from 2000 to 2010 and compares them to changes in Taiwanese and U.S. naval capabilities and posture over the same period. Cole finds that the Chinese navy’s relative ability to execute a range of maritime missions has significantly improved over the past ten years and will very likely continue to improve in the years ahead. He concludes that Taipei must therefore resume making significant investments in improving its defensive maritime posture and that Washington must also increase its emphasis on Asia if it is to ensure that it retains the capability to intervene decisively in a Taiwan scenario. 

 [         ] US must maintain forward deployment to Deter China’s  threat

Spencer 05, Research Fellow and Nuclear Energy Policy for Heritage Foundation [Spencer, Kathy Gudgel, “The 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review: China and Space -- The Unmentionable Issues”, National Security and Defense, August 11 2005, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2005/08/The-2005-Quadrennial-Defense-Review-China-and-Space-The-Unmentionable-Issues, Accessed July 14, 2011]

It would be imprudent for U.S. Department of Defense not to consider China's place on the world stage and its future military power. Concern about China has always been at the forefront of military thinking and is addressed in numerous strategic planning processes and documents. China looms large in the strategic landscape, an "unmentionable" by virtue of size, complexity, and political sensitivities. An important measure of success for the QDR will be how well it addresses the long-term challenges posed by China's growing military and economic power, while addressing the near-term challenges of the global struggle against violent extremism, rogue states, and other operational commitments. The U.S. must maintain the ability to operate in near-mainland waters and airspace or be able to overcome any PLA access denial capabilities and to deny, on a selective basis, the advantage of any mainland "sanctuary." A conflict with China would be a contingency of major proportions, and certain capabilities would be required by the United States and should be considered in the QDR: Long-range precision strike capability, especially stealth strike capability; High-technology capabilities and advanced electronics; Theater and homeland cyber defense; Naval capability to enter and remain in contested waters; and Ground forces capable of taking the conflict to China. Investment in such capabilities, which are also useful in the continuing war on terror, would ensure that American forces 10 to 15 years in the future are adequately prepared.

[
] US security guarantees are key to prevent Taiwan conflict – it offsets Chinese advances

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
The United States has been the guarantor of Taiwan’s security for decades. If Taiwan moved to reorient its security strategy to cope with the new strategic environment in the Taiwan Strait, what would it need from the United States? In Taiwan’s optimal strategy, what role would the United States play in the long term? Taiwan’s national development, including economic and security development, is constrained by its relationships with China and the United States. What does Taiwan need from the region in the short term and longer term? In searching for stability in the cross-Strait relationship, the first thing Taiwan needs from the United States is likely to be continuing security assurances. Even if the cross-Strait relationship continues to develop positively, China has not yet committed to changing its military posture against Taiwan. This leaves open the possibility that China may never opt to relinquish its military option against Taiwan as long as the two sides remain divided. Given the wide range of opportunities for bilateral and/or multilateral security cooperation present in the existing regional security context, defense modernization remains a pressing issue for Taiwan, as upgrading military capabilities can make Taiwan a more useful strategic partner to potential regional security actors and would also help increase its strategic value to the United States
[
] Chinese Space weapons give the Perception of a US loss in the Taiwan Strait – even the perception will deter our deployment

Kaplan 10, Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security in Washington, [Robert D, Gideon Rose- Managing Editor of Council of Foreign Affairs, “China's Expanding Naval Power”, Council on Foreign Relations April 30, http://www.cfr.org/china/chinas-expanding-naval-power/p22040, Accessed July 12 2011]

But the distance is closing. And in the -- and not only is the distance closing, the Chinese are smart. They're not buying across the board, they're developing niche capacities in submarines, in missiles, in -- you know, in space technology that will allow them to potentially embarrass us at sea, like they've done a few times in the past, or to lock us out of the Taiwan Strait. You're probably familiar with the Rand study of 2009, where I mention that according to the Rand study, which had a lot of caveats in it, but basically said that by 2020, we might not be able to win a war in the Taiwan Strait. Not that we'll ever fight one, but the very perception that we couldn't win one could change the balance of power in Asia.

[
] China is developing ASATs to prevent US power projection in the Taiwan Straits

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Firstly, the history and focus of Chinese investments in counterspace technologies clearly indicate that they are rooted in strategic necessity and not capricious state choices. A programme of such complexity, employing the resources and personnel of some of China’s best scientific institutions and state enterprises, cannot be rationalised as the unintended product of either bureaucratic politics or inefficient state planning. When all is said and done, the United States, and its superior military power, remains the biggest objective constraint on China’s ability to secure its own political interests, whether related to immediate concerns over Taiwan or more remote challenges of constructing a Sinocentric order in Asia and perhaps globally. It should not be surprising that Chinese leaders, who have demonstrated a remarkable capacity for strategic rationality since at least Deng Xiaoping, if not earlier, have tasked their military forces to develop means to defeat the power-projection capabilities of the United States, and thereby protect their national interests. Given that the effectiveness of the American warfighting machine depends heavily on its superior space capabilities, which include assets that are both highly sophisticated and relatively defenceless, preparing to attack these nodes is, from Beijing’s point of view, an operationally optimum solution and the acme of good strategy. In this light, the administration ought to treat cautiously admonitions like Congressman Edward Markey’s that Bush move urgently to guarantee the protection of American space assets ‘by initiating an international agreement to ban the development, testing, and deployment of space weapons and anti-satellite systems’.84 Although well intentioned, such recommendations are illusory, because China, its rhetoric notwithstanding, will not conclude a space-control agreement that eliminates the best chance it may have of asymmetrically defeating American military power.

Taiwan – They Say “No Risk of Chinese Attack”
[
] Even if the Risk is Low, there is always the potential for a China Taiwan war – structural realities

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
 Because Taipei has apparently turned its back on permanent separation from China, the prospect of conflict across the Strait is very low. That means that the potential for conflict between the United States and China over Taiwan is also very low. An unprovoked use of force by China against Taiwan that could trigger U.S. involvement seems remote, but as this paper explores, it cannot be totally discounted if Beijing grows impatient because of a lack of progress toward reunification. Some Essential Realities When speculating about the future, it is always good to start with a baseline based on “the reality on the ground.” There are three essential geostrategic realities to keep in mind. First, Taiwan is always going to be a small island existing in the shadow of the mainland. It is always going to be just 100 miles from China. It will always be between a 50th and a 60th of the size of China in terms of population. Taiwan will always be disadvantaged in terms of the size of its military establishment and, increasingly, in the qualitative superiority of its weapons systems. Certainly, it will always be disadvantaged by its long-term military potential and the amount of resources available for defense. Taiwan cannot be towed out into the Pacific Ocean. It lacks the geographic blessing of either distance or strategic depth in a standoff with China. On the other hand, being 100 miles away has also favored Taiwan. It has been just far enough away from the mainland to avoid the fate of Tibet. For the past half century, the Taiwan Strait has been a barrier to the decisive application of Chinese military power. The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) cannot walk, drive, or swim to Taiwan. It is the PLA’s inability to overcome the problem of projecting decisive power across a substantial body of water that has kept Taiwan from being incorporated into the People’s Republic of China (PRC). The second reality revolves around Beijing’s belief that it must maintain the capability to use force as a prominent feature of its declaratory policy toward Taiwan. By figuratively keeping its finger on the trigger, China forces the United States, because of its policies that reject the use of force or military coercion, to plan for the possibility of conflict with China over Taiwan. Since Beijing understands that this is the case, it also considers how best to deal with U.S. intervention if it elects to employ force against Taiwan. As a result, another military dynamic comes into play—namely, the long-range planning efforts and resource allocation decisions made by both China and the United States that have one another as the target. Despite the possibility of conflict being very low, defense establishments by their very nature must plan for worst-case contingencies. As a result, all three militaries that could be directly involved in a conflict in the area around the Taiwan Strait are actively planning, exercising, and wargaming in order to determine how best to prevail in such a conflict. 

[
] Taiwan crisis can erupt at anytime – Chinese control

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
It has been almost a decade since Beijing issued a white paper that introduced another element into considerations surrounding the use of force. The 2000 China national defense white paper argued that the failure to begin the process of discussions leading to the reunification of Taiwan and mainland China could not be postponed indefinitely without Taiwan risking being compelled to reunify through the use of force. The 2000 white paper introduced an element of caprice to the Taiwan situation that had not existed before, because now the aspect of time was linked to eventual reunification. In other words, Beijing does not intend to wait forever; the current situation of a de facto independent Taiwan cannot be allowed to drag on indefinitely. This should suggest to U.S. military planners that conflict can apparently be dictated by the whim of Beijing. Potentially, a Taiwan crisis could erupt at any moment—without obvious provocation. This is not likely, but because the use of force remains on the table, it is nonetheless a fact (if perhaps an inconvenient one) that must be taken into account when considering the future. 

[
] U.S./ China war possible – China is impatient over Taiwan

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
As we look to the future, a troubling wildcard is the possibility that impatience, when combined with a growing sense of Chinese triumphalism, could lead Beijing to decide to force the issue of reunification. Because of this possibility, and the fact that the United States and China will be engaged in a military capabilities competition, even if things turn out well in cross-Strait relations, is not a bad thing. As long as the United States chooses to keep competing to assure its access, and does not let Chinese capabilities gain the upper hand, there will continue to be a powerful deterrent to Chinese impatience. The worst of all possible outcomes would be the dangerous brew of a China that calculates that it has achieved the military upper hand—i.e., that its anti-access/area-denial capabilities will deter U.S. intervention— combined with impatience with the progress of reunification with Taiwan and an overweening sense of confidence that the PRC can afford to throw its weight around in East Asia without regard to the consequences. This situation represents the worst-case scenario because, in the absence of some provocation by Taipei, if China loses patience and elects to use force to settle unification once and for all, that decision could lead to a U.S.– China war. Today, it seems improbable that Beijing would be this reckless, but it is something that bears watching because even now there are press reports of PLA generals worrying that Taiwan’s current policy will lead to a - 108 - “peaceful split from China.”

Taiwan – They Say “US and China relations Resilient”
[
] U.S./ China war possible – China is impatient over Taiwan

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
As we look to the future, a troubling wildcard is the possibility that impatience, when combined with a growing sense of Chinese triumphalism, could lead Beijing to decide to force the issue of reunification. Because of this possibility, and the fact that the United States and China will be engaged in a military capabilities competition, even if things turn out well in cross-Strait relations, is not a bad thing. As long as the United States chooses to keep competing to assure its access, and does not let Chinese capabilities gain the upper hand, there will continue to be a powerful deterrent to Chinese impatience. The worst of all possible outcomes would be the dangerous brew of a China that calculates that it has achieved the military upper hand—i.e., that its anti-access/area-denial capabilities will deter U.S. intervention— combined with impatience with the progress of reunification with Taiwan and an overweening sense of confidence that the PRC can afford to throw its weight around in East Asia without regard to the consequences. This situation represents the worst-case scenario because, in the absence of some provocation by Taipei, if China loses patience and elects to use force to settle unification once and for all, that decision could lead to a U.S.– China war. Today, it seems improbable that Beijing would be this reckless, but it is something that bears watching because even now there are press reports of PLA generals worrying that Taiwan’s current policy will lead to a - 108 - “peaceful split from China.”

Taiwan – They Say “Economic Interdependence prevents War”
[
] Economic integration doesn’t prevent a Taiwan conflict – it doesn’t prevent independence and can embolden Taiwan

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
Economic integration can thus potentially lead to a reduced likelihood of cross-Strait military conflict through several distinct processes. However, such an effect should not be assumed to hold true. Before concluding that China-Taiwan economic integration does reduce the danger of war, it would be important to confirm that one or more of these causal processes is, in fact, playing out in the Taiwan Strait. Indeed, there are some reasons for skepticism. For instance, deepening economic integration has not reversed a general upward trend in the percentage of Taiwan’s citizens who self-identify as “Taiwanese” (as opposed to identifying as either “Chinese” or “both Chinese and Taiwanese”). Similarly, public opinion polls in Taiwan suggest declining support for unification, even as a long-term solution. While it is important to be cautious in drawing inference from these trends (for instance, perhaps the trends would be even more pronounced if not for deepening economic integration), they do nonetheless suggest that some caution is also warranted in speculating that cross-Strait economic ties will ineluctably lead to a fundamental transformation in Taiwan’s foreign policy preferences. Moreover, it is quite possible that economic integration can actually be destabilizing in certain contexts. For instance, if economic integration does indeed raise the costs of war for Beijing, then Taiwan’s president may be tempted to “push the envelope” on sovereignty issues farther than he otherwise might. And to the extent that economic integration is expected to generate the sort of transformative effects on Taiwan’s policy preferences noted above, a pro-independence leader of Taiwan may be more likely to conclude that “time is not on our side.” Fearing that support for consolidation of Taiwan’s sovereignty will only decline in the future, he may calculate that action is needed in the short term, potentially increasing cross-Strait tensions as a result. Finally, while economic integration may give Beijing an increased ability to punish Taiwan without using military force, the PRC would also face significant constraints in this regard. Sanctions, for instance, would impose considerable economic costs on China as well as Taiwan. Sanctions also have the potential to backfire because they would harm most the very actors—such as the Taiwan business community—that already have a strong stake in a stable and peaceful relationship with China.

[
] Economic interdependence won’t prevent a China Taiwan conflict – China will make any sacrifice

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

In the event that the “Taiwan independence” secessionist forces should act under any name or by any means to cause the fact of Taiwan's secession from China, or that major incidents entailing Taiwan's secession from China should occur, or that possibilities for a peaceful reunification should be completely exhausted, the state shall employ non-peaceful means and other necessary measures to protect China's sovereignty and territorial integrity. 65 Even before the Chinese government had issued strong legal terms concerning its position on Taiwan, a senior Chinese official from the Academy of Military Science stated that China would risk reunification with Taiwan at the expense of its economic growth.66 Even as recently as 2003, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao stated that China would “pay any price to safeguard the unity of the motherland.” 67 The strongest indication that China is willing to use force against Taiwan and places great emphasis in the development of weapons designed to give China a military advantage is a statement from Jiang Zemin. During a 1999 gathering of China’s elites, Jiang asked China’s military generals if they could prevail against the United States in a contest over Taiwan.68 Being told it was not possible to China to currently succeed, Jiang promised the PLA generals, “We are going to give to you everything you need so that next time you are asked the same question, you can say yes.” 69 It appears that 1999 was an important year in China’s decision to develop an ASAT weapon. 

[
] Economic ties cannot prevent Taiwan war – they are insufficient by themselves

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
Despite—or perhaps because of—mutual agreement that economic issues should precede political/security ones, and that easy issues should be tackled before more difficult ones (and Ma’s third provision: that urgent issues should precede those that can wait), Taipei perceived the PRC’s proposals for political dialogue as pressure. Although some nongovernment specialists don’t deny that Beijing was applying pressure, responsible mainland government officials do. The latter argue that the relationship cannot be sustained over the long term by economic agreements alone. As seen in the Chen Shui-bian era, even when there is very substantial economic interaction, with huge financial resources and large numbers of people involved, if the relationship does not have a political underpinning, it can go badly off the tracks. Moreover, they argue, even economic relationships themselves will be threatened eventually if a climate of reliable peace and stability is not created. So the point is, they say, that political dialogue at some point is not a luxury but a necessity. - 6 - 

[
] Economic interdependence won’t prevent China Taiwan conflict – no consensus can be reached

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
The second paper, by Scott Kastner of the University of Maryland, analyzes the security implications of increasing economic integration between Taiwan and mainland China. Kastner finds that the consequences of growing economic interdependence are far from straightforward. Although it is possible that closer economic links - x - will reduce the danger of military conflict in the Taiwan Strait, it is not a given that this will happen. Moreover, regardless of the objective truth, the perceived security implications of increased economic integration with the mainland are highly contentious in Taiwan. Thus, it is unlikely that a consensus can be achieved in Taiwan in support of policies to further increase this integration. 

Taiwan – They Say “China Taiwan Relations are Increasing”
[
] Present improvements in relations are not sustainable – they don’t resolve root problems

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
On the one hand, there is every reason to assume that, whatever the temporary ups and downs this process may encounter, the basic trend is set. Continuing on the present course is clearly in the interests of both sides—at least economically and, arguably, in political and security terms as well, though we will return to this issue—as seen not only by the authorities but also by the public on both sides of the Strait. From a PRC perspective, the pragmatic cooperation currently being pursued promotes ultimate peaceful reunification while lessening independence demands and forestalling conflict. In so doing, it also largely removes a thorn in the side of Sino-American relations, permitting smoother, more far-ranging cooperation on a broad range of issues important to Beijing. That said, the current approach is not without uncertainties and risks. Even if sustained, it will not necessarily remove all of the problems inherent in having Taiwan remain separate from the mainland, including the U.S. security relationship with the island (especially U.S. arms sales to Taiwan) and the impact of that relationship on PRC strategic relations with the United States. And while it potentially can help to—perhaps quite significantly—tip the scales against independence, even there it does not guarantee anything. As PRC officials and analysts are quick to point out, Taiwan’s robust democracy could bring the DPP back into office. This is especially a concern if Ma continues to be seen as inept in responding to the needs of the people of Taiwan, whether the result of the burdens of economic downturn, the effects of natural disasters, or the perceived costs of his cross-Strait and foreign (especially U.S.) policies. Public opinion polls, plus the attitudes of all major countries in the world, strongly suggest that the mainland vastly overstates the risk of any Taiwan leader being successful in promoting de jure independence or Taiwan’s acceptance as a sovereign entity in the international community. But until the day of unification, it will remain a PRC concern. 

[
] Taiwan conflict is still possible even if relations are improving – integration has complex implications

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
Conclusion Despite what, at times, has been a hostile political relationship, economic integration across the Taiwan Strait has proceeded rapidly since the 1980s, the recent global slowdown notwithstanding. While China-Taiwan relations have improved substantially since Ma Ying-jeou took office last year, the potential for renewed tension certainly exists. As such, an understanding of the political consequences of China-Taiwan economic integration remains important. As this paper makes clear, however, these consequences are far from straightforward. Two points are worth emphasizing. First, although there are several plausible ways in which expanding cross-Strait economic links can reduce the danger of military conflict in the Taiwan Strait, there are also reasons to be cautious in assuming that these causal processes will actually materialize. Second, whether economic ties with China have a net positive or negative effect on Taiwan’s security is the subject of some controversy in Taiwan. This controversy stems, in part, from the differential security-related effects of economic integration. But because the controversy involves an issue with significant distributional consequences, and because an actor’s views on the subject are likely to be conditioned by that actor’s views on the cross-Strait sovereignty dispute, consensus is unlikely. - 17 - 

[
] Taiwan crisis can still happen - Despite improved relations, mistrust remains high

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
In light of the warming relationship with the mainland, the first and foremost security challenge for Taiwan is that mutual trust across the Strait remains weak. Without mutual trust in place, any given political incident may be misinterpreted and quickly increase tension in the Strait. The visit of the Dalai Lama to Taiwan in the aftermath of Typhoon Morakot in August 2009 demonstrated that some voices emanating from Beijing are still willing to criticize Ma for betraying cross-Strait understandings about how China’s interests should be respected. This incident revealed the vulnerability of the relationship in the absence of mutual trust between - 92 - Beijing and Taipei. If the two sides cannot find a way to reach agreement on such fundamental issues of trust and understanding, this failure will increase the level of Taiwan’s insecurity. The key question is how much can be done. 

[
] Improvements in relations don’t prevent conflict – mutual mistrust and Chinese Traps

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
Over the past 17 months or so, during three rounds of SEF-ARATS (Straits Exchange Foundation– Association for Relations Across the Taiwan Strait) talks, Taipei has managed to sign nine agreements with Beijing (on mainland tourism, charter flights, direct air transport, direct sea transport, postal cooperation, food safety, crime-fighting and judicial assistance, financial cooperation, and regular flights) as well as reach a consensus on the inflow of Chinese investment in Taiwan. Progress in cross-Strait relations has generated positive momentum for a peaceful settlement to the Chinese civil war. The structural changes in the relationship across the Strait send a clear message to the region: China and Taiwan are beginning the process of cross-Strait reconciliation. In general, the process will require further efforts at economic normalization, political trust-building, and, eventually, the signing of a peace accord. On the political front, since 2008, Taiwan and China have resumed their talks and institutionalized a number of cross-Strait links. Based on an understanding of the “1992 consensus,” the two sides have managed to stabilize the relationship. The baseline is that Beijing and Taipei have to respect each other and not deny each other’s existence. So far, many important issues have been brought to the negotiating table and resolved. On the bright side, it has become a common practice for the two sides to put pressing issues on the table for solution; on the strategic front, however, the cross-Strait agreements reached thus far do not necessarily constitute a real political discussion about how to resolve the ultimate sources of cross-Strait tension and conflict. Because mutual trust across the Strait remains weak, China’s goodwill and concessions are always regarded as potential traps being used to lure the Taiwanese to lower their guard and pursue the course of peaceful unification, and thus as inevitably serving Beijing’s strategic calculations. In this view of Beijing’s strategy, it is in China’s interest for the time being to help the Kuomintang (KMT) government stay in power for as long as possible so as to prevent the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) from returning to power. It is clear that Beijing and Taipei have different political agendas. 

[    ] No improvement in China-Taiwan security even though tension has lowered

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
Autumn 2009 found relations between China and Taiwan less contentious than they had been in years. The 18 months since Ma Ying-jeou succeeded Chen Shui-bian as president in Taipei saw a welcome thaw in what had been frosty relations between Taipei and Beijing. These improvements in cross-Strait relations are substantial and have dramatically lowered tensions between Taiwan and China. To date, however, there has been precious little movement on the issue at the crux of friction between Beijing and Taipei (and Washington), which is the ultimate resolution of the dispute regarding sovereignty over the island. On the one hand, Taiwan’s population appears to have a strong preference for maintaining the cross-Strait status quo: In one survey conducted almost a year into Ma’s term—and the associated relaxation in tensions—nearly 85 percent of those polled favored the existing state of affairs, versus a miniscule 1.2 percent supporting “unification as soon as possible.” On the other hand, Beijing has not relaxed its long-standing position that Taiwan is part of China and must be reunited with the mainland, nor has it withdrawn any of the hundreds of short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs) it has pointed at Taiwan—indeed, these have increased in number since Ma’s inauguration. Warming relations across the Taiwan Strait, then, have had little or no impact to date on the fundamental problem in China-Taiwan relations. The Strait remains a flash point for crisis and conflict, and the state of the military balance between the two sides likewise remains important. This paper discusses one broad component of that balance: the potential impact of Chinese conventional strike capabilities—as embodied by China’s SRBM and land attack cruise missile (LACM) forces and its modernizing air force—in a cross-Strait battle.

Taiwan – They Say “Recent Elections Prevent Conflict”
[
] Confrontation with Beijing is still inevitable despite recent elections – they have only postponed conflict, not resolved underlying disputes

Carpenter 2008 – senior analyst at the Cato Institute [by Ted Galen January 15, 2008.Inside Track: Strait Talk http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8941 A7ccessed July 12, 2011]

The conventional wisdom in American foreign policy and media circles is that the smashing victory by the Kuomintang Party (KMT) in the January 12 elections for Taiwan's national legislature will mean a dramatic easing of tensions between Taiwan and the People's Republic of China. As is often the case, the conventional wisdom is, at best, only partially correct. In the long run, the KMT's resurgence will merely postpone, not eliminate, a confrontation with Beijing. True, the rout of President Chen Shui-bian's Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) was an emphatic repudiation of Chen's performance in office. But whether it was a repudiation of his assertive policies toward Beijing is less certain. Taiwan's subpar economic performance during Chen's eight years as president, combined with a cascade of ethical and financial scandals that implicated even the president's immediate family, seemed to antagonize voters more than his cross-strait policies did. In the long run, the KMT's resurgence will merely postpone, not eliminate, a confrontation with Beijing. It remains to be seen whether the KMT's legislative landslide will translate into victory in the March presidential election. KMT nominee Ma Ying-jeou is well ahead in the polls and probably will defeat DPP nominee Frank Hsieh, but an upset is possible. If Ma wins the presidency, the conventional wisdom is probably right: There will be a serious effort on his part to dampen tensions with Beijing. In particular, Ma is almost certain to avoid the abrasive policies that became a staple of Chen's administration. For example, we are not likely to see a continuation of the campaign to apply for membership in the United Nations under the name Taiwan. Perhaps most important, the strident rhetoric about Taiwan's ultimate goal being permanent political separation from the mainland will come to an end. Such policy changes should bring a sense of relief in Beijing—and in Washington. Over the longer term, though, even a KMT-dominated government is not likely to make a decisive difference in resolving the island's ambiguous political status and the international tensions that it generates. And Beijing's level of frustration will ease little, if at all. Ever since Chen was elected president of Taiwan in 2000, the PRC's strategy has been to wait for the election of a more moderate successor. The prevailing assumption in Beijing seems to be that its troubles with Taiwan are entirely the result of separatist agitation by Chen and his followers. Under a KMT administration, so the logic goes, independence sentiment in Taiwan will fade and prospects for the island's reunification with the mainland will greatly improve. If they examine the KMT's position carefully, however, Chinese leaders are likely to be disillusioned. Although Ma does favor eventual reunification, there are three important caveats. First, reunification can take place only if mainland China becomes fully democratic. Ma—and most KMT members—have no interest in having Taiwan unify with China in its current, authoritarian incarnation. Second, reunification can occur only with the explicit consent of the Taiwanese people. In other words, Taiwan would have a veto. Finally, the KMT has reluctantly conceded that all options—even independence—must be available to Taiwanese voters when it comes time to make a decision. All of those caveats are anathema to Beijing.

Taiwan – They Say “US Forward Deployment Provokes China”. 
[
] US protection of Taiwan deters China and gives Taiwan the security to negotiate with China

Cliff, ’11 - senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation [Cliff with Phillip C. Saunders Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies and Scott Harold”March 30, 2011 New Opportunities and Challenges for Taiwan's Security” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/conf_proceedings/2011/RAND_CF279.pdf Accessed July 12, 2011]
One consequence is that, even if tensions remain low, the formal state of hostilities ends, a peace accord is reached, and a political framework for long-term peace and stability across the Strait is created, the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) will maintain the capability to deter and, if necessary, defeat any efforts by Taiwan to formalize its independence. And that means that Taiwan will need to maintain a sufficient level of self-defense capability to make the cost of any use of force against the island very high, including a sufficient force to enable Taipei to hold out until U.S. forces could come to the rescue. This imperative, in turn, means that the United States will, in all probability, continue to sell defensive arms to Taiwan and maintain the other aspects of its security relationship with Taiwan. These steps will help ensure, on the one hand, that military force will not be threatened or used by the mainland and, on the other hand, that Taipei feels sufficiently confident to negotiate steps with Beijing that can contribute to long-term peace and stability. The net effect on PRC calculations about the success of its cross-Strait policies is hard to determine in the abstract. 

Taiwan – They Say “The US will not Escalate”
[
] The US will escalate conflict over Taiwan – regional commitments and high level policy statements

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

The position of the United States concerning Taiwan appears to be in opposition to that of China. Since the U.S. shift of recognition to PRC as the official government of China, the defense of Taiwan has remained a vague aspect of U.S. policy. Although the Shanghai Communiqué expressed America’s support for a One-China policy, it did not overtly recognize the PRC’s 1949 victory over the Kuomintang of China (KMT) in Taiwan. The Taiwan Relations Act (1979), Section 3301, subset (b) line items 2-4, states that the United States seeks peace in the region, and the U.S. shift in recognition of China’s government is weighted on Taiwan’s future being settled under peaceful terms.70 Most importantly, it states, “to consider any effort to determine the future of Taiwan by other than peaceful means, including by boycotts or embargoes, a threat to the peace and security of the Western Pacific area and of grave concern to the United States.”71 As discussed above, the 1996 Taiwan Crisis and the U.S. response to it made clear that the United States would take any threat to Taiwan seriously. President Bush further indicated continued U.S. support for Taiwan by stating that the United States would take military actions that were appropriate for the security of Taiwan. 72 The 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States paid attention to Taiwan’s security by stating that, although China was the fourth largest trading partner with the United States, there remains a difference in opinions between the two countries such as the Taiwan Relations Act.73 The most recent National Security Strategy of the United States (2006) stated that China and Taiwan must resolve their differences peacefully.74 It is likely that the United States would consider any forceful move against Taiwan as being a destabilizing factor in Asia and would most likely respond with a military presence. 

[
] Taiwan war will escalate to space conflict – China will take out US surveillance satellites, causing misperception and accidents

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a ‘space Pearl Harbor’94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signalled that conventionally armed Trident submarinelaunched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.96 The emergence of potent Chinese counterspace capabilities makes US military operations in Asia more risky than ever. The threat has not arisen due to a lack of a space arms-control regime, or because of the Bush administration’s disinclination to negotiate an accord that bans the weaponisation of space. Rather, it is rooted entirely in China’s requirement that it be able to defeat the United States in a regional conflict despite its conventional inferiority. This strategic challenge has compelled Beijing to exploit every anti-access and battlespace-denial technology potentially available. The threat posed by this Chinese effort cannot be neutralised by arms-control agreements, even though all countries stand to profit from the absence of threats to their assets in space. There is a temptation, especially in the United States, to view China’s counterspace programmes in moralistic terms. This approach is undesirable and best avoided: Beijing’s desire to defeat the stronger by asymmetric means is not a reflection of its deviousness, nor provoked by mendacity on the part of the United States or the Bush administration. It is grounded in the objective conditions that define the relationship between the two countries: competing political goals, likely to persist whether or not the Taiwan conflict is resolved. In such circumstances, the United States should seek, as the Bush administration’s own National Space Policy declares, to protect the ’use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all humanity’. But if this fundamental goal is threatened by Chinese counterspace activities aimed at American space assets, the United States has no choice but to run an offence–defence arms race, and win. 

Taiwan – They Say “China can only hit a Few Satellites”
[
] Even if China can only attack a Few US satellites over Taiwan, it would still seriously degrade our military readiness

Shachtman 08- Writer for the Danger Room [ Noah Shachtman. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/.  How China Loses the Coming Space War. Accessed July 13, 2011]

China would launch its first attack against a US electronic intelligence satellite in low Earth orbit minutes before the first wave of deep space ASATs hit their targets. The same type of ASAT used to target the deep-space satellites could also be launched on short range missiles from Transporter-Erector-Launchers (TELs). These are 22-wheeled vehicles that look very similar to tanker trucks. They’re more sophisticated than the mobile launchers that Saddam used during the first Gulf War to launch SCUDs toward Israel and Saudi Arabia but would be no easier to find and destroy. The exact order of attacks will depend upon the specific day and hour chosen but a typical attack might involve a first launch against a Lacrosse signals intelligence satellite followed within seconds by another, this time against a Keyhole 11 high-resolution spy satellite. Moments later, three ASATs would be launched against small groups of three NOSS satellites that the Navy uses to locate an adversary’s ships at sea. These travel around the Earth in closely spaced groups of either two or three satellites and triangulate on the radio signals emitted by warships. During a span of about twenty minutes, China could attack and destroy a total of nine US military satellites in the scenario considered here. Inevitably, however, there would eventually be a lull in satellite crossings because of the random clumpings of satellites along their orbits. If the United States does nothing to protect itself, such as change the orbits of its lower altitude satellites, China could continue to shoot down military satellites as they come over the horizon using pre-positioned ASATs. It is highly unlikely, however, that the United Sates would simply roll over while these attacks took place. Even today, with no formal satellite defenses, we could be fairly effective at stopping the destruction of our satellites. Nevertheless, the loss of those satellites that were destroyed would be significant. It would increase the “revisit” times between spy satellites, which might not matter so much for reconnaissance satellites in a tactical setting. The loss of a significant fraction of the Navy’s enemy ship surveillance system, however, might be more important in battles around the Taiwan Straits. Without timely determination of enemy locations, the US would have to increase the number of aircraft devoted to scouting — and subsequently decrease the number of combat missions — as these planes are diverted 

[
] Chinese ASAT technology is sophisticated enough to threaten us – Expert Testimony proves

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Several analysts have echoed Theresa Hitchens’s argument that ’there is little evidence to date that any other country … possesses both the mature technology and the intention to seriously threaten American military or commercial operations in space – and even less evidence of serious pursuit of actual spacebased weapons by potentially hostile actors’.39 However, the recent testimony of General James E. Cartwright, Commander, US Strategic Command, before the Senate Armed Services Committee suggests otherwise. Declaring that the Chinese ‘have undertaken what we would call a very disciplined and comprehensive continuum of capability against space – our space capabilities’, Cartwright noted that these efforts range ‘all the way from [achieving] temporary and reversible effects’ to permanent damage exacted ‘through direct ascent ASAT … [and] eventually … co-orbital [weapons]’. Further, the lower-end capabilities, he emphasised, were ‘not only demonstrated’ but actually ‘fielded … into their forces’. This, he concluded, ’demonstrates … that they have a very comprehensive [vision for] what they want to be able to do as a nation in their region’.40 This assessment is not surprising, given China’s incentives to deny the United States its sanctuary in space. Close observers of Beijing’s military modernisation have pointed out that recognition of technological weaknesses relative to the United States led to the creation of the 998 State Security Project—the ’Assassin’s Mace’ programme – to develop a series of ‘trump card’ weapons that would enable China to simultaneously harness advanced emerging tech nologies for civilian use, pursue the on-going revolution in military affairs, transform the People’s Liberation Army into a fighting force capable of winning high-technology wars under modern conditions, and provide the asymmetric means by which the weak could defeat the strong. 

Taiwan – Impact Calculus
[  ] Taiwan is the most likely scenario for a US China war – it will start in space

Shachtman 08- Writer for the Danger Room [ Noah Shachtman. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/.  How China Loses the Coming Space War. Accessed July 13, 2011]

If China and the US are going to come into armed conflict with each other in the next several decades, it will almost certainly be over the status of Taiwan. China has, for instance, indicated that it would be willing to use force if Taiwan took steps to formalize its independence from the main land or otherwise prevent its eventual reunification under the rule of the People’s Republic. In such a scenario, it is entirely likely China could consider trying to negate or drastically reduce the US ability to use space at a tactical level. But China could not launch the massive attack required to have anything like a significant effect on US ability to utilize space without months of careful planning and pre-positioning of special, ASAT carrying missiles around the country. It would also have to utilize its satellite launch facilities to attack any US assets in deep space: the GPS navigation satellites and communications satellites in geostationary orbit. Most importantly, it would have to time the attack so as to hit as many US satellites as simultaneously as possible. And, despite all that movement, Beijing would somehow have to keep the whole thing secret. Failure to do so would undoubtedly result in the US attacking the large, fixed facilities China needs to wage this kind of war before the full blow had been struck. Even if the United States failed to do so, China would undoubtedly plan for that contingency. 

Vertical Sovereignty Scenario

[
] China uses claims of vertical sovereignty to deny access to “Chinese” space

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

Absolute national sovereignty over the airspace above a state's territory has "been claimed and exercised as far back into history as proof may exist of the creation and protection by state law of exclusive private property rights in such place." n187 Land and airspace, therefore, were viewed as inseparable; a rule that can be traced to Roman times. n188 This right of absolute vertical sovereignty continued to prevail until the Chicago Convention of 1944 when, despite the convention's failure to define airspace, it defined an aircraft as "any machine that can derive support in the atmosphere from the reactions of the air other than the reactions of air against the earth's surface." n189 By indicating that the convention would apply "only to those parts of the atmosphere where gaseous air is sufficiently dense to support balloons and airplanes," the convention set a de facto limit on airspace. n190 This proposition was reinforced when no nations objected to the overflight of satellites above their territorial airspace at the dawn of the space age. n191 However, the lack of a definitive resolution of this issue in international law has permitted some in China to advocate vertical sovereignty in space. n192 Consistent with China's seamless view of warfare, a number of Chinese authors n193 are exploring the nexus between traditional notions [*139] of state sovereignty and space, with particular emphasis on attempting to establish a legal foundation for potential military operations in space. Although such apparent assertions of Chinese vertical sovereignty may only be in their formative stages, the United States must respond and counter them now or risk permitting China to gain credibility, regarding potential military operations, which would restrict freedom of movement in the space domain. 1. The Chinese Position and Its Implications China's most prominent advocate for vertical sovereignty is Major General Cai Fengzhen, the Deputy Chief of Staff of the People's Liberation Army Air Force. n194 General Cai contends that the space above ground, including airspace and space, is inseparable and integrated. n195 Thus, General Cai reaches back to the Roman-based doctrine of cujus est solum, ejus est usque ad coelum, n196 which essentially means "he who owns the soil, owns up to the sky." n197 Absent a clear demarcation between airspace and space, international law does not directly contradict or prohibit this view. n198 Indeed, Bin Cheng warned in 1997 that "States which object to certain types of satellites, such as those that engage in remote sensing, [may] claim sovereignty over national space above the usual heights at which such satellites orbit so as to subject them to the consent and control of the States overflown but not necessarily to exclude them." n199

***SOLVENCY***
Solvency - Space Situational Awareness
[
] SSA would distinguish and avoid natural threats to satellites

Ahearn 08 Reporter for Defense Daily [Dave, 5/30, Defense Daily, Doeing Bids for Space Situational Awareness Contract, Lexis Nexis, 7/13/11.]
Not only could SASSA detect threats such as enemy anti-satellite attacks, it also could perceive problems such as a satellite out of position, or a micrometeoroid on course to collide with and damage a satellite, a Boeing Company Dossier spokesman said. It makes many of the satellites that would be watched over by a space situational awareness program.

[
] Plan deters attacks on our satellites – SSA and Reconstitution demonstrate Resolve and allow us to Respond to an attack

Sexton 09 - Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [12 February 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539893&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  defending america’s interests in space,  air war college air university, Access July 13, 2011] 
There’s little doubt to most informed observers US space assets lack any integrated space defensive capabilities, relying on the historical policy of space sanctuary for protection. Improved SSA would be a key enabler for real-time attack warning and assessment permitting timely use of passive satellite defenses. For purposes of dissuading non-peer actors, the United States must prioritize development of on-board sensors and countermeasures and mandate their employment on the next generation of the critical space assets. Demonstrating capabilities on future smallsat payloads would indicate US resolve. Coupled with the negative inducements in the diplomatic, economic and informational realms (shown in Table 2), a counter-ASAT program could serve as a prevention measure to dissuade acquisition of space weapons by non-peer nations and non-state actors. Barring dissuasion, the United States must be prepared to deter an attack by an adversary known to possess space weapons.

 [
] Space Situational Awareness is critical to make other hardening methods effective – it is our largest hole. 

DeBlois 04, former Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations [Bruce, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon”, Richard L. Garwin, R. Scott Kemp, Jeremy C. Marwell Source: International Security, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Autumn, 2004), pp. 50-84 http://www.jstor.org/stable/4137586, Accessed July 7 2011]

In 2001 the Rumsfeld Space Commission warned that the United States would be an attractive candidate for a "Space Pearl Harbor"--a devastating surprise attack against critical U.S. space systems.2" Although risks to individual satellites vary by function and orbital location, generalized threats to U.S. space capabilities are listed here roughly in order of decreasing likelihood21: (1) denial and deception (e.g., camouflage, smoke screens, and scheduling of ground operations when U.S. satellite imagery resources are not available); (2) electronic warfare (e.g., jamming satellite signals and inserting false commands); (3) physical attacks on satellite ground stations; (4) dazzling or blinding of satellite sensors; (5) pellet-cloud attacks on low-orbit imaging satellites; (6) attacks in space by microsatellites; (7) hit-to-kill antisatellite weapons; and (8) highaltitude nuclear explosions. Techniques available to protect U.S. satellite capabilities include advanced technical means to overcome denial and deception, radiation hardening and shielding, command and data encryption, antijamming measures, and limited orbital maneuvering. These safeguards, however, are neither sufficient nor universally employed. For example, no commercial satellites and perhaps no military satellites are known to have the ability to detect electromagnetic or physical attacks in space.22 More generally, the quality of available information about what is going on in space-so-called space situational awareness-is currently one of the United States' most urgent space security shortcomings. (In principle, improvements in U.S. space situational awareness would be welcomed both at home and abroad-because many other countries rely on U.S. space tracking data for their own peaceful space activities.)

[    ] Increasing situational awareness in space essential to space assurance – increasing our knowledge avoids accidents and enhanced deterrence

Krepon 2004 – analyst at the Stimson Center [Michael, Avoiding the Weaponization of Space http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf accessed July 12 Arms Control Today, November 2004

A second key element of space assurance is increased situational awareness in space so US military leaders can quickly identify developments that could cause potential harm to satellites. This includes improved monitoring capabilities for objects in space, whether small satellites operated by foreign nations or space debris. A corollary requirement to improved situational awareness is improved intelligence capabilities relating to the space programs of potential adversaries. The more US officials know or can find out about space-related activities of potential adversaries, the more they can strengthen deterrence against unwelcome surprises. Another way to strengthen deterrence would be to adopt a hedging strategy against the initiation by others of space warfare flight tests and deployments. One key aspect of a hedging strategy is already in place. In extremis, the United States could use long-range ballistic missiles and lasers designed for other missions to disable or kill satellites. These residual, or latent, space warfare capabilities, which are growing with the advent of missile defense interceptors, have long existed. Rather than leading inexorably to the flight-testing and deployment of weapons specifically designed for space warfare, they have served as an insurance policy while deterring unwelcome surprises. 

[
] Hardening and redundancy are key to satellite survivability

Wilson ’01 Space Commission Staff [Tom, Threats to United States Space Capabilities http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/report/2001/nssmo/article05.pdf, Accessed 7-12-11]
Hardening of a space system’s elements is the single most effective survivability measure.The technologies to harden against damage from nuclear-weapons effects exist today. However, this level of hardening is reserved for a few, special mission military satellites, such as MILSTAR. Most of the hardening programs underway today are focused on providing electronic component hardening to protect satellites from natural environment effects. However, concepts such as reflective surfaces, shutters and non-absorbing materials have been proposed as a means of hardening against an attack by lasers. In the future, the U.S. must advance the state-of-the-art in hardening technology to include limiters, filters, Faraday cages, surge arrestors, waveguide cutoffs, as well as expand the use of fiber optic components to increase survivability against nuclear, high-power microwave and neutral particle beam weapons.87 Analysts estimate that satellite hardening would increase the total system cost by between two and five percent of the total satellite cost.88 The concept of orbit proliferation or redundant nodes involves placing multiple satellites, in a given orbit, with overlapping coverages. The premise behind this concept is that if one satellite fails then the other satellites will be available to execute all or some percentage of the essential functions of the mission. This forces the adversary to attack multiple space systems, driving up the complexity and cost of the attack. Continuing advances in micro-miniaturization of space systems and components and the compact, portable ground systems for controlling them will support the proliferation strategy.

Solvency - Doctrine

[
] Clarifying our space policy is key to deterrence – it is too vague now

Macdonald 2011 United States Institute of Peace [Bruce, center for strategic and international studies (csis) the national security space strategy: implications for the department of defense FEBRUARY 16, 2011http://csis.org/files/attachments/110216_spacestrategy_transcript.pdf Accessed July 12]

MR. HAMRE: Good, thank you. Okay, let me open it up here. Bruce, you’re the brave one. Go ahead. Just come up here, folks. Q: Hi. I’m Bruce MacDonald with the United States Institute of Peace and author of the Council on Foreign Relations’ study on “China, Space Weapons and U.S. Security.” I was very pleased – first, let me thank the gentlemen for being here and sharing your views with us. I was very pleased to see in the space strategy, as well as in the space policy, references to deterrence and stability and all those good kinds of things. If you look in the nuclear area, there’s a lot of information out there about what our nuclear forces are, what are our policies are, doctrines, you know, the Nuclear Posture Review is full of that. But if you look in the space area, you see very – you see references to space deterrence, but I’m sure maybe the classified version of the strategy might have a little more about it. But there’s a – it’s very vague. When can we expect or is it possible that we’re going to see at some point a little more explication of what we mean and what we think of by “space deterrence” and how it operates? For one reason, because if you wanted to deter somebody, it’s very important for them to know what your red lines are, how your thinking works, rather than say, well, we’re going to deter people but we’re going to keep it a real big secret as to what our key constraints are. Thanks.

Solvency – Hardening
[
] Plan is necessary to solve satellite security – if deterrence fails, SSA, hardening and reconstitution are critical to defense

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

The United States must also accelerate investment against the possibility that such deterrence might fail. The kinds of solutions relevant to the defensive counterspace mission are diverse and numerous, but three elements stand out. Firstly, the United States must improve its space situational awareness to be able to comprehensively identify and assess all orbiting objects, better anticipate the sources and capacity for counterspace attacks, and effectively identify the origin of any attack. Secondly, a programme to enhance the survivability of space platforms though systems hardening, increased manoeuvrability, autonomous operations options, integrated organic attack-reporting technologies, and possibly on-board active defences, is long overdue. Thirdly, the United States must increase its capacity to recover from space attacks by investing in reserve satellites either on-orbit or on the ground, in rapid and responsive space-launch capabilities, and in redundant, preferably mobile, control stations capable of seamlessly managing space operations in case of damage to primary control centres.92 Above all is the need for a longer-term change in the American approach to space. Recognising that this ’final frontier’ will no longer remain the sanctuary it has been, the United States must move away from reliance on a few, large, highly specialised space platforms supported by a complex but narrow ground segment – all of which are disproportionately vulnerable to enemy action and are difficult and costly to replace in case of interdiction – and shift towards smaller and flexible distributed capabilities both in space and terrestrially. Such investments would offer Washington the highest payoffs even in comparison to offensive capabilities, which are more useful for deterring attacks rather than for nullifying them or remedying their consequences.93

[
] Increasing satellite resilience will reduce vulnerability

Lynn 2011, Deputy Defense Secretary. [William, Aviation Week and Space Technology, Face to Face pg 53 Vol. 173 No. 13 4/11/11, Lexis Nexis, Accesses 7/12/11]
What is the current thinking on Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) capabilities? One of the goals of the strategy is greater resilience in space. We want to avoid having single points of failure. These could be a single satellite that does too much, a constellation that can be too easily disabled [with no ability] to regenerate it, or not having cross-domain capabilities to be able to replace a space service with an airborne capability. That's where ORS fits in. It is a tool toward a strategic goal of resilience and we're still evaluating how important it can be. It clearly has potential, but you have to then get into the specifics: Which constellations do you think you could regenerate in what time and at what cost? Does that achieve, at a reasonable price, the kind of resilience we're trying to develop? 

[
] Hardening satellites and increasing redundancy are key to preventing attacks on our space assets – Chinese tests prove the global economy is at risk

Ahern 2007 – Senior editor, Space & Missile Defense Report [David Ahearn. Defense Daily.  February 1, 2007. Hunter: U.S. Needs BMD To Protect Military, Financial Space Assets. Accessed July 13, 2011 Lexis

The United States must assemble a system to obliterate any enemy missiles launched toward U.S. space assets, not only military satellites carrying critical communications, intelligence and data, but also U.S. commercial satellites vital to continued functioning of the American economy, according to Rep. Duncan Hunter. Hunter, ranking member on the House Armed Services Committee (HASC), was joined in speaking to reporters by Rep. Terry Everett Everett said if an enemy destroyed satellites used by major credit card companies, and satellites used by the Federal Reserve, that could stop commercial transactions and bring the largest economy on the planet to its knees. For example, Everett said, banks, credit card companies, retailers and others use satellites to obtain the precise time so as to time-stamp the millions of transactions they process in the economy each day. Eliminating satellites could "shut it down," he said. "All of that would stop immediately." Hunter and Everett spoke after China on Jan. 11 launched a missile that shot down one of its own satellites in orbit about 500 miles above the Earth, demonstrating the capability to demolish U.S. and allied military and civilian satellites in space. China also last year "painted" a U.S. satellite with a ground-based laser. Lasers can be used to disable satellites. Hunter and Everett signed a letter to President Bush dated Tuesday saying that the United States must be able to defend its space assets from an enemy attack. "The dependency of American warfighting capability, and the economy, on space assets compels our nation to take the necessary steps to ensure our forces cannot be targeted through an adversarial space strike," the letter asserted. "Space capabilities are integral to the daily execution of virtually every military campaign, operation, and exercise involving U.S. forces today," the letter stated. "Therefore, a review of Department of Defense programs intended to preserve American space assets is warranted." Some military analysts have said the United States should have ballistic missile defense systems (BMD) to defeat any enemy missiles before they can hit U.S. or allied space assets. "New programs which provide protection, redundancy, and reconstitution of space assets should be essential," the letter continued. "It is important that substantial efforts are made now to avoid technological surprise." A basic given in military strategy, Hunter said, is to "protect your eyes," to guard against and to annihilate anything that threatens the intelligence, communications and other space systems. He said the Pentagon must ensure it meets two goals here: first, to defend assets in space, and secondly to guard against dangerous transfers of sensitive technology to other nations that might wind up in enemy hands. Why, Hunter asked rhetorically, would China shoot down one of its own satellites? The only answer, he said, would be to perfect a capability to shoot down satellites of other nations, such as the United States

[
] Defensive measure prevent collapse of US satellites to hostile or natural threats

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

The Benefits of Chasing Additional Defensive Measures The first and most obvious advantage of developing timely and responsive satellite defenses is that America’s critical space capability would be preserved. Some of the technologies like increasing redundancy or whipple bumpers and nanotechnology can provide additional protection not only against ASATs but against a whole host of natural electromagnetic and projectile events that occur every day. Since nature can sometimes represent the biggest threat to the largest number of U.S. satellites, the additional protection ensures the availability of space exploitation when needed. The expeditionary nature of the American military depends greatly upon space for command and control, and modern military battlefields almost require precision weapons, many of which are also dependent upon space assets. Unfettered space support is necessary for the U.S. military to continue to function as it has over the past decade and predicted to do so in the future. 

[
] Shielding satellites can prevent blinding Laser ASATs

DeBlois 04, former Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations [Bruce, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon”, Richard L. Garwin, R. Scott Kemp, Jeremy C. Marwell Source: International Security, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Autumn, 2004), pp. 50-84 http://www.jstor.org/stable/4137586, Accessed July 7 2011]

SENSOR BLINDING OR DAZZLING. We distinguish "blinding" from "dazzling," using the former for permanent damage and the latter for momentary disabling. Such a threat is not unprecedented; in 1997 the United States tested a low-power laser from White Sands, New Mexico, against an orbiting U.S. Air Force satellite, temporarily blinding it.25 A similar system located in an adversary's remote or denied-access territory might damage a U.S. surveillance satellite in a matter of seconds, depending on details of the imaging system. Short-pulse lasers can do damage in less than a millionth of a second. As described by Ashton Carter, the destruction of a nonimaging satellite by laser heating is difficult at ranges to geosynchronous earth orbit and could be prevented by modest shields; the sensitive focal plane of an imaging satellite operating at far lower altitudes, however, may suffer damage at laser powers smaller by a factor of 1 million or more.26 Physically destroying a ground-based laser site before damage could be done to a U.S. satellite would be nearly impossible, even with space weapons. At the speed of light-300,000 kilometers per second (km/s)--a laser's propagation from Earth to space is essentially instantaneous, although it would take minutes or seconds to aim the laser in addition to whatever "burn time" was necessary for destructive effect once the laser had focused on its target.27 As a defense, airplanes or cruise missiles would take hours or days to act, and intercontinental ballistic missiles, or ICBMs (assuming the needed accuracy could be achieved) up to forty-five minutes. But even a kinetic-energy weapon (such as a long-rod projectile) stationed in orbit would require some tens of minutes to arrive at a suitable orbital position, and five minutes to fall from a typical altitude of 450 kilometers. Only a constellation of space-based lasers could respond with necessary promptness and global reach; the ground-based hostile laser system, however, could be outfitted with protective measures without concern for weight (unlike orbiting satellites), affording at least enough protection for the system to disable a U.S. target satellite. A single enemy ground-based laser could destroy only satellites within its line of sight, and the time necessary for other satellites to move into view would allow the United States time to target the site with conventional weapons, if its precise location were known. Consequently, an adversary would need multiple ground-based lasers or significant groundbased laser mobility to destroy many U.S. space assets. A potential solution to this problem would be satellite self-protection. Reconnaissance satellites and other vulnerable systems could be outfitted with physical shields to protect optics and sensitive electronics upon detection of high-intensity laser light. Detection of the low-power aiming phase of the ground-based lasers would give time for closing a shutter to eliminate the exquisite vulnerability of the satellite's focal plane. If deployed promptly, a thin metal shield (a parasol) could provide substantial protection against a megawattclass laser.2" The point is that space weapons are not an effective response to this threat, while strictly defensive measures and terrestrial weapons and retaliation may be.

[
] Space race threatens US space assets – a defensive strategy is necessary

Cynamon 9  Former Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [Charles, "Defending America's Interest In Space" February 12 2009, Acsessed July 13, 2011 http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada539893.pdf] ] 

The near-peer nation represents the most complex adversary the United States could potentially encounter. Major spacefaring nations, such as China and Russia, pursue space for economic prosperity in the globalized world, national security, and the prestige associated with scientific research.18 These nations have vested interests in unfettered access to and viability of a space environment free of purposeful interference as well as harmful debris. It’s debatable whether these nations will militarize19 space to the degree of the United States. If they do choose to compete with extra-regional, expeditionary militaries, China and Russia are likely to become as dependent on space as the United States, consequently accepting many of the same vulnerabilities. In a limited war with a near-peer, nuclear weapons would still figure prominently in the calculus for either side to engage in space attacks, especially those assets used for indications and early warning. The complexity in devising a space defense strategy against a 8 near-peer nation resides in the need to simultaneously synchronize all instruments of national power toward a common objective. In concert, all elements of power need to assure these nearpeer nations that US intentions are peaceful, dissuade them from deploying anti-satellite capabilities, deter the use of space weapons, and defeat use of space weapons.

Solvency - Redundancy
[
] Reconstitution solves – replacement is key to reducing instability during a crisis – they offset ASAT damage.

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

By maintaining a capacity to quickly replace damaged or destroyed satellites with spares or quickly launchable satellites of lesser capability, the United States could partially offset the effects of an attack on its space systems through an operationally responsive space (ORS) capability. Such satellites could even be launched preemptively in a crisis to add capability and demonstrate political intent. France has recently expressed strong interest in ORS capability for the same reasons as the United States, explicitly citing the Chinese ASAT test as motivation. Non-space backup systems include unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and ground-based signal and communication transmitters, which cost less than replacement satellites. However, these systems would probably not offer the same level of functionality or durability as a satellite. Nonetheless, it is essential that the United States more widely distribute these “vital national interest” space capabilities across a larger and more diverse set of space and non-space platforms to both reduce U.S. space vulnerability and make it more difficult for potential adversaries to hold those assets at risk. The development of space technology is essential, no matter how the United States decides to respond to Chinese or other nations’ counterspace capabilities. SSA, defensive and offensive measures, ORS capability, and evaluation of the Chinese program all require more advanced technology in order to be successful, such as advanced sensors, software, micro- and nanoelectronics, and ultra-long endurance UAVs.

[
] Redundancy solves – smaller satellites increase protection, reduce launch demands and increase numbers

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

An inherent advantage of microsats and nanosats is the capability to renew or repopulate constellations quickly. Additionally microsats and nanosats enjoy a reduced acquisition and production cycle. Updated microsats could be built and launched within a few months using the latest technology available ensuring that satellite defense keep pace with emerging threats.129 Because micorsats are a relatively proven concept, and additional applications are constantly emerging, the costs of the program, once mature, would be reasonably lessened by the bulk acquisition of components. Conceptually the basic components remain the same and the mission equipment changes; drastically shortening the test and development timelines.130 Microsats could be clustered on today’s larger boosters or be placed one or two at a time on smaller launching systems, such as a modified AIM-7 Sparrow air-to-air missile converted to place a microsat in LEO.131 A secondary advantage of using smaller boosters like an AIM-7 is that launches would be indistinguishable from regular aircraft missile tests providing a means for covertly placing microsats into orbit and denying an adversary the knowledge that the bodyguards are there, if such an action were warranted.132 Lastly, the biggest advantage of bodyguard satellites is that they can be sent to protect a satellite that is already on orbit. It is, therefore, the only means available to protect satellites launched three years ago. Other satellite self-defense measures will have to be included during manufacture on the ground, and will, for the most part, not be able to be added once the satellite is orbiting.

Solvency – Stealth Satellites

[
] Other nations and non governmental organizations can track our satellites

Wilson ’01 Space Commission Staff [Tom, Threats to United States Space Capabilities http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/report/2001/nssmo/article05.pdf, Accessed 7-12-11]

Many countries also have the capability to deploy sophisticated networks of space object surveillance and identification (SOSI) sensors to observe the satellites of concern. Countries that have been unable to develop such sensors indigenously can acquire them commercially. Suitable sensors include radars, optical telescopes, passive radio frequency (RF) and in some cases satellite signals intelligence (SIGINT) receivers. A. Non-Government Satellite Observers Non-government satellite observers (NGSOs) are amateur observers in countries such as the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, South Africa, Belgium, France, Germany, Finland, Sweden, and the Ukraine. These NGSOs are organized and networked to provide common databases from which satellite element sets—data sets that can be used for accurately locating a satellite at a specific point in time—are developed. The data is shared through voice, facsimile, electronic mail, and Internet discussion groups, such as electronic bulletin boards and on-line service forums. The NGSOs obtain their data from visual tracking, radio signals and official government sources such as United States Space Command and NASA’s Goddard Space Flight Center, which routinely release and publish element sets for unrestricted satellites.

[
] US space assets are vulnerable – satellites can be tracked easily

Wilson ’01 Space Commission Staff [Tom, Threats to United States Space Capabilities http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/report/2001/nssmo/article05.pdf, Accessed 7-12-11]

Foreign knowledge of U.S. space operations is a necessary precursor to the successful conduct of counterspace operations or camouflage, concealment, and deception (CC&D) activities. Potential adversaries and competitors can learn about U.S. space systems and operations using standard HUMINT, SIGINT or IMINT4 intelligence collection techniques, as well as through dedicated space object surveillance and identification (SOSI) systems.5 More recently, with the advent of amateur satellite observers posting data on the Internet, the availability of intelligence regarding U.S. space system capabilities and orbital locations is increasing available to U.S. adversaries. Satellite situational awareness databases are maintained by organized clubs and organizations, which readily publish their information on Internet web pages such as those of the Federation of American Scientists and several Universities. In addition, knowledge of a satellite’s position and velocity can now be obtained with relatively unsophisticated optical, radar, and signal tracking systems. Advances in focal plane and other technologies have enabled ground based optical space object tracking systems smaller than a meter in aperture to acquire, track, and, in some cases, image objects out to geosynchronous orbits (GEO) and beyond. As an example, using a 35mm camera, an amateur satellite observer can capture an image of a satellites track in low Earth orbit (LEO). The proliferation of air and theater missile defense radars, such as those associated with the SA-10, have enabled many countries, such as China (who purchase these radars from Russia), to field space-based tracking systems capable of accurately locating objects in LEO. These mobile radars were originally designed to track reentry vehicles but, due to their low-cost and mobility, are attractive as space-based object trackers as well. The increasing dispersion of satellite communications terminals has increased our adversaries’ capability to target our space systems by locking onto the satellite’s transmit and receive signals. Geosynchronous satellites, by virtue of their typically ‘fixed’ position, are particularly vulnerable to this type of acquisition and tracking.

[
] Satellite stealth is possible – polyhedron designs, heat dissipation and debris disguises all are possible

Pillsbury 2007 - defense policy adviser [former government official was a research fellow at the Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. Michael AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAMS,POLICIES AND DOCTRINES, January 19 2007, 7/15/1, 1http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2007/FINAL_REPORT_1-19-2007_REVISED_BY_MPP.pdf]
It is possible to select a proper satellite surface material in designing a stealth satellite. This material should have very a low emissivity at these atmospheric windows. In addition, it should have a very high emissivity in other non-window regions of the IR spectrum, which will also enhance heat dissipation by radiation in these non-window regions to lower the temperature of the satellite. As for sunlight reflected by satellite, it is possible to keep satellite reflected sunlight away from the Earth, especially away from optical observation stations operated by potential opponents, by adopting a suitable design. If a satellite is spherical in shape, a portion of the sunlight will be reflected toward the Earth. To this end, a polyhedron design ought to be employed to the extent possible so that the attitude of the satellite may be adjusted in orbit to prevent reflected sunlight from propagating towards the Earth. Solar panels used to supply power to the satellite must also be designed with stealth in mind. Diffuse refection from the satellite surface should be avoided, and specular reflection should be employed instead. Design the satellite in such a way so that it looks like a piece of space junk. There are numerous objects orbiting around the earth today. If a satellite is designed to look like a piece of space junk, it will minimize the interest of our enemy in such a satellite in order to render more protection to our satellite. 

Solvency – Maneuverability

[
] Maneuvering abilities protects satellites – it overwhelms Chinese targeting telemetry

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

The maneuvering of satellites can also provide a measure of protection for U.S. reconnaissance satellites. In the 90 minutes required for a LEO satellite to orbit the earth, it passes over the equator at a spot roughly 2,500 kilometers (kms) west of the previous orbit track over the earth’s surface. Although the orbits of U.S. reconnaissance are highly predictable, it has been pointed out by Norman Freidman that earlier models of the U.S. Key Hole (KH) satellites, KH-11, carried a considerable amount of fuel for maneuvering for ASAT avoidance.216 KH-11’s predecessor, Crystal, is reported to have more fuel and possibly has the ability to be refueled by Space Shuttle crews. 217 Fuel needed to maneuver to avoid Chinese targeting therefore would not appear to limit the United States’ ability to maneuver these satellites. As previously discussed, however, Chinese ASAT deployments may provide the warning necessary to maneuver LEO satellites to further complicate Chinese targeting abilities. Based on the number of Chinese TELs required for an attack on nine low earth orbit satellites and the option to maneuver LEO satellites, it could further complicate the targeting. Even after a worst-case scenario attack, the United States is left with more imaging assets that can be maneuvered, keeping Chinese TELs unable to predict the satellites track over ground. Therefore, reconnaissance satellite could continue to provide imagery of Chinese force movements. It appears that maneuvering reconnaissance satellites in earth’s LEO could allow the U.S. to provide a counter measure against further ASAT attacks. Creating the worst-case scenario described above for U.S. LEO space assets would be difficult. With the required number of ASAT launchers needed to pull of a sudden attack of LEO assets, it seems highly unlikely that China would be able to position its launchers without being detected first. Due to the predictable track over ground of LEO satellites, intelligence professionals could predict the day of attack due to the disposition of Chinese TELs. Ocean surveillance satellites, NOSS, appear to be more difficult to target due to the fact that these satellite orbit in close proximity to another, so a potential attack affecting the United States naval surface ability to locate enemy ships at sea will most likely remain intact. Reconnaissance satellite are important for surface force operations but a potential loss can be replaced by other assets under Navy TENCAP and other commercial service programs capable of provided excellent detail for naval warfare. Additionally, if China decided to use its ASAT weapon, the U.S. could move its satellites, thus making it difficult for the Chinese to know in advance to disperse its launchers. Table 1 shows how the U.S. Navy uses commercial space assets.  62
[
] Maneuverability reduces vulnerability - Changing Satellite speeds allows them to avoid ASAT attacks

Shachtman 08- Writer for the Danger Room [ Noah Shachtman. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/.  How China Loses the Coming Space War. Accessed July 13, 2011]

Since China doesn’t have enough deep-space ASATs to stop communications — or even prevent GPS being used during most hours of the day — Beijing might not even attempt to attack those targets. Which means the United States wouldn’t have much of warning, to prepare for the onslaught. In that case, it is almost certain that China could destroy a number of surveillance and signals intelligence satellites in low Earth orbit before the US could take action. If we assume that the US chain of command takes an hour, due to bureaucratic inertia, to react, China could destroy a total of nine such satellites before the US responds in the specific case examined here. This includes two out of the three functioning Keyhole high resolution photo-reconnaissance satellites, one of the three Lacrosse signals intelligence satellites in orbit, and six of the 15 NOSS satellites that the Navy uses to locate enemy ships at sea. This represents billions of dollars lost and, more important, a large fraction of the US space assets in low Earth orbit that could have been used in the subsequent conflict. At that point, however, the United States could effectively stop China’s attack simply by changing the remaining satellites’ orbital speeds by as little as 200 mph (they are typically moving at over 16,500 mph). This very small change will have a large effect in the position of the satellite the next time it crosses over China; effectively putting the satellite out of range of the pre-positioned ASAT launcher. This is not an excessive change in speed and, unless the satellite is very close to the end of its operational life, is well within the capability of its onboard fuel supply. Furthermore, it does not have to change its speed very rapidly the way a deep-space satellite would have to in order to avoid collision in its final moments. Instead, this relatively small velocity change has tens of minutes or even hours to change the position of the satellite before the next time it crosses over China. During this time, it is steadily moving away from its original position so that it could be hundreds of miles from where China thought it was going to be. 

Solvency - ASATs
[
] Only ASATs deter a space attack - Deterrence only works in Space if the US can demonstrate resolve through proportional response. 

Cynamon 9  Former Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [Charles, "Defending America's Interest In Space" February 12 2009, Acsessed July 13, 2011 http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada539893.pdf] ] 

Space deterrence seeks to prevent an attack on US space assets by persuading the adversary “not to initiate a specific action because the perceived benefits do not justify the estimated costs and risks.”33 As shown in Table 2, the diplomatic, economic, and informational measures along with military shows of force are intended as mechanisms to increase an adversary’s costs for attacking US space assets. A military show of force could demonstrate US resolve to respond with an asymmetric attack, if provoked. The adversary must be convinced that its attack will be attributable and space will be defended by threatening a proportional response and inflicting a punishment for attack upon US space assets. Depending on the phase of the conflict, the ability to impose some of these recommended costs may appear to be tokens at best. However, in the initial ramp up of hostilities for a limited conflict, US economic or diplomatic actions should factor into an adversary’s calculus for escalating the conflict against our space assets. On the other side of the equation, the other military measures in Table 2 are intended as denial tactics eliminating benefits for attacks on US space assets. Whereas dissuasion was deemed an “unresponsive” concept for technologically advanced near-peers, deterrence requires possessing defeat capabilities to counter more challenging and complex ASAT capabilities. Improved SSA and passive satellite defenses need further robustness against ASAT attacks originating on the ground (direct ascent ASAT, DE or RF weapons) and in space (co-orbital ASAT). Improved SSA must also support the needs of US active defenses (i.e., space weapons to defend against ASATs), requiring a space track “custody” concept (modeled after air traffic control) with precise accuracy and high-resolution in order to 21 detect, track and discriminate targets from friendly assets.34 Should deterrence fail, the same measures described herein must be capable of defeating an attack. The defeat concept must deny, with high probability of mission success, would-be aggressors their desired benefits in attacking US space assets. While the diplomatic, economic, and informational means are the same as the deterrence concept, the military means are slightly different. In addition to passively and actively defending against the attack, the United States must have a means to rapidly reconstitute at least some portion of any capability destroyed or damaged by the attack. DoD’s ORS program seeks to improve routine space access as well as provide some measure of reconstitution through smaller, modular payloads. Finally, the military means should consider carrying out counterstrikes, preferably non-escalatory, against the adversary as a punishment mechanism to coerce against further ASAT attacks. Implementing this space defense strategy requires a long-term coordinated and disciplined approach--unusual given the short-term focus of American domestic politics to address long-term national security threats. The nature of the strategy incorporates key elements of space sanctuary and high ground theories promoting the best opportunity for defending American space interests. Chapter four will project ahead to a future time when this strategy has been fully implemented and then work backward to explain the steps taken in a process called Prospective Hindsight. The results of that method will be the basis for the recommended roadmap.

[
] Building ASATs is necessary to deter Chinese attacks – China may be try to attempt a hegemonic transition

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Moreover, the successful Chinese anti-satellite test serves as a stark reminder that the US dominance of space, which underwrites both America’s civilian and military advantages, and which is often taken for granted, is at serious risk like never before. Chinese space-denial programmes exceed those pursued by Moscow at the height of the Cold War in diversity, depth and comprehensiveness. Beijing’s reliance on such operations to provide a prospect of military victory has no precedent in the Soviet case, given the Soviet Union’s conventional capabilities and its own considerable reliance on space for the effectiveness of its strategic nuclear deterrent and conventional forces. The two superpowers then enjoyed a rough equivalence of overall military capabilities and could pursue ’attrition’, where battlefield victory ultimately derived from how adroitly strategy, firepower and manoeuvre were combined to overwhelm the comparable resources possessed by the adversary, as opposed to ’asymmetric’ military strategies. Both nations were also highly dependent on space for verifying various arms-control agreements. Neither side had an incentive to attack the other’s space systems, even though both developed modest instruments for this purpose, because the costs to each individually far outweighed the benefits. Finally, when the Cold War began, the United States and the Soviet Union were full-blown peer competitors, each gradually acquiring the capacity to inflict comprehensive societal destruction upon the other. Neither country was hostage to the fears that accompany the power transition that could occur in the case of China and the United States, where both the dominant and the rising power have good, albeit different, reasons for concern: the former because it fears incipient loss of power, standing and influence, and the latter because it fears being denied the opportunity to finally secure hegemonic status.89 This has led some observers, such as US Senator Jon Kyl, to conclude that the solution to redressing emerging American space vulnerabilities in the context of competition with China lies in developing, among other things, US offensive counterspace capabilities.90 These will almost certainly be required, if for no other reason than to deter Beijing’s use of anti-space weaponry and to hold at risk its own emerging assets in space, which are likely to become even more important for both economic and military purposes as China evolves into a great power.91 Offensive American counterspace instruments serve the limited but critical purpose of raising the costs of China’s evolving space-denial strategy, increasing the probability that Beijing will desist from asymmetric attacks on US space assets.
Solvency - Hegemony
[
] Militarizing Space Prevents a Competitor from Dominating the US from Space

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
After resolving whether space can be controlled, we then get into arguments about whether space should be controlled. Karl mueller and pete hays and l have talked at great length, and it is this debate that we are fostering, that we are all very proud of should it be done? The real question is not inevitability; nothing is inevitable, but l think that things are probable and karl and i disagree on the probability. We should be planning or expecting or at least thinking about it. The real question is not whether the united states should be the first to weaponize space, as l advocate, but whether or not the united states can afford to be the second to weaponize space. It is at least theoretically possible (and i think it is more than theoretically possible) that one state, with a given will, could seize low-earth orbit with enough weapons (or use other means available for control of space) and take control of that high ground, that low earth orbit, which is globally high ground. It is not the trivial example of mt. Everest, though i like that example, karl, i`m going to have to look closer at that. Space is a global high ground. Yes, it is visible; the high ground is always visible. Despite mt. Everest’s disadvantages, the high ground has always been sought by military planners and military strategists and it has al-ways provided an advantage. It does not guarantee victory; it provides an advantage and that is what is sought. If a nation can seize low-earth orbit and prevent other states from getting there, and we have several arguments about how that might be possible, then it will have gained a tremendous advantage that may not be disruptable as space, at least in some senses, is unflankable. 

[
] Space Militarization is Necessary to Prevent Hegemony Collapse – Other Nations Would Capture Space Control from the US – US Control is Necessary to Prevent Global Conflict

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

This rationality does not dispute the fact that us deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of american hegemony well into the future. This would clearly be threatening, and america must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so. Placement of weapons in space by the united states would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing american hegemony. Although there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the status quo, there is also a sense that it is at least tolerable to the majority of states. A continuation of it is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working towards its demise. So long as the us does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the united states in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. The action would be a challenge to the status quo, not a perpetuation of it. Such an event would be disconcerting to nations that accept the current international order (including the venerable institutions of trade, finance, and law that operate within it) and intolerable to the us. As leader of the current system, the us could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside.

[ 
] Plan Key to Preserving U.S. Hegemony – If We Don’t Militarize Space, Others Will

Page 06 – Assistant Flight Commander and the ICBM Combat Crew Manager at the 741st Missile Squadron, 91st Space [Stealing Zeus's Thunder: Physical Space-Control Advantages Against Hostile Satellites, : Air & Space Power Journal Summer 2006, Http://Www.Dtic.Mil/Cgi-Bin/Gettrdoc?AD=ADP023956&Location=U2&Doc=Gettrdoc.Pdf, Access July 12, 2011]

If the united states decides to place an offensive space-control system in orbit, hostile nations will contemplate whether to use their space systems against the united states and its allies and risk losing them-or allow the united states to continue its space activities. Physical space control will become a reality for space systems. The question is whether the united states should drive the technological revolution for the safety and security of its space systems or allow another country to set the pace and force the united states to catch up. If the united states truly intends to become the preeminent space power of the twenty-first century, the technological revolution of physical space control must begin here. 

Solvency – Arms Race
[
] Militarizing Space Prevents an Arms Race – It Convinces Other Nations That It is Too Expensive to Keep up with the US

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Nonetheless, we have a different system today and, as karl has pointed out, it may be that if the united states were to unilaterally militarize space - and l am not advocating that necessarily, but it is an option - that it could in fact prevent an arms race. The trillions of dollars that would have to be spent to dislodge the united states from space, if it were to quickly seize control of the low-earth orbit, might be seen as not worthwhile to another state. However, if we wait fifteen or twenty years until a state is able to challenge the united states in space, then we will have a space race. By putting weapons in space to enhance its military capabilities the united states today is saying to the world that in this period of american hegemony, it is not going to wait for problems to develop overseas until they bubble over into its area of interest, and then massively and forcefully fix that problem. No. The american way of war today, based on precision and on space capabilities, is to engage early using less force, using more precise force and more deadly force in a specific area, but with far less collateral damage. That is the new american way of war and we really cannot get out of it.

[
] U.S. Space Militarization Prevents Space Arms Race- Spurs Scientific Development, and Deters Potential Rivals

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

Seizing the initiative and securing low-earth orbit now, while the us is unchallenged in space, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race is space. From low-earth orbit (leo), the enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space, or to readily engage and destroy terrestrial asat capacity, makes the possibility of large scale space war and or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote. Moreover, if the us were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the us use its advantage to police the heavens (assuming the entire cost on its own), and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of leo could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. Much in the manner that the british maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights , the us could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion.

Solvency - Deterrence
[
] Defensive space programs are critical to deter rogue state actors – non-peers have shown an ability to exploit US vulnerabilities

Sexton 09 - Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [12 February 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539893&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  defending america’s interests in space,  air war college air university, Access July 13, 2011] 
Reuters News reported on 8 April 2008 the world spent $251 billion on space activities, both governmental and commercial sectors, in 2007.50 Conservatively, the world will cumulatively spend $8.120 trillion on space between 2007 and 2030, assuming only modest 2.5% annual inflation. One can ascertain space is a critical national security interest for all nations judging by global investments. In particular, the United States relies on space capabilities for military advantage, economic growth and scientific study. The Air Force’s Air Combat Command performed “A Day Without Space” study to demonstrate its reliance on space and the vulnerabilities inherent in that reliance.51 A similar study on a worldwide basis might shed startling results to say the least. Because of this dependence, space has become a contested environment for military purposes. Projecting 20 years into the future, the United States will likely face challenges from competitors to retain its dominant warfighting advantage. The US military has organized, trained and equipped its forces around information generated from and flowing through the space medium. While superior nuclear and conventional military capabilities can do much to prevent war among near-peers, the United States must be prepared to encounter conflict with non-peer nations (spacefaring or not) and non-state actors. In the post Cold War era, these actors have proven their resolve to pursue self interests notwithstanding their overwhelming disadvantages militarily. The non-peer, spacefaring nation represents an especially dangerous actor who would be the most likely to lash out against US space assets to curb its asymmetric disadvantage or act as a dangerous proxy in facilitating another state or non-state actor. The difficulty in deterring this type of actor necessitates the US development of active countermeasures against ASAT weapons in defense of America’s space interests. Employment of defensive space weapons must be considered in the context of an overarching space defense strategy.

[
] Increasing Defensive measures in space enhances deterrence – it undermines the effectiveness of their attacks on our assets

Butterworth 08, staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board [the President of Aries Analytics, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense Robert, John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

So in sum, I am urging you to consider only the capability to deny someone the military incentive to strike our space assets. That is the defense option, a response to more of the risks that might initiate attacks and that provides more options for limiting the consequences if those attacks should happen. The defense of our military assets in space is possible without requiring miracles of technology. They are sustainable and effective, no matter what other governments or their constituent elements believe. The defenses provide options that we want if the attacks do come anyway. And if an attack is then seen as too difficult to blind or deafen us, then presumably opponents will seek options other than attacks on our satellites. Now if you want to say then that they are deterred, fine. They might be inhibited, dissuaded, discouraged, diverted – I don’t care. But if they get it wrong and they do try to attack us, we have something that we can do about it and we can survive. So our mantra in responding to those would threaten our space assets, I think, should be, in keeping with the latest campaign, “No, you can’t.” If you seek defense, I think deterrence will look after itself.

Solvency - Taiwan
[
] Reconstitution and Hardening prevent China from keeping the US out of Taiwan – it undermines their confidence in the initial attack

Butterworth 08, staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board [the President of Aries Analytics, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense Robert, John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

Butterworth: My response is that you caught me being guilty of what I was accusing the deterrence people of doing, which is to use a term, defense, rather broadly. Thanks to your kind invitation, I will try to pull that apart a little bit. If one imagines a one-on-one encounter between an orbiting low-earth-orbit American satellite and a mobile launcher that has shown a capability to take out that satellite, you are perfectly right. The geometry and the ballistics are going to do it to us. There simply isn’t time, even if we had much better space situational awareness, to do much in terms of orbit adjustment or, an intercept or whatever else people can imagine. However, you and I might differ a bit. Let me put this in a context of a scenario like the Taiwan Straits scenario, because that is the one that has been kicking around for a while. The idea presumably is that the Chinese would like to delay the involvement of U.S. power pro-jection capabilities and the way to do that is to take out these low-earth-orbiting satellites. That will confuse and delay us and then they can be in Taiwan and say, “Let’s negotiate now” and we have a terrible choice to make about what we want to do. But they can’t take all our satellites out at once, and taking out a satellite does take some pretty good guidance from the ground. You have to know where things are. So if I suddenly complicate their targeting problem, either by working against their SOSI capabilities or by proliferating things up in orbit, it is going to make it a lot more difficult for them to be confident that they can buy that seventy-two hours or whatever it is to keep the carriers from getting there. That was the idea behind the rapid augmentation or reconstitution business. And the first time they kinetically destroy a satellite in low earth orbit in such a crisis situation, they will have to sort out the 20,000 pieces and figure out which ones are fragments of whatever they hit and which ones are our satellites that we have adjusted a little bit or that we have launched. So it is defense in the sense of a combination of strategy and capability. It is protection of a capability for us. But you’re quite right; it is not the idea of a shield in front of the satellite or something that would intercept an interceptor a priori. That is low earth orbit. Now for higher orbits, it is a rather different problem because it takes quite a while to get up there and there you are perfectly right; we don’t want to be moving these NRO behemoths and trying to re-launch them. That is just not going to work. Those we have to make hard to target or have silent spares for. One of the principles of doing things militarily is re-dundancy and resiliency, so you might be able to do something along those lines, but that is enormously expensive and quite happily, as far as I know, the proximate threats are to the low-earth-orbit assets. Is that responsive?

Solvency - Miscalculation
[    ] Space Situational Awareness is key to space security – allows offensive and defensive measures, prevents miscalculation and escalation in a crisis

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

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

[
] Secure military satellites are critical to nuclear stability – increasing satellite security is key to deterring other nations from attacking them

Spencer 05, Research Fellow and Nuclear Energy Policy for Heritage Foundation [Spencer, Kathy Gudgel, “The 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review: China and Space -- The Unmentionable Issues”, National Security and Defense, August 11 2005, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2005/08/The-2005-Quadrennial-Defense-Review-China-and-Space-The-Unmentionable-Issues, Accessed July 14, 2011]

Currently, satellites are expensive and fragile and can be disrupted by relatively inexpensive weapons. Although several countries possess the latent capability to engage in space warfare, this option has never been exercised. A direct attack against a satellite would be a first and would be unlikely to be an isolated attack. The consequences of engaging in such a conflict would likely be severe. Depending on the scale of the exchange, it is possible that many low-Earth orbit assets could be affected, thereby denying both military and civilian users these resources. This is precisely why the United States must work to dissuade hostile parties from further developing these capabilities, deter them from using them if they do develop them, and be prepared to both respond and minimize the consequences should deterrence fail. Satellites are especially important for nuclear forces, which depend on them for early warning and targeting. Mutual recognition of this linkage was one of the reasons that the United States and the Soviet Union were so careful to avoid interference with each other's satellites. Although this circumspection has not ended with the Cold War, it is unlikely that future potential adversaries would play by these rules. The U.S. must recognize that space operations could be critical to assuring victory in future conflicts and take whatever steps, programmatically and in policy, to prepare for this future.

[
] Space situational awareness reduces the risk of miscalculation and war by distinguishing attacks from accidents
Sheldon 08, - Fellow at the Marshall Institute [John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

I suggest that we prioritize space situational awareness programs in order to build as quickly as possible a comprehensive picture of the space environment, some-thing that we are severely lacking today. If policy makers and commanders possess the ability to differentiate between purposeful attacks and the hazards of the natural space environment, then the potential for misperception and miscalculation is dramatically reduced. Furthermore, effective deterrence is strengthened by the fact that space situational awareness could potentially indicate the nature and origins of any attempted attack on a satellite, something that would be very challenging given that there are many ways in which one can attack a satellite, including cyber.

[
 ] Redundancy reduces the risk of a surprise attack

Krepon 2009 Analyst and Co-founder of Stimson Center [Michael Krepon and Samuel Black, Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? Space Security Project, Stimson Center, May http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=103310] 

Q Besides diplomacy and deterrence, what else can be done to address the vulnerability problem? A Protection against some man-made and natural hazards can be marginally improved when projected benefits exceed costs. In addition, the United States can choose to deploy larger numbers of less capable intelligence-gathering satellites, rather than investing in a small number of hugely expensive satellites. Wise, diversified investments in space can make surprise attacks against US satellites — a “space Pearl Harbor” — less likely. Maintaining the world’s strongest military can also help dissuade other countries from attacking US satellites.
[
] Space situational awareness is key to preventing miscalculation

Clapper and Gates, 2011 – Director of National Intelligence, Secretary of Defense [U.S. National Security Space Strategy—Unclassified Summary,’’ January ,http://www.defense.gov/home/features/2011/0111_nsss/docs/NationalSecuritySpaceStrategyUnclassifiedSummary_Jan2011.pd

Shared awareness of spaceflight activity must improve in order to foster global spaceflight safety and help prevent mishaps, misperceptions, and mistrust. The United States is the leader in space situational awareness (SSA) and can use its knowledge to foster cooperative SSA relationships, support safe space operations, and protect U.S. and allied space capabilities and operations.

Solvency – Rogue States
[
] Defensive space programs are critical to deter rogue state actors – non-peers have shown an ability to exploit US vulnerabilities

Cynamon 9  Former Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [Charles, "Defending America's Interest In Space" February 12 2009, Acsessed July 13, 2011 http://dodreports.com/pdf/ada539893.pdf] ] 

Reuters News reported on 8 April 2008 the world spent $251 billion on space activities, both governmental and commercial sectors, in 2007.50 Conservatively, the world will cumulatively spend $8.120 trillion on space between 2007 and 2030, assuming only modest 2.5% annual inflation. One can ascertain space is a critical national security interest for all nations judging by global investments. In particular, the United States relies on space capabilities for military advantage, economic growth and scientific study. The Air Force’s Air Combat Command performed “A Day Without Space” study to demonstrate its reliance on space and the vulnerabilities inherent in that reliance.51 A similar study on a worldwide basis might shed startling results to say the least. Because of this dependence, space has become a contested environment for military purposes. Projecting 20 years into the future, the United States will likely face challenges from competitors to retain its dominant warfighting advantage. The US military has organized, trained and equipped its forces around information generated from and flowing through the space medium. While superior nuclear and conventional military capabilities can do much to prevent war among near-peers, the United States must be prepared to encounter conflict with non-peer 32 nations (spacefaring or not) and non-state actors. In the post Cold War era, these actors have proven their resolve to pursue self interests notwithstanding their overwhelming disadvantages militarily. The non-peer, spacefaring nation represents an especially dangerous actor who would be the most likely to lash out against US space assets to curb its asymmetric disadvantage or act as a dangerous proxy in facilitating another state or non-state actor. The difficulty in deterring this type of actor necessitates the US development of active countermeasures against ASAT weapons in defense of America’s space interests. Employment of defensive space weapons must be considered in the context of an overarching space defense strategy. The Congressionally-directed Allard Commission report emphasizes the need for a national space strategy to coalesce the efforts of the numerous stakeholders in the USG with space-related responsibilities. A strategy for protecting US interests in space must be at the heart of an overall national space strategy. As the master blueprint, the strategy will link the concepts of assurance, dissuasion, deterrence, and defeat with the means to accomplish the space defense objective. In truly interagency fashion, the means should merge all four of the instruments of US national power into a coordinated game plan with a phased implementation. By envisioning successful execution in 2030, this paper put forth a roadmap focusing on the following near-term recommendations. 1) The National Security Council directs the Space Policy Coordination Committee to generate a national space strategy, endorsing space defense as the cornerstone; 2) PCC produces a companion Strategic Communications plan to gain Congressional support and foster international commitment and understanding; 3) DoD, DoS, and DoC comprehensively re-evaluate restrictions for space technology exports in the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) enabling civil and commercial international cooperative programs with added benefit of bolstering US industrial base; 33 4) DoS and DoD engage with China and the international spacefaring community through the UNCOPUOS to develop a Debris Prevention Regime as an initial element for a space code of conduct; 5) DoD elevates space defense as a top priority within the JCIDS and Defense Space Acquisition Board processes ensuring next-generation space assets are protected. A serious commitment to space defense can no longer be placed on the back burner. Sobering world events over the last two years in which China tested an ASAT, Russia has threatened to place missiles on the Polish border, and Iran’s continued defiance regarding its nuclear program must be a wake-up call to action. The United States must commit to peaceful use of space with equal resolve to defend the peace on behalf of all spacefaring nations.
***ADD-ONS***
Afghanistan Add On
[
]
Space assets are key to Counter Insurgencies – communications and empirical successes
Sheldon 08, - Fellow at the Marshall Institute [John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

My paper starts out with something rather rhetorical that I do believe to be quite true. I don’t say these things just in order to create a stir. Talk is cheap when you talk about space and national security. We talk about how important it is to U.S. national security and how it enables the U.S. military to do what it does, everything from nuclear operations right through to counter-insurgency; counter-insurgency, being important today in Iraq and Afghanistan is space-enabled, critically so. What is more, the United States – and I am saying this as a Brit – is probably the premier force in the world today that fights counter-insurgencies. The United States has learned some hard lessons and now fights it very effectively, at least from the military point of view. Politically is another issue, but nonetheless, it is space-enabled. If you talk to anyone in the Army or the Marines fighting that counter-insurgency and ask them if they could do without, for example, communications or the counter-insurgent support without imagery, the answer is yes, you probably could, but it would be much more difficult, far more expensive, would require far more manpower, etc. So it does become an issue for them. When I hear Army guys say to me at the Air War College that space isn’t really that important as long as their coms are there, I know it is important. They may not necessarily realize it, but I know it is important there.

Economy Add-On
[
] Developing defensive space weapons helps the economy – technological spinoffs

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Many of the technologies presented as possible near-term candidates have been developed for terrestrial application. Just as the technology transfer can go from air assets to space assets, so can the applications of some of the technologies developed for protecting satellites. The miniaturization and autonomous processing that will inevitably precipitate from micro- and nano-satellite development can greatly aid unmanned aircraft development in addition to other air, sea, and ground platforms.163 Aircraft could be made lighter and more capable. Ships could conserve space for additional supplies and ground vehicles could be made more reliable and have more room to carry additional equipment or supplies. Nanotechnology shielding could produce new means of concealing military vehicles from a vast array of sensors including from electronic sniffers.164 Just as the space race of the 1960s produced a great deal of spin off technologies, not just for NASA, but for the U.S. military and for the civilian population as well. Similar spin offs can be reasonably expected from developing effective satellite ASAT defense.

Greenhouse Add-On
[
] SSA improves the environment – the information from satellites is crucial to respond to climate change

Crook 10 Editor for American Society of International Law [John, October, American Journal of International Law, 104 AJIL 666, Lexis Nexis, 7/13/11.]
The United States remains committed to the use of space systems in support of its national and homeland security. The United States will invest in space situational awareness capabilities and launch vehicle technologies; develop the means to assure mission essential functions enabled by space; enhance our ability to identify and characterize threats; and deter, defend, and if necessary, defeat efforts to interfere with or attack U.S. or allied space systems. The United States willfully utilize space systems, and the information and applications derived from those systems, to study, monitor, and support responses to global climate change and natural disasters. The United States will accelerate the development of satellites to observe and study the Earth's environment, and conduct research programs to study the Earth's lands, oceans, and atmosphere. n4 The space policy document sets out principles intended to guide U.S. activities in space, including principles addressing security and self-defense.

Proliferation Add-On
[
] Satellite technology is crucial to limiting proliferation – it enhances security restrictions

Hamre, 2010 - President of CSIS [John  A Few Thoughts on the National Security Implications of the U.S. And Global Commercial Space Launch Industry JUL 29, 2010 Accessed July 7 http://csis.org/publication/few-thoughts-national-security-implications-us-and-global-commercial-space-launch-indust]

Technology is highly dynamic. Policy formulation is remarkably static. We do not protect our security by freezing ourselves into a world that has passed. A successful strategy to sustain a viable space industrial base then must be far more dynamic. It must rest on several key pillars. First, we must invest in research and development so that the newest and most advanced space technologies remain in America and help to sustain our competitive advantages. Second, we should encourage international activity so that American companies are not disadvantaged in the global competition. Third, we need to refresh our approach to technology and export controls, so that we limit access to truly unique American technology but not create perverse incentives to block American industry and provide sheltered markets to foreign entities. We do need to protect America’s security by well designed technology controls that genuinely protect our security and enjoy international consensus. The global system to limit nuclear weapons technology is an example of a good technology security regime that has worked. While it has not prevented proliferation, it certainly has limited the spread of nuclear weapons. Well designed security restrictions are important to our security. Poorly designed security restrictions actually undercut our security over time.

[
] Stealth satellites are key to solving terrorism and proliferation – if they know where our satellites are, they can avoid them

Keefe 6--fellow at The Century Foundation, JD from Yale [Patrick Radden Keefe, February 2006, “I Spy”, Wired, http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/14.02/spy.html?pg=3, accessed 7-15]

For America, having others know the precise time its eyes will be overhead poses a huge strategic problem. India's nuclear tests in the Rajasthan desert in 1998 caught US intelligence unawares because the Indians had ascertained the orbits of US satellites and hid their operations accordingly. In Afghan caves abandoned by al Qaeda, US forces recovered documents detailing the passage of spy satellites. In 1978, a young CIA employee named William Kampiles sold the Soviets a technical manual describing the design and operation of KH-11s - the satellite whose orbital information Molczan's mystery caller sought. Kampiles was convicted of espionage and sentenced to 40 years in prison.

Terrorism Add-On
 [
] Space Assets are key to hegemony – they allow rapid responses and are key to the war on terror

Waller 2002-  Professor of Political Economy, Former U.S. Ambassador to Guatemala [J. Michael  Threats to satellites require US to dominate space, February 25 2002, Accessed July 12 2011 http://www.iwp.edu/news_publications/detail/threats-to-satellites-require-us-to-dominate-space]

Imagine if a terrorist such as Osama bin Laden had no time to hide while the U.S. massed land, naval and air forces against him. Instead, within 30 minutes of an order from the president, the terrorist chief and his lieutenants would be eliminated by a sudden bolt from the sky. That technology doesn't exist. But it could in the not-too-distant future, thanks to the proved successes of space-based systems now crucial to the U.S. military. Space technology helped make possible the awesome precision attacks against terrorists in Afghanistan as they fled in their Toyota pickup trucks, hid in mud huts and caves and used Red Cross buildings as weapons depots. These attacks were, of course, supported by the networking of U.S. Special Operations Forces on the ground with their commanders far afield, bomber pilots in the sky and even robotic drones armed with Hellfire missiles. The new space technologies have revolutionized the way the United States, the world's lone superpower, wages war. But the more dependent the United States becomes on space, the more vulnerable it becomes to other forms of attack. It's no longer sufficient to dominate the sea and sky, according to senior Pentagon officials. The United States will maintain its ability to fight swift, decisive victories with few casualties only as long as it has unchallenged control of space beyond the atmosphere. Terrorists got away in Afghanistan partly because of the time it took for U.S. and British forces to bomb them once they were sighted. Jet aircraft and cruise missiles flying from Pakistan, the Arabian Sea or Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean took two to eight hours to reach their marks and drop ordnance on individual terrorists sighted at certain targets. The United States had to bomb at night when the terrorists were sleeping. To shorten response time between sighting and striking, U.S. forces ultimately flew flights to loiter in the skies above Afghanistan in search of what Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld calls targets of "opportunity." Space-based weapons, advocates say, would have done the job more quickly. Though still in the developmental stage, such orbiting weapons could deliver ordnance to their targets anywhere on Earth in less than 30 minutes. With spaceborne lasers and other directed-energy weapons still at least two decades away from deployment, the Pentagon is considering more near-term solutions. 

[
] Stealth satellites are key to solving terrorism and proliferation – if they know where our satellites are, they can avoid them

Keefe 6--fellow at The Century Foundation, JD from Yale [Patrick Radden Keefe, February 2006, “I Spy”, Wired, http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/14.02/spy.html?pg=3, accessed 7-15]

For America, having others know the precise time its eyes will be overhead poses a huge strategic problem. India's nuclear tests in the Rajasthan desert in 1998 caught US intelligence unawares because the Indians had ascertained the orbits of US satellites and hid their operations accordingly. In Afghan caves abandoned by al Qaeda, US forces recovered documents detailing the passage of spy satellites. In 1978, a young CIA employee named William Kampiles sold the Soviets a technical manual describing the design and operation of KH-11s - the satellite whose orbital information Molczan's mystery caller sought. Kampiles was convicted of espionage and sentenced to 40 years in prison.

***OFF CASE RESPS***
Global Non-Uniqueness
[
] Non-Unique – military launches are increasing rapidly now

Cannon 08- Contributing Author for Aerospace America [James W. Cannon. http://www.aiaa.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/aerospace/Article.cfm?issuetocid=364&ArchiveIssueID=39  RENAISSANCE FOR MILITARY SPACE Accessed July 12, 2011]
Running in tandem with space system initiatives, Teets told Congress, are activities in the space launch arena that the Air Force considers central to its pursuit of “operationally responsive, assured access to space.” Its principal goals, says the Air Force, are to come up with increasingly capable evolved expendable launch vehicles, develop “low-cost, small expendables,” and “chart the course to reusable systems.” The pace of national security launches is quickening. Twelve such launches, including four aboard EELVs, are scheduled for this year, compared to only one in 2002. Among the space systems already launched or scheduled for launch this year are one Milstar satellite, two DSCS satellites, three GPS Block 2Rs, and a Defense Meteorological Satellite Program spacecraft. The Air Force has been transitioning to the new fleet of EELVs. Both the Boeing Delta 4 [top] and the Lockheed Martin Atlas 5 have had successful first flights. The cessation of space shuttle launches following the Columbia disaster has had no effect on military launch plans and schedules; there have been no operational military missions on the shuttle since December 1992. The Air Force is “flying out” its fleets of remaining Delta 2, Titan 2, and Titan 4 launchers while proceeding with its transition to Boeing Delta 4 and Lockheed Martin Atlas 5 EELVs, both of which launched payloads for the first time in 2002. Because Delta 4 and Atlas 5 have a common payload interface, all military space systems are dual-qualified to fly on either launcher. This redundancy brings the Air Force closer to providing assured access to space. “We’ve never before been in a position where a satellite had some other way to get to space if something went wrong with its rocket on the pad, without having to wait a year or 18 months,” Dickman observes. “That’s why we’re adamant that we need to maintain two EELV providers.”

[
] Non-Unique - Air Force is increasing spending on Space Based Radar 

Cannon 08- Contributing Author for Aerospace America [James W. Cannon. http://www.aiaa.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/aerospace/Article.cfm?issuetocid=364&ArchiveIssueID=39  RENAISSANCE FOR MILITARY SPACE Accessed July 12, 2011]
High-quality, high-data-rate digital communications are essential to persistent ISR. Thus the programs to expand communications capacity dovetail with those for new and improved space and air ISR platforms. These include space-based radar (SBR), the Space-Based Infrared System High (SBIRS High), and unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), all of which are in the top rank of Pentagon development priorities. The SBIRS Low system is being developed by the national missile defense agency, not by the Air Force. “Space-based radar will give warfighters the ability to surveil as well as reconnoiter deep into denied areas, day or night,” Teets declares. SBR systems will be “part of a larger mix of air, space, and ground assets…which together have the potential to revolutionize warfighter command and control,” he notes. DSP satellites have been called upon to spot launches of increasingly smaller missiles. SBR will provide planners and forces with “different look angles” at stationary and moving targets around the globe, and will be a prime provider of “movement intelligence,” says Dickman. “Tracking movements on the ground over a long period of time can provide an incredible amount of information,” he says. “SBR can’t tell us whether a building is a weapons plant or a milk factory just by looking at it, but if it keeps track of trucks going in and out of the building over six months, it can. That’s what movement intelligence is.” Having rejected previous approaches to SBR development, the Air Force is back at it. The service has budgeted $274.1 million for FY04 to complete concept definition of its new SBR initiative. It expects to spend $4.4 billion through the next five years on SBR, leading up to first launch in about eight years. An NRO acquisition panel headed by Teets is scheduled to assess the program around mid-June.Dickman describes SBR as “a perfect example” of systems that bridge military space activities, which are managed by the Air Force, and national security space activities, which are managed by the NRO. “When we’re in combat, SBR will support the warfighters, but the rest of the time, over most of the rest of the world, it will support different national security processes,” he says. “So we’ll have to figure out how to task SBR in order to get its data to the right persons”—military commanders or national intelligence decision-makers.

[ 
] Non Unique - The US is deploying Kinetic Kill ASATs 

DeBlois 04, former Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations [Bruce, “Space Weapons: Crossing the U.S. Rubicon”, Richard L. Garwin, R. Scott Kemp, Jeremy C. Marwell Source: International Security, Vol. 29, No. 2 (Autumn, 2004), pp. 50-84 http://www.jstor.org/stable/4137586, Accessed July 7 2011] 

In the next decade, planned U.S. military activities in outer space will cross several important thresholds. By 2008 the U.S. Missile Defense Agency intends to deploy a test bed of space-based kinetic-energy kill vehicles (KKVs) to destroy high-speed collision test targets that mimic nuclear-armed reentry vehicles in the midcourse of their arc through space. In early 2006 a Missile Defense Agency satellite experiment, NFIRE, is planned to attempt to intercept a rocket in or near boost phase. Beyond missile defense, these U.S. space-deployed weapons will have broad implications for the entire space sector. Because a KKV designed to intercept missiles could also function as an antisatellite weapon (ASAT) and as a means to deny other countries' access to space, U.S. adversaries might feel compelled to develop means to counter these and other U.S. space weapons with their own systems based in space or on the ground.

Astropolitiks Resps
[
] Debating Space Militarization is Crucial to Building Public Discourse – the Alternative is Uninformed Policy Which Defaults to Intervention 

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Dolman: well, that is why we have the debate: to get the awareness of the issue out there. One of the problems we have is that every single one of our heritage systems that were developed in the cold war and that performed so well as enlistees in these later conflicts, are old and have to be replaced. We are recapitalizing the entire space force at one time; everything we do from communications, navigation, it is all being done now. That is something that we keep pushing off, as we are finding other priorities for the budget stemming from 9/11 and the global war on terror. Until we can make the case that space is essential for those, too, the global war on terror is going to be hard to pull to the back burner. But it is a debate that is going to be growing and continuing, one that will give us the national will to act. It is not there right now; it certainly is not-but it is needed. The debate might give us a national understanding that space weaponization should not be done. It has to go one way or the other, and if the latter we have to come up with a strategy for how to continue and go on with this american hegemony without weaponizing space or without military space or without making these tremendous advances in space. What i think is important is that we make the decision where we are going, then if we decide not to emphasize space and go more with conventional capabilities, we do so resolutely. But i believe this would be the wrong. What is really frightening to the world is to hear the clamoring for another hundred or hundred and fifty thousand troops in iraq, in order to pacify, occupy, and control that state on the ground directly. And i think with a good information campaign, not only domestically but internationally, the notion that going to a space-heavy military capability reduce america`s ability to invade and control the ground level, acceptance of a u.s. Domination in space will be forthcoming. And space will help in the global war on terror, in such things as traditional police efforts. Lf terrorism is more akin to organized crime - and i think it might be - then you fight it with the kind of tools of surveillance that you would use in police work monitoring and surveillance, etc.. It is a very tough question. But right now there is no national will, l think, for the kinds of money that need to spend to go into this area. But l think there could be if the understanding were there.

[
] Astropolitik key to outer space operations – military competition inevitable – history proves cooperation is not genuine. Ignoring Realisms’ application to space leaves theory devoid of meaning. 

Dolman 02 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Astropolitik: Classical geopolitics of the space age,  Everett Dolman ,  October 3rd, 2001 , Access date : July 14, 2011]

In its narrowest construct, Astropolitik is the extension of primarily nineteenth and twentieth century theories of global geopolitics into the vast context of the human conquest of outer space. In a more general and encompassing interpretation, it is the application of the prominent and refined realist vision of state competition into outer space policy, particularly the development and evolution of a legal and political regime for humanity`s entry into the cosmos. This work considers the former view, begun with a few keen insights from Dandridge Cole and Marc Vaucher but never adequately synthesized into a coherent theory, to be more academically provocative." The basic format of this more precise and rigorous model is fully delineated here for the first time. The latter view, which encompasses a sizable and growing body of pertinent literature, nowhere expressed better than in the magnificent study of superpower confrontation in the space age by Walter McDougall, is addressed to reinforce and help explain the former view. This is not meant to denigrate or minimize the importance of the realist, even harsh Realpolitik, view of humanity's tendency toward confrontational diplomatic exchange in the history of space exploration Political realism is a central theme of this work. Without the jurists and historians painstaking chronicle of the Space Age, astropolitics as elaborated upon here might not be comprehensible. It is simply to acknowledge that others have served the genre much better, and that if this work is judged to have any merit it will not be for adding significantly to that splendid astrohistorical collection. The effort herein is primarily an attempt to place a more stringent conceptual framework around and among the many vectors of space policies and chronicles, to establish a separate domain of realist academic and theoretical study in the space arena, and to reinforce what is astropolitical and what is not. Just as the term geopolitics is overused, diminishing its explanatory power and reducing its utility, astropolitics has been likewise abused. If everything that happens in space is astropolitical, then the term loses its meaning. Thus I propose corralling the elements of space and politics recognized as realist into their proper places in grand strategy. Colin Gray, in his penetrating analysis of the meaning and place of modern strategy, makes an almost unassailable case that the elements of strategy are unchanging, and applicable across all levels 'if analysis -that is, across system, across level, and across time? His argument is wholly compatible with the tenets of astropolitics and Astropolitiks "there is an essential unity to all strategic experience in all periods of history because nothing vital to the nature and function of war and strategy changes? In his rigorous definition, Gray asserts that strategy is "˜the use that is made of force and the threats of force for the ends of policy? Threats may be implicit or explicit, but the connection between violence and policy is vital to an understanding of grand strategy. While it may seem barbaric in this modern era to continue to assert the primacy of war and violence A "˜high poli1ics` in the realist vernacular - in formulations of state strategy, it would be disingenuous and even reckless to try to deny the continued preeminence of the terrestrial state and the place of military action in the short history and near future of space operations. Even as states publicly denounce the use of violence and force in space operations, all spacefaring states today have military missions, goals, and contingency space-operations plans. A case will be made here that the reality of confrontation in space politics pervades the reality of the ideal of true cooperation and political unity in space which has never been genuine, and in the near term seems unlikely.

[
] We must prepare for a Realist paradigm in space even if it isn’t inevitable – cooperation is unlikely

Dolman 02 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Astropolitik: Classical geopolitics of the space age,  Everett Dolman ,  October 3rd, 2001 , Access date : July 14, 2011]

At this juncture is probably necessary to set down a defense of the selection of an admittedly contentious term for the title. Astropolitics is innocuous enough. It conjures a sense of commingled realms of politics and space-age technology. It is narrower and more powerful than that, as will be shown, but as an appellation it should not rankle. Astropolitik, as the saying goes, is another kettle of fish. Yet it is chosen carefully and with much thoughtful deliberation. The text nowhere concludes that a harsh realist outlook is the only one for the future of space exploration and exploitation. It simply avers that this has been the pattern, and that policymakers should be prepared to deal with a competitive, state-dominated future in space. Nor is there any intimation that such an environment is inevitable or even probable. In the author's view, in the long term, such a sustained policy is counterproductive and detrimental. The colossal effort to conquer space will be done much more  efficiently by a united world, if for no other reason than that the enormous expense of a truly large-scale conquest and colonization effort may require the enthusiasm and support of all Earth's people. Simply put, in a world of modern territorial nation-states (whose demise has been prematurely announced"), collective action dilemmas will prevent those political entities from cooperatively exploiting the realm, and efforts to enjoin states to do so will have negative if not countervailing results. These views are discussed in greater detail in Chapters 4-6. In the short term, despite our best intentions, we may be relegated to a harsh, discordant, entirely realist paradigm in space. Therefore the term Astropolitik is chosen as a constant reminder to those who would read this book, and carefully weigh many of its claims, of the horrible depths to which other geopolitical-based Realpolitik strategies of dominance ultimately degenerated. The German school of Geopolitik, despite the equivocal intentions of its founders, became a racist and utterly unscientific invective about the superiority of the 'Aryan' race and its inevitable domination of the world. Geopolitik, too, was a grand strategy, an action plan for conquest. The good intentions of the author of the current work aside, the potential for misuse and abuse of Astropolitik is plain. The theory describes the geopolitical bases for power in outer space, and offers suggestions for dominance of space through military means. Policymakers ignore such a strategy at their state's peril. When the time has come for a theoretical perspective to emerge, and that perspective cuts across the grain of extant ideology, wishing it were not so cannot make it go away. Some state will likely employ the principles of Astropolitik and may come to dominate space as a consequence. It is to be hoped that this state will be a relatively benign one.  It is with some trepidation and angst, then, that this argument is put forward. The author understands and accepts the opinion that practitioners who believe the world is evil and dangerous will in their actions continually tend to recreate it. Before this degenerates into a self-absorbed mea culpa, it is essential to note that astropolitics and Astropolitik make no distinction among the many motives of those who might apply them. The following chapters do make a few specific calls for action. A new regime for outer space that could reignite the fervor for space exploration that culminated during the 1960s, and a military policy based on territorial control are pre-eminent among them. Neither of these moves by themselves, nor the realist foundations upon which they are based, necessarily engenders evil or malicious outcomes. The tenets within, however, cannot and should not escape the past from which they were drawn, and so the title is chosen as a constant reminder of that past, and as a grim warning for the future. 

[
] Realism is necessary to promote benign hegemony – the success of the realist framework in the status quo has allowed us to forget how dangerous a world of enemies is

Dolman 02 - Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Astropolitik: Classical geopolitics of the space age,  Everett Dolman ,  October 3rd, 2001 , Access date : July 14, 2011]

Just as the Athenians could argue that Melian neutrality was more damaging to their interests than outright hostility, astropolitik declares that the lack of a hostile space power at the present is more damaging to US space interests than having aggressive, competing military space programs with which to cope (an argument specifically constructed in Chapter Four). In a parallel line of reasoning, the Athenians believed the toleration of a weak neutral close to the borders of its empire was a sign of weakness in themselves. It could induce current allies to switch to neutrality, depriving them of needed revenues (via tribute). The lack of an enemy in space is most assuredly causing complacency in the US, stunting the expansion of its space capabilities, and is further causing our allies (in Europe and Japan specifically, but in Israel most notoriously) to develop their own potentially conflicting military space capacities because they cannot be sure of US commitments in the future. The US does have one significant edge over the Athenians in that it can advance a broad moral argument for space domination. Athens was fashioning a coercive empire of dependent states, the US is not. The American form of liberal democracy, unlike Athenian mob democracy, is conducted within the rule of law. It is admirable and socially encompassing. If any one state should dominate space, it ought be one with a constitutive political principle that government should be responsible and responsive to its people, tolerant and accepting of their views, and one willing to extend legal and political equality to all. In other words, the US should seize control of outer space and become the shepherd (or perhaps watchdog) for all who would venture there, for if any one state must do so, it is the most likely establish a benign hegemony.

[
] Realism is best for space – consistency, balanced analysis and better explanation of power politics

Penent 2011  - Professor of Political Science at the IEP de Bordeaux [The US Space Shuttle Legacy and IR: A Realist Perspective, Guilhem PENENT , July 13, 2011 , http://www.e-ir.info/?p=10549 , Access July 14, 2011] 

That is why international relations (IR) matter so much. Of course, IR is a rather populous domain, which contains rival theories that compete for supremacy. Both liberalism and constructivism can be successfully applied to outer space politics [5]. However, realism seems to offer a more consistent alternative to the ones described above. In terms of bureaucratic politics, as well as an approach that is often forgotten when confronted with the mysteries of US “space politics.” Surely, that is something which would have been expected from a leading realist scholar, such as Stephen Walt. However, in Stephen Walt’s own words, the STS was a “foolish diversion of national resources.” It was a thirty year, human, financial, and programmatic failure [6]. Can the Space Shuttle legacy be summarized only as a failure? A Realist Perspective: The Space Shuttle and the “three greatest things” Applying realism to outer space politics provides the opportunity to draw a more balanced analysis. Realism is a rather complicated paradigm, just like IR. However, according to Michael Sheehan, classical realism is “richer and more nuanced than the narrow neorealism characteristic of the 1980s and thereafter”. Even more, from the classical realist perspective, the international politics of space are explained by the competition for power between great powers: …but the ‘power’ in question is a multifaceted amalgam of different forces ranging from tangible military capability to unquantifiable degrees of prestige. A space programme could contribute to overall power by confirming or suggesting capabilities in a range of other areas, such as long-range missiles and technological expertise. In the classical-realist approach domestic political explanations are also significant in a way that they are not in neorealism and therefore the internal political dynamics are also an important part of the equation . As for terrestrial life, there are many rationales in space, some inspired by profit, some by national security, and others, notably regarding the manned space program, by prestige . By understanding goals, classical realism may help better comprehend what legacy the Space Shuttle is going to embody.

[
 ] Turn – The Security framework is key to effective decision making even if it is an oversimplification U.S-China competition in space inevitable, realism proves.

Walsh 2007 - Georgetown University Law Center [Frank M. Associate, Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld, LLP Journal of Air Law and Commerce “forging a diplomatic shield for american satellites: the case for reevaluating the 2006 national space policy in light of a chinese anti-satellite system” Fall, 7/12/11, Lexis] 

This security dilemma paradigm is, like all models, an oversimplication of Sino-American space relations. For example, the United States and China do not engage in a single policy confrontation but rather make hundreds of policy decisions each day. That is, the United States and China play the "game" every day. This repeated play can affect the decision-making process in the game by making cooperative play either more or less likely. n142 Also, there are countless externalities involved in the policy-making process that could never be adequately integrated into a model. Nevertheless, the security dilemma is a useful paradigm because it isolates the fundamental policy options for Sino-American space policy. Additionally, the values attributed to each payoff can be altered and the security dilemma still functions as long as the structure of the game remains unchanged. Uncontested space control is valued highest, cooperative action is valued second, a space arms race is valued third, and being at the mercy of an ASAT-wielding power is last. n143 Thus, the security dilemma is a simplified yet effective approach for policy-makers attempting to craft America's response to the Chinese ASAT. This set-up is called a dilemma because, even though the United States and China would be better off refraining from [*786] starting an arms race, pictured in the top-left square, both countries will likely choose to begin the arms race when acting out of self-interest. The decision-making process, for the United States, proceeds as follows: (1) if China were to deploy an ASAT, then it would be in America's best interest to also deploy an ASAT (moving its utility from negative 10 to negative 5); (2) if China were to refrain from deploying an ASAT, then it would again be in America's best interest to deploy an ASAT (moving utility from five to ten). The decision-making process for China is identical: in every situation, both countries choose to deploy ASAT systems.

[
] Realism is the most appropriate outlook for space competition – empirically prove by recent conflicts

Sexton 09 - Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [12 February 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539893&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  DEFENDING AMERICA’S INTERESTS IN SPACE,  AIR WAR COLLEGE AIR UNIVERSITY, Access July 13, 2011] 
Depending on one’s outlook, there are a range of projected futures regarding interactions among nations as well as their propensity to wage war. Within the spectrum of international relations, idealism lies on one end and realism on the other, with many variations existing in between. Idealists contend that discourse between nation-states through soft power (e.g., diplomatic and economic means) more effectively stabilizes the international order than hard military power. Conversely, realists adhere to hard power and the pursuit of self-interests by nation-states as the main determinant of international order. While the intent of this paper is not to be a dissertation on international relations, the polarity of idealism and realism permits extrapolation for the future strategic environment. Because a major conflict between spacefaring nations could lead to catastrophic damage to space assets and the space environment itself, the key question for the purposes of this research is, “What is the potential for future conflict among great powers?” Prudently preparing America to defend her space interests is vitally dependent on this answer. Immense disparity exists between idealism and realism when predicting the potential for great power wars in the future. Idealists advocate the democratic peace theory when prognosticating the future international order. That is, democratic nations are less likely to wage war against each other than with totalitarian or authoritarian regimes. Conversely, realists perceive an anarchical international order based upon balance of power or spheres of influence. They adhere to national interests as the key motivator in the behavior of states in international politics without regard for types of government. Through the lens of idealism, authors such as Thomas P. M. Barnett conclude that globalization has significantly reduced the likelihood of war among the great powers (aka peer competitors) citing the economic interdependence of the democratic nations with free markets as adequate deterrence for major conflict. Realists, such as James Forsyth and Colonel Thomas Griffith, are not so quick to declare the demise of great power war in the future. Recognizing there are many factors leading to conflict, realists believe conflict among great powers is not only possible but likely as nations pursuing their own interests and greater power will eventually clash. The United States will clearly continue to promote open markets for globalization and democratization as the key national interests. However, recent world events confirm the likelihood that volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity (VUCA) will dominate the strategic landscape for the foreseeable future. In 2008, the world witnessed the Russian invasion of Georgia, heightened tensions with Iran over nuclear proliferation, global economic meltdown, continued US counter-insurgency style conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, and growing anti-American resentment within the Western Hemisphere. Therefore, prudence dictates charting a future course with inherent flexibility to deter and fight, if necessary, either major wars among great powers or smaller conflicts such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan. The United States maintains hegemonic military strength with global reach that’s unlikely to be matched anytime soon. However, the degree that space will be a contested environment in a future conflict greatly depends on the adversaries encountered. This paper will consider near-peer nations, non-peer nations, and non-state actors as the types of possible adversaries. Additionally, spacefaring actors with indigenous access to space represent another critical factor in considering future adversaries’ ability to contest US interests in space.16

[
] States have a national interest in Space exploration

Salin, 2001 - Member Instrument Science Operations Center Magill University [Patrick A. 19-02. Space Policy volume 17, Issue 1, February 2001, Pages 19-26 Privatization and militarization in the space business environment Accessed July 12 2011, http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/S0265964600000503]

Since we are in a highly competitive and a strategically important environment, watchful nations may also intervene in advance, in order to foster their own national interest and secure strongholds regarding other nations they consider to be foes, or simply rivals. Very seldom do nations intervene in order to impose sanctions on those of their nationals active in space. The most recent (and rare) example confirming this observation is the cancellation last June by the FCC of the licenses it had granted to three US satellite operators.13 These were participants in the first round of 14 Ka-band systems, licensed in May 1997. These cancellations have raised protests, especially from PanAmSat, even though the FCC order clearly explained how each of the three operators did not abide by the construction deadlines and jeopardized the conditional license they had been granted. So, were there grounds for a protest? Although the FCC's action had one precedent in the recent past, it is not a practice and we welcome seeing the FCC take a firm stance, in tune with the USA's obligations under ITU regulations. With regard to the blurred relationship between defense and outer space, it was quite common a few years ago to read that, for some defense analysts, the Gulf War of the early 1990 s was considered to be the first outer space conflict, demonstrating clearly that the outer space environment is now integrated into military doctrine. It is a vital complement to armed conflicts on Earth and is not intended to be maintained as an open and new environment that should be immune from earthly considerations and their inevitable environmental pollution. It is a replica of the doctrine of ‘hot pursuit’, which was in favor at other times during ground conflicts that could not be restricted to a specific territory because of alleged outside interventions. This doctrine will eventually and inevitably transport Earth conflicts into outer space, when retaliation threats by opposing forces will target the satellites of the adversary. Not surprisingly, the next US Air Force war game, scheduled for January 2001, was to focus on “how space and air operations can be integrated in the 2015 time frame”, as well as on “the potential utility of military and commercial space systems”. We see that, in a context of slowly decaying international rules (the space treaties), the evolution of practice tends to make obsolete the debates on the limit of the Earth's atmosphere, because for the military this is waste of time.

[
] Competition over space is inevitable – human history proves

Singer 11--Director, 21st Century Defense Initiative [Peter W. Singer, February 04, 2011, “Battlefields of the Future”, SudDeutsche Zeitung, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2011/0204_future_war_singer.aspx?p=1, accessed 7-15]

From the very first pre-historic battles over new hunting grounds to the European wars over gold in the “New World” (and one might even argue the more recent conflicts over Middle East oil fields), whenever we humans have discovered a new locale of value, we usually then fight over it.  As we filled out the blank spaces on the map, though, it was new technologies that then shaped new spaces in which we contended. For 5000 years of war, for example, humans only fought on the land and then on top of the sea. Then, at the turn of the last century, technologies that had only recently existed in Jules Verne novels allowed the combatants of World War I to fight under the water and in the air above. These entirely new domains of submarine and air warfare required new forces to fight there and then new laws of war to regulate them. Today, a series of 21st century parallels are emerging. For example, the Arctic has long been a foreboding place that no one much cared about in policy circles. But through changes that our technologies have created upon the global climate, the waters are warming up. As a result, this once whited-out part of the world map is yielding new and valuable navigable trade routes, as well as potential drilling spots for energy and mineral resources (with some believing there may be as much oil and natural gas at stake as Saudi Arabia has). But opening up a new part of the globe yields new security questions; indeed, there hasn’t been a geographically as large an area to resolve sovereignty issues since 1493, when Pope Alexander VI tried to divide the New World between Spain and Portugal (which spurred wars by the powers left out of the deal). Today, while conflict is by no means inevitable, various players are preparing for a polar scramble. One advisor to Russia’s Vladimir Putin declared, “The Arctic is ours.” The Canadians, Norway, the United States, and even non-Arctic contiguous states like China don’t seem to agree and have started to build up their capabilities to stake out their claims. Outer space is a similar once inaccessible domain, now of rapidly growing commercial and military value. The realm of Fritz Lang and George Lucas movies is now populated by 947 operational satellites, sent up by over 60 nations, through which runs the lifeblood of global commerce and communication, as well as military operations (Over 80% of U.S. communications travels over satellites). In an ironic echo of Clausewitz, US Air Force General Lance Lord described that “Space is the center of gravity now” and the Pentagon has carried out over 20 studies of space warfare. Of course, as Dr. Yao Yunzhu of the Chinese Army’s Academy of Military Science has warned, if the United States believes that it is going to be “a space superpower, its not going to be alone…” The Chinese passed the United States in launch numbers last year and plan to add more than 100 civilian and military satellites in the next decade. More important, both nations have demonstrated kinetic anti-satellite capabilities repeatedly over the past several years, with Russia, India, Iran, and even non-state actors like the Tamil Tigers also at work in counter-space operations and satellite jamming.

China Threat Kritik Resps
[
] Even without certainty about China’s intentions, China’s acquisition of ASATs and actions toward Taiwan have to be treated as contributing factors in the risk of miscalculation over Taiwan

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

 In last fifteen years, China has sought to modernize[d] its military while maintaining the position that Taiwan remains part of the Chinese mainland. Three years have passed since China issued the Anti-Succession Law that not only intends to check Taiwan’s secession from China but also implies that China is willing to use force to protect its territorial integrity if peaceful reunification does not seem possible.10 In addition, China’s military intentions are for the most part unknown and appear to be moving closer to eventually using force against Taiwan. What factors shaped the Chinese perception that developing an ASAT weapon would enhance their position with regards to Taiwan? An examination of China’s perceptions leading to the development of the ASAT weapon might provide insight on how this weapon might eventually be used and also how it contributes to the likelihood of war. Second, what implications does the possible use of this of this ASAT weapon have upon the United States naval surface forces? Could the United States suffer from a Space Pearl Harbor as a result of a conflict in the Taiwan Strait? A war game conducted at the Naval War College in 1994 concluded that an attack of U.S. space assets over the Taiwan Strait provided China a victory over the U.S. Seventh Fleet. It might be difficult to answer all these questions without taking into consideration information that may not be readily available such as the perceptions of the Chinese elites that eventually might lead to the employment of the ASAT weapon. Kenneth Waltz, on the other hand, suggests that human nature cannot possibility be the sole determinant concerning the use of force.12 However, by examining the elements leading China to develop the ASAT weapon might provide insight into how they perceive the weapon. Does China feel that possessing the weapon will enable them to create a shift in the balance of power between it and the United States? The factors leading China to develop the weapon collectively suggest that China in under the impression that it could create a temporary shift in the balance of power between it and the United States; additionally, an examination of political and strategic perceptions followed by testing them against operational realities may present an overestimation of U.S. vulnerabilities to an ASAT threat. 

[
] We don’t conflate Chinese capabilities with intentions – our argument relies on miscalculation – arms races create an inherent propensity toward war, irrelevant of the character of the state – false optimism in a first strike can induce miscalculation

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

Could a Chinese misunderstanding about its ASAT capabilities pose a threat to U.S. naval forces and lead to war? Discussing the phenomena of uncertainly, and the development and use of weapons in war, Thomas Schelling wrote, “It is the weapons, organization, plans, geography, communications, warning systems, intelligence, and even beliefs and doctrines about the conduct of war that together have this influence.”13 Discussing the character of states and the propensity toward peace and war, Thomas C. Schelling states: There is, then, something we might call the ‘inherent propensity toward peace or war embodied in weaponry, the geography and the military organization of the time. Arms and military organizations can hardly be considered the exclusively determining factors in international conflict, but neither can they be considered neutral. The weaponry does affect the outlook for war and peace. For good or ill the weaponry can determine the calculations, the expectations, the decisions, the character of crisis, the evaluation of danger and the very processes by which war gets underway. Expanding on this idea of the inherent propensity towards war or peace, Stephen Van Evera explores the causes of war and defines five. Two of these hypotheses are important to this thesis: First, war is more likely when states fall prey to false optimism about its outcome; and, second, war is more likely when the advantage lies with the first side to mobilize or attack.15 These two hypotheses are concerned with perceptions that eventually lead to war. Although weaponry might be part of the causes of war, it is not the single determining factor leading to the decision to go to war. The perception of a war’s outcome is the cause war, and sometimes the perception of the possible effectiveness of weaponry leads to the idea that victory will be easier to achieve. The perception that victory can be achieved easily is called offense dominance. Offense dominance can be real or imagined to be real.16 The false illusion of offense dominance is called false optimism. False optimism raises the risk of war in two ways; first, false optimism leads the loser to join wars they would otherwise not if they had foresaw the future. 17 Second, the sense of false optimism[and it] also leads states to drive a crisis to the brink.18 History has many examples of wars breaking out as a result of false optimism. 19 Offense dominance, real or perceived, is an aggregate of military technology, national structures, geographic structures, and military factors.20

[
] Chinese doctrine proves that China is pursuing offensive space dominance

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

b. Chinese Doctrine One of the most important elements of the Chinese’s offense dominance mentality is the evaluation of its secretive military doctrine. The evaluation of Chinese military doctrine provided below is the last element supporting that the position that China perceives the ASAT weapon as being able to create a situation of offense dominance. It also suggests that China harbors a sense of false optimisms. Chinese doctrine is centered upon the theory that a first strike on space systems is the key to Chinese victory. Chinese doctrine, therefore, is the smoking gun to the claim that it harbors an offense dominate position and that its emphasis on using the first move advantage to create a temporal shift in the balance of power points to the possibility that it harbors false optimism.   

[
] Arguing that Chinese ASATs are inevitable assumes that China has monolithic interests – they are not static

Manzo ’08, CDI Research Assistant [Vince, U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China, Vince, U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China, Published in the Center for Defense Information Accessed on 7-14-11]

In gauging China’s commitment to ASAT weapons, the United States should reject the certainty with which Tellis qualifies his argument. Neither the government of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) nor the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) is a monolith; a variety of opinions about ASAT weapons are probably vying for acceptance within both organizations. Considerations that inhibit ASAT testing, deployment and use resonate with some Chinese officials, while others are likely uncompromising in their belief that ASAT capabilities are a strategic necessity. Indeed, China’s track record in the Conference on Disarmament suggests that the proponents of arms control within the Chinese government must have some influence over national policy-makers.13 The evolution of U.S. strategic force posture and the broader U.S.-Sino relationship are two of the factors that will influence which camp wins the policy debate within the Chinese government. While the United States is not the pre-eminent issue influencing Chinese policy, to deny any causal link between U.S. policies and China’s decisions is irresponsible and excuses U.S. policy-makers from thinking through the immediate and indirect consequences of their choices. A Vicious Cycle This is good news. An arms race in space is not inevitable, and the United States can strive to elicit China’s help in preventing one. Unfortunately, cooperation between nations is difficult, especially if one is a rising power and the other is an established hegemon. Mutual suspicion and uncertainty will complicate U.S.-China efforts to work together on this issue, and could precipitate a fierce security competition. This is one reason why China’s ASAT test is problematic. It reinforced U.S. concerns about China’s military modernization programs and long-term intentions, potentially altering the U.S. political climate in ways that could further exacerbate existing Chinese concerns about U.S. policy.

Threat Construction Resps
[
] Evaluating Threats in space is essential to overcome inertia for inaction – threat scenarios are key to planning

Wilson ’01 Space Commission Staff [Tom, Threats to United States Space Capabilities http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/library/report/2001/nssmo/article05.pdf, Accessed 7-12-11]

The U.S. is more dependent on space than any other nation. Yet the threat to the U.S. and its allies in and from space does not command the attention it merits from the departments and agencies of the government charged with national security responsibilities. Consequently, evaluation of the threat to U.S. space capabilities currently lags in the competition for collection and analytical resources. One potential reason for the lack of priority is that the signs of U.S. space vulnerability are not always so clear and therefore are not always recognized. Hostile actions against space systems can reasonably be confused with natural phenomena; space debris or solar activity can “explain” the loss of a space system and mask unfriendly actions or the potential thereof. They can be explained as computer hardware or software failure, even though either might be the result of malicious acts. Thus far the indicators have been neither sufficiently persuasive nor gripping enough to energize the U.S. to take sufficient defensive steps. In general, the U.S. is not well prepared to handle the range of potential threats to its space systems. However, there are courses of action and available technologies that could be used to counter these threats to U.S. space capabilities. A. Reliable Threat Analyses Reliable Threat Analyses allows for no suprises The Intelligence Community has begun to improve its collection strategy for threats in and from space. Its analytic efforts, however, need to give more attention to the technical and operational forms the threat might take. The Intelligence Community needs to account for the potential for technology proliferation and services available on the open market to benefit those who would threaten U.S. space capabilities. Political and military leaders need to appreciate the nature of the threat and should seek and receive from the Intelligence Community the necessary information on the space-related threat. Failure to develop credible threat analyses will have serious consequences for the United States. It could leave the U.S. vulnerable to surprises in space and could result in deferred decisions on developing space-based capabilities due to the lack of a validated, well-understood threat. Surprise, however, is not limited to the possibility of an attack on U.S. systems. The U.S. also could be surprised by the emergence of new technological capabilities in the hands of potential adversaries. Or, the U.S. could be surprised in the international arena by economic or arms control proposals it does not anticipate, or the importance of which it does not fully appreciate because of insufficient knowledge about the technical or operational capabilities of current or future negotiating partners.

[
] Weapons don’t make war inevitable, but the decision to initiate an arms race and the misperception of offensive superiority that comes from weapons do – Chinese ASATs can escalate conflicts

Dillon, 2008 – Naval Postgraduate School [Matthew Master’s Candidate September 2008 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA488669 Implications of the Chinese Anti-Satellite Test for the United States Navy Surface Forces Accessed July 12, 2011]

The above scenario illustrates that weapons do not cause wars, but the perception of victory is generally required for war to break out. By exploring the reasons behind China’s decision to develop an ASAT weapon, it might provide insight to its perception about being able to create a shift in the strategic balance. 14 C. AGGREGATE FACTORS OF OFFENSE DOMINANCE 1. Military Technology States can change the offense or defense balance through wartime military actions. 29 The means to accomplish this shift in the offense or defense balance, via the application of force, is made possible from weaponry. As power countries such as the United States rel[ies]y upon weapon systems that have become more technically dependent on space, it appears logical that weapons designed to counter this arena become part of a potential adversary’s military arsenal. This is especially true of China that is in the midst of military modernization that appears to be oriented towards creating a force capable of using force against Taiwan. The Chinese perceive the ASAT weapon as a strategic force enhancer. The technological achievements of this weapon coupled with the potential implications this weapon carries towards the United States military deepens this perception. 

Pearl Harbor Kritik Resps

[
] China favors surprise attacks – empirical studies of their uses of force prove

Pillsbury 2007 - defense policy adviser [former government official was a research fellow at the Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. Michael AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAMS,POLICIES AND DOCTRINES, January 19 2007, 7/15/1, 1http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2007/FINAL_REPORT_1-19-2007_REVISED_BY_MPP.pdf]
On the other side stands the fascinating work of several US historians and political scientists on the causes of war, and on the sources of intelligence failure. Thomas Mahnken argues that in many cases it has proved to be impossible for intelligence analysts to identify new weapons and operational concepts unless there own armed forces already such capabilities. Neither the Nazi German blitzkrieg nor the Japanese tactics at Pearl Harbor in 1941 were “recognized” as patterns in advance in spite of available evidence. In related studies, MIT Professor Steven Van Evera has concluded that “first move advantage” can be a 52cause of war. In his new book from Harvard University Press, Dominic Johnston asserts that overconfidence in one’s own [untested] military forces has also been a common cause of war in history. Robert Jervis has warned that some types of war – nuclear warfare in particular – has never happened, so that it is unrealistic to expect to know how it may start, continue, escalate or terminate. Space warfare has never happened. No one can really know what the shape of a Chinese preemptive attack on US satellites might be like, or what the US response might be. US studies of China’s prior use of force in 1950, 1962, 1969 and 1979 have all conclude that the Chinese place high value on surprising the opponent – even when Beijing was motivated by entirely “defensive” Chinese concerns. If we know little about how space warfare may unfold because it has never happened, is it wise to dismiss the probative value of Chinese open source recommendations on the grounds that no one has yet seen China start to manufacture, test, exercise, and write doctrine for real space weapons? It would seem that open source materials containing recommendations for future ASAT concepts deserve more attention than to be completely dismissed, just as they cannot be considered to be completely definitive. 

Obama Good – Political Capital Links
[
] Improving defensive space capabilities costs political capital to secure funding

Sheldon 08, - Fellow at the Marshall Institute [John Sheldon - was program director for Space Security at the Centre for De-fence and International Security Studies, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, “Deterrence in Space”, Nov. 13, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf, Accessed July 14 2011]

My final point would be, and this bears repetition, that deterrence is inherently uncertain and will probably fail at some point. This said, it poses less of a political and intelligence burden than its alternatives, preemption and prevention. These latter ap-proaches can never be disavowed, as there will be occasions when they are of critical necessity, but these occasions should be rare. Ultimately, however, what Clausewitz described as friction – that is, if something can go wrong, it will go wrong – alone will impede attempts at deterrence just as much as it will impede the plans and intentions of the adversary. No amount of capability, organizational restructuring, or diplomatic skills can overcome friction entirely, but they can go a long way to mitigating its worst effects. Doing nothing while hoping for the best, however, will only court catastrophe and failure. If we are serious about doing deterrence, then we must back it up with ca-pability. There is no free ride if U.S. policy makers are serious about deterring space attacks. Resources are required and a modicum of political capital will probably have to be expended. The current financial crisis will have severe budget implications for many years to come and the protection of U.S. satellite systems may fall victim to such cuts, but only to the detriment of U.S. national security. If U.S. national security space is truly as important as many of us are saying, then the political will should be there to secure the necessary funding for what must be done. Money may be scarce, but if it is important enough, it can be found. After all, we did find $700 billion out of nowhere. Anything less than this is just hot air. Thank you.

Obama Good Links – Congress

[
 ] Congress strongly opposes space weaponization – Bush’s experience proves

Krepon 2009 Analyst and Co-founder of Stimson Center [Michael Krepon and Samuel Black, Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? Space Security Project, Stimson Center, May http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=103310] 

Despite the 2008 ASAT test, the Bush administration was unable or unwilling to implement the Air Force’s ambitious plans for fielding “offensive counterspace” capabilities. These programs have not ranked high on the Pentagon’s budget priorities, and they have been strongly opposed on Capitol Hill. During the Bush administration, the Pentagon focused instead on demonstrations in space of multi-purpose technologies that could eventually be used to harm satellites, but that also could be used for peaceful purposes. One such program is the Experimental Satellite Series (XSS), which makes close approaches to satellites and other space objects. Such “proximity operations” in the future could be used to inspect and repair friendly satellites or to interfere with hostile ones. The Air Force also operates the Starfire Optical Range in New Mexico, which is home to a number of directed-energy research programs. In addition, the Missile Defense Agency is developing an airborne laser in a 747 aircraft. Lasers can be used for satellite inspections and station keeping, as well as for war-fighting purposes.

Obama Good Links - Stealth
[
] Stealth Satellite programs are controversial – their secrecy causes suspicion

Molczan 11—civilian satellite observer [Ted Molczan, 2011 Jan 21, “Unknown GEO Object 2000-653A / 90007

Identified as Prowler”, http://satobs.org/seesat_ref/STS_38/Unknown_GEO_Object_2000-653A_-_90007_Identified_as_Prowler.pdf, accessed 7-15-11]

4. The Story of Prowler Emerges A 2004 news report on a controversial U.S. stealth satellite program revealed that an unacknowledged second satellite had been launched on STS 38: “an experimental and highly classified satellite called ‘Prowler’,” that had “stealthily maneuvered close to Russian and presumably other nations’ communications satellites” in geosynchronous orbit.10 A 2008 article on the hidden meaning in military patches reported a second crew patch of STS 38, that appeared to hint at the unusual secrecy of their mission.11 Public knowledge of the orbits of objects in GEO was insufficient for anyone to suspect that 2000-653A / 90007 was Prowler, but that was about to change, due to the development of independent observation networks. 5. All of the Pieces of the Puzzle 5.1 U.S. was Sole Source of Public Orbital Data in 1990 To facilitate Prowler’s mission to stealthily rendezvous with, and inspect Russia’s geosynchronous satellites, the U.S. took the unusual step of not publicly acknowledging its launch. Since satellite launches are almost impossible to conceal, Prowler was provided cover by launching it together with another secret military satellite, on the classified DoD shuttle mission STS 38, and then publicly acknowledging the deployment of only one of them. At the time, the U.S. government was, for all practical purposes, the sole worldwide source of public information on the precise orbits of high-altitude Earth satellites, which it withheld for nearly all of its military satellites. Whether Prowler’s optical stealth technology proved sufficient to hide it from Russia’s military space surveillance system is not known, but the absence of independent public sources of orbital data made it easy to hide it from the public, by simply not acknowledging its existence.\\

Obama Bad Links
[
]Plan is popular – broad political and military support for satellite protection

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

The United States has placed significant emphasis on protecting its satellites, an effort that enjoys broad support. There are costs and operational trade-offs for added protective steps. Stealth, maneuverability, and protecting satellite sensors from blinding laser and other attacks are among the many defensive options available. According to one Air Force general, “the Air Force is shifting its space mindset to one of operating in a contested environment with an increased emphasis on space protection.”18

Arms Race Disad Resps
[
] Defensive measures don’t cause an arms race – this assumes that we aren’t already in an arms race. Defensive measures discourage nations from building the ASATs and there is an economic limit to how fast they can race

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

It argues that creating an effective satellite defense to a demonstrated contemporary threat only encourages the adversary country to improve on the threat, thus leading to the arms race. First, this line of thought assumes that the impetus causing the adversary to create space weapons in the first place can be abated or removed, and that only by making the adversary feel a greater or unreasonable risk does the arms race begin. While America has not placed weapons or even unassailable defenses in space yet, potential adversaries are feeling threatened by U.S. space dominance. It is unrealistic that the U.S. will forego the strategic and tactical advantages that space represents, or will willingly give up the dominance it enjoys today. It is exactly that dedication to space dominance that is making nations like China and North Korea turn to ASAT technology.161 While U.S. weaponization of space in order to gain an offensive initiative can certainly be argued against, the only viable means to protect already threatened satellites is to improve defenses or suffer the consequences. ASAT threats against U.S. satellites already exist and the adversary countries have demonstrated a desire to use them, if necessary. The U.S. cannot afford to do nothing about the threat and hope that it will never be challenged in space dominance. Even reversing space policy today and negotiating a treaty to ban all ASAT weapons would not physically prevent an adversary country from secretly building a robust ASAT capability while the U.S. rests on its laurels. Arguing diplomatically that the adversary country was in violation of a signed treaty would provide little comfort as U.S. satellites continued to be disabled or destroyed. By fielding a defensive system that mitigates or negates the effectiveness of a threat, the adversary country will become less inclined to risk war with the U.S. by employing ASATs if they could not guarantee some reasonable expectation of success. There is little evidence that specifically placing defenses onboard satellites will suddenly cause a space arms race to spiral out of control. Space systems are already protected through various means including threat of an air or surface attack, small maneuvers, configuration changes and others. These defensive measures exist today and a space arms race (if one exists at all) is proceeding at a relatively measured pace. Some can argue that U.S. DCS measures today are spurring the improvement of ASATs worldwide, but it is just as valid to point to inevitable strategic balancing that usually occurs against empires and hegemons throughout history as a stimulus for contemporary ASAT development. Second, there is a simple economic balance that prevents a space arms race from spiraling out of control, especially when matching adversarial offensive threats against competing domestic defensive capability. Secretary of the Air Force, Michael Wynne, explained the economic math, “’I can’t afford as a nation to just do an exchange ratio where they send up a $100 million [ASAT] missile and I send up a $1.5 billion satellite.’”162 What the U.S. could afford, however, is to spend $45 million to neutralize the effect of the $100 million ASAT in protection of the $1.5 billion satellite. Most of the defenses proposed would cost less than or equal to the cost of a destructive ASAT. If they are effective and negate the usefulness of the threat ASAT, then the adversary has to increase spending to improve their ASAT. Typically that improvement cost is proportional to cost of the original system, in this case starting at $100 million. The same generally holds true for the defensive improvements. Therefore, the next spiral in the arms race would equate to a $200 million ASAT to attack a $1.5 billion satellite protected by a $100 million defensive system. And, much like the cold war, the U.S. would be in a position to outspend most any foreseeable adversary and neutralize the threat. That is based upon the assumption, of course, that defensive improvements could keep pace with offensive improvements technologically. Outpacing the potential adversary threat is exactly the goal of this proposal.

[
] Non-Unique – other countries already perceive US space weaponization – Bush programs and statements 

South China Morning Post 07 [1/20, South China Morning Post, Keep Space clear of weapons, and junk, Lexis Nexis, 7-13-11]

There seems little doubt that the Bush administration has maintained an interest in laser space weapons, a quicker and more powerful way of destroying targets. In 2004, the year George W. Bush announced plans to put astronauts back on the moon before attempting a manned Mars landing, less fanfare surrounded a US Air Force proposal to put weapons in space. The announcement came amid speculation that defence contractors were developing arms, such as lasers and huge guns, that could be put into orbit. Defence think-tanks and commentators believe the Bush administration is conducting secret research on advanced anti-satellite weapons using lasers. Moreover, in August, Mr Bush approved a new space policy that ignores calls for a global ban on arms tests in space and implies Washington will not comply with any new extraterrestrial treaties. It is worth quoting: the US would "preserve its rights, capabilities and freedom of action in space" and "dissuade or deter others from either impeding those rights or developing capabilities intended to do so". The US would "deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to US national interests". This is an aggressive stance, given that there are no weapons in space and the US is among the 98 countries to have signed and ratified the Outer Space Treaty, which forbids parties to the pact from taking nuclear arms or any other weapons of mass destruction beyond the atmosphere.

[ 
] U.S. Space Militarization Does Not Lead to Arms Race – Time and Cost is Too Great.

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

and America Would Respond … Finally. but Would Another State? If America Were to Weaponize Space Today, It is Unlikely That Any Other State or Group of States Would Find It Rational to Counter in Kind. the Entry Cost to Provide the Infrastructure Necessary is Too High; Hundreds of Billions of Dollars, at Minimum. the Years of Investment It Would Take to Achieve a Minimal Counter-Force Capability—Essentially from Scratch—Would Provide More Than Ample Time for the US to Entrench Itself in Space, and Readily Counter Preliminary Efforts to Displace It. the Tremendous Effort in Time and Resources Would Be Worse Than Wasted. Most States, If Not All, Would Opt Not to Counter US Deployments in Kind. They Might Oppose US Interests with Asymmetric Balancing, Depending on How Aggressively America Uses Its New Power, but the Likelihood of a Hemorrhaging Arms Race in Space Should the US Deploy Weapons There—at Least for the Next Few Years—is Extremely Remote.

[
 ] A defensive hedging strategy won’t cause an arms race – vulnerability would also invite weaponization

Krepon 2009 Analyst and Co-founder of Stimson Center [Michael Krepon and Samuel Black, Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? Space Security Project, Stimson Center, May http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=103310] 

Q But if the United States exercises restraint, will other countries play by these rules? A The United States doesn’t depend on the good faith of others, which is why a hedging strategy is also required. America enjoys the world’s best space monitoring capabilities and armed forces. If others insist on testing ASATs, the United States could, too. But it is not in the economic and national security interest for the United States to open this Pandora’s box. Q Doesn’t hedging send the wrong signal, prompting ASAT tests by others? A Not hedging against the use of ASATs by others could also send the wrong signal, inviting use without consequences. But if the US hedges too much — such as by initiating a resumption of ASAT testing — others will surely follow. So a hedging strategy requires balance, such as by flight testing multi-purpose technologies.

[
] Defensive Militarization Doesn’t Cause an Arms Race – It Poses No Threat Because It Causes No Physical Damage

Page 06 – Assistant Flight Commander and the ICBM Combat Crew Manager at the 741st Missile Squadron, 91st Space [Stealing Zeus's Thunder: Physical Space-Control Advantages Against Hostile Satellites, : Air & Space Power Journal Summer 2006, Http://Www.Dtic.Mil/Cgi-Bin/Gettrdoc?AD=ADP023956&Location=U2&Doc=Gettrdoc.Pdf, Access July 12, 2011]

Since space warfare is pushing its way to the forefront of the us government's national strategic concerns, we should clearly define space warfare and strategy for the coming decades, without the overwhelming influences of land-, naval-, or air-warfare doctrine. The current situation resembles the one faced by airpower proponents in the early twentieth century. With weapons such as a parasitic attitude control system (pacs) with antisatellite (asat) capabilities and the tactics on how to use them, space warfare can begin to break the bonds of 50 years of earthbound politics and thought, thereby fulfilling its potential. The united states has divided counterspace doctrine into two categories: defensive counterspace (dcs) and offensive counterspace (ocs). In official parlance, dcs operations "preserve us/friendly ability to exploit space to its advantage via active and passive actions to protect friendly space-related capabilities from enemy attack or interference."' active defense seeks to increase us situational awareness in space while passive defense ensures the suriv ability of space assets and their information. Although dcs is an important part of a space strategy, the implicit understanding of defense means it will not increase the balance in our favor but only "hold the line" against enemy attacks. The five ds on the opposite end of the spectrum, ocs seeks to "preclude an adver sary from exploiting space to his advantage" through deception, disruption, denial, degradation, and destruction (the five ds) 2 there is no division into active or passive since in any particular situation, the methods may be one or the other (or both), depending on their usage. One uses physical damage as an overwhelming defining discriminator of ocs methods. The dichotomy of ocs breaks into methods that produce physical damage and those that do not:

[           ] Space arms race is inevitable – it has already started – we must protect assets

MacDonald 09, former assistant director for national security at the White House [Bruce W., “Testimony of Bruce W. MacDonald”, Council of Foreign Affairs, Before the Strategic Forces Subcommittee and House Armed Services Committee, March 18, http://www.cfr.org/china/space-security/p18862, Accessed July 12 2011]
The U.S. and China have already crossed a space Rubicon of sorts. ASAT capabilities already developed cannot be un-invented, and missile defense, with inherent ASAT capabilities, is here to stay. This is reality. U.S. security crucially depends on space and will do so even more in the future, and such capabilities must be preserved. Defensive steps can help, but ultimately it is difficult to protect space assets. We also can and should decentralize our space assets, putting our space eggs in more baskets to reduce our vulnerability, which would help, but likely not resolve, our problem. Arms control and other diplomatic steps certainly have a larger role to play and can help limit some of these threats. But verification issues make a comprehensive diplomatic-only solution seem improbable at present, which means the U.S. may need at least some offensive space capabilities, though we should tread carefully and thoughtfully into this new, highly uncertain world. We need to know where the pitfalls are, and not just develop space weapons now and worry about the implications later. The real question is what kind abd level of offensive capability might we need, and to what purpose? Any offensive space capability should have at least seven characteristics:

[
] Space militarization doesn’t cause weaponization – it doesn’t deny other nations access to space

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

Many nations benefit from space assets used for military purposes, including communications, reconnaissance, and positioning. Howev5 er, space militarization does not necessarily mean space weaponization; the important distinction between the two lies in the unfettered use of space. While space militarization has indispensably augmented U.S. conventional military forces, such capabilities do not deny others the use of similar capabilities. Space weaponization, on the other hand, can seek to prevent an adversary from using space for military purposes. According to the U.S. Air Force, space weaponization, or “offensive counterspace capabilities,” would involve space-based or earthbased weapons that could destroy, disable, or disrupt space-based systems such as satellites. Earth-based weapons capable of attacking satellites’ ground stations and communications links must also be considered as part of any evolving space-weaponization architecture.

[
 ] No Link – the plan won’t be perceived as weaponization – hardening is seen as defensive, not offensive

Frey 2008, graduate of Squadron Officer School, [former defender of the Airforce in lawsuits as the chief of labor law and served as a chief of claims, legal assistance, and civil law at Patrick AFB, Florida, Defense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective. Air And Space Power Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 75-86. Winter 2008, Proquest ]

Because of space law's uncertainty, the only practical limitation on an attack against US space assets is a foreign power's own self-restraint. This may exist in one of two forms: fear of US retaliation with political and military power, or compliance under a moral or legal obligation to treaty law. However, as developing nations and terrorist groups gain access to space, the United States can no longer assume that either form of self-restraint will protect its orbital assets. Instead, it must now take proactive defensive measures. Two questions remain. First, what options does the United States have? Second, how does the law restrict those options? Space law provides only two diplomatic options that the United States could invoke to prevent future missile tests by China or another nation. The first is the Outer Space Treaty's provision allowing consultation if one state believes that another's activities could interfere with its space programs. The second is the provision allowing one state to observe and inspect another's space programs and facilities. Neither provision, however, enables a state actually to stop future tests. The treaty allows only a request for consultation or inspection, and the other nation is not obligated to grant it. The United States, therefore, is left with two military options-"weaponization" and "hedging."60 Weaponization is the process of placing permanent weapons systems in space in anticipation of an attack. Hedging, which focuses on vulnerability reduction, "minimize [s] any adverse consequences in the event of space warfare initiatives by other states, and . . . deter [s] other states from first crossing the critical thresholds of flight-testing and deployment."61 The Air Force is already considering both options, weighing whether to shield satellites individually (hedging) or to build a ballistic missile system to destroy missiles before they reach US satellites (arguably, a form of weaponization if extended into outer space).62 Although arguments may exist for employing either option, space law appears to prefer hedging over weaponization. Recall that the United States is generally limited to using space for peaceful purposes. Although the Outer Space Treaty does not entirely preclude weaponization, it does restrict it-a fact illustrated by its prohibitions on placing nuclear weapons or weapons of mass destruction into orbit. Aggressive uses of space are generally disfavored, but defensive use of space is considered acceptable. Thus, the only permissible weaponization under either the treaty or US policy might be systems exclusively designed to protect satellites.

[
]
Non-Unique – space is weaponized now – experts agree.

Spencer 05, Research Fellow and Nuclear Energy Policy for Heritage Foundation [Spencer, Kathy Gudgel, “The 2005 Quadrennial Defense Review: China and Space -- The Unmentionable Issues”, National Security and Defense, August 11 2005, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2005/08/The-2005-Quadrennial-Defense-Review-China-and-Space-The-Unmentionable-Issues, Accessed July 14, 2011]

Some have charged that such a policy would lead to the "weaponization of space." Some participants in the debate over military use of space say that we should protect this threshold and not cross it." In current QDR deliberations, these critics express concern about the Department of Defense's vision for military applications in space. Others realize that the threshold has already been crossed technologically and that space was a major focus of military planners in the 2001 QDR, the 2002 Joint Doctrine for Space Operations, the 2004 Air Force Doctrine on Counterspace Operations, and the 2005 National Defense Strategy. The debate-when space is not regarded as so contentious as to be "unmentionable"-has been reduced to one over competing definitions. This debate is not readily subject to compromise or policy solutions. 

Chinese Modernization Resps
[
] Non Unique - China is pouring money into their space program

The Sunday Times 09 [10-18, One Giant Step for China, The Sunday Times, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7-12-11.]
So what is China - a vast, mainly agricultural country which, according to the International Monetary Fund, still ranks only around 100th in the world with a per capita income of about £1,818 a year - doing in space? The answer a is: just about everything. While Nasa is retiring its accident-prone space shuttles and fighting for funds, the Chinese space programme is notable for its vaulting ambitions and seemingly fathomless budgets, itself reminiscent of the Kennedy era's projection of power. The planners' primary target is the moon. On October 24, 2007, a Chinese journalist, who spoke on condition of anonymity, was among 2,000 viewers admitted to the once top-secret Xichang rocket base to watch the launch of the first lunar probe, Chang'e-1, named after a moon goddess of ancient legend. Local people told him of how the military and police had been conducting sweeps with dogs through nearby villages to clear around 12,000 inhabitants out before the blastoff. At 6.20pm, the ground shook, the booster ascended and a tail of white exhaust signalled the detachment of the nose cone. "Everybody jumped and cheered," the journalist said. "When I asked them if it was worth China spending so much money on space when we have so many people living in poverty they said, 'Yes, of course! It makes us stand tall in the world!'" Chang'e-1 reached the moon on a 16-month mission and sent photographs back mapping the surface. On March 1 this year, engineers on the ground fired its boosters, sending it crashing into the lunar surface in a controlled descent. A second Chang'e craft will be launched next year to survey the moon from a low orbit as a precursor to a landing mission. "By 2013, China will send a landing craft and rover vehicle to the moon," says Ye Peijian, a designer of the moon probes. The craft, Chang'e-3, will have variable thrusters to achieve a vertical landing at the Sinus Iridum, or Bay of Rainbows, near the equator of the moon. The sixwheeled lunar rover will leave the main craft and work for three months. Ye and his team plan to send a spacecraft to the moon by 2017 capable of recovering soil samples and sending them back to Earth. But the Chinese scientific establishment is readying itself to go far beyond that. Its space strategists are thinking of establishing a human base on the lunar surface by 2030 and sending men to land on Mars by 2050. Right now the finishing touches are being put to the first Chinese Mars probe, Yinghuo-1. This is a microsatellite poised on the tip of a Russian rocket destined for Phobos, one of the Martian moons. The 110-kilogram Chinese craft is due to orbit the Red Planet in 2010 after a journey lasting 10 months. It is carrying cameras, a magnetic field sensor and an ion detector. Its task is to search for clues as to why water vanished from Mars by studying oxygen molecules and solar winds. The scientists want to aim for Jupiter by 2030.

US / China Relations Resps
[
] US Chinese space cooperation fails – China has no incentive because it is a rising hegemon

Richburg, 2011 Washington Post Writer [Keith, 2011, 1/23The Washington Post, As China eyes the stars, the U.S. watches warily, Lexis Nexis, 7/12/11.]

 China's grand ambitions extend literally to the moon, with the country now embarked on a multi-pronged program to establish its own global navigational system, launch a space laboratory and put a Chinese astronaut on the moon within the next decade. The Obama administration views space as ripe territory for cooperation with China. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has called it one of four potential areas of "strategic dialogue," along with cybersecurity, missile defense and nuclear weapons. And President Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao vowed after their White House summit last week to "deepen dialogue and exchanges" in the field. But as China ramps up its space initiatives, the diplomatic talk of cooperation has so far found little traction. The Chinese leadership has shown scant interest in opening up the most sensitive details of its program, much of which is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA). At the same time, Chinese scientists and space officials say that Washington's wariness of China's intentions in space, as well as U.S. bans on some high-technology exports, makes cooperation problematic. For now, the U.S.-China relationship in space appears to mirror the one on Earth - a still-dominant but fading superpower facing a new and ambitious rival, with suspicion on both sides. "What you have are two major powers, both of whom use space for military, civilian and commercial purposes," said Dean Cheng, a researcher with the Washington-based Heritage Foundation and an expert on the Chinese military and space program. NASA's human spaceflight program has been in flux in recent years, fueling particular concern among some U.S. observers about the challenge posed by China's initiatives in that area. There is "a lot of very wary, careful, mutual watching," Cheng said. Song Xiaojun, a military expert and commentator on China's CCTV, said that substantial cooperation in the space field is impossible without mutual trust. Achieving that, he said, "depends on whether the U.S. can put away its pride and treat China as a partner to cooperate on equal terms. But I don't see that happening in the near future, since the U.S. is experiencing menopause while China is going through puberty."

[
] Non-unique – Chinese ASAT tests undermined US China Relations

Manzo ’08, CDI Research Assistant [Vince, U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China, Vince, U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China, Published in the Center for Defense Information Accessed on 7-14-11]

This is good news. The United States and China can still attempt to cooperate and prevent an arms race in space. However, cooperation between nations is difficult; uncertainty and suspicion can sour relations even when both countries have incentives to work together. China’s ASAT test was not helpful in this regard. It has aggravated U.S. suspicions about China’s military modernization programs and long-term intentions. For its part, China is concerned with U.S. missile defense, conventional long-range strike capabilities and the U.S. decision to shoot down a failing spy satellite in February 2008. If coupled with further negative developments in U.S.-China relations, both countries may come under increased domestic pressure to adopt more confrontational policies towards each other.

[
] US Sino relations are already low over space – ASATs and poor dialogue

Walsh 2007 - Georgetown University Law Center [Frank M. Associate, Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld, LLP Journal of Air Law and Commerce “forging a diplomatic shield for american satellites: the case for reevaluating the 2006 national space policy in light of a chinese anti-satellite system” Fall, 7/12/11, Lexis] 

The lack of communication on arms control between the United States and China is a product of a fundamental lack of trust between the two countries on space policy. The distrust has two major causes: (1) the inherently dual-use nature of satellites and (2) a series of controversies in the past two decades. First, many satellites are neither definitively military nor civilian, but can serve both purposes simultaneously - approximately ninety-five percent of space technology has both civil and military applications. n119 This "dual-use" nature of satellites complicates negotiations on space policy because it is very difficult to determine whether a satellite launch is part of a military or civilian endeavor. n120 In a cognate of the perennial glass half-full or half-empty question, American and Chinese policy makers are often called upon to classify a satellite that could be either military [*782] or civilian and divine the intent behind the satellite's deployment. Since the nature of a given satellite is difficult to determine without intrusive inspections, both sides have assumed that the other's use of satellites has some sinister military use. n121 The second reason for the lack of Sino-American communication on space policy stems from a series of controversies beginning in the 1990s. In April 1998, the New York Times published a story alleging that two companies, Loral Space and Communications and Hughes Electronics, had given China confidential technical information on how to improve Chinese nuclear missiles. n122 After a Justice Department investigation, Loral and Hughes agreed to settle the case after accepting fines of $ 6 million and $ 20 million, respectively. n123 Following the Department of Justice investigation, the House of Representatives established the Select Committee on U.S. National Security and Military/Commercial Concerns with the People's Republic of China (Cox Commission), which recommended a number of additional regulations to prevent another intentional transfer of technical space knowledge to foreign powers. n124 The Cox Commission's report engendered much mistrust of China, n125 and since the report's publication, the Department of State has not granted any export licenses for China-bound satellite launch vehicles. n126 As a result of these two factors and general reservations about China for its opaque government n127 and questionable human rights record, n128 the United States has been reluctant to trust China. n129 For its own part, China does not [*783] trust the United States to maintain a peaceful posture in space. n130

Military Trade Off Disad Resps
[
] Even If Space Militarization Forces Other Military Cuts, the Net Impact is Improved Hegemony – Space Assets are More Important, and Less Likely to Cause Overstretch

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Questions and Answers.

Question: this is for dr. Dolman. You spent most of the time talking about how the u.s. Cannot afford to be the second state to weaponize space. L wonder if you could talk a little bit about the cost of doing that, financially but also to international relationships and the potential unintended consequences that we have not thought about, which might be irreversible. On the financial front, what paul kennedy called the imperial overstretch, would we be able to do such a thing, given the projected budgets of dod, or would we have to go beyond that, since this could be so expensive? Dolman: if we went with the projected budgets in dod, you have to make severe cuts in other conventional capabilities. That is the only way. Otherwise you would have to extend the dod budget; there is no question of that. I am glad that karl brought up an example that i have used in the past. The counter-arguments are either that these weapons would give such a tremendous advantage to the united states that all other nations would be under our imperial thumb and thus they must oppose it, or that they are far too expensive and technically improbable and they will actually accelerate the decline of the united states, in which case all other nations should probably go, "excellent that works for us!" it is one of the two, or actually it is somewhere in between. But i think it will be opposed - though other states will not oppose the united states head-to-head in space, or in like terms, but they would probably do something economic (embargo, trade restrictions, etc.). Barring those other types of non-symmetrical opposition to the united states, there would certainly be diplomatic efforts to prevent the united states from doing so. And if i were advising any one of those states, i would tell them to oppose us actions as well. But they will find that over the time in which the united states has continuing control of outer space, allowing all other states to enter into space for non-military reasons and in fact encouraging that, that changing the current outer space regime to enhance commercialization of space will increase the welfare that comes from space - to all states. All analogies are flawed, but they do bring up some ideas. The british kept pirates from the seas and enhanced safety of the seas during their hegemony and the athenians did the same in their period of aegean hegemony. Commerce increased because the likelihood of getting profits from the sea were greater when there was a hegemonic power protecting the extant rule of law and eventually it would be seen, and not in too long of a term, that the united states' continuing hegemony over space would be a global public good. Thus space control is not an imperial overstretch, but a structural means to continue the hegemonic status quo.

[
] Plan Increases Hegemony Despite Trade Offs – the Space Assets are More Important

Dolman, 2006 -  Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [Everett Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Dolman: one of the arguments about conventional forces is that they are so much cheaper, at least in the initial - by initial i mean decades - types of investment that have to go into space for transformation. That is undeniable; space is always going to lose that sort of cost-utility argument, in terms of the budget. Where it wins out is where you are going and what you are doing. The air breathers - bombers, fighters, etc. - are going to carry the bulk of american force application for the next fifty to one hundred years. Space force application would be only for high value fleeting targets terrestrially and then only if you couldn`t get there with an equal capacity or, of course, the command of space role. But that is a trade-off, because where is the technology leading us, where we are going? It is in things associated with space development and space operations, not associated with more tanks, more artillery, more ships at sea, that sort of thing.

[
] US Must Militarize Space to Prevent Another Nation from Dominating Space

Dolman 05 - Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies [US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, 14 September 2005, Http://Www.E-Parl.Net/Pages/Space_Hearing_Images/Confpaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.Pdf , for E-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Access July, 12 2011]

The opponents of space weapons on technical or budgetary grounds are not advocating space weapons in the event their current assumptions or analyses are swept aside. Because a thing can be done does not mean it ought to be. Of course, prescience is imperfect. Technologies will be found that were not or could not be foretold, and the foolish policymaker eschews adapting to it until its utility is beyond a doubt. Indeed, it is concern for the unanticipated arrival of technology x that initially motivates my own preference for a policy advocating immediate deployment of space weapons. So long as america is the state most likely to acquire a breakthrough technology in this area, my concern is limited to the problem of letting technology take us where it will. But what if an enemy of democratic liberalism should suddenly acquire the means to place quickly and cheaply multiple weapons into orbit? The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any liberal state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to our already-dependent military force could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the us dithers on its responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-earth orbit before america could respond.

[
] The plan increases our hegemony despite causing a trade off 

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, access date: July 13, 2011]
The U.S. should re-prioritize near-term (next ten years) research, development, acquisition, and fielding of LEO satellite self-protection measures to mitigate vulnerability to little to no-warning destructive ASAT attack. The cost of increased research and development will be high and will likely threaten terrestrial military program improvement, but will outweigh the vulnerability that is necessarily incurred by the current lack of satellite defense development, especially in the context of national space exploitation reliance. The acquisition timeline to field a satellite defense capability necessitates that robust research, development and fielding occur now to keep pace against possible peer-competitor ASAT space powers during the next ten to fifteen years. Additional questions must be addressed in order to determine if the U.S. should more aggressively develop LEO satellite self-defense technologies during the next decade. First, what are the contemporary and next decade destructive no-warning ASAT technologies threatening U.S. satellites? Second, what counterspace mitigation efforts are already being used and developed for the near-term and what is their effectiveness? Lastly, what are the relative merits and demerits of more aggressive development and fielding of LEO satellite self-defense capability?

Space Debris Disad Resps
[
 ] Turn - Satellite attacks increase debris and collapse the economy

Frey 2008, graduate of Squadron Officer School, [former defender of the Airforce in lawsuits as the chief of labor law and served as a chief of claims, legal assistance, and civil law at Patrick AFB, Florida, Defense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective. Air And Space Power Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 75-86. Winter 2008, Proquest ]

However, the principle of proportionality would require further restraint from China. An attack on satellites could be considered "catastrophic" for two reasons. First, attacking even a single satellite risks creating additional debris, further contaminating Earth's orbit. Each successive attack would put other satellites and spacecraft at increased risk, and these deadly debris particles would not distinguish among friend, foe, or neutral. Even China's own space operations could be disrupted if space became sufficiendy polluted. Attacking any satellite, therefore, requires serious consideration of the collateral consequences.58 Second, since the United States depends heavily on satellite technology and since the military and the civilian sector share many satellites, destroying certain satellites could drastically affect the civilian population. Attacking communications systems could impair banking and trade, disrupting the US economy. Likewise, the Federal Aviation Administration may upgrade the national air traffic controller systems to exclusive use of global positioning system satellites.59 The unexpected loss of this network could result in numerous lost or crashed aircraft.

[
] ASAT attacks cause debris cascade – eliminating all space assets

Shachtman 08- Writer for the Danger Room [ Noah Shachtman. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/.  How China Loses the Coming Space War. Accessed July 13, 2011]

But if the short term military consequences to the United States are not that bad, the long term consequences to all space-faring nations would be devastating. The destruction of the nine satellites hit during the first hour of the attack considered here could put over 18,900 new pieces of debris over four inches in diameter into the most populated belt of satellites in low Earth orbit. Even more debris would be put into geostationary orbit if China launched an attack against communications satellites. In the immediate aftermath of the attack, the debris from each satellite would continue to “clump” together, much as the debris from last year’s test. However, over the next year or so—well after the terrestrial war with China had been resolved—the debris fields would fan out and eventually strike another satellite. These debris fields could easily cause a run-away chain of collisions that renders space unusable — for thousands of years, and for everyone. Not only is this a quickly growing and important sector of the world’s economy (sales of GPS receivers alone reportedly exceeds $20 billion annually), but space is also used for humanitarian missions such as forecasting floods in Bangladesh or droughts in Africa. We cannot allow space to be forever barred to our use for what turns out to be a very minor military advantage. If the military utility of attacks in space are so minor; if the active defense of space assets is impractical, counterproductive, and unnecessary; and if the danger resulting from the consequent debris affects all space-faring nations for thousands of years to come, it is clear that diplomacy is in every country’s interest.

[
] Chinese tests already increasing debris – worst incident ever

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

In the predawn darkness of 11 January 2007, a Chinese medium-range ballistic missile lifted off from a launch site at the Xichang space facility in Sichuan province. Fired from a mobile transporter-erector-launcher, the new two-stage, solid-fuelled missile – designated the SC-19 by the US intelligence community – carried a kinetic kill vehicle that slammed several minutes later into an ageing Chinese weather satellite deployed in low Earth orbit at an altitude of some 864 kilometres. Since the satellite, the Fengyun-1C (FY-1C), was heading south at the time of its intercept, and since the azimuth from the interceptor launch point to the target was approximately 346◦, the attack involved a virtual head-on collision at extremely high velocity with thousands of blast fragments ejected at speeds of up to some 2,253km per hour into various orbits ranging from 3,800km to 200km in altitude.1 As of 30 May 2007, over 1,736 objects of trackable debris, each at least 10cm in diameter, had been catalogued and monitored. And NASA’s Orbital Debris Program Office has estimated that the explosion produced more than 35,000 shards larger than 1cm, justifying the judgement that this test was undoubtedly the ‘worst single debris event ever’2 since it instantaneously produced a 10% increase in the 50-year total of space artefacts capable of threatening spacecraft flying in low Earth orbits.3

[
] Non-Unique – China’s ASAT tests already increase space debris

PIT 10 India News Agency [4/07/10, BBC Monitoring, Chinese anti-satellite test ‘threat’ to global space assets, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/14/11.]
India Wednesday [7 April] slammed China's anti-satellite (ASAT) programme, terming it a threat to global space assets. In 2007, Beijing successfully tested an anti-satellite (ASAT) vehicle, destroying an inactive weather satellite. Asked if China's ASAT programme is a threat to Indian satellites, Secretary in the Department of Space K. Radhakrishnan said: "... [ellipsis as published] the threat is not only for us, but for the entire world because it (China's 2007 test) has created space debris". Noting that the Chinese test has resulted in 3,000 particles (space debris), Radhakrishnan, also chairman of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) and Space Commission, said: "So we have to be careful about their (space debris from the Chinese test) possible collision with our operational satellites". He said a group of ISRO scientists is coordinating with the international group on space debris, which observes and conducts analysis and continuously looks at managing Indian satellites - in terms of manoeuvres and navigation - for avoiding such possible collisions. "Internationally, under the UN body, countries are encouraged not to undertake such activities (killing satellites in space and creating space debris," Radhakrishnan said.

Treaty Disad Resps
[
] No Link - International space law doesn’t preclude US command of space – that is a definitional myth

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

The intrinsic value of space, as envisioned by the Outer Space Treaty, is the utility it provides. n55 The ubiquitous nature of space technology as the signature feature of globalization continues to  [*118]  magnify global dependence on space-based systems n56 as nations move to fully exploit space utility. However, there is no utility of space without access. Given the increasing importance of space systems to America's own national security, n57 continued access is best secured through the concept of command of space. n58 Although some may argue that command of space "collides head-on with relevant international law," n59 such an assertion is unsupportable when one applies the correct definitional construct. Applying a proper definitional construct to command of space better serves global as well as U.S. interests because it recognizes an increasing dependence on space technology and seeks to ensure universal freedom of access to space.

[
] China will not negotiate space arms control – they don’t believe that the US will cooperate – ASAT tests prove

Hagt ’07, Director of the China Program at the World Security Institute [Eric,2007, China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_3.pdf, Accessed on 7-15-11]

The ASAT test itself also implies that the military option is beginning to win out over a diplomatic one in China as a solution to head off U.S. space control ambitions. Every call by China’s diplomatic effort at the CD for prevention of space weaponization has been effectively blocked by the United States.31 It has rejected any treaty that will restrict its freedom to act in space, claiming it has the most to lose and therefore has unique security considerations.32 The United States has also offered the reasoning that a treaty to ban weapons in space was not needed because there was no military space race.33 China sees this U.S. stance as a thinly veiled attempt to retain absolute access to space while leaving the door open for the United States to develop space weapons in the future if necessary.34 Along with the Bush administration’s willingness to use force against those who threaten U.S. national security interests in space, concluding an arms control treaty in space seems remote.35 Verification measures for a test ban for ASAT and other space weapons have also been rejected as infeasible due to the inherent dual-use nature of space technology. 36 The Chinese side has believed, fairly accurately, that the United States simply will never sign such a treaty for lack of trust, fearing others will secretly pursue space weapons capabilities while America’s hands are tied.37 China has also taken a deeper lesson from U.S. action: the United States negotiates based primarily on strength. Without strength of its own, China cannot bring the United States to the negotiating table.38 This reveals a strong strain of realism running through Chinese strategic thinking. A balance of force, attained by a show of strength, can redress strategic imbalance in space and ultimately promote peace.39 These lessons are ingrained in China’s perspective on the Cold War, where such a balance maintained world peace for 50 years.40 The ASAT test will, the Chinese hope, restore a modicum of balance and deter the United States from acting on that position of superiority.41 Questions have also been raised about whether the ASAT test was conducted without the full knowledge of China’s top leadership .42 If so, it would indicate that outsiders still know disturbingly little about China’s internal decision-making process or its intentions. But more importantly, it would cast doubt on the leadership’s control over the decision to test and therefore the motives behind it. Perhaps those motives include a direct challenge to the United States rather than a defensive response to perceived threats in space. However, there are two factors that make this implausible. First, the president of China is both the head of the top political entity in China (CCCP) and the commander in chief of the military (head of CMC).43 A significant military test cannot be taken without the top political leadership’s acquiescence or, at a minimum, its knowledge. Second, and more importantly, in its decision-making, the government considers the comprehensive national interest of the country, not only narrow military interests, or solely diplomatic concerns. Having said this, it doesn’t exclude the possibility of bargaining within the system between those advocating and those opposing such a test. In fact, the balance between competing constituencies in China may have an unpredictable influence on such a critical decision. Especially since China lacks the equivalent of the U.S. ‘national security council’, it is more difficult to weigh competing political and strategic considerations in a coherent and comprehensive way.44 In light of this, it is possible that the decision to test was in fact unfavorable for China (as some would argue is the case), but the sum of competing interests created a bias for testing. Nevertheless, the gravity of the ASAT test and its obvious strategic implications for relations between China and the United States rules out the reasonable possibility of a decision to test based purely on narrowly conceived (military) interests. The above discussion indicates that the military’s actions to develop space China’s heightened sense of insecurity in space has raised calls for a space command.

[
] Weaponization of space doesn’t violate the Outer Space treaty – only WMDs in space

Sexton 09 - Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [12 February 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539893&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  DEFENDING AMERICA’S INTERESTS IN SPACE,  AIR WAR COLLEGE AIR UNIVERSITY, Access July 13, 2011] 
The dilemma in debating weaponizing space is, first and foremost, agreeing on the definition for the term “space weapons.” While Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 prohibits weapons of mass destruction in space and testing or basing of any weapons on celestial bodies, the US Government has rejected any further conventions or limitations on other capabilities vital to defending our freedom of action in space. For simplicity, if one defines a space weapon as “any weapon transiting the space domain or any weapon that attacks a space system,” then we’re far too late in waging this debate. Intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), electronic jammers, and conventional munitions targeting space ground systems have existed for decades. Thus, for the purpose of this paper, a space weapon is defined by its purposeful intent to impede freedom of action in space or to project power against terrestrial targets from space. Attacks on space links and space ground stations by terrestrially-based capabilities have been omitted from this paper because these are not “space weapons” when performing that purpose. For those desiring a technical definition, space weapons are radio frequency (RF), directed energy (DE) or kinetic weapons either in space or terrestrial weapons directed at the space-borne targets. This definition includes direct ascent and co-orbital, antisatellite weapons (ASATs) as well as orbiting space-to-earth weapons, the essence of the immense anxiety for those fearing a space arms race.

[
] Non-unique – Chinese ASAT tests undermine the Outer Space Treaty. They undermine Chinese peaceful credibility

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

Even if China broke no laws, the destructive ASAT test violated at least the spirit, if not the letter, of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, in which signatory nations (including China) pledge not to interfere with the space operations of others and to consult when national action might lead to such interference. China neither notified others nor has it conceded fully to calls for consultations; behavior that is simply unacceptable, particularly in peacetime. While China has now admitted to conducting the test after an inexplicable two weeks of official silence,5 official dismissals of any “threat” emanating from the test are not credible, and all space-stakeholders have not only the right but also the responsibility to press China for more details and transparency regarding their future intentions. Indeed, the cavalier attitude toward endangering other’s satellites raises serious questions about Beijing's credibility as a responsible space-faring nation – undercutting the good reputation that the Chinese leadership has been steadily building among the international space community. For example, concerns are already emerging about the potential negative impact of the test, and its implications for the future of the commercial space market.6 How that affects, or should effect, other nation's willingness to continue civil and commercial space cooperation with China will be discussed below, but suffice to say it is more than likely there will be repercussions at some level.

[
] No Impact – there is no definite interpretation of the treaty – According to the US interpretation, we don’t violate it

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, access date: July 13, 2011]
How a nation interprets “peaceful purposes” varies. The U.S. interpretation is that peaceful use does not implicitly sanction orbiting weapons; however, intelligence gathering satellites to determine targets and discern enemy intentions, communications satellites to coordinate operations and provide commands, GPS to guide weapons and forces, and missile warning satellites to prevent counter-attack are allowed.35 The U.S. further reserves the right in the future to protect and defend itself and does not rule out ASAT weapons to accomplish that prerogative, a move made easier with the abrogation of the 1972 Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems.36 Space has already been militarized and therefore is being used to conduct war. Modern expeditionary and precision warfare cannot be conducted without space assets. What logically follows is that the full gambit of warfare will inevitably progress into space in the same way it did for other mediums like water and air.

[
] Plan doesn’t violate space law – militarization is legally justified in the name of self defense

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

 [*126] Despite its firm commitment to freedom of access to space as recognized by the Outer Space Treaty, the United States understands the potential vulnerability of space systems from both natural and man-made sources. n113 Irrespective of the freedom of access principle, prudence mandates the understanding that some may attempt to interfere with the right of access to space. If not previously concluded from decades of competition among the several nations with space capabilities, certainly the Chinese test of a direct-ascent anti-satellite weapons system in January of 2007 starkly demonstrates that space is now a contested domain. n114 Recognizing the truth stated by Thomas Hobbes, that "covenants, without the sword, are words and of no strength to secure man," n115 there is a need to "cooperate with our allies and the private sector to identify and protect against intentional and unintentional threats to U.S. and allied space capabilities." n116 The ability to protect this right of access is embraced within the concept of negative command of space. b. Negative Command The capability to exercise negative command of space does not violate any international law. Although command of space embraces the ability to deny another state's access to space, analysis of the legality of any such action depends on the actor's intent not with the capability itself. In that respect, the declared and apparent U.S. intent is incontrovertibly one of self defense, in support of the legitimate objective of maintaining its legal right to continued and assured access. n117 [*127] Over 200 years ago, Chief Justice Marshall opined that "the authority of a nation within its own territory is absolute and exclusive. . . . But its power to secure itself from injury may certainly be exercised beyond the limits of its territory." n118 This principle was later reiterated by former Secretary of State Elihu Root when he discussed the "right of self protection" as "a right recognized by international law" in stating: "[t]he right is a necessary corollary of independent sovereignty. It is well understood that the exercise of the right of self-protection may and frequently does extend its effect beyond the limits of the territorial jurisdiction of the State exercising it." n119 Articles III and IV of the Outer Space Treaty, when read in conjunction, authorize self-defense in space. n120 

[
 ] Plan doesn’t violate the Outer Space treaty – defensive militarization doesn’t harm the space environment

Frey 2008, graduate of Squadron Officer School, [former defender of the Airforce in lawsuits as the chief of labor law and served as a chief of claims, legal assistance, and civil law at Patrick AFB, Florida, Defense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective. Air And Space Power Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 75-86. Winter 2008, Proquest ]

The better argument against weaponization lies in the United States' obligation to protect the space environment, both legally (treaty requirements) and practically (the need to keep space safe and usable). Nations always have a right to self-defense (which cannot be surrendered, even by treaty), but the United States is still bound by the treaty's prohibition against contaminating space. Although a self-defensive act that pollutes space may be permissible, the testing of technology in anticipation of self-defense might not be. Therefore, the United States should remember its obligation to avoid creating debris when developing defensive space weapons.63 "Soft-kill" weapons that disable an attacking weapon are clearly acceptable. Explosive weapons, such as space mines surrounding satellites, might not be if they create significant space debris. Thus, it is evident that weaponization, in practice, may violate the duty to avoid the harmful contamination of space. Hedging, therefore, is the only remaining military alternative. The United States has multiple hedging options with which it could successfully defend its space assets. An examination of these options reveals that they do not risk violating any part of the relevant space law. First, the United States could rely upon existing technology to prevent space-based weapons from leaving Earth's atmosphere. The primary goal would involve targeting the enemy's weapons before launch, with a secondary goal of targeting enemy space facilities to disable their launch capability.64 An antiballistic missile (ABM) system could be used on missiles that are successfully launched, whether from space facilities or mobile platforms such as ships or aircraft. The United States recently tested the effectiveness of an ABM system when an F-16 fighter used an air-to-air missile to destroy a rocket in its boost phase.65 Since the missile never reached orbit, there was no space debris.

[
] China exploits international space law to deny US command of space

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

The lack of transparency in China's military and security affairs poses risks to stability by increasing the potential for misunderstanding and miscalculation. This situation will naturally and understandably lead to hedging against the unknown. n149 Potential adversaries, such as China, may also employ strategic lawfare to limit U.S. command of space. Recognizing its current technological inferiority in space as compared to the United States, China has focused its military efforts on "developing capabilities that target potential vulnerabilities of the United States." n150 This is particularly the case with American dependence on space assets, something China views as America's "soft ribs and strategic weakness." n151 Aware that military options are not a viable choice at this time given the financial, military, and technological gap between it and America, China is beginning to use international law as a means of countering American space power, in part to buy itself time to develop capabilities to take advantage of America's space vulnerabilities. n152 To justify its future military actions in space, China is continually developing doctrine and legal justifications to garner support within the international community. n153 It has, in essence, taken Machiavelli's advice n154 and not only sought to achieve its military objectives through resort to law, but also to legitimize its military actions in case resort to military means become necessary. The Chinese view space as an essential arena for future warfare. n155 Rather than attempt to achieve parity and directly compete with U.S. space capabilities, China appears focused on an asymmetric strategy "to deny its opponent use of [space] as much as possible." n156 Thus, China is pursuing means to inhibit American freedom of action in [*134] space through the development of capabilities to destroy, damage, and interfere with American satellite systems in an effort to blind and deafen the U.S. military in the event of conflict. n157 Complementing its increase in military capabilities, China has embraced asymmetric warfare at a level previously unimagined. n158 Chinese doctrine views warfare as not only "a military struggle, but also a comprehensive contest on fronts of politics, economy, diplomacy, and law." n159 Thus, China appears to eschew the tactical use of lawfare in favor of its strategic use as an "active defense" to be employed in advance of actual conflict and across the spectrum of human activity. n160 The Chinese formulation of full-spectrum warfare is contained in the concept of "Three Warfares" that combines and incorporates psychological, media, and legal components into a coordinated strategy. n161 The legal component describes "the use of international and domestic laws to gain international support and manage possible political repercussions of China's military actions" n162 and advocates seizing "the earliest opportunity to set up regulations." n163 Further, Chinese military doctrine closely intertwines public opinion warfare--media and psychological warfare--and lawfare. Media warfare seeks to manipulate the news media to achieve a propaganda victory and break an enemy's will to fight. n164 Psychological warfare employs the use of "selected information and indicators to foreign audiences to influence their emotions, motives, objective reasoning, and ultimately the behavior of foreign governments, organizations, groups and individuals . . . to induce or reinforce foreign attitudes and behavior favorable to [China]." n165 Thus, China blends lawfare and public opinion warfare in order to achieve international legitimacy for its actions. n166 This strategy [*135] finds current expression in China's actions regarding the sea--a use of lawfare that has enormous implications for its projected activities in the space domain.

[ 
] Militarization doesn’t violate the Outer Space Treaty – it only bans weapons on the moon, and allows weapons for Peaceful Purposes

Frey 2008, graduate of Squadron Officer School, [former defender of the Airforce in lawsuits as the chief of labor law and served as a chief of claims, legal assistance, and civil law at Patrick AFB, Florida, Defense of US Space Assets: A Legal Perspective. Air And Space Power Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 75-86. Winter 2008, Proquest ]

There are two noteworthy points here. First, the treaty explicitly places the "peaceful purposes" restriction only on the moon and other bodies. As written, Article 4 suggests that states may engage in nonpeaceful activity in outer space as long as it does not occur on a celestial body. Indeed, this is how the United States officially interprets this article.8 However, as a matter of policy, the United States conducts its space activities for peaceful purposes.9 Second, the phrase "peaceful purposes" is problematic since it is undefined. Some argue that the "peaceful purposes" clause applies by extension to outer space, meaning that any military use of space violates the treaty.10 However, the clause is generally interpreted to mean that states cannot use outer space for full-scale warfare, particularly nuclear war.11 Military use of space in support of operations-such as communications, intelligence gathering, and precision targeting-is commonly considered peaceful if it does not violate other international law.12 In other words, space operations are peaceful, provided they are not "aggressive."13 Space may still be used as a medium of warfare: the treaty does not prohibit antisatellite (ASAT) weapons or even nuclear weapons that merely transit space.14 Other weapons may be deployed in space so long as they are neither nuclear weapons nor weapons of mass destruction.15 Furthermore, self-defensive acts in space are also permissible, provided they do not violate other treaty restrictions.16

Spending Disad Resps
[
] Radiation Hardening is Not Expensive

Hays, 2006 - Senior Policy Analyst with the Science Applications International Corporation [Peter, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
the Good News is That, According to a Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA) Study Done Back in 2001, for Only About Two to Three Percent Over the Normal Cost for Hardening Space Systems, the Residual Radiation Dose Effects Can Be Hardened Against. Now, That is a Significant Amount of Money. as I Will Touch on Later, Most Space Pro-Grams are Very Broken in Terms of Their Budget Right Now. but That is Something That the United States Needs to Think About, in Particular for Satellites That We Might Rely on to De-Liver Transformational or Revolutionary Military Effects. If They are Going to Be Taken out by a Parting Shot from One of Our Friends Like Kim Jung Il, That Might Not Be the Best Thing.

Russian Relations Disad Resps
[
] Non-Unique – Russia is already in a space arms race with the US

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

STRATEGY F O R A S T A B L E S P A C E REGIME While China represents the most prominent challenge to U.S. space assets, it is not the only one. Russia and others7 are taking another look at space to counter U.S. military capability, and friendly countries such as India are reexamining space’s role in this new era, in at least partial response to China’s 2007 test. India’s army chief of staff has stated that “the Chinese space program is expanding at an exponentially rapid pace in both offensive and defensive content,” and another Indian general has observed that “with time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets and inevitably there will be a military contest in space.”8 Such actions could possibly trigger responses from other regional adversaries as well.

[
] Russia’s military satellite capabilities are growing.

Interfax 2/28 Russian News Agency [2011, BBC Monitoring, Russian Deputy Premier sums up space industry Results for 2010, Lexis Nexis, 7/13/11]

Moscow, 28 February: Russia's orbital grouping consists of 114 satellites for various purposes, [Russian] Deputy Prime Minister Sergey Ivanov has said. "Russia is still number one as regards the number of rocket launches. Last year [2010] we made 31 launches, while the USA, which comes second, [made] 16 launches," Ivanov said at a board meeting of Roskosmos [Russia's Federal Space Agency]. Talking about the state of the orbital grouping, he said that "23 satellites were sent to orbit" in 2010, and the grouping reached the number of 114 satellites with military, civilian and dual purposes. Work to create future rocket systems entered its active stage, he added. "Above all, this is the space rocket systems Angara and Rus-M, and the ground infrastructure's capacity is being expanded. Of course, above all I mean the beginning of work at the Vostochnyy cosmodrome," he said. [Ivanov also said that the space rocket industry had grown by 12.2 per cent in 2010, which is more than the machine industry, and labour productivity had increased by 11.3 per cent, Interfax reported at 0826 gmt on the same day. The production base of over 60 per cent of facilities is undergoing reconstruction and modernization. The average working age is 44; those under 30 make up 21 per cent, the report said.] 

Treaty Counterplan Resps
[
] The Permutation’s Multilayered solvency is best – arms control, defense and militarization all address some aspect of security

Clapper and Gates, 2011 – Director of National Intelligence, Secretary of Defense [U.S. National Security Space Strategy—Unclassified Summary,’’ January ,http://www.defense.gov/home/features/2011/0111_nsss/docs/NationalSecuritySpaceStrategyUnclassifiedSummary_Jan2011.pd

Given the degree to which the United States relies on space systems and supporting infrastructure for national security, we must use a multilayered approach to prevent and deter aggression. We seek to enhance our national capability to dissuade and deter the development, testing, and employment of counterspace systems and prevent and deter aggression against space systems and supporting infrastructure that support U.S. national security. Many elements of this strategy contribute to this approach. We will: support diplomatic efforts to promote norms of responsible behavior in space; pursue international partnerships that encourage potential adversary restraint; improve our ability to attribute attacks; strengthen the resilience of our architectures to deny the benefits of an attack; and retain the right to respond, should deterrence fail. DoD and the IC will support the diplomatic and public diplomacy efforts of the Department of State to promote the responsible use of space and discourage activities that threaten the safety, stability, and security of the space domain. We will also work with the Department of State and other appropriate U.S. Government agencies to strengthen alliances with other space-faring nations and pursue partnerships with commercial firms and international organizations. We will improve our intelligence posture – predictive awareness, characterization, warning, and attribution – to better monitor and attribute activities in the space domain. Thus, SSA and foundational intelligence will continue to be top priorities, as they underpin our ability to maintain awareness of natural disturbances and the capabilities, activities, and intentions of others. We will also enable and develop intelligence professionals who can provide greater scope, depth, and quality of intelligence collection and analysis. We will seek to deny adversaries meaningful benefits of attack by improving cost effective protection and strengthening the resilience of our architectures. Partnerships with other nations, commercial firms, and international organizations, as well as alternative U.S. Government approaches such as cross-domain solutions, hosted payloads, responsive options, and other innovative solutions, can deliver capability, should our space systems be attacked. This also will enable our ability to operate in a degraded space environment. Finally, the United States will retain the right and capabilities to respond in self-defense, should deterrence fail. We will use force in a manner that is consistent with longstanding principles of international law, treaties to which the United States is a party, and the inherent right of self defense.
[
] Permutation – do both – space weaponization is a necessary compliment to international space law because conflict is inevitable

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

This article asserts that strategic defense is the best strategy for maintaining putative U.S. command of space n10 and the foundation for such a defense must be constructed by utilizing the mechanisms of international law. A successful strategic defense does not require, however, that America forego research and development of potential offensive capabilities. On the contrary, offensive counter-space is a necessary component of the defense through the pursuit of negative command when necessary. n11 However, offensive counterspace capabilities must be viewed within the context of strategic defense since these capabilities may pose serious risks to America's own space assets. Thus, the United States must always first consider defense of its assets. To that end, law is a central element in any defensive strategy to achieve putative command of space. Given the relative peace between nations, some may question the necessity of a warfare approach to law. However, war is in the nature of man and, if history is a teacher, the issue is not if, but when war will reach outer space. Nonetheless, looking solely to military science as a method of securing command of space disserves U.S. interests. Indeed, as military methods focus on actions taken subsequent to the initiation of hostilities, it is necessary to pursue a strategy that remains as applicable in peace as in war, for it is in peace that decisive victories might be gained which provide benefits that could not accrue [*110] through armed force. n12 The strategic legal vision offered herein attempts to satisfy that purpose.
[ 
 ] The permutation solves— China will only accept an arms agreement we develop weapons

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Beijing’s attitude to space arms control will change only when one or more of the following conditions are met: • China acquires the capacity to defeat the United States despite America’s privileged access to space. • The investments in Chinese counterspace begin to yield diminishing returns because the United States consistently nullifies these capabilities through superior technology and operational practices. • China’s own strategic and economic dependence on space intensifies to the point where the threats posed by any American offensive counterspace programmes exceed the benefits accruing to Beijing’s own comparable efforts. • Sino-American rivalry disappears entirely and the risks of war between China and the United States (or any other conventionally superior military power) approaches zero.

[
] Permutation – Do Both – diplomacy complements defensive military preparations

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

The strategic landscape of this new space era is largely unexplored and poorly understood. Nonetheless, certain objectives are clearly in the interest of the United States. The risks inherent in space conflict, where vital U.S. interests are at stake, suggest that preventing space conflict should be a major U.S. security objective, and that all instruments of U.S. power, not just military measures, should be drawn upon to this end. The United States needs to deter others from attacking its space capabilities and bolster an international space regime that reinforces deterrence, the absence of conflict in space, and the preservation of space as an environment open to all. Such a regime would allow the United States to continue reaping the critical information and service benefits that U.S. military space assets provide. To achieve this, the United States needs vigorous diplomatic initiatives as well as defense programs and strategy. Such a stable space regime would seek to: – focus U.S. policies on stability, deterrence, escalation control, and transparency; – create incentives that encourage nations to avoid actions that are inherently destabilizing and cannot be reversed; – construct a military space architecture on the basis of an in-depth, layered defense in order to ensure the availability of vital space services; – reduce incentives to and the ability of adversaries to target space capabilities; – foster uncertainty with respect to the consequences of such an adversarial action; – increase warning time to enable both strategic- and operationallevel actions; – facilitate agreements and understandings that would constrain the most destabilizing dimensions of space competition and provide ground rules for normal space operations; and – maintain ongoing dialogue among U.S., Chinese, and other military and policy experts to promote greater understanding and reduce chances for misunderstanding and miscalculation. U.S. policy is largely silent on these issues and offers no organizing principle for addressing counterspace issues. One Bush administration official raised some of these stability concerns in an article calling for a stabilizing space-protection strategy, from which some of the eight stability tasks above are adapted, but this was not official policy, and the individual has left the government.

[
] China exploits international space law to deny US command of space

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

The lack of transparency in China's military and security affairs poses risks to stability by increasing the potential for misunderstanding and miscalculation. This situation will naturally and understandably lead to hedging against the unknown. n149 Potential adversaries, such as China, may also employ strategic lawfare to limit U.S. command of space. Recognizing its current technological inferiority in space as compared to the United States, China has focused its military efforts on "developing capabilities that target potential vulnerabilities of the United States." n150 This is particularly the case with American dependence on space assets, something China views as America's "soft ribs and strategic weakness." n151 Aware that military options are not a viable choice at this time given the financial, military, and technological gap between it and America, China is beginning to use international law as a means of countering American space power, in part to buy itself time to develop capabilities to take advantage of America's space vulnerabilities. n152 To justify its future military actions in space, China is continually developing doctrine and legal justifications to garner support within the international community. n153 It has, in essence, taken Machiavelli's advice n154 and not only sought to achieve its military objectives through resort to law, but also to legitimize its military actions in case resort to military means become necessary. The Chinese view space as an essential arena for future warfare. n155 Rather than attempt to achieve parity and directly compete with U.S. space capabilities, China appears focused on an asymmetric strategy "to deny its opponent use of [space] as much as possible." n156 Thus, China is pursuing means to inhibit American freedom of action in [*134] space through the development of capabilities to destroy, damage, and interfere with American satellite systems in an effort to blind and deafen the U.S. military in the event of conflict. n157 Complementing its increase in military capabilities, China has embraced asymmetric warfare at a level previously unimagined. n158 Chinese doctrine views warfare as not only "a military struggle, but also a comprehensive contest on fronts of politics, economy, diplomacy, and law." n159 Thus, China appears to eschew the tactical use of lawfare in favor of its strategic use as an "active defense" to be employed in advance of actual conflict and across the spectrum of human activity. n160 The Chinese formulation of full-spectrum warfare is contained in the concept of "Three Warfares" that combines and incorporates psychological, media, and legal components into a coordinated strategy. n161 The legal component describes "the use of international and domestic laws to gain international support and manage possible political repercussions of China's military actions" n162 and advocates seizing "the earliest opportunity to set up regulations." n163 Further, Chinese military doctrine closely intertwines public opinion warfare--media and psychological warfare--and lawfare. Media warfare seeks to manipulate the news media to achieve a propaganda victory and break an enemy's will to fight. n164 Psychological warfare employs the use of "selected information and indicators to foreign audiences to influence their emotions, motives, objective reasoning, and ultimately the behavior of foreign governments, organizations, groups and individuals . . . to induce or reinforce foreign attitudes and behavior favorable to [China]." n165 Thus, China blends lawfare and public opinion warfare in order to achieve international legitimacy for its actions. n166 This strategy [*135] finds current expression in China's actions regarding the sea--a use of lawfare that has enormous implications for its projected activities in the space domain.

Ban Outer Space Treaty CP Resps
[
] Withdrawing from space treaties won’t improve hegemony – Space command depends upon legitimacy which comes from the law

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

An operative definition for command of space adequately balances the temporal and conceptual dimensions of command such that it is an entirely legitimate pursuit. "Command" is typically thought of as being attained and maintained through the use of military force and thought of in terms of "space control." n90 However, command of space "is inclusive of much more than 'space control.'" n91 The U.S. DOD defines space control as "combat, combat support, and combat service support operations to ensure freedom of action in space for the United States and its allies and, when directed, deny an adversary freedom of [*123] action in space." n92 The failure to embrace the broader definition of command of space in favor of a more narrow emphasis on measures to achieve space control generates a mistaken belief that space control equates to hegemony. From a strictly military standpoint, outer space is viewed by some as the ultimate high ground. n93 The highest available ground in a military operation has always been viewed as the most desirable location given its predominance of the surrounding terrain and its concomitant advantages in combating an enemy. n94 These advantages include commanding overviews, enhanced fields of fire, and a more secure defensive position. n95 While such advantages are certainly desirable in times of armed conflict, the emphasis on means of combat invokes the illegitimate hegemonic, normative definitional construct of command of space. For example, one theorist offers a three-part plan, based on the political doctrine of astropolitik, n96 to achieve space control. n97 Demonstrating the plan's illegitimacy under the current international space law regime, he first advises U.S. withdrawal from all space-related treaties. n98 Next, he advocates that the United States immediately "seize control of low-Earth orbit" which would, in effect, establish "a police blockade of all current spaceports, monitoring and controlling all traffic both in and out." n99 Lastly, he suggests the creation of a national space agency to regulate all space activity. n100 These three steps would provide the total domination in space that some within the U.S. military advocate. n101 Clearly, the requirement for legitimacy to achieve effective U.S. command of space prohibits withdrawing from the current international [*124] legal regime governing space. Rather, at a minimum, legitimacy would require firm grounding upon the principle of freedom of use outlined in Article I of the Outer Space Treaty, rather than any high ground theory. The distinction illustrates the difference between positive and negative command. Much like space control, positive command denotes access assurance, while negative command represents access denial with respect to an adversary. n102 However, negative command does not constitute or require unilateral action outside the existing legal regime. Rather, positive command and negative command are inextricably linked, in that both seek to maintain freedom of access to and use of outer space. n103 Negative command is the self-defense component of command of space when positive command is challenged by an adversary. n104
[
] The Outer Space Treaty prohibits Vertical Sovereignty claims
Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

2. Legal Analysis

Reliance on the absence of an explicit airspace-space demarcation ignores historical context by attempting to identify a minimum altitude at which space begins. In fact, there is no controversy that all current satellite orbits transit within the space domain. n211 Irrespective of the demarcation argument, Articles I and II of the Outer Space Treaty (OST) expressly refute any conception of vertical sovereignty. n212 Article I designates outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, as "the province of all mankind." This language has been universally understood to mean that "all nations have a [*142] nonexclusive right to use and explore space." n213 Article II further prohibits in space any "national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means." Thus, the OST clearly permits all uses of the space domain short of an appropriation by claim of sovereignty or the like. n214 It therefore seems clear that the plain language of the OST prohibits any claim of vertical sovereignty in space. Sovereignty denotes supreme authority within a territory, n215 "the right to command and correlatively the right to be obeyed," with the term "right" connoting legitimacy. n216 Thus, a claim of sovereignty over space, or any portion thereof, seeks, in some measure, to extend a state's territorial sovereignty into the space domain. n217 The holder of sovereignty derives its authority for sovereignty from some mutually acknowledged source of legitimacy. n218 In space, the OST's explicit prohibition on appropriation removes the essential support for legitimate sovereignty. n219 
Executive CP Resps
[
] Congress is key to solvency – long term funding and legislation is key to international perception

Sexton 09 - Deputy Program Director, Space and Nuclear Network Group [12 February 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539893&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,  defending america’s interests in space,  air war college air university, Access July 13, 2011] 
For the far-term, Congress will play the pivotal role in the success of the space defense strategy. Enacting legislation and consistent funding to enforce space defense would drastically improve the probability of attaining the goals. Such legislation boosts international community confidence in US policy for peaceful use of space while preserving the right of self-defense. The Legislative and Executive Branches must partner in actions toward near-peers to carefully and deliberately link space issues with other pressing domestic and foreign policy matters. Commitment to the long-term strategy will ultimately lead to security for the United States and all nations sharing the goal of peaceful pursuits in space.

LEO CP Resps
[
] Space Assets are Crucial – Lower Orbit Alternatives Cannot Replace Military Space Needs

Hays and Dolman, 2006 - Senior Policy Analyst with the Science Applications International Corporation [Peter, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
Question: pete, one of your charts showed the growth of the use of satellite communication over the course of the last few conflicts. Do you or the folks that you interact with perceive that curve flattening out at any point or is the expectation that it will continue to rise at almost the linear rate that it appears to be on? Hays: the official projections from the joint staff show very rapid rises, but during the qdr there was a lot of discussion of how much validity one should put on those. Many folks expressed the opinion that those weren`t necessarily the right estimates to be using because it would bankrupt the country to get that much bandwidth. An even more important and related question to consider is what is the right balance between commercial and dedicated military systems, because we rely on the commercial so much, but we don`t really have a thought-through and long-term policy for how that is going to work in the future, what the criteria are for either military versus civilian and what types of systems and programs and missions would be dependent on either one of them. As you know, the department did back off from some of the requirements on tsat and they are going to acquire that system in blocks. So they are kind of backing off some of those very bandwidth-intensive projections for the future. But again, i really want to focus on that. If transformation is going to go the way rumsfeld outlines it, space is the absolute essential underpinning for that, period. You cannot get there from here without it. Lf you are going to go from a seventy-ton abrams tank to a twenty-ton whatever that has the same survivability and lethality, you have to have embedded in it communications and networking capabilities. It is just not going to work otherwise. Dolman: and that is the view, too, in the network-centric concept in which the information net overlays the battlefield as a precondition to u.s. Operations. That has to have a space component, and a major space component. One of the arguments is that fiber optics carries a lot laser line-of-sight type things and that is all true. It should not be space com sat or fiber optics, balloons, cell phones, etc.; it has to be how we use both. The largest user of space bandwidth, as i understand, in the last two operations were the command centers, which were located well behind lines and were fixed and weren`t moving anywhere. They should have been hard wired. You need to preserve comsats for where you are moving or in areas which have previously been denied, etc. The command centers should have been using exclusively fiber optics or other alternative communications so that satellite bandwidth could have been freed up for the maneuver units. So there are certainly ways we can play with this. It is not all one basket or the other. Uavs don`t operate without satellite support, as much as we would like to do that; balloons wouldn`t, and other things. Space is that critical function for the kinds of conflicts that we will be fighting in the foreseeable future.

Delay CP Resps
[
] Delay kills solvency – it increases program costs and pushes it past other defense programs

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

The acquisition timelines associated with major program improvements range from approximately two years for Commercial Off-the-Shelf or Rapid Fielding Initiative programs to ten to fifteen years for major force programs like the F-22 or Future Combat Systems. If the U.S. is to respond to threats against U.S. space presence in the near future, efforts must be made now. Budgets must increase, priorities set, and resources allocated to reflect the renewed efforts to develop an adequate defense in time to protect against ASAT attacks. Another reality is that program costs generally increase as time goes on. While any one single technology will become cheaper over time as it becomes more widely available and easier to manufacture, program development continues to become more expensive because of the pace of technological advances that have to be included in order to remain relevant. Inflation also plays a role in making programs more costly over time, thusly using more national resources in order to achieve a similar effect. Waiting one or several years to decide if developing satellite defense is a high enough priority to warrant additional resources will cause more resources to have to be spent in the long run. All in all, the time to act is now.

Covert CP Resps
[
] Transparency is necessary for solvency – the other side needs to Know our defenses if they are to be deterred

Schendzielos 08 - major United States Air Force, Command and General Staff College [ Kurt M. Schendzielos, 30-04-2008,  Protection in Space: A Self-Defense Acquisition Priority for U.S. Satellites, http://www.stormingmedia.us/35/3555/A355584.html  access date: July 13, 2011] 

Limits and Delimits For the purpose of discussion, as well as to ensure the widest possible dissemination, the debate contained in this paper will remain unclassified. While the details of research and development of space protection technologies reside at classified levels, generic and broad descriptions of capabilities usually exist in the unclassified realm. Military doctrine (specifically USAF doctrine) concerning satellite defense extols the virtues of demonstrating a capability and willingness to counter enemy counterspace efforts in order to deter and prevent future attacks.21 There is little motivation to completely obfuscate satellite protection measures. It is reasonable to infer that what data is accessible at the unclassified level is sufficient to serve as a basis for the discussion at hand. This discussion will also limit itself to the debate concerning no-notice immediate satellite protection. The emerging capabilities of counterspace nations against low and medium earth orbiting satellites renders current U.S. OCS measures ineffective. Responding to a ground-based laser by shooting a sub-sonic cruise missile from 800 miles away is not timely enough to protect the targeted satellite. That sort of response only works in a preemptive role or as a means of saving other satellites after having already taken losses. It also does not serve to protect a satellite from a kinetic kill vehicle launched from the ground or employed from space.

[
] Normal means is that ASAT procurement is classified

Koplow 2009 = Professor of Law  at Georgetown University Law Center [ David: Michigan Journal of International Law asat-isfaction: customary international law and the regulation of anti-satellite weapons, summer Lexis 7/14/11] 

Future directions for ASAT activities in the three predominant States or elsewhere remain impossible to predict. Even for the United States, the Department of Defense's future budget proposals fail to disclose with clarity exactly what types of ASAT weapons activities may be undertaken, or on what timetable; it is clear, however, that the Pentagon has retained a significant interest in multiple aspects of the field. n85 The Obama administration's policies regarding ASAT development remain, at this writing, undefined. n86

Confidence Building Measures CP Resps
[
] Permutation – do both – diplomacy alone fails – it won’t deter China during a crisis

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

Some advocate primarily an arms control approach to the counterspace challenge. The growing multilateral nature of the problems that the United States and others face in space strongly suggests that diplomatic approaches have an important role to play in constructing a space regime that best meets U.S. security needs, perhaps including specific arms control agreements. Unfortunately, China’s ASAT test, its ongoing programs, the United States’ growing military dependence upon space, and the general advance of technology available to many countries indicate that reliance purely on negotiated agreements and defensive measures to protect U.S. space assets would involve a high degree of security risk. With its ASAT test and its arms control proposal, China appears to have shown that its interest in banning space weapons applies chiefly to space-based, not ground-based, weapons. The latter would be harder to verify in any event. Without some counterspace capability, the United States would need to rely on its ability to attack vital Chinese national interests in other ways in order to deter China from attacking U.S. space assets. In a crisis, the PLA, like any military force, would be tempted to exploit such an important advantage. The United States would be worried that China could destroy LEO satellites in a matter of hours, an intolerable situation. Such uncertainty would be amplified by the short timelines that crises often impose on the decision-making process. One example where arms control could play a supporting role in space security is with a ban on the testing or demonstration of “hit-tokill” anti-satellite capabilities, or any act that intentionally produces substantial amounts of space debris. While the covert development of such capabilities remains possible, China would not enjoy the confidence that normal testing would give it. The successful Chinese ASAT test was the third in a series, following two that were unsuccessful. While such a ban would thwart China’s 2007-style ASAT, it would not thwart more advanced ASAT technologies that do not rely on smashing into their targets. Furthermore, space debris from such tests would pose a danger to China’s own plans for a greater space presence. 
[
] Doing both solves better – best mix of options

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

The fundamental U.S. security interest in the wake of China’s 2007 ASAT test should be deterring China and others from attacking U.S. assets in space, using both a combination of declaratory policy, military programs, and diplomacy, and promoting a more stable and secure space environment. At the same time, the United States and China should both pursue diplomatic options to increase clarity and minimize misunderstanding on space-related matters, and reduce the chances of accidental conflict. This comprehensive mix of military and diplomatic measures is more likely to achieve U.S. space and larger national security objectives than either by itself.

2AC - Code of Conduct Counterplan Resps
1. Permutation – do both. Developing a Code of Conduct doesn’t prohibit ASATs, but makes their development safer.

Hitchens 2007 – Director of World Security Institute’s Center for Defense Information [Thersea, U.S.-Sino Relations in Space: From “War of Words” to Cold War in Space? www.wsichina.org/cs5_2.pdf Accessed: 4-14-11] 

Finally, the United States and China need to recognize that they must make an effort to manage their emerging competition in military space in a manner that does not undercut their own national security, as well as the security of others. Breaking off nascent discussions about space cooperation in favor of launching a kind of Cold War in space is bound to backfire on both Washington and Beijing in the long run. Instead, a frank and open dialogue about each side’s national security concerns in space is called for – along with serious consideration of how a new code of conduct for behavior in space might be drafted to clearly demark the boundaries of acceptable and unacceptable behavior in space. A code of conduct for space is not a radical, or even new, idea. Indeed, the administration of Ronald Reagan, while pursuing space-based missile defenses and an ASAT program, also was considering the value of pursuing a code of conduct that might include measures such as barring attacks on early warning satellites.53 Pursuit of a space code more recently has been endorsed by a number of international media outlets, including The Economist, a libertarian-oriented British magazine, and U.S. trade journal Aviation Week & Space Technology.54 China and the United States should take heed, and seek to shape rules of the road that can help ensure mutual security in space for all. Failure to act to restrain unfettered military competition in space is bound to result in a “Wild West” environment that raises the risks not only to Chinese and U.S. uses of space, but to the peace and prosperity of the entire world.
2. No solvency – their evidence doesn’t assume unilateral action – there is no evidence other nations would support the Code

3. The Code Fails – it is too vague and doesn’t have any enforcement

Kueter 11 President of the George C. Marshall Institute. [Jeff, April, Marshall Policy Outlook, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of Conduct Improve U.S. Security?, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/939.pdf, Accessed 7/14/11.]
Few will argue that addressing debris, avoiding accidents, and managing space traffic are unimportant concerns. Indeed, managing each is important for the continued exploitation of space. When evaluating the Code of Conduct, however, these issues need to be separated from the Code. The only judgments that matter are whether the Code is the most effective way to address those topics. Because the Code is simply a set of high-level, vague commitments, considerable work is required to operationalize its meanings. In many cases, those discussions already are ongoing and the Code does not necessarily contribute positively to them. In those cases where additional discussion is required, other models to spur international discussion exist and have a proven record of success. The Code is neither essential nor necessarily the most effective way to achieve the desired ends. The Importance of Penalties: Verifying and Enforcing the Code Without punishment, do rules matter? Some proponents of the Code claim the creation of rules is sufficient because their mere existence allows the identification of rule breakers. That is true, but for what purpose? If there is no way to punish a rule-breaker, the regime of rules lacks credibility. Similarly, rule breakers have to be identified or, put another way, compliance with the Code has to be verifiable. Neither verification nor enforcement is a priority for the EU Code.

4. Turn – The Code undermines national security by preventing the development of critical systems

Kueter 2011, President of the George C. Marshall Institute [Jeff, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of conduct Improve U.S. Security? Policy Outlook.  April 2011]
The Code would exert de facto influence on U.S. space programs. Take, for example, the commitment to “refrain from the intentional destruction of any on-orbit space object or other activities which may generate long-lived space debris.”12 If the Code is approved by the United States, it is difficult to foresee the United States initiating a kinetic kill or other ASAT program and avoiding being criticized sharply for failing to live up to the spirit of the Code, even though those actions are allowed. Indeed, early proponents of the Code argued for a “hedging strategy” wherein the U.S. would agree to rules of the road while pursuing research and development programs to enable deployment of space weapons should the need arise.13 If the Code is interpreted as a shared international custom or practice, the risk becomes that the non-binding and voluntary provisions will become less and less meaningful.14
5. Contingent Fiat is a voting issue to deter future abuse.

a. They only sign a Code if it is negotiated – that is contingent on non-fiated action

b. This makes them a moving target – destroys stable advocacy

c. Destroys Affirmative ground – they can always claim Code doesn’t pass to avoid turns

6. A code of conduct will fail—disputes in definition and verification problems. 

Tellis 2007 - senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. PhD from U of Chicago Ashley J. Tellis, August, 30 2007, published online on September, 1 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy”, Survivial, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf, accessed 7-14]

Because none of these conditions will be realised any time soon, Washington should not invest time, energy and resources in attempting to negotiate spacecontrol arrangements of the kind advocated by Markey and others. Such regimes are destined to be stillborn because the larger strategic logic conspires against them. This does not imply that the United States should not discuss space security with China and others. Far from it: Washington should seek a better understanding of China’s intentions and the details of its counterspace programmes through conversations with Beijing. It should also encourage other spacefaring nations in Asia – Russia, Japan and India – and elsewhere whose space assets are also at risk because of China’s evolving counterspace capabilities to enter into a dialogue with Beijing about its strategic direction. If the United States is ambitious, it could even contemplate negotiating informal ’rules of the road’ or ’codes of conduct’ governing activities in space, but these mechanisms ought to be appreciated for what they are.85 They are, and will always be, primarily confidence-building measures, not verifiable agreements that would in any way limit China’s evolving space warfare programmes. Even if all sides invested in the endeavour, however, it is not at all clear that a meaningful space arms-control agreement could be consummated. As Cold War experience suggests, any global attempt to ban the development and deployment of space weapons is likely to fail, first and foremost, because of the elementary problem of defining what these artefacts actually are. If US–Soviet conversations are any indication, advanced powers like the United States are likely to affirm the position that space ‘weapons’ are those, and only those, which are built with destructive intent and deployed in space with the objective of attacking other space objects or terrestrial targets.86 Weaker powers, in contrast, are likely to take the position that any space technology that has the capacity to support military operations ought to be treated and regulated as a space weapon, leading quickly to the reductio ad absurdum that communication satellites, intercontinental ballistic missiles, and space transportation systems, among others, ought to be considered ’space weapons’.87 Even if all such problems of definition could be satisfactorily resolved, the challenge of verifying any space arms-control agreement involving China would be formidable and could result in an environment where the reciprocal fear of counterspace breakout led both Beijing and Washington to covertly engage in the destabilising actions they were publicly committed to abjure. As the former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, Robert G. Joseph, argued in his remarks during the release of the Bush administration’s 2006 National Space Policy, ‘this is a case where no arms control is better than bad arms control’.88
7. No solvency – 1AC proves arms control fails – Bellflower says that China exploits it, and Clapper, Lynn and Denmark say it is too late – the arms race has already started. Denmark also says that cyber terrorists threaten our apace assets – they don’t sign the Code

8.  Solvency deficit – delay – the Code isn’t ready to be signed or implemented 

Foust 2011, editor of The Space Review [Jeff Foust, Debating a Code of Conduct for Space, The Space Review, March 7, 2011. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1794/1] 

Enacting the Code While the general aims of the EU Code may have broad support, that doesn’t mean the US is likely to formally sign onto the document—in part because the document itself remains a draft that may be years away from being formalized. “Even if the administration decides that it wants to sign the EU Code, I think it would be a significant mistake for it do so anytime soon,” DeSutter said. Instead, she said the US should wait until it’s clear that the document is in its final form, with no additional significant changes planned, before signing on. In the interim the administration could issue a statement supporting the Code while working to finalize the document’s text before signing. “Our leverage to make sure that this is an okay agreement ends the moment the United States puts its signature on it.”
9. Advantage Two is a disad to the counterplan  – agreeing to Arms Control would undermine US military credibility .

10. The Code won’t work – China opposes it because they have their own favorite arms control

Foust 2010, editor of The Space Review [Jeff, Securing Space Security, The Space Review, December 20th, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1746/1] 

“One of the messages we’ll be giving to our Chinese friends is, ‘We think you ought to look at the EU Code of Conduct, as we are,’” Schulte said. “Let’s see if there’s something here we can work with.” Two of the biggest obstacles towards approval of the Code may be China and Russia. In 2008 the two countries jointly submitted to the CD a draft “Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space”, typically referred to by the acronym PPWT, the latest version of similar treaties the countries have proposed for several years. As the name suggests, the treaty would ban the placement and use of space-based weapons, which officials from the two countries see as essential to the prevention of an arms race in outer space. The United States has opposed the PPWT treaty, a stance reiterated by the current administration. “The US position on the PPWT treaty has not changed. We still see the document as a flawed document that is neither equitable nor effectively verifiable,” Rose said earlier this year. “That said, and let me be very clear, the United States is very interested in working with Russia, China, and other spacefaring nations to promote concrete transparency and confidence-building measures that will provide for stability in space.”

11. No solvency – the Code only applies to Allies who we won’t fight anyway

Spring 2011, researcher in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation [Baker, specializes in examining threat of ballistic missiles from Third World countries and U.S. national security issues. The Senate’s Letter to Prevent the Space Code of Conduct: Issues Remain. The Foundry, February 10, 2011]

Third, the European nations that are party to the Code of Conduct are allies and friends of the U.S. It is axiomatic that there is no need to negotiate arms limitation agreements with allies and friends. The chief threats to the U.S. regarding space are China and Russia. It is clear that in negotiating with the European Union, the Obama Administration will make the Europeans surrogates for China and Russia precisely because the Europeans are not seen as a threat to U.S. interests. As a practical matter, a code of conduct with European nations that limits U.S. military space operations will do so across the board. Neither China nor Russia will be bound by the Code of Conduct, but the U.S. will be by its obligations to the Europeans. In this context, the Code of Conduct will be a one-sided agreement that provides a direct advantage to China and Russia.
11. The Code is unnecessary – any benefits can come from other agreements

Kueter 2011 President of the George C. Marshall Institute. [Jeff, April, Marshall Policy Outlook, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of Conduct Improve U.S. Security?, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/939.pdf, Accessed 7/14/11.]
Rather than require states to buy into a process whose outcomes remain undefined, there is another way to work toward the same ultimate objectives without the risks, and doing so may produce stronger and more viable norms. Concerned spacefaring nations already are engaged in detailed technical discussions of ways to mitigate debris creation, procedures for maneuvering safely in space, or tracking and notification procedures to prevent accidental collisions. These efforts are the result of recognition of the importance of the issue at hand and involve the voluntary, cooperative effort of interested parties. Debris mitigation offers the best example of a bottom-up effort to address a space management issue. The United States and others worked through technical fora to socialize a set of best practices for space operations to minimize debris creation via the Interagency Space Debris Coordination Committee. Those guidelines became the basis for a proposal before the United Nations. 15 The outcome, like the Code, is non-binding, but the debris case offers clear evidence that a diplomatically negotiated Code is not needed to spur international dialogue on issues important to space operations. Further, the debris case reveals a potential issue with the Code. If these agreements are judged insufficient by Code proponents, what additional steps do they favor? That detail seems necessary before judging the viability of the Code.

1AR - Code - Permutation
[
] Permutation – Do Both – diplomacy complements defensive military preparations

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

The strategic landscape of this new space era is largely unexplored and poorly understood. Nonetheless, certain objectives are clearly in the interest of the United States. The risks inherent in space conflict, where vital U.S. interests are at stake, suggest that preventing space conflict should be a major U.S. security objective, and that all instruments of U.S. power, not just military measures, should be drawn upon to this end. The United States needs to deter others from attacking its space capabilities and bolster an international space regime that reinforces deterrence, the absence of conflict in space, and the preservation of space as an environment open to all. Such a regime would allow the United States to continue reaping the critical information and service benefits that U.S. military space assets provide. To achieve this, the United States needs vigorous diplomatic initiatives as well as defense programs and strategy. Such a stable space regime would seek to: – focus U.S. policies on stability, deterrence, escalation control, and transparency; – create incentives that encourage nations to avoid actions that are inherently destabilizing and cannot be reversed; – construct a military space architecture on the basis of an in-depth, layered defense in order to ensure the availability of vital space services; – reduce incentives to and the ability of adversaries to target space capabilities; – foster uncertainty with respect to the consequences of such an adversarial action; – increase warning time to enable both strategic- and operationallevel actions; – facilitate agreements and understandings that would constrain the most destabilizing dimensions of space competition and provide ground rules for normal space operations; and – maintain ongoing dialogue among U.S., Chinese, and other military and policy experts to promote greater understanding and reduce chances for misunderstanding and miscalculation. U.S. policy is largely silent on these issues and offers no organizing principle for addressing counterspace issues. One Bush administration official raised some of these stability concerns in an article calling for a stabilizing space-protection strategy, from which some of the eight stability tasks above are adapted, but this was not official policy, and the individual has left the government.

[
] The Permutation doesn’t undermine the Code - The Code doesn’t prevent the US from developing any space system – it just increases transparency and confidence building measures

Brinton 2011, writer at Space News [Turner Brinton. Sessions, Schulte Spar Over Proposed Space Accord, May 13, 2011. http://www.spacenews.com/policy/110513-sessions-schulte-spar-accord.html]

WASHINGTON — The United States would not be prohibited from deploying any type of space system by adopting a code of conduct for space activities that has been proposed by the European Union (EU), the U.S. Defense Department’s top space policy official told lawmakers May 11. The Pentagon is still reviewing the code of conduct but believes it is well aligned with the new U.S. National Space Policy and would help ensure new spacefaring nations act responsibly in space, Gregory L. Schulte, U.S. deputy assistant secretary of defense for space policy, said during a hearing of the Senate Armed Services strategic forces subcommittee. Schulte was responding to the subcommittee’s ranking member, Sen. Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.), who raised concerns that the draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities proposed by the EU in October would prevent the United States from deploying certain systems or conducting certain activities in space related to national security. “We have the most capable [space] program in the world by far, I think,” Sessions said. “We’ve advanced further technologically in development and actual deployment of these systems than anyone else, and agreements [and] codes of conduct tend to … constrain our military. “Our military’s fundamentally configured so it depends on space capabilities. So I would be a bit nervous and am a bit nervous and want to examine carefully whether or not through some agreement we’ve constricted our ability to effectively defend our interests.” Schulte sought to distinguish the code of conduct, which he said is voluntary and nonbinding, from an arms control agreement. The National Space Policy issued by U.S. President Barack Obama in June 2010 states that the nation will consider arms control agreements that are equitable, verifiable and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies. “So far we haven’t found an arms control agreement that does that,” Schulte said. “There’s one on the table that has been proposed by Russia and China. We have declared it … fundamentally flawed because it’s not verifiable and it doesn’t capture many of the Chinese counterspace systems that worry us.” Schulte was referring to a ban on space weapons that has been proposed numerous times by Russia and China at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. The Obama administration — like the administration of George W. Bush before it — has rejected the proposal. Rather, the EU code of conduct is a series of so-called transparency and confidence- building measures by which the United States already generally abides, Schulte said. “Our goal isn’t to constrain ourselves — we think we act pretty responsibly in space — the goal is to try to constrain new and emerging space powers to ensure they adopt procedures that would, for example, mitigate the creation of debris and avoid mishaps and instability in space,” Schulte said. Sessions asked specifically about whether the code of conduct would prevent the United States from developing or deploying kinetic anti-satellite weapons or space-based missile interceptors. “It would not do that,” Schulte responded. “It doesn’t constrain capabilities, it constrains behaviors. 

[
] Doing both solves better – best mix of options

MacDonald 8—former assistant director for national security at the White House. [Bruce W. MacDonald, September 2008, “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, Council Special Report No. 38, http://www.cfr.org/china/china-space-weapons-us-security/p16707, accessed 7-12-11]

The fundamental U.S. security interest in the wake of China’s 2007 ASAT test should be deterring China and others from attacking U.S. assets in space, using both a combination of declaratory policy, military programs, and diplomacy, and promoting a more stable and secure space environment. At the same time, the United States and China should both pursue diplomatic options to increase clarity and minimize misunderstanding on space-related matters, and reduce the chances of accidental conflict. This comprehensive mix of military and diplomatic measures is more likely to achieve U.S. space and larger national security objectives than either by itself.

[
 ] The permutation works best - A code of conduct works best with defensive hardening to hedge against violations

Krepon 2009 Analyst and Co-founder of Stimson Center [Michael Krepon and Samuel Black, Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons? Space Security Project, Stimson Center, May http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=103310] 
The personal security of US citizens, as well as their economic and national security, requires that essential satellites be available when needed. Foreign citizens and their governments have similar requirements. The challenge facing space-faring nations is how to align space diplomacy with these common interests, despite mistrust over motives and the capabilities major powers possess to damage satellites. One way to serve common interests is through a verifiable treaty that bans the testing and use of destructive methods against satellites. Another approach is a Code of Conduct that sets norms for responsible space-faring nations and clarifies irresponsible acts, such as debris-creating ASAT tests. Either way, if Washington seeks to rule out testing ASATs, there are no guarantees of good behavior by others. Therefore, US restraint would best be accompanied by a hedging strategy to encourage others to practice similar restraint.

[
] Adopting the Code without militarization eliminates any Counterplan solvency – peaceful military operations reinforce the same norms and also clean debris

David 2011, Insider Columnist SPACE.com. [Leonard, 1/10/2011, Christian Science Monitor, Do we need a code of conduct for space?, http://www.csmonitor.com/Science/2011/0110/Do-we-need-a-code-of-conduct-for-space, Accessed 7/14/11.]
Unfortunately, the vast bulk of these advocates are pushing for a Code of Conduct as a means of keeping the U.S. military out of space activities as a palatable substitute for an "anti-weaponization cause célèbre," said Everett Dolman, professor of military strategy at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama. Among a host of issues that Dolman spotlights is that the code should state that weapons in space should not create or increase debris or in any manner impinge on the peaceful use of space. "Indeed, I can imagine a use for lasers or other directed-energy weapons that would clean up debris and make operations there safer than they currently are," Dolman told SPACE.com. What the proponents of current code proposals generally fail to recognize, Dolman said, is the positive contribution of military operations in the global commons during routine or peaceful operations. "The U.S. Navy and Air Force are the two most important critical enablers of both, ensuring adherence to properly enacted rules of conduct in the oceans and international air space … be it policing Somali pirates, clearing lanes of commerce of obstructions and impediments, or tracking criminal trafficking in and through these commons," Dolman said. Dolman said that, if the proponents of a space commons Code of Conduct are successful in essentially ending the ability of the U.S. to ensure access and protect space commerce and support in times of peace — and deny access to an adversary or rogue state in times of conflict — "the likelihood of an effective and enforceable Code of Conduct actually working is slim to none." For Dolman, there's a bottom line to a Code of Conduct for space. That is, if it does not embrace military support of the code, "it is likely to create a more dangerous and inefficient operating environment," Dolman concluded.

[
] Doing both solves better – the Code allows defensive militarization as a back up in case China refuses to cooperate in dialogue

Lake 2/8/11, Washington Times Reporter [Eli, Washington Times, Report calls for restraints in space activity; Critics highlight Pentagon limits, Accessed 7/12/11]

"The investment that China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern for us," he added. "It's part of the reason why the secretary of defense wants to talk about space as part of the stability dialogue with the Chinese." In recent months, the United States has reached out to the Russian and Chinese governments to discuss rules for launching and maintaining satellites, said U.S. officials familiar with the diplomacy. The Chinese have spurned offers to discuss space issues with the United States, while the Russians have started technical talks. At the Friday briefing, Deputy Secretary of Defense William J. Lynn III said the Pentagon embraced international norms for space because space has become more "competitive" and the risk for creating space debris that would collide into satellites has increased as well. "We thought we needed a multilayered approach to deterrence that involved international norms, involved partnerships with allied nations, so as to induce restraint in space activities," he said. The strategy also asserts that the United States retains the right to self-defense in space. It says, "The United States will retain the right and capabilities to respond in self-defense should deterrence fail. We will use force in a manner that is consistent with long-standing principles of international law, treaties to which the United States is a party, and the inherent right of self-defense."

1AR - Code – Too Vague
[
] The Code fails – it presupposes common norms and is not specific enough to encourage cooperation

Kueter 2011 President of the George C. Marshall Institute. [Jeff, April, Marshall Policy Outlook, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of Conduct Improve U.S. Security?, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/939.pdf, Accessed 7/14/11.]
The question at hand for consideration of the Code is—Are there ‘shared ideational aspirations’ that are sufficiently mature enough to express a ‘collective intent’ in space? In other words, are the norms that the Code seeks to formalize (and, as an aside, on which the U.S. National Security Space Strategy also places much emphasis) sufficiently developed to represent an international consensus. If the answer is no, and additional work is required to construct that shared framework of ideas, then the Code is nothing more than an empty shell. Worse, conflicting interpretations will lead to confusion when disputes inevitably arise and could result in an even less transparent and less stable security environment in space. A comparison of the principles espoused in the Code with the U.S. National Space Policy (either the Obama policy or the George W. Bush policy) reveals many areas of overlap, which could give confidence that there is a shared framework for space, at least between the U.S. and European spacefaring nations. And the expressed objective of the EU is a dialogue with other nations about what should be included in a final document. The intention clearly is to produce a broad framework of shared aspirations. Unfortunately, the details will matter and it is in the details that the effort to grow a set of shared beliefs through diplomatic discussions falters. For example, the Code requires subscribing states to “promote the development of guidelines for space operations within the appropriate fora for the purpose of protecting the safety of space operations and the long-term sustainability of outer space activities.”11 Without additional details on what comes out of the “appropriate fora,” a state signing onto the Code risks agreeing on the basic idea – safe operations are better than unsafe operations – without any idea of what the guidelines it will be required to follow are. The guidelines may prove unacceptable because they impose restrictions on space activities that the state believes are vital to its interests. Or the guidelines may prove to be so vague as to only loosely limit operations, resulting in little improvement in safe space operations. Nevertheless, subscribing states are obligated to abide by the results. Code proponents reply to such charges with the reminder that the Code is voluntary and its requirements are non-binding. If that is the case, the norms it strives to create are not really shared in any meaningful sense.

1AR - Code – Kills Hegemony
[
] The Code kills US space leadership – it creates a slippery slope to arms control and hinders military command decisions

Lake 2011 Reporter Washington Times [Eli, 1/18/11, The Washington Times, U.S., EU eye anti-satellite weapons pact; Limits raise worries, Lexis Nexis, 7/14/11.]
One congressional staffer said many aides still had questions after Monday's briefing. "There are capabilities that we have in space and that we want to have in space," the staffer said. "We want to make sure our ability to conduct space situation awareness and to pursue those capabilities are not hindered by the code of conduct." Another congressional staff member said: "There is a suspicion that this is a slippery slope to arms control for space-based weapons, anti-satellite weapons and a back door to potentially limiting missile defense." Baker Spring, a defense analyst at the Heritage Foundation, said the staffers' concerns are "likely to be well-founded." "Because it appears that they are talking about limiting operations, as opposed to limiting the weapons themselves, it could be that this is as much an agreement on the law of war as it is on arms control," Mr. Spring said. "If it is something more like a law-of-war agreement, then you are creating a situation of legal jeopardy for a military commander who is responsible for operating systems in space."

[
] The Code fails – it is full of empty platitudes and causes a slippery slope to arms control

Foust 2011, editor of The Space Review [Jeff Foust, Debating a Code of Conduct for Space, The Space Review, March 7, 2011. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1794/1] 

In many respects, the Code’s provisions are hardly controversial, and reflect commonsense practices for operating in orbit. “If one reads it, and reads it in the context of the US National Space Policy, you come away with a large sense of agreement on basic principles,” said Jeff Kueter, president of the Marshall Institute, said in the introduction to a panel session hosted by his organization last month about the EU Code. Both documents are full of “motherhood and apple pie statements”, he said: passages that are widely accepted and noncontroversial.

Some, though, take issue with specific provisions in the Code. Paula DeSutter, former Assistant Secretary of State for Verification, Compliance, and Implementation, took issue at the Marshall Institute forum with Section 4.5, which calls for “further security guarantees within the appropriate fora for the purposes of enhancing the security of outer space activities by all States and the prevention of an arms race in outer space.” That passage, she said, is a “slippery slope” towards broader arms control in space that should be stricken from the document. “It sort of ties you to something you may or may not want to do, and probably in my view shouldn’t do,” she said.

[
] The Code is insufficient – it is only a first step to arms control

Foust 2010, editor of The Space Review [Jeff, Securing Space Security, The Space Review, December 20th, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1746/1] 

Even if the US decides to accept the draft EU Code of Conduct—which could lead to an international forum as early as next year where countries would be invited to attend and formally adopt it—space security experts see it as only an initial step in efforts to preserve the space environment for all users. Last month UCS released a report, Securing the Skies, which outlines the steps that the US in particular should take to improve space security and sustainability. The report’s recommendations range from a declaration that the US will not be the first to put weapons in space and stop any plans for space-based missile defense, to efforts to make satellites less vulnerable, to attack to export control reforms that make civil and commercial space cooperation easier. “Policymakers in the US and around the world are recognizing that the existing legal agreements and norms are not adequate to ensure the security and sustainability of space for the future, and that new international discussions are urgently needed,” said Laura Grego, UCS senior staff scientist, at the UCS event last week. 

1AR - Code – No Definitions
[
] A code of conduct fails – it is impossible to define key terms, and it depends on peaceful intentions

Bellflower 10, is a space law instructor at the Advanced Space Operations School and National Security Space Institute, Air Force Space Command, [John W. Bellflower The Air Force Law Review “Influence of Law on the Command of Space” 2010, Accessed 7/12/11, Lexis]

As discussed above, the protection of space lines of communication is synonymous with American command of space. n138 In seeking to protect those lines of communication, some advocate the introduction of kinetic weapons in space. n139 This is impractical and ill-advised in the space environment. Employment of kinetic weapons in space generates an extremely dangerous debris cloud with a very long orbital life--in effect, perpetual shrapnel that poses a grave threat to all other satellites in orbit. While our potential adversaries may consider such weapons, the United States must avoid doing so because of the great risk of collateral damage to our own and our allies' space lines of communication. The United States should pursue a prohibition on the use of such weapons in order to preserve the global commons of space from space debris. n140 [*131] Any such prohibition, however, must focus on the effect to be prevented rather than any particular weapon. n141 One method to address this issue is the proposed development of a Space Code of Conduct that would require states "to refrain from harmful interference against space objects." n142 However, as acknowledged by its drafters, this suggestion suffers from the same challenge as the exercise of defining space weapons: what is "harmful interference"? n143 While it would obviously encompass permanent physical destruction or functional disablement of a satellite, what about temporary interference with a satellite's operation or capabilities that causes no long term damage or limitation? The principal drafter of the code believes that the inclusion of radio frequency jamming within the definition of harmful interference would likely limit significant support for adoption of the code by space-faring nations. n144 Moreover, since the code itself is not binding, debris mitigation is still left to the goodwill of space-faring nations. As a proposal, the code's redemptive value lies in the fact that it directs attention away from space weapons per se to instead focus on the intent of the space actor, that is, the desired effect, by proscribing intentional generation of space debris regardless of method or means. This is a critical step in developing a successful international space debris mitigation strategy that would be compatible with U.S. space security. However, in order to not limit the right of self-defense, the proposed prohibition would have to permit the potential use of non-kinetic measures that do not generate such debris. n145 For example, the [*132] European Code of Conduct for Debris Mitigation simply prohibits the "intentional destruction of a space system or any of its parts in orbit." n146 This language could serve as the foundation for a broader international agreement to prohibit the intentional creation of space debris, which would be compatible with U.S. command of space. However, such a prohibition alone is insufficient to provide an effective foundation for U.S. space security. America cannot rely solely upon the professed peaceful intentions of its strategic competitors. Indeed, our reliance on space assets presents a lucrative target for any potential adversary. n147 Several non-kinetic measures could provide a defensive capability without also jeopardizing America's own space assets or that of its allies. Rather than destroying an adversary satellite, such measures could temporarily disable, degrade, or otherwise render it incapable of functioning to the adversary's benefit. Such measures could limit an adversary's space lines of communication without endangering our own or that of a third party. n148

1AR - Code – No Enforcement
[
] Code of Conduct fails to solve – no enforcement.

Kueter 11 President of the George C. Marshall Institute. [Jeff, April, Marshall Policy Outlook, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of Conduct Improve U.S. Security?, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/939.pdf, Accessed 7/14/11.]
As presented, the Code presents a quandary. Without penalties, there is no cost for breaking the rules (aside from international condemnation, which can be done today regardless of the Code) and thus offers little prospect of advancing U.S. security interests. The U.S. will need to prepare to operate in recognition of the lack of constraint on the actions of others in space. With penalties, the Code becomes arms control. Arms Control By Another Name?

[
] The Code fails – implementation is difficult and problems are more likely than benefits

Kueter 2011, President of the George C. Marshall Institute [Jeff, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of conduct Improve U.S. Security? Policy Outlook.  April 2011]

The most probable and efficient tool is the executive order. The President simply will sign an order detailing general or specific steps departments and agencies must take to comply with the Code. Such an order is not formerly reviewed, certainly is not subject to Senate approval, and may even be classified so as to escape public scrutiny and notice altogether. Presidential executive agreement authority is important and arguments favoring wide latitude for allowing executive discretion can be made persuasively. But the tool can be misused and its use to advance poorly constructed policy ideas is particularly problematic. That is likely the case with the EU Code. The open-ended nature of the Code as presented, lacking enforcement provisions, lacking implementation details, and lacking linguistic precision, leaves open to question how and what the President will order federal department and agencies to do. If the implementation order is written in such a way as to compel adherence with the Code’s requirements no matter how they evolve, then the other signatories have carte blanche, knowing that whatever they can get the diplomats to agree to will be implemented with little or no congressional or public oversight. In theory, an implementation order can be written more precisely to protect U.S. interests, but that may prove impossible given the incomplete nature of the Code. Furthermore, because the Code has enormously implications for the future of space commerce and the activities of private companies, quasi-unilateral action on the part of the executive branch to adopt the Code without a full and complete hearing of its implications is both premature and arbitrary. Conclusion While the objectives of the Code are consistent with U.S. interests, consistency is not a justification for action when other options are available to achieve the same ends. In such a circumstance, policy makers ought to thoroughly and cautiously examine the consequences, intended and unintended, of the proffered course of action. Arguments favoring the adoption of the Code are weak and the practical outcomes sought are achievable through other means. The U.S. should participate as a leader in any and all international discussions about the governance and management of space, but the Code itself offers little to advance those discussions outside of what could be done and is largely happening without it. The risks the Code presents are understated, at a minimum, and in all probability entail negative consequences far in excess of the likely benefits.

1AR - Code – China Blocks
[
] Code of Conduct fails – Chinese resistance

Lake 2/4/11, Reporter for Washington Post [Eli, Washington Post, Republicans wary of EU code for space activity Administration to outline defense, intelligence policy, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/12/11.
In recent months, the United States has reached out to the Russian and Chinese governments to discuss rules of the road for satellites, said U.S. officials familiar with the diplomacy. The Chinese so far have spurned offers to discuss space issues with the United States; the Russians have started technical talks. In 2007, the Chinese military successfully tested a ground-based missile that destroyed one of its own satellites. In 2009, a communications satellite owned by satellite-phone maker Iridium crashed into a Russian satellite over northern Siberia.

[
] Code of Conduct Fails – it ignores realistic Chinese threats, undermines US defensive programs and prevents solutions to space debris

Lake 2/8/11, Washington Times Reporter [Eli, Washington Times, Report calls for restraints in space activity; Critics highlight Pentagon limits, Accessed 7/12/11]

Peter Marquez, who served as National Security Council director of space policy for President George W. Bush and for President Obama until Sept. 29, raised concerns about the U.S. strategy. He said it could lead other states to set limits on U.S. defenses in space. "Implementation of the space strategy is going to be key. International norms could unintentionally limit U.S. deployment and development of satellites that track orbital debris and other satellites in space," he said. "It leaves open the door also for the United States to be forced to disclose the nature of its intelligence collection activities and capabilities from orbit." Rick Fisher, a senior fellow at the International Assessment and Strategy Center, said the strategy fails because it does not adequately account for the Chinese threat to U.S. satellites. "One gets the impression from this document that the Obama administration simply wants to ignore the Chinese threat in hopes it will just go away," he said. "There is apparently no consideration of developing U.S. active defenses for space that would more effectively deter China." The Pentagon has worried about space-based debris for years. However, those concerns increased in 2007 when the Chinese military tested a ground-based anti-satellite missile that successfully destroyed a weather satellite, creating tens of thousands of pieces of debris.

1AR - Code - Unnecessary
[
] The Code fails – it undermines security and any benefits can be solved more effectively through other agreements

Kueter 2011, President of the George C. Marshall Institute [Jeff, Rules of the Road in Space: Does a Code of conduct Improve U.S. Security? Policy Outlook.  April 2011]

The EU Code is a solution in search of a problem. The tangible issues it seeks to address – space debris, space traffic management, and collision avoidance – all can be and to some extent are being addressed in other international and multilateral venues. The Code certainly will keep space diplomats busy, but its practical contributions to U.S. security in space are limited and potentially harmful. The EU Code has become the focal point for discussions about crafting rules of the road in space. The Code is a listing of general principles, which in themselves would appear to be reasonable statements and objectives. If the EU document were presented as a European Union “National Space Policy” akin to U.S. National Space Policies,1 it likely would be noncontroversial and of interest only to those directly involved in space policy matters. Over the years, U.S. space policies have included many of the same goals and objectives. But the EU Code of Conduct goes beyond providing an example of leadership and aims to socialize these statements into a “non-legally binding instrument, where adhering states voluntarily commit themselves to rules of the road.”2

Code – Links to Politics
[
] GOP opposes the Counterplan – key senators have come out against it

Lake 2/8/11, Washington Times Reporter [Eli, Washington Times, Report calls for restraints in space activity; Critics highlight Pentagon limits, Accessed 7/12/11]

Republicans, meanwhile, question the administration's intentions to sign on to the EU code of conduct. "We are deeply concerned that the administration may sign the United States on to a multilateral commitment with a multitude of potential[ly] highly damaging implications for sensitive military and intelligence programs (current, planned or otherwise) as well as a tremendous amount of commercial activity," 37 Republican senators said in a letter to Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton. Among those who signed the letter were Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky and Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl of Arizona. The lawmakers asked what impact the code of conduct would have on "the research and development, testing and deployment of a kinetic defensive system in outer space that is capable of defeating an anti-satellite weapon, such as the one tested by the People's Republic of China in 2007."

[
] Republicans oppose the Code – Key senators and signed statements

Lake 2011, Reporter Washington Times [Eli, 2/4/11, The Washington Times, Republicans wary of EU code for space activity; Administration to outline defense, intelligence policy, Lexis Nexis, Accessed 7/14/11.]

 Republican opposition in the Senate could scuttle the Obama administration's plans to sign on to the European Union's Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities, an agreement that critics say could limit U.S. development and deployment of anti-satellite weapons. Key Senate Republicans are urging Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton to consult with the relevant Senate panels before signing the agreement. The Obama administration is expected to unveil Friday the U.S. National Security Space Strategy, a classified document outlining how the Defense Department and the intelligence community will implement the administration's space policy. An unclassified summary of that strategy obtained by The Washington Times says the United States will pursue more confidence-building mechanisms and transparency measures with regard to its activities in space. "We will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies," the summary states. "We believe setting pragmatic guidelines for safe activity in space can help avoid collisions and other debris-producing events, reduce radiofrequency interference, and promote security and stability in the space domain - all of which are in the interests of all nations." However, the strategy also reserves the right to respond to aggression in space. "The United States will retain the right and capabilities to respond in self-defense, should deterrence fail. We will use force in a manner that is consistent with longstanding principles of international law, treaties to which the United States is a party, and the inherent right of self defense," it says. In recent months, the United States has reached out to the Russian and Chinese governments to discuss rules of the road for satellites, said U.S. officials familiar with the diplomacy. The Chinese so far have spurned offers to discuss space issues with the United States; the Russians have started technical talks. In 2007, the Chinese military successfully tested a ground-based missile that destroyed one of its own satellites. In 2009, a communications satellite owned by satellite-phone maker Iridium crashed into a Russian satellite over northern Siberia. Last month, an interagency group of U.S. experts concluded that the United States should sign the EU code of conduct with minimal changes to the document. Their recommendation is awaiting approval at the National Security Council. This has Republican senators worried. "We are deeply concerned that the Administration may sign the United States on to a multilateral commitment with a multitude of potential highly damaging implications for sensitive military and intelligence programs (current, planned or otherwise), as well as a tremendous amount of commercial activity," the senators said in a letter to Mrs. Clinton. The letter was signed by 37 Republican senators, including Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky and Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl of Arizona. Specifically, the lawmakers ask what impact the code of conduct would have on "the research and development, testing and deployment of a kinetic defensive system in outer space that is capable of defeating an anti-satellite weapon, such as the one tested by the People's Republic of China in 2007."

[
] Republicans oppose the Code – they’ve signed a letter

Spring 2011, researcher in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation [Baker, specializes in examining threat of ballistic missiles from Third World countries and U.S. national security issues. The Senate’s Letter to Prevent the Space Code of Conduct: Issues Remain. The Foundry, February 10, 2011]

On February 2, 37 U.S. Senators signed a letter to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton seeking information about the Obama Administration’s reported plans to join the European Union Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. The letter is a step in the right direction for the Senate, which needs to guard against international agreements that could undermine U.S. national security. Specifically, the letter reminds the Secretary that Section 1251 of the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 2010 expresses concern about the possible negative consequences for U.S. security resulting from space arms control initiatives by keeping limits on space capabilities out of the U.S.–Russian New START arms control treaty. The letter poses a series of important questions about the possible effects of the Code of Conduct, as an arms control agreement. However, interested Senators need to focus on an additional procedural issue and two substantive issues that are not directly addressed in the letter. First, if the Obama Administration joins the Code of Conduct, as a non-treaty agreement it will violate the law. Section 2573 of Title 22 of the U.S. Code prohibits the Administration from taking any action, including entering into non-treaty agreements, that limit the armed forces of the U.S. in a militarily significant manner. Accordingly, any agreement that limits U.S. military operations—such as will reportedly be the case with the Code of Conduct—is an arms control agreement and is subject to the relevant provision in the law requiring that the agreement be drafted as a treaty and made subject to the Senate’s advice and consent process prior to ratification and entry into force.
MISC
US Sino Relations Impacts
[
] US Sino relations are key to global economy – integration creates cooperation through zones of mutual concern

Hills 7-- Former U.S. Trade Representative and chair of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations [Carla A. Hills, April 10, 2007, "U.S.-China Relations: An Affirmative Agenda, a Responsible Course", Rush Transcript; Federal News Service, http://www.cfr.org/china/us-china-relations-affirmative-agenda-responsible-course-rush-transcript-federal-news-service/p13025, accessed 7-12-11]

At the same, China is concerned about the U.S. It worries about its outreach to Central Asia, believing that that is an effort to curtail China's growth; that its military deployment is seeking to encircle it; that its exports control is aiming to deprive it of necessary technology; and our calls for democracy is really to foment domestic turmoil and interrupt its growth. We -- the task force concluded that the United States could help alleviate many of these concerns by focusing on a positive agenda that sought to integrate China into the global community. And we defined "integration" as a blend of engaging China on the basis of issues of mutual concern, weaving China into global regimes of all description and balancing China's increasing military power. And the task force concluded that this blend of policies would help shape China's self-interest in ways that maximize bilateral cooperation and minimize bilateral friction. The task force, I think, uniformly applauded China on its economic growth, which had had such a tremendous positive effect upon the elimination of poverty, and the pivotal role that the private sector in China had played to make this happen. But it was -- it concluded that China was unlikely to rival the U.S. economically or technologically in the near term, and it found that China wanted to focus and needed to focus on a daunting set of concerns that included environmental degradation; about 1,700 square miles of land in China turns into desert every single year. China is the proud host to 16 out of the 20 world's most polluted cities; and there are problems dealing with the disparity in wealth. The gap between the rich and the poor is growing. There's a rapidly aging population that needs health care in a country that does not have a social safety net. There is a growing and clamoring middle class that wants clean air, clean water, better education, and that creates demands that China is striving hard to meet. There are volatile ethnic and religious issues that China needs to address, and there is, unfortunately, enormous corruption that affects the legitimacy of government. The task force found that the Chinese government is trying to deal with many of these issues, and least well, however, with the issue of corruption. The task force also found that as a result, China continues to rely upon repression and censorship, which are prevalent. And it found that China wants to maintain, with respect to the outside world, three policies. One is a cooperative stance with the United States; secondly, to maintain a zone of peace in which it can continue its economic development and provide the gains to its population, which provide the Communist Party with its legitimacy; and to a secure diversity to commodities, particularly energy, and their source. And the task force found that these priorities led China to improve relations with its neighbors, most recently even with Japan, which has been a very rocky bilateral relationship. And Taiwan, though still a flash point, is more stable than years back, and Dennis will talk about that.

[
] Cooperation with China prevents conflict – it creates public good will and avoids labels

Hills 7-- Former U.S. Trade Representative and chair of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations [Carla A. Hills, April 10, 2007, "U.S.-China Relations: An Affirmative Agenda, a Responsible Course", Rush Transcript; Federal News Service, http://www.cfr.org/china/us-china-relations-affirmative-agenda-responsible-course-rush-transcript-federal-news-service/p13025, accessed 7-12-11] 

And finally, the task force found that U.S.-China cooperation on regional and global challenges would benefit from a clear and more consistent statement of U.S. policy goals both to the people in China and to the people in the United States. And hence the task force recommended that the president state clearly and more often that the U.S. wants to establish a close, candid, constructive and collaborative relationship with the Chinese leadership. We recommended that the president describe to the American public the various benefits that we derive from that relationship and that we state that our interests are furthered by a responsible and cooperative China that adheres to international norms, a prosperous and peaceful China that fuels global growth, and an equitable China that is accountable and cares about issues like the environment. And it recommended that the U.S. regularly and candidly talk to China about those issues that cause us major concern like the trade imbalance, clearly stating that the collection will require action on both sides of the Pacific -- the currency base that tried to get the Asia governments to address, either through APEC or through the Group of Thirty economic ministers, the intellectual property issue; tell China that we're going to commence a rating issue and evaluate the provinces on how they enforce intellectual property, the government procurement issues; persuade it to join the WTO procurement code, because there is discrimination in favor of Chinese domestic. And I could go on. But in short, the task force concluded that consulting and collaborating with China on trade and economic issues of mutual concern, and involving China in global organizations would maintain the likelihood of maximizing our possibilities for positive outcome, and minimizing the possibilities for conflict. 
Space Key to China
[     ] Chinese space technology is key to their military and boosts their economy.

Richburg, 2011 Washington Post Writer [Keith, 2011, 1/23The Washington Post, As China eyes the stars, the U.S. watches warily, Lexis Nexis, 7/12/11.]

Chinese academics involved in the space program said Beidou is crucial for China's military. Without its own navigational system, Chinese troops and naval vessels must rely almost exclusively on the American GPS system, which could be manipulated or blocked in case of a conflict. The new system "can cover the civilian and military sides," said Xu Shijie, a professor of astronautics at Beihang University in Beijing. "For the military side, it's more urgent." Xu, who heads a space research team, acknowledged that even some Chinese might question the government's decision to fund a costly space program at a time when there are other pressing concerns, such as developing the country's western provinces to bring living standards and incomes there into line with those in the more prosperous east. But he called the space program "a long-term investment," with the potential for beneficial spillover effects on the civilian economy. "The government is concerned with social welfare issues," Xu said. "But a scientist is also trying to look 20 years down the road." There is also the matter of prestige. As with other grandiose projects - high-speed rail, the world's biggest airport in Beijing, staging the 2008 Olympics - China's Communist leaders view the space program as a way to show citizens that they can produce successes, thus fostering patriotism and support for the party's continued rule.

Arms Race Disad – Commercialization Links
[
] Commercialization will cause militarization – the military will go to space to protect the companies

Salin, 2001 - Member Instrument Science Operations Center Magill University [Patrick A. 19-02. Space Policy volume 17, Issue 1, February 2001, Pages 19-26 Privatization and militarization in the space business environment Accessed July 12 2011, http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/S0265964600000503]

Outer Space only knows national flags, so that the increasing presence of private entities will inevitably lead to raising protection issues, diplomatic and military, paving the way for the militarization issue. Private corporations also act as de facto ambassadors of spacefaring nations, and private assets in space do not exist in their capacity as international objects (which they are, just like astronauts are to be regarded “as envoys of mankind” as per Art. V of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty). This means that private satellites are objects moving freely in an open domain that forms part of the common heritage of mankind, a res communis environment, with voices advocating the discarding of a bygone vision of Outer Space. 11 This is a reminder of the dreadnought theory of the early twentieth century, with its right of passage. However, in our case, the right of passage is being transformed into a right of stay, including new practices that could be revealed as pernicious in the long run. This is why some nations may abruptly intervene at any time if they consider their national interest, as vested in these flying birds, to be in jeopardy.

[
] Increasing Space Commercialization Increases Militarization – Empirically the Flag Follows Trade

Hays, 2006 - Senior Policy Analyst with the Science Applications International Corporation [Peter, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space, March 10 Http://Www.Marshall.Org/Pdf/Materials/408.Pdf
 “Our investment in space is rapidly growing and soon will be of such magnitude that it will be considered a vital interest – on par with how we value oil today. . . ” “it is not the future of military space that is critical to the united states – it is the continued commercial develop-ment of space that will provide continued strength for our great country in the decades ahead. Military space, while important, will follow. - general howell m. Estes, iii, 1998 this flag-follows-trade model is drawn from historical analogies about the tradi-tional importance of the military in supporting commercial activities in new domains. We can think back to our own history, how the cavalry rode to the rescue and saved settlers and that kind of thing. It says that if space becomes more and more valuable commer-cially, there will be more and more demand from commercial operators and users for pro-tection. What is the role of the military in doing that? The united states space com-mand made a big point out of this back in the late 1990s, before it was disbanded. Their long-range plan, published in 1998, made this its primary theme. You can see that gen-eral estes felt at that time that we would come to see space in as important a way as we view oil today. I am not sure we are there yet, but this is something to think about for the longer term.

[
] Asserting commercial interests in space cause militarization – it raises political support for protection

Salin, 2001 - Member Instrument Science Operations Center Magill University [Patrick A. 19-02. Space Policy volume 17, Issue 1, February 2001, Pages 19-26 Privatization and militarization in the space business environment Accessed July 12 2011, http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/S0265964600000503]

This is the most logical business consequence, reinforcing the probability of future national interventions and conflicts. These interventions may be based on a legitimate desire to protect ‘national’ assets, i.e. a proactive type of intervention. When the US Congress and the FCC constantly refer to the necessity of maintaining US industry leadership and advantages in the space business, it seems legitimate that the US Space Command authorities at the same time reassert the need to protect US assets in outer space and request adequate funding in order to develop and operate the most sophisticated space weapons ever. Even though military commanders do (or should) not dictate public policies, their leitmotiv constitutes the permanent background ‘‘noise’’ that any present and future US administration and Congress has to live with [37, 38 and 39]. 23 This concentration of economic power is clear from the publication of recent business statistics. The question that lies in front of us now is whether it will remain at the present level, or change in the coming years, and in what direction.24 As a consequence, national interventions may also be based on the no less legitimate need to defend national interests jeopardized by others, i.e. a defensive type of intervention. This is illustrated by the NMD debate. The decision by President Clinton not to decide about the very controversial $60 billion Missile Defense System and to leave it to his successor was a wise one, though ambiguous. One can regret that the vision of America as a ‘safe national sanctuary’ (perfectly logical from a US point of view) is the centerpiece of the vision that supports the NMD program, even though the USA supports globalization. In our opinion, the military vision of ‘America as a sanctuary’ and the commercial vision of ‘America the leader of globalization’ contradict one another. How can a nation pretend to isolate itself in its ivory tower or simply be apathetic [40], and aspire at the same time to a global role? Pending the eventual success of current operational tests, the pursuit of the NMD program is good material — in the President's own words — for sustaining an international arms race, which is simply another way of encouraging competition between economic and political blocks of our planet and of providing economic activity to the industrial defense and space conglomerates [41]. 26 At least can we approve of the fact that this NMD decision has been postponed. There is time left to analyze whether it jeopardizes or not both the 1972 ABM Treaty that crystallized international strategic stability and the even more fundamental 1967 Outer Space Treaty [42 and 43].

[
] Increasing commercialization of space causes militarization – only treaties can solve

Salin, 2001 - Member Instrument Science Operations Center Magill University [Patrick A. 19-02. Space Policy volume 17, Issue 1, February 2001, Pages 19-26 Privatization and militarization in the space business environment Accessed July 12 2011, http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science/article/pii/S0265964600000503]

We have tried to underline the close connection that exists between privatization and militarization, which is completed by a connection between militarization and exacerbated commercial competition. Intentionally, we did not touch on cooperation programs in order to underline the very real risks that naked competition can entail. We believe that many commercial space developments could be a lead to further military deployment by the nation fostering such commercial development. How can the proposition that one nation can have a greater interest in outer space than any other nation be sustained? It is still possible to slow down — or redirect — the irrepressible rush towards a substantial militarization and weaponization of outer space, especially in low-Earth orbits, in total contradiction of the words and spirit of the Outer Space treaties. Is cooperation the answer? Certainly, but cooperation as the result of forced political or industrial partnership is not an objective. The illustration provided by the ISS venture remains incomplete, with its spots of national sovereignty within the station itself, its complex patent dispositions and its features as an industrial partnership [44, 45 and 46]. Beyond the whole ISS venture, one should really question the ‘need’ to rush into deep space projects, while ongoing and urgent development issues still plague three-quarters of humanity on Earth. Cooperation works if it is accompanied by some dose of devolution of power to a central ‘a-national’ authority and is geared towards ‘real’ needs [47]. For example, in the wake of Unispace III, proposals to consider Earth observation as a public good vs. Earth observation as a commercial venture should be explored further and given much more attention than they are now [48].

Arms Race Disad – Exploration Links
 [
] Space explorations projects inevitably increase space militarization due to dual use technology spillovers

Sabathier 2008 - Senior Associate at the CSIS [Vincent, Smart Power Through Space February 20 2008, Accessed July 12 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080220_smart_power_through_space.pdf]

First, space exploration is an effective spotlighting tool, providing an extraordinarily visible means of signaling engagement and highlighting increased or renewed cooperation. Second, although space exploration activities are, broadly speaking, evolutionary and provide constant opportunities for the inclusion of new partners, the discrete, quantitized nature of many space-related programs provides visible milestones and high-profile opportunities for punctuating the use of soft power, such as the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project. Third, the broad array of civil space applications provides a multitude of options for highly tailored cooperation. From exploration to remote sensing and climate change to digital economy integration, the sphere of engagement can be tailored to address security concerns or to provide significant information-gathering opportunities concerning the capabilities and intentions of other space-faring nations. The United States is particularly well suited to make very effective use of space as an instrument of soft power for a number of reasons. First, as the CSIS Commission on Smart Power notes, the United States is the only global nation, and the expansion of the human sphere of influence into space is indisputably a global undertaking. Second, the successes and challenges of space exploration, from the Moon landing to the harrowing Apollo 13 mission, are dramatic examples of key American characteristics such as hope, enthusiasm, and optimism. Third, unlike other countries, U.S. civilian space activities have always been explicitly kept apart from the national security space activities of the defense and intelligence communities. However, space is a unique field of endeavor in which virtually no technology, practice, or technique is inherently limited in its application to the exercise of either hard or soft power. Nearly all space activities are, either directly or consequentially, axiomatically dual use. Therefore, a more active civilian space program can ultimately bolster the underlying infrastructure and technology needed to support hard power applications. Attempts to isolate a national space program can foster the development of broad indigenous capabilities, in much the same way that an arms embargo can encourage the rapid development of a robust national defense industrial base. International cooperation in civil space applications makes the costly independent pursuit of dual-use capabilities much less attractive to other nations.

Space Exploration key to Hegemony
[
] Space exploration is critical to US hegemony – it boosts our soft power to prevent a backlash against our hard power – balancing is critical

Sabathier 2008 - Senior Associate at the CSIS [Vincent, Smart Power Through Space February 20 2008, Accessed July 12 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/080220_smart_power_through_space.pdf]

Recommendation 6: The United States needs to address the gap in capability that will occur between 2010 and 2015. In 2010, NASA will retire their shuttle, which in the short term will mean an increase in funds. In the long term, however, this will create a gap in the capability of the United States to travel between Earth and the International Space Station. The United States has a responsibility to the International Space Station, and this gap will force it to fall short on its obligations. Relying on outsourcing this issue to a start-up company will not be accepted as a viable option by international partners. Therefore, the United States must find a way to fill this gap in capability by working with its international partners. Marketing and Message Within the United States: The attractiveness of space is due, in large measure, to its reflection of the strongly American inspirational values of hope, optimism, and enthusiasm for people all around the world. During the political turmoil of the 1960s, Apollo served as a beacon of hope and a counterpoint to the increasingly unpopular Vietnam War. This contrast illustrates the challenge of balancing hard and soft power priorities. More people cite the successes of the space program as the greatest accomplishment of the U.S. government during the twentieth century than they do maintaining peace, ending the Cold War, and winning World War II combined. However, much of the public perception of space exploration is firmly rooted in an often-romanticized perception of the Apollo era—a poll on the 20th anniversary of the Moon landing showed that more than 80 percent of respondents felt that the Apollo missions were worth the cost (Harris, July 1989). However, support for the Apollo program during the space race only briefly exceeded 50 percent (Harris, July 1969). Past support for space exploration was never as high as it is currently believed to have been, and public support for human exploration of the Moon is now much higher than it was during the height of the space race. In much the same way that the Apollo program and Vietnam War era were then the two most visible displays of soft and hard power, we are now faced with a similar situation. Throughout the entire Cold War, support for soft and hard power use of space was carefully balanced. We must now signal to the world that we are not a nation that lives by use of military force alone. We must increase our support of civil space utilization and exploration to bring it back in line with spending on military and intelligence applications of space. Public opinion is mixed about the prospect of increasing space program funding. An April 2007 Harris poll showed almost half of respondents supported cutting the space program to reduce the deficit; yet in a March 2007 Zogby poll, 71 percent of respondents opposed any cut in NASA funding. Opposition to increased funding must be considered in light of widespread confusion about the current levels of funding for civil space applications versus the historical highs seen during space race. At its height, NASA funding amounted to approximately 0.8 percent of GDP (and this was in the budgetary context of the Vietnam War) as opposed to the current amount of less than one-eighth of 1 percent. Only one in five Americans correctly estimates NASA spending at less than 1 percent of the budget, while a plurality believes that NASA funding accounts for 1 percent to 5 percent of the budget, and roughly one-third believes that NASA consumes more than 10 percent of the total budget. While a simple increase in the level of national support is a clear signal of our interest in broader engagement and a commitment to a rational balance between all of our soft and hard power activities, it also creates an opportunity for a compelling display of U.S. global leadership. A highly visible commitment to civil space exploration and utilization will restore U.S. credibility and allow the United States to assume its traditional global leadership role. More generally, space exploration is a high-payoff, low-risk opportunity for U.S. leadership—in no case has a significant expenditure of political capital in support of civil space activities failed to provide high returns on investment. The most spectacular returns from space exploration have been cases where the initial engagement, and consequently the visibility of U.S. leadership, has been the greatest. Yet even in cases where a given space initiative fell short of expectations, virtually no penalty was incurred. 

