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Notes

A lot of the cards for the Debris DA can be both a link and an impact! So be sure to check!

Also, the 2NC Uniqueness for Debris isn’t good at all so only read it if you REALLY need some semblance of uniqueness. It’s more strategic to put this on case and characterize it as a linear disad. 

For BMD Bad:

There is one O’Hanlon card entitled “Turns Case – aggressiveness undermines ______”, that is applicable to all three positions, so just cross apply it when you get to another flow. This note is included before the tag of all these cards. 

NEGATIVE

***Exploration Advantage***

1NC Exploration F/L [1/ 3]
1. Space weaponization kills human space exploration – debris
CSIS 04 [The Still Untrodden Heights: Global Impaerative for Space Exploraiton in the 21st Century. A Report of the Human Space Initiative Center for Strategic and International Studies. For four decades, the Center for Strategic and International Studies has been dedicated to providing world leaders with strategic insights on—and policy solutions to—current and emerging global issues.]

E. Civil-Military Relations and the Weaponization of Space One final governance-related challenge needs to be discussed in this chapter: the question of civil-military relations and the weaponization of space. It is a topic that is significant and complex, and this brief overview does not do it justice. Nevertheless, it needs to be mentioned in any comprehensive assessment of the future of human space exploration, because of the intersections between the two types of space activities. The weaponization of space, mainly in low Earth orbit, creates tangible risks to human space exploration, such as the possibility that conflicts in space could create debris fields that would make space exploration more dangerous. Even today, once in a while, both the ISS and the shuttle have had to avoid orbital debris. More importantly, space debris poses a threat to the broader sense of purpose within the space community, and an ethical challenge to the wellestablished idea of space as a domain of peace. Political leaders around the world must make decisions about their priorities for mankind’s utilization of space that take these concerns into account. The weaponization of space has been an option since the early days of the Space Age; but only recently has it become close to reality and visible. The U.S. Department of Defense, following the strategy of a Commission led by Donald Rumsfeld in 2000, prior to his assuming leadership of the Department, views space as the ultimate “high ground,” and a battlespace that needs to be “dominated” and “controlled.” The use of space assets for military and intelligence purposes has been essential for the conduct of war since the 1980s, but to date these systems and technologies are only enablers for land-based weapon systems – not platforms for actual weapons. But today there is support for the development of space weapons at the highest levels of the Department of Defense and U.S. Air Force. China is allegedly developing anti-satellite weapons in response to its perception of an American threat, and in an escalating security dilemma, the United States is justifying additional activities in response to this Chinese threat. Although other countries have shied away from space weaponization, countries such as Russia, Europe, Japan, and India all have some degree of military-related space activities, and could enhance their capabilities with modest levels of investment if the security environment demanded it. All of these activities move the world closer to a conflict in space – one that could have devastating consequences for the future of human space exploration. If an anti-satelli te weapon were to blow up a satellite in earth orbit, the resulting debris field could pose a threat to the International Space Station and other spacecraft in earth orbit. The global “commons” above our planet will have been spoiled for thousands of years, and this outcome will be reversible only at an unrealistic cost or years of wait. Space weaponization also makes it difficult, if not impossible, for countries to cooperate on peaceful space activities. It is hard to imagine that two countries could cooperate on an exploration project at the same time that they have space-based weapons pointed at each other. This enmity would also affect neutral countries, who would be forced to ‘choose sides’ in partnerships for large projects. These tradeoffs between space weaponization and exploration cannot be ignored or wished away. Perhaps the benefits of space weaponization outweigh the potential costs to space exploration in a given country’s assessment of national interests, and it will decide to pursue space weapons as a result. But at present that discussion is not taking place, in the United States or any other country. As a result the world could find itself in a place in the not-toodistant future where all of mankind’s ventures skyward find themselves the accidental victim of this escalation. This is a situation that the space exploration community in all countries needs to work actively to prevent in the coming years and decades, if it wants to see the journey continued.

1NC Exploration F/L [2/3]
2. Space weaponization kills human space exploration – arms race

CSIS 04 [The Still Untrodden Heights: Global Impaerative for Space Exploraiton in the 21st Century. A Report of the Human Space Initiative Center for Strategic and International Studies. For four decades, the Center for Strategic and International Studies has been dedicated to providing world leaders with strategic insights on—and policy solutions to—current and emerging global issues.]

E. Civil-Military Relations and the Weaponization of Space One final governance-related challenge needs to be discussed in this chapter: the question of civil-military relations and the weaponization of space. It is a topic that is significant and complex, and this brief overview does not do it justice. Nevertheless, it needs to be mentioned in any comprehensive assessment of the future of human space exploration, because of the intersections between the two types of space activities. The weaponization of space, mainly in low Earth orbit, creates tangible risks to human space exploration, such as the possibility that conflicts in space could create debris fields that would make space exploration more dangerous. Even today, once in a while, both the ISS and the shuttle have had to avoid orbital debris. More importantly, space debris poses a threat to the broader sense of purpose within the space community, and an ethical challenge to the wellestablished idea of space as a domain of peace. Political leaders around the world must make decisions about their priorities for mankind’s utilization of space that take these concerns into account. The weaponization of space has been an option since the early days of the Space Age; but only recently has it become close to reality and visible. The U.S. Department of Defense, following the strategy of a Commission led by Donald Rumsfeld in 2000, prior to his assuming leadership of the Department, views space as the ultimate “high ground,” and a battlespace that needs to be “dominated” and “controlled.” The use of space assets for military and intelligence purposes has been essential for the conduct of war since the 1980s, but to date these systems and technologies are only enablers for land-based weapon systems – not platforms for actual weapons. But today there is support for the development of space weapons at the highest levels of the Department of Defense and U.S. Air Force. China is allegedly developing anti-satellite weapons in response to its perception of an American threat, and in an escalating security dilemma, the United States is justifying additional activities in response to this Chinese threat. Although other countries have shied away from space weaponization, countries such as Russia, Europe, Japan, and India all have some degree of military-related space activities, and could enhance their capabilities with modest levels of investment if the security environment demanded it. All of these activities move the world closer to a conflict in space – one that could have devastating consequences for the future of human space exploration. If an anti-satelli te weapon were to blow up a satellite in earth orbit, the resulting debris field could pose a threat to the International Space Station and other spacecraft in earth orbit. The global “commons” above our planet will have been spoiled for thousands of years, and this outcome will be reversible only at an unrealistic cost or years of wait. Space weaponization also makes it difficult, if not impossible, for countries to cooperate on peaceful space activities. It is hard to imagine that two countries could cooperate on an exploration project at the same time that they have space-based weapons pointed at each other. This enmity would also affect neutral countries, who would be forced to ‘choose sides’ in partnerships for large projects. These tradeoffs between space weaponization and exploration cannot be ignored or wished away. Perhaps the benefits of space weaponization outweigh the potential costs to space exploration in a given country’s assessment of national interests, and it will decide to pursue space weapons as a result. But at present that discussion is not taking place, in the United States or any other country. As a result the world could find itself in a place in the not-toodistant future where all of mankind’s ventures skyward find themselves the accidental victim of this escalation. This is a situation that the space exploration community in all countries needs to work actively to prevent in the coming years and decades, if it wants to see the journey continued.
1NC Exploration F/L [2/3]

3. BMD destabilizes Asia

Lister 3-18-11 [Lister, Charles. University of St. Andrews, Malvern College Terrorism & Insurgency Research Analyst at IHS Jane's. Co-founder & Editor at TRaQ: Tracking al-Qaeda Researcher at The Centre for the Study of Terrorism & Political Violence “US Missile Defence and Space Security: a Security Dilemma for China?” http://www.e-ir.info/?p=7712]

Effect on Chinese Nuclear Deterrence As long as [China’s] nuclear retaliatory capability is credible, China possesses a wider range of military options against both Taiwan and the U.S. than it might otherwise consider if the U.S. can trump Beijing’s nuclear response RADM Michael McDevitt[14] For China, nuclear weapons are a key instrument for acquiring and maintaining the international stature it deserves.[15] Concurrently though, China conforms to a ‘no first-use’ policy and a doctrine of what might be called ‘minimum ambiguous deterrence,’ where nuclear weapons are solely retaliatory instruments[16] and therefore only a minimal arsenal is required. Consequently, the actual size of China’s nuclear force is never officially announced, which establishes a “retaliatory capability [that] is psychological rather than real”[17] – a tactic notably espoused by Sun Tzu.[18] Because of its small size, the deployment of BMD in Asia, especially TMD systems in Taiwan and Japan, severely weakens the Chinese nuclear deterrent and its leverage over key regional disputes. In many respects, the disadvantage this produces for Chinese power projection means that for the first time since the 1960s, China is potentially vulnerable to U.S. ‘nuclear blackmail’ and regional rivals can defend their interests more confidently relative to China’s expectations. Furthermore, it is likely that the proliferation of BMD systems to U.S. strategic Asian allies has initiated yet more individual security dilemmas in the region and could instigate a cascade effect of arms buildups

*** Space Weapons Bad ***
1NC Space BMD – Hegemony

1. Weapon development undermines trust – key to heg.
Spacey 98 [Major William L. Spacy II (BS, United States Air Force Academy; MS, Air Force Institute of Technology; MA, United States College of Naval Command and Staff. “Does The United States Need Space-Based Weapons? By William L. Spacy Ii A Thesis Presented To The Faculty Of The School Of Advanced Airpower Studies For Completion Of Graduation Requirements.”]

Today, the United States is in the enviable position of being the only superpower to survive the Cold War. Many models of political interaction would predict that a nation with so much power would prompt other nations to form alliances against it.158 The fact that this has not happened is arguably a result of past U.S. restraint in exercising power. For instance, during the Cold War the United States allowed the other North Atlantic Treaty Organization members much more say in the structure of the organization and its decision-making processes than was necessary given their dependence on the U.S. nuclear umbrella.159 This reluctance to aggressively use military power to further U.S. interests has prompted other nations to trust that the United States will not abuse its military superiority. A unilateral move to put weapons in space could undermine this trust.
2. That endangers power projection - upsets security balance

Hitchens 10 [Hitchens, Theresa. Director, Center for Defense Information, Leader of Space Security Project in cooperation with the Secure World Foundation. The author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” Cited by Center for Nonproliferation Studies Mountbatten Centre for “International Studies Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs Occasional”]

Dr. Karl Mueller, a former Air Force analyst now at RAND, writes:. The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states’ significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power.2 On the other hand, a space race cannot be ruled out as a likely outcome—especially given that many countries with much fewer economic and technical resources than the United States are already going to space. A strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that could outweigh any short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. In particular, it would be costly in dollar terms to sustain orbital weapon systems and stay ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities. The price tag of space-weapon systems and protective measures would not be trivial for anyone choosing to pursue them— with maintenance costs a key issue.

3. Space first strike pressures cause instability – turns heg. 

Hitchens 10 [Hitchens, Theresa. Director, Center for Defense Information, Leader of Space Security Project in cooperation with the Secure World Foundation. The author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” Cited by Center for Nonproliferation Studies Mountbatten Centre for “International Studies Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs Occasional”]

The other related negative side effect of the inherent vulnerability of orbiting weapons is the pressure to use them first. The strategic dynamic of space-based weapons could perhaps be compared to that of nuclear intercontinental  30 ballistic missiles— offense-dominant weapons with inherent vulnerabilities (fixed sites). This is a recipe for instability, as the United States and Soviet Union soon found in their nuclear competition. Spurring other nations to acquire spacebased weapons, either ASATs or weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a global basis and thus negate what today is a unique advantage of being the world’s only military superpower.3 Along with military assets in space, U.S. commercial satellites would also become targets (especially because the U.S. military is heavily reliant on commercial providers, particularly in communications). In other words, the United States could be in the position of creating strategic and military problems for itself, rather than solving them

4. That undermines arms control – kills diplomacy

Weeden 09 [Brian Weeden. is a technical advisor for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations. “The space security implications of missile defense http://www.the spacereview.com/article/1474/1]

However, the intertwining of certain missile defense and anti-satellite technologies and space weapons places the US in a conflicted diplomatic position. If it wants to pursue a broad range of missile defense capabilities, it must obstruct or shape international negotiations on space arms control and certain ASAT capabilities. But in doing so it allows for continued development and proliferation of anti-satellite systems by potential adversaries, placing US satellites at greater risk, and undermines its long-stated policy on the peaceful uses of outer space. The discussions and involvement of several US allies, including Japan, South Korea, Australia, and Spain, on Aegis and potentially Aegis BMD also adds to this undermining. If other states do indeed see Aegis BMD as a potential ASAT capability, then Aegis BMD sales could be seen as a proliferation problem, just as the US would have strong concerns over China looking to sell its SC-19 system to Iran or North Korea.

5. Risks outweigh benefits 

Spacey 98 [Major William L. Spacy II (BS, United States Air Force Academy; MS, Air Force Institute of Technology; MA, United States College of Naval Command and Staff. “Does The United States Need Space-Based Weapons? By William L. Spacy Ii A Thesis Presented To The Faculty Of The School Of Advanced Airpower Studies For Completion Of Graduation Requirements.”]

Regardless of whether a space sanctuary is a feasible goal, placing weapons in space will generate both domestic and international opposition. It is even possible that a unilateral move by the United States would generate so much ill will, that other nations would band together in opposition.172 Even if this did not happen, the political implications of placing weapons in space would be high, and would have to be factored into any such decision. Given the limited advantages offered by space-based weapons, adverse political implications make developing them truly questionable.

BMD Bad EXT 1 – Hurts Credibility

Space weapons turn case – aggressiveness undermines heg 

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

*CROSS APPLY THIS CARD IF YOU’VE ALREADY READ THIS ON SOLVENCY OR DETERRENCE

By racing to develop its own space weapons, the United States would cause two unfortunate sets of consequences. Militarily, it would legitimate a faster space arms race than is otherwise likely—something that can only hurt a country that effectively monopolizes military space activities today. Second, it would reinforce the current prevalent image of a unilateralist United States, too quick to reach for the gun and impervious to the stated will of other countries (as reflected in the huge majority votes at the United Nations in favor of negotiating bans on space weaponry). Among its other implications, this perception can make it harder for the United States to oppose treaties that it has good reasons to oppose—as was the case when the Bush administration withdrew from the ABM Treaty. It can also be harder for the United States to uphold international nonproliferation norms if its own actions weaken its credibility in demanding that others comply with arms control regimes.
Space weaponization increase competition and weaken credibility. 

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

The United States depends enormously on its military space assets today. They do not function primarily as the great stabilizers and arms control facilitators of the cold war; in general, they have become the tools of the tactical warfighter. That reduces the strategic and political case for treating them as protected assets or viewing space as a sanctuary from military competition. But any U.S. policy to pursue the actual weaponization of space in the near term would be a mistake. It would probably lead to an arms competition that would put American assets at risk sooner than they otherwise would be. Coming in the face of strong international opposition, it would further exacerbate the image of the United States as a go-it-alone power. That could, in turn, weaken Washington’s ability to hold other countries to their arms control and nonproliferation commitments and to induce multilateral cooperation on other security issues. That said, military space competition will occur regardless of American policy, and other countries will gradually learn to use space more like the United States does today. That calls for a two-tier approach from Washington. It must continue to anticipate, and protect against, attacks on its satellites to the extent possible. Commercial communications satellites and lowaltitude military assets are probably the most apt to be vulnerable fairly soon, if not at present. Measures ranging from improved satellite hardening against lasers to more maneuvering capability against microsats to retention of ground-based

BMD Bad EXT 2 – Power Projection

Wrecks coalitions- key to power projection.
Spacey 98 [Major William L. Spacy II (BS, United States Air Force Academy; MS, Air Force Institute of Technology; MA, United States College of Naval Command and Staff. “Does The United States Need Space-Based Weapons? By William L. Spacy Ii A Thesis Presented To The Faculty Of The School Of Advanced Airpower Studies For Completion Of Graduation Requirements.”]

 One example of options open to other nations responding to a unilateral weaponization of space on the part of the United States is especially worthy of note. This response would be for another nation to deploy non-stealth space mines near each orbiting U.S. weapon. Once these weapons were in place, the nation launching them would need only to explain what they were and the conditions under which they would be used. These weapons would be relatively inexpensive to design and produce, and if parked next to a multi-billion-dollar space-based laser, could negate the utility of the laser.160 Furthermore, if overt space mines were deployed in response to space-based weapons, it is almost certain that they would be placed near other U.S. military satellites as well. In light of international opposition, unilaterally deploying weapons in space has little to recommend it. Such an offensive attitude (in both senses of the word) would do little to generate international support for actions such as the 1991 Gulf War. Some may argue that the United States’ current position of power makes international support irrelevant and that the United States did not need a coalition to defeat Iraq, but the costs of acting unilaterally would undoubtedly have been much higher. It seems unwise to alienate potential allies at the same time that force reductions may make acting unilaterally difficult or impossible.

BMD Bad EXT 3 – Stability

Upsets global strategic balance

Paella 07 [Paella, Guillem Colon. Defense Analyst at Elcano Royal Institute. established, under the honorary presidency of HRH the Prince of Asturias, on 2 December 2001 as a forum for analysis and debate on international affairs. “From SDI to BMD: the evolution of the US anti-missile shield”]

The deployment of BMD is provoking fierce debates within the international community, which is worried about the possible consequences of this initiative. While it is generally accepted that nuclear and ballistic proliferation constitutes a threat of a global nature, it is also believed that the American anti-missile shield may upset the global strategic balance. Furthermore, although BMD’s main aim is to eliminate the North Korean and Iranian ballistic threat, the American commitment to facilitate Japan and Australia with theatre anti-missile defence systems and to station warning and monitoring systems on their territory, on the one hand, and the recent agreements reached with the Czech Republic and Poland to install monitoring and intercepting devices, on the other hand, have to Chinese and Russian fears that the anti-missile shield is directed against them. Although many of their arguments are completely devoid of substance, the truth is that the first effects of this situation have been quick to appear: Russia has suspended the FACE treaty and is threatening to review its military policy, while China might choose to speed up development of its anti-satellite systems so as to be able to destroy the American observation and recognition satellites, should the need arise, while also increasing and modernising its ballistic arsenal; a decision that would lead to the start of an escalation in military tensions that could alter the regional balance. Development of the programme depends on internal variables such as the support of future Administrations, as well as on external variables such as technological advances and the cooperation of other allies. Conditioned by so many factors, it is not easy to forecast its future, but BMD has already achieved short-term results and is currently on course to obtain mid-term goals. If critics, detractors and the great difficulties it gave rise to were unable to stop development of ‘Star Wars’, is it likely that they will now be able to halt a project that appears to be much more tangible and less controversial?

BMD Bad EXT 4 – Arms Control 

No formal treaty regime – little verification for BMD restraints 

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

Second, in a broader sense it is not possible to prevent certain types of weapons designed for ballistic missile defense from being used as ASATs. This can be considered a problem of verification. But in fact, the issue is less of verification, per se, than of knowing the intent of the country building these systems— and ensuring that that intent never changes. This is unrealistic. In other words, some systems designed for missile defense have inherent ASAT capabilities and will retain them, due to the laws of physics, regardless of what arms control prohibitions are developed, and countries possessing these missile defenses will recognize these latent capabilities.4 For example, the American midcourse missile defense system and the airborne laser would both clearly have inherent capabilities against low-Earth orbit satellites if given good information on a satellite’s location and perhaps some software modifications. The United States could declare for the time being that it will not link these missile defense systems to space surveillance networks or give them the necessary communications and software capabilities to accept such data. But such restraints, while currently worthwhile as informal, nonbinding measures (see below), cannot be easily verified and can be easily reversed. Thus no robust, long-term formal treaty regime should be based upon them. Indeed, the problem goes beyond missile defense systems. Even the space shuttle, with its ability to maneuver and approach satellites in LEO, has inherent ASAT potential. So do any country’s nuclear weapons deployed atop ballistic missiles. Explicit testing in ASAT modes can be prohibited, but could also have limited meaning.

Aggressiveness undermines arms control. 

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

By racing to develop its own space weapons, the United States would cause two unfortunate sets of consequences. Militarily, it would legitimate a faster space arms race than is otherwise likely—something that can only hurt a country that effectively monopolizes military space activities today. Second, it would reinforce the current prevalent image of a unilateralist United States, too quick to reach for the gun and impervious to the stated will of other countries (as reflected in the huge majority votes at the United Nations in favor of negotiating bans on space weaponry). Among its other implications, this perception can make it harder for the United States to oppose treaties that it has good reasons to oppose—as was the case when the Bush administration withdrew from the ABM Treaty. It can also be harder for the United States to uphold international nonproliferation norms if its own actions weaken its credibility in demanding that others comply with arms control regimes.

1NC Space BMD – Proliferation/Deterrence
1. Space militarization upsets deterrence, causing nuclear war – US can’t hold its lead

Sherwood Ross, worked as a reporter for the Chicago Daily News and a columnist for wire services; currently operates a public relations firm, 3/30/2009, “Space Race Hikes Risk of Nuclear War,” http://www.opednews.com/articles/Space-Race-Hikes-Risk-of-N-by-Sherwood-Ross-090330-417.html

An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says.  By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review.  Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said.  The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained.  While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.”  Hoey said his research analysis suggests, “Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.”  “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.”  Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.” 

2. Nuclear war

Utgoff, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, 2002, Victor, Summer, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions” 

In sum, wildfire proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800’s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place then it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. 

3. US militarization forces asymmetric Chinese response and destroys the non-proliferation regime

Zhang 2006, Zhang Hui, research associate at the Project on Managing the Atom of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, Spring 2006, “Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective,” http://www.wsichina.org/attach/CS2_3.pdf

Due to the threatening nature of space weapons, it is reasonable to assume that China and others would attempt to block their deployment and use by   political and, if necessary, military means.11  Many Chinese officials and scholars  believe that China should take every possible step to maintain the effectiveness   of its nuclear deterrent. This includes negating the threats from missile defense   and space weaponization plans.12  In responding to any U.S. move toward deployment space weapons, the first and best option for China is to pursue an arms  control agreement to prevent not just the United States but any nation from   doing so – as it is advocating presently. However, if this effort fails and if what   China perceives as its legitimate security concerns are ignored, it would very likely   develop responses to counter and neutralize such a threat.    Despite the enormous cost of space-based weapon systems, they are   vulnerable to a number of low-cost and relatively low-technology ASAT attacks including the use of ground-launched small kinetic-kill vehicles, pellet clouds or   space mines.  It is reasonable to believe that China and others could resort to   these ASAT weapons to counter any U.S. space-based weapons.13  This, however,   would lead to an arms race in space.     To protect against the potential loss of its deterrent capability, China   could potentially resort to enhancing its nuclear forces. Such a move could, in   turn, encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit. Furthermore, Russia  has threatened to respond to any country’s deployment of space weapons.14   Moreover, constructing additional weapons would produce a need for more plutonium and highly enriched uranium to fuel those weapons. This impacts China’s  participation in the fissile material cut-off treaty (FMCT).15  Eventually, failure   to proceed with the nuclear disarmament process, to which the nuclear weapon   states committed themselves under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, would damage   the entire nuclear nonproliferation regime itself, which is already at the breaking   point. As Hu Xiaodi, China’s ambassador for disarmament affairs, asked, “With  lethal weapons flying overhead in orbit and disrupting global strategic stability,  why should people eliminate weapons of mass destruction or missiles on the   ground? This cannot but do harm to global peace, security and stability, and   hence be detrimental to the fundamental interests of all States.”16  

4. Destabilizes security -  fuels militaristic perception
Coffelt 05 [Colonel Chris Coffelt is the vice commander of the 91st Missile Wing, Minot Air Force Base, N.D. Operated 150 Minutemen III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles from 15 remote missile alert facilities. “The best defense: charting the future of us space strategy and policy”. A Thesis Presented to the Faculty of the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies For Completion of the Graduation Requirements. http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a477110.pdf]

Missile technology gave nuclear weapons a virtual, omnipresent, forwarddeployed posture. With intercontinental reach, conus-basing doesn’t make icbms less threatening to neighboring or distant states. Nuclear missiles are offensive weapons due to the lack of any meaningful defense against them, their omnipresent, forward-deployed posture, and their ability to strike with little or no warning. They are intended to deter through their offensive power, vice parry an enemy blow. Naturally, those who own nuclear missiles claim they serve a defensive purpose, but all who face them fully see the inherently offensive characteristics of these weapons. Orbital weapon systems exude the same characteristics. Offensive omnipresence of orbital space weapon systems the deployment of weapons is orbit generates the same omnipresent posture observed in nuclear missiles. The omnipresence of weapons in space creates the perception that they are for offensive purposes, no matter what their stated or intended purpose. Space weapons are a damoclean sword, hanging by a hair over the head of every world leader and citizen every moment of every day. Deploying weapons in space fuels the perception that the united states wants to dominate and control the planet. The dual use potential of these weapons further fuels the perception they serve offensive aims. Even if an orbital weapon is deployed for defensive purposes such as missile defense or active defense of itself or other orbital spacecraft, the potential always exists to employ the weapon in an offensive manner. Adversaries and others will most likely perceive the worst case scenario, and believe the weapons are primarily intended for offensive purposes. Unlike armies, navies, and air forces, which have the strategically advantageous ability to foster either offensive or defensive perceptions, all orbital weapons present an inherently offensive threat and destabilize the security environment. 92

5. Bean Counting – Immeasurability hurt nonproliferation efforts
Carter 84 [Carter, Ashton. Ashton B. Carter is Ford Foundation Professor of Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government and Co-director of the Preventive Defense Project. “Directed Energy Missile Defense in Space” Prepared for technology assessment at MIT.] 

Opportunity Costs. The initial investment in BMD deployment, the inevitable follow-ens, and any accompanying strategic programs would make a substantial, permanent demand on the defense budget, competing with other nuclear forces and with conventional forces, not to mention with nonmilitary expenditures. In a more fundamental sense, the transition from a world with a near-total ban on BMD to a world with BMD deployments is probably an irreversible change. Reimposing a defensive “freeze” after a period of unrestrained deployment, much less dismantling defenses and returning to zero, would involve all of the problems that attend upon arms control reductions at START today. Extra caution seems warranted where strategic actions cannot easily be reversed or recalled: the opportunity for a comprehensive ban on missile defense might not arise again. 7. Bean counting. Strategists, politicians, and diplomats place considerable emphasis on quantitative measures of the nuclear balance and on “proofs” that “parity” exists. Arms control negotiations also reduce themselves quickly to counting rules. It is unclear whether or how BMD shouId affect such “bean counting. ” For each U.S. battle station added to a defensive constellation, are the Soviets to be credited with fewer ICBMs, since the U.S. defense represents potential attrition of the Soviet force? How many Soviet interceptor missiles equals one U.S. laser? Whose estimate of the BMD’s likely wartime performance–the defense’s or the offense’s-–governs these counting rules? Experience indicates that these types of questions, however far-fetched and even preposterous they appear in prospect, in the end assume considerable perceived importance. 8. Asymmetries. The Soviet BMD deployment that could well follow U.S. deployment might not share the same defensive goal or the same technology, stimulating the usual anxieties about unequal intentions and capabilities. Defensive systems are also complex, leading different analysts to widely different conclusions about the likely wartime performance of the BMD systems on both sides. Moreoever the owner of the BMD, aware of all the system’s hidden flaws, might credit it with little capability, whereas the offense planner will tend to give it the benefit of the doubt. Though some hypothetical future world with mutual BMD deployments might therefore appeal to one analyst or nation, another could easily have a completely different view of the technical and strategic “facts.

6. Squo solves - fully tested system checks deterrence

World Policy 05 [“Tangled web ii The missile defense and space weapons lobbies.” http://www.worldpolicy.newschool. edu/projects/arms/reports/5.TANGLED_WEB_II.pdf]

Given all of these strikes against it, why does missile defense funding continue to thrive? The pillars of support for the program include political ideology, pork barrel politics, corporate lobbying and the continuing belief of some in the Pentagon that a working missile defense system can be developed incrementally, even if it is not “perfect.” There is also a psychological component to the pursuit of missile defense, based on the assertion of key supporters that even short of deploying a viable system, successful tests may dissuade other nations from bothering to build ballistic missiles. This is a dubious proposition to begin with, but it is particularly questionable given that the last three tests of the ground-based midcourse system, the centerpiece of the U.S. missile defense program, have failed. As Lisbeth Gronlund of the Union of Concerned Scientists notes, why would potential adversaries be more likely to be deterred by an unproven missile defense system than they would by the fully tested, nuclear-armed ballistic missiles already in the U.S. arsenal? 1

7. Turns Case – aggressiveness undermines nonproliferation efforts

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

*CROSS APPLY THIS CARD IF YOU’VE ALREADY READ THIS ON SOLVENCY OR HEGEMONY

By racing to develop its own space weapons, the United States would cause two unfortunate sets of consequences. Militarily, it would legitimate a faster space arms race than is otherwise likely—something that can only hurt a country that effectively monopolizes military space activities today. Second, it would reinforce the current prevalent image of a unilateralist United States, too quick to reach for the gun and impervious to the stated will of other countries (as reflected in the huge majority votes at the United Nations in favor of negotiating bans on space weaponry). Among its other implications, this perception can make it harder for the United States to oppose treaties that it has good reasons to oppose—as was the case when the Bush administration withdrew from the ABM Treaty. It can also be harder for the United States to uphold international nonproliferation norms if its own actions weaken its credibility in demanding that others comply with arms control regimes

BMD Bad EXT 1 & 2 – Nuclear War
1. Risks nuclear war

Ross 09 [Ross, Sherwood. is a veteran reporter and public relations consultant. He formerly worked for the City News Bureau of Chicago, the Chicago Daily News, and as a columnist. “Space Race Hikes Risk of Nuclear War” http://www.laprogressive.com/war-and-peace/space-race-hikes-risk-of-nuclear-war/]
An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says. By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers — the U.S., Russia, India and China — will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is an international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review. Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said. The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained. While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theaters of combat” on land, sea, air and cyber space.” Hoey said his research analysis suggests, “Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.” “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.” Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.” The five treaties governing space “are highly outdated,” Hoey said, notably the milestone “Outer Space Treaty” of 1967. Theoretically, the U.S. is also bound by The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 that declares our “activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” Rep. Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio), in introducing a bill to ban the weaponization of space, charged the Bush administration with breaking with that policy by “putting weapons in outer space to give the U.S. the power to control the world.” Kucinich charged “the Air Force is seeking permission to put both offensive and defensive weapons in space.”) Hoey said the research community is expecting space warfare systems to come from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) and the Air Force Research Laboratories (AFRL). But instead of doing straight military R&D in-house, the Pentagon is funding civilian research that has dual-purpose use capabilities—civilian applications as well as military. Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology. Because their overlap is “overwhelming,” Hoey noted, in that “systems that destroy can also create and facilitate discoveries,” it behooves the international arms control community to act before our military and commercial industries become “inextricably integrated with military space systems and unable to extract themselves.” Hoey said the defense community is actively scouting students still enrolled in high school who have demonstrated a talent in aerospace, cryptology, and computer security for military research, “in an attempt to compete with emerging science and technology rivals such as China and India.” This would place future generations who dream of discoveries on a fast track towards the defense industry, Hoey said, even if they land jobs in the private sector. As dual-usage progresses, far more space technology roads will lead to careers that contribute to the development space warfare-enabling technologies. Companies engaged in nanotechnology, robotics, and artificial intelligence are also being wooed by the military with fat checks, Hoey said. “These (space exploration and space warfare) systems are being developed through multi-tiered collaborations that include NASA, the Defense Department, universities, big defense contractors, and small space start- ups. “The work force consists of military scientists and engineers, students, scientists, and even foreign nationals” ultimately enabling technology proliferation globally. For an arms control community that is focusing primarily on banning specific space weapons currently in development, nearing deployment, and in some cases already deployed, efforts should also be focused towards lobbying the international community to begin establishing rules of the road that differentiate between peaceful commercial space technologies and destructive military space applications before the lines between the two are irreversibly blurred, Hoey urged. By doing so, “next generation space warfare systems and space security threats can, as a result, be prevented long before they have a chance to further undermine peace in outer space and increase the probability of nuclear war,” he said.

2. Laundry list of risks 

Hitchens 10 [Hitchens, Theresa. Director, Center for Defense Information, Leader of Space Security Project in cooperation with the Secure World Foundation. The author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” Cited by Center for Nonproliferation Studies Mountbatten Centre for “International Studies Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs Occasional”]

Under the administration of President George W. Bush, the United States is reassessing its long-standing ambivalence toward putting weapons in space. A review of U.S. space policy, the first since 1996, is being launched by National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice. With only a cursory read of the Washington tea leaves, it is apparent that this review more likely than not will result in a reversal of direction: sending the U.S. military into orbit in a way not seen since the dawn of the space age. On one hand, it is commendable that the administration is launching a space policy review—especially in light of plans for missile defense that include near-term space-based elements. For example, there is a goal embedded in current budget plans that the Missile Defense Agency be able to make a production decision about space-based kinetic kill interceptors by 2006. On the other hand, there are indications that the review may not be as far-reaching as it should be. According to media reports, Rice’s key concerns are the growing worldwide access to commercial remote sensing and imagery and problems in U.S. space transportation (still too slow and expensive). However, the space policy question now facing U.S. decisionmakers is a much more fundamental one. Will moves to put weapons in space, for any reason, enhance U.S. and global security or detract from it? It is not an easy question to answer. Indeed, the answer may be different depending on what sorts of weapons are being considered: missile defenses, anti-satellite weapons (ASATs), or weapons aimed at targets in the air or on the ground. It also may be different depending on whether one is looking at the next 10 years or the next 25 years as a time horizon. It is thus imperative that any U.S. national policy review consider the military, political and economic ramifications, both short- and longterm, of overturning the decades-long policy of self-restraint on deployment of space-based weaponry. There are some reasons to be concerned that by expanding the battlefield to space, the United States could actually undermine, rather than enhance, its own security as well as global stability. Risks include the potential for starting a damaging and destabilizing space race; the potential for space weapons testing, let alone space warfare, to damage or destroy civilian space research and commercial assets; and the possibility that weaponizing space might harm the U.S. commercial space and telecommunications industry. 
BMD Bad EXT 3 – Asymmetric China
Space weaponization spurs asymmetric China 

Hitchens 10 [Hitchens, Theresa. Director, Center for Defense Information, Leader of Space Security Project in cooperation with the Secure World Foundation. The author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” Cited by Center for Nonproliferation Studies Mountbatten Centre for “International Studies Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs Occasional”]

IS A SPACE RACE WINNABLE? The United States already enjoys an overwhelming advantage in military uses of space. Assets such as the Global Positioning System (GPS) satellite network have proven invaluable in improving precision targeting, thus giving the U.S. military a decisive battlefield edge. There could be an even more formidable military advantage to possession of weapons in space, particularly those aimed at terrestrial or airborne targets: global power projection and the enormous difficulty in defending against space weapons. “It is…possible to project power through and from space in response to events anywhere in the world. Having this capability would give the United States a much stronger deterrent and, in a conflict, an extraordinary military advantage,” states the January 2001 report of the Commission to Assess the United States National Security Space Management and Organization—better known as the Space Commission, chaired by Donald Rumsfeld before he was tapped by Bush as defense secretary. Space weapons—especially those aimed at terrestrial targets but also even those primarily designed for defense of U.S. satellites—would have inherent offensive and first-strike capabilities. Thus, they would likely demand a military and political response from U.S. competitors.  China and Russia long have been worried about possible U.S. breakout in space-based weaponry. Both countries are key proponents of negotiations at the UN Conference on Disarmament to expand the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to ban all types of weapons. The effort to start talks known as PAROS, for “prevention of an arms race in outer space,” has been stalled due in large part to the objection of the United States. It is almost inconceivable that either Russia or China would allow the United States to become the sole nation with space-based weapons. “Once a nation embarks down the road to gain a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural tendency of others is to close that gap. An arms race tends to develop an inertia of its own,” writes Dr. Bruce DeBlois, a former Air Force officer now at the Council for Foreign Relations.1 Chinese moves to put weapons in space could trigger regional rival India to consider the same; China and India both already are spacefaring powers. As always, any Indian move might spur Pakistan to strive for parity. Even U.S. allies in Europe might feel pressure to meet U.S., Russian, or Chinese capabilities in some manner. On the one hand, one can argue about whether a space race is likely or even all that serious a possibility, given that the costs of entry are very high and conventional space weapons are not likely to be nearly as destructive as nuclear weapons. Indeed, some experts argue that the more likely path would be for U.S. competitors to look for asymmetric challenges to U.S. space dominance. After all, the easiest ways of disrupting space operations are to target ground facilities and communications links. Asymmetric challenges from those who could not afford to be participants in a space race also would be costly in strategic, and possibly economic, terms. 

Weaponizatoin puts China on the offensive - guarantees military escalation

Paella 07 [Paella, Guillem Colon. Defense Analyst at Elcano Royal Institute. established, under the honorary presidency of HRH the Prince of Asturias, on 2 December 2001 as a forum for analysis and debate on international affairs. “From SDI to BMD: the evolution of the US anti-missile shield”. ]

A number of technical problems, along with North Korea’s acceptance of a moratorium on the development of its intercontinental ballistic missile programme, initially delayed the entry into service of NMD –integrated within the current anti-missile shield under the name of Ground-Based Midcourse Defense– until 2006. NMD caused deep unease in China and Russia, who felt that this system was directed against them, and that its entry into service would alter the existing strategic balance between the US and the two countries. In Russia’s case, this argument lacks substance in view of the fact that the country could easily saturate the system with the 300 ballistic missiles that it maintains. China, however, only possesses 20 ballistic vectors capable of reaching the American continent; meaning that, in theory, the US could become immune to Chinese dissuasion, gaining unprecedented freedom of manoeuvre to intervene militarily in Asia. In the light of this situation, Beijing issued a warning that NMD would oblige it both to develop active means to target destruction of American detection and monitoring satellites and to increase its ballistic arsenal; a decision that could mean the start of an escalation in military tensions capable of altering the regional equilibrium.

BMD Bad EXT 4 – National Security

Missile defense decreases national security 

Hooey 10 [Matthew Hoey is the founder of the Military Space Transparency Project (MSTP) and a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies (IDDS) where he specialized in forecasting developments in missile defense and military space technologies. “Nuclear Debate”. 02-03-2010. http://www.comw.org/wordpress/dsr/obama-nuclear-policy-a-debate.]

This would not be a cooperative security agreement limited to just sharing military and launch data; such a partnership would also extend into a shared strategic defense. In this era where the war on terror and the threat from extremism is the focal point of nations such as the US and Russia—ever posed with internally-based security threats and intrusions by radicals who would not hesitate to use a nuclear weapons in a major city—this simply makes sense. The pursuit of missile defense to guard against incoming threats is the single greatest impediment to progress – this is the lynch pin, and under the banner of reducing national security threats it does nothing more than increase them. It is a fool’s pursuit. Should the United States pull back from its BMD aspirations in concert with the initiation of cooperative defense discussions, real progress toward reducing the threat of a missile attack against the US could begin. This would also help to motivate the US and Russia to find common ground in regard to Iran during this heady time. With the world’s two military superpowers acting as enhanced security and economic partners, it is more likely that this leadership by example would take hold and could spur the beginning of a global trend over the long run.

1NC Space BMD – Economy 
1. Space weapons tank economy – expensive, interfere with commercial satellites, and vulnerable.
Zhang Hui, Space Weaponization and Space Security: A Chinese Perspective, China Security, Spring 2006, at 24, 26-27, http://www.wsichina.org/attach/CS2_3.pdf 

[Research associate at the Project on Managing the Atom of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government.]

  The United States would likely find a focused approach more acceptable than a broad approach. While it bans space-based weapons and ASATs, the former would allow deployment of the GMD system that composes the central part of the Missile Defense Agency’s current budget and development efforts. In practice, as a number of studies show, there is no rationale for the U.S. to deploy space weapons and ASATs.28 For example, an enormously expensive space-based interceptor system for missile defense would be intrinsically vulnerable to a number of cost-effective ASAT attacks and be overwhelmed by the simultaneous launch of several missiles from a compact area.29 Moreover, the negative impacts of using space weapons for other military missions – protecting satellites, denying the hostile use of space to adversaries and projecting force – would far outweigh the benefits, since the utility of space weapons is limited by three main factors: high cost, considerable susceptibility to countermeasures, and the availability of cheaper, more effective alternatives.30 Furthermore, a space-based BMD system would inevitably encourage other countries to pursue ASATs as countermeasures. Thus, a space weapon ban would reduce the proliferation of ASATs. It would reduce the risk of a “space Pearl Harbor” for other military and civilian satellites. As many experts in the U.S. point out, given the heavy dependence of the United States on its space assets, “the United States has more to lose than to gain by opening the way to the testing and deployment of ASATs and space weapons.”31 The United States is now more dependent on satellites to perform important military functions than any other state. By placing weapons in space, the United States could stimulate others to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against U.S. space assets. It would be very difficult for the United States to maintain unchallenged hegemony once space is weaponized. The current U.S. military advantage in space instead would be lost, or at a minimum degraded, by weaponization. Further, space weaponization would threaten U.S. civilian and commercial assets by making them far more vulnerable than they are today. The U.S. economy and society are highly dependent on the applications of commercial satellites. 

2. Space militarization kills investment, crucial to development and the economy.

Kaufman 8
[Vice-chair of economists for peace and security, Director of Bethseda Research Institute, former counsel of the Join Economic Committee of the US Congress, “Space, Security, and the Economy,” September 2008]

http://www.epsusa.org/publications/papers/spacesecurity.pdf

There has been rapid growth over the past few decades in commercial activities in space and in the economic applications of space technology. Continued growth and dynamism, especially in the commercial space sector, is dependent on a space environment that is free of military threat or conflict. The policy of space dominance threatens that precondition. If there are more anti-satellite tests, or if space-based missile defenses are deployed, it will be difficult to prevent the proliferation of weapons in space, or terrestrial weapons that can target space assets. One possible scenario could be the transformation of space into a battleground. Once the process of weaponization gets under way, the ability to use the space environment for peaceful purposes is threatened. At some point commercial investors in space will have to consider the security of their investments. It is unlikely that they would place additional resources at risk in a vulnerable area of military conflict. Space policy and economic policy are not normally connected in Washington. Often overlooked is the fact that space capabilities and applications have greatly expanded and have become integral to our security, our economy and our society. Industry is a major user of satellite services. Consumers benefit from applications ranging from weather forecasts, to cell phones, to search and rescue activities. Satellite applications are now essential to electronic transfers of money, credit card purchases, and banking communications. The value of space equipment and ground-based facilities combined with the revenues from those services only begins to gauge the influence of the space economy. Space-based remote sensing has become an important tool for land-use mapping, crop inventories, water resources, and forestry and environmental assessments. Remote sensing is also being used to assess the effects of the use of fertilizers and pesticides, to assess coastal and marine resources, for urban planning, mineral prospecting, and meteorology. Space-based communications are used for tele-education and tele-medicine in remote areas, and for disaster management. There are now multiple uses of the global positioning system. In addition to its extensive use by vehicle operators and for emergencies and rescues, it is used in air and rail transport, inland waterways and fisheries navigation. Earth observation data have applications in human health and epidemiology, energy management, water management, weather forecasting, inventorying landslides, preparing fire danger maps, and measuring droughts. The lack of reliable economic indicators represents an important gap in our knowledge of the space economy and is a major impediment in the making of rational space policy. This gap restricts the information about space available to interested citizens. As a consequence elected representatives, other policymakers and taxpayers do not fully understand where the public interest lies in space policy, and therefore cannot make informed judgments or know how policy might be modified to serve the public interest. And this makes it possible for others – including those committed to the goal of space dominance – to tailor policy to their preferences, which may severely limit future investment in private commercial space projects. 
3. Economic collapse leads to global nuclear war 
Friedberg & Schoenfeld 08 of politics and international relations 8 [Aaron Friedberg is a professor at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School. Gabriel Schoenfeld, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J., “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall Street Journal, Ocbtober 21, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html]

With the global financial system in serious trouble, is America's geostrategic dominance likely to diminish? If so, what would that mean? One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs. In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism. Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership. Are we up for the task? The American economy has historically demonstrated remarkable resilience. Our market-oriented ideology, entrepreneurial culture, flexible institutions and favorable demographic profile should serve us well in whatever trials lie ahead. The American people, too, have shown reserves of resolve when properly led. But experience after the Cold War era -- poorly articulated and executed policies, divisive domestic debates and rising anti-Americanism in at least some parts of the world -- appear to have left these reserves diminished. A recent survey by the Chicago Council on World Affairs found that 36% of respondents agreed that the U.S. should "stay out of world affairs," the highest number recorded since this question was first asked in 1947. The economic crisis could be the straw that breaks the camel's back. In the past, the American political process has managed to yield up remarkable leaders when they were most needed. As voters go to the polls in the shadow of an impending world crisis, they need to ask themselves which candidate -- based upon intellect, courage, past experience and personal testing -- is most likely to rise to an occasion as grave as the one we now face. 
2NC Link Wall 

1. Empirics Prove - Space weaponization not economically or technologically feasible – Bush era proves it would cost 40-60 billion.

World Policy Institute – Arms Trade Resource Center 2005 “Tangled Web II The Missile Defense and Space Weapons Lobbies 2005”
http://www.worldpolicy.newschool.edu/projects/arms/reports/5.TANGLED_WEB_II.pdf
Since U.S. President George W. Bush officially announced his decision to withdraw from the AntiBallistic missile treaty in December 2002, U.S. spending on the development and deployment of a missile defense system has accelerated dramatically. Missile defense spending has increased from roughly $4 billion per year at the end of the Clinton administration to between $8 billion and $9 billion now.1 Seven prototype Ground-based Missile Defense (GMD) interceptors have been installed at Fort Greely, Alaska, with two more in place at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California.2 Efforts are being made to speed up deployment of Sea-based Midcourse Defense (SBM) interceptors, using Aegis radar systems and ships outfitted with Standard Missiles 3 (SM-3). There is also funding for research on Space-Based Interceptors (SBI) designed to eliminate nuclear warheads before they reach the United States. This substantial flow of funds has continued despite the serious technical and cost issues that have plagued the missile defense effort. For example, in the last two tests of the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense system – designed to intercept nuclear warheads in space, before they re-enter the earth’s atmosphere – the interceptor rockets failed to make it out of the launch tube.3 In a prior test, in December 2002, the kill vehicle (the component designed to intercept the incoming missile/warhead) failed to separate from the interceptor rocket.4 The GMD system has performed so poorly that supporters like Sen. Ted Stevens (R-AK) are concerned that recent Pentagon statements about limiting upgrades to the system’s interceptors could be the first step towards significant funding cuts. If carried out, the funds cut from GMD would most likely be shifted to other missile defense configurations. In the Airborne Laser program (ABL), which plans to mount lasers on modified Boeing 747 aircraft, only one of the six technologies needed to make the system work is “technically mature.” A full test of the system has been delayed from 2005 to as late as 2008.5 Cost issues raised by the current missile defense program are equally troubling. Costs for the Aegis ballistic missile defense system, a ship-based system that uses Standard Missile 3 (SM-3) as an interceptor, grew by over 11% from November 2003 to July 2004, a period of just nine months. The Space-Based Infrared High (SBIRS-High) satellite, designed to provide early warning for missile defense, has experienced cost growth of 150% from late 1996 through mid-2004.6 From its inception during the Reagan administration to the present, the current generation of missile defense development has cost over $130 billion.7 Missile defense costs will continue to grow. The Union of Concerned Scientists estimates that just launching enough Spaced-Based Interceptors (SBI) to ensure full global coverage could cost $40 billion to $60 billion.8 ‘

2. Tanks  Economy – Addictions to defense 

Hooey 10 [Matthew Hoey is the founder of the Military Space Transparency Project (MSTP) and a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies (IDDS) where he specialized in forecasting developments in missile defense and military space technologies. “Nuclear Debate”. 02-03-2010. http://www.comw.org/wordpress/dsr/obama-nuclear-policy-a-debate.]

Spending has long been unrestrained within the nuclear complex and the national labs. This is a perennial phenomenon—the effect of unwavering pork barrel spending and lobbying by elected officials in cahoots with the defense industry to bring home jobs to their home districts. This cannot be undone without disastrous results. The US economy is addicted to the defense dollar and must be weaned from it gradually. This would come in the form of a transition away from the development of destructive technology and towards the development of beneficial technologies, for example, alternative energy solutions or emerging technologies that would enhance space exploration. Far too many working American families rely upon the defense budget and the nuclear dollar. If consensus for disarmament efforts is to extend across the aisles of Congress and the Senate, this must be understood and honored. If not, we face divisions and a squandered opportunity that may not present itself again. Once such a transition takes place, a type of economic vacuum effect could commence where free markets, capitalism and innovation driven by new technology could lift the US and Russian economies out of the mud that is the threat of nuclear annihilation. This vacuum effect was not possible in years past, and is actually enabled by the current economic crises and the need for new industries that would contribute to economic recovery and job creation. It does not require any more courage, concessions or clarity to pursue a world without nuclear weapons through such avenues than what is needed to cling onto weapons that can and will someday kill millions. When placed side-by-side, exchanges and the resulting debates regarding the increase in the nuclear complex budget versus the White House’s current policy positions beg for such a solution. In fact, if such a solution is initiated cautiously through careful consideration of the needs of all parties, it could ripple across the economy help to address our greatest global challenges. This could be accomplished while progressively extracting more and more American and Russian scientists from the nuclear gadgetry industry and channeling their enormous individual and collective talents into a more prosperous direction. Barack Obama and Dimitri Medvedev have the courage and clarity to understand and express their willingness to discuss a world without nuclear weapons. Progress will require a steadfast commitment to courage in the face of the defense industry and the clarity to see that thousands of Russian and Americans rely on these industries and will need jobs that provide the means to support their families. Cooperative defense will lead to the beginning of a transition from massive defense spending to productive civilian investment that stands to benefit all.Offering concessions and placing cooperative defense on the table while viewing the road ahead in a broader context should get the discussion moving in a direction that turns words into additional actions. As long as the United States refuses to give up missile defense in Eastern Europe we will remain at a standstill.

3. Past budget requests prove space weaponization testing expensive.

Bryan Bender March 14th 2006 Boston Globe: Pentagon Eyeing Weapons in Space 

http://www.commondreams.org/cgi-bin/print.cgi?file=/headlines06/0314-01.htm

 [ Boston Globe’s Washington Bureau. His Primary Issues: Department of Defense, Homeland security, U.S. war on terrorism international military affairs. Graduate of the University of Pittsburgh.] 

The Pentagon is asking Congress for hundreds of millions of dollars to test weapons in space, marking the biggest step toward creating a space battlefield since President Reagan's long-defunct ''star wars" project during the Cold War, according to federal budget documents. The Defense Department's budget proposal for the fiscal year beginning Oct. 1 includes money for a variety of tests on offensive and defensive weapons, including a missile launched at a small satellite in orbit, testing a small space vehicle that could disperse weapons while traveling at 20 times the speed of sound, and determining whether high-powered ground-based lasers can effectively destroy enemy satellites. The military says that its aerospace technology, which has advanced exponentially during the last two decades, is worth the nine-figure investment because it will have civilian applications as well, such as refueling or retrieving disabled satellites. But arms-control specialists fear the tests will push the military closer to basing weapons in space than during Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative in the mid-1980s -- without a public debate of the potential consequences. ''Some of these things are going to be put up and tested and that is where you have the potential to cross the line" into creating actual space-based weapons systems, said Theresa Hitchens, director of the Center for Defense Information in Washington and coauthor of a new analysis on space weapons spending. Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association, warned that any US move to position weapons in space ''will lead countries to pursue countermeasures. Before we cross that threshold, the United States should explore with other countries some guidelines or limits on what is deployed in space." The big-budget projects are spread across the Defense Department, but most are under the purview of the Missile Defense Agency, which oversees the development of a national missile shield, a system heavily dependent on space-based hardware. The shield could also be used to destroy those missiles or strike back at the adversaries who fired them. The descriptions included in the budget request mark only what is publicly known about the military's space warfare plans. Specialists believe the classified portion of the $439 billion budget, blacked out for national security reasons, almost certainly includes other space-related programs. Rick Lehner, an agency spokesman, said there are no plans to base weapons in space, noting that out of $48 billion planned for missile defense over the next five years, just $570 million will fund space-related activities. ''We just want to do some experiments" on weapons technology in space, he said. Under President Bush, the White House has emphasized what's known as ''space dominance" -- the notion that the United States must command space to defend the nation, a strategy that gained traction under Reagan. The military already has reconnaissance and communications satellites, but the Pentagon says weapons systems in space can protect commercial satellites as well. In 2004, the Air Force published a paper outlining a long-term vision for space weapons, including an air-launched antisatellite missile, a ground-based laser aimed at low-earth orbit satellites, and a ''hypervelocity" weapon that could strike targets from space. The paper stated that it is essential for the United States to deny its adversaries strategic access to space; success ''will require [the] full spectrum, sea, air, and space-based offensive counterspace systems" that the military can muster. The Pentagon has always examined space as a possible battleground, but the budget request marks a transition from laboratory theory to reality. And the Bush administration has sought to keep the military's options open despite international opposition to weapons in space. Indeed, for the first time ever, the United States voted last fall to block a UN resolution calling for a ban on weapons in space. In the past, the US delegation abstained from voting on similar measures. ''There is a very strong desire among most states to get a negotiation going," said Peggy Mason, Canada's former UN ambassador for disarmament. But the UN Conference on Disarmament operates according to consensus and the United States has stymied talks on the issue, Mason said. Arms-control advocates believe the space projects in the defense budget, which is under congressional review, explains the opposition. According to a joint analysis by defense specialists at the Henry L. Stimson Center and the Center for Defense Information, several of these space programs, if brought to fruition, will create ''facts in orbit" -- weapons in space before a public debate is complete. One $207 million project by the Missile Defense Agency features experiments on micro-satellites, including using one as a target for missiles. This experiment ''is particularly troublesome," according to the joint report, ''as it would be a de-facto antisatellite test." The defense budget doesn't have a timetable for that test, but a Missile Defense Agency spokesman said the test is merely intended to study the missile during flight. In another program, called Advanced Weapons Technology, the Air Force wants to spend $51 million for a series of space-oriented experiments, according to budget documents. A project description says the Air Force would test a variety of powerful laser beams ''for applications including antisatellite weapons." A Missile Defense Agency project set to begin in 2008, the Space-Based Interceptor Test Bed, would launch up to five satellites capable of shooting down missiles, according to budget documents. ''A space layer helps protect the United States and our allies against asymmetric threats designed to exploit coverage and engagement gaps in our terrestrial defenses," the agency says in its budget proposal, referring to the interceptor test. ''We believe that a mix of terrestrial and space-basing offers the most effective global defense against ballistic missiles." The agency also has asked Congress for $220 million for ''Multiple Kill Vehicles," a program that experts say could be proposed as a space-based missile interceptor. Meanwhile, the Air Force wants $33 million for the Hypersonic Technology Vehicle, envisioned as space vehicle capable of delivering a military payload anywhere on earth within an hour, according to an official project description. Philip Coyle, who served as the Pentagon's top weapons tester from 1994 to 2001, said in an interview that he sees ''new emphasis on space weapons" even though ''there is no threat in space to justify a new arms race in space."
4. Small disruption can take down the global economy 

Ferguson 10, Niall Ferguson, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University, a Fellow at Jesus College, Oxford, and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University. His most recent book is The Ascent of Money: A Financial History of the World, “Empires on the Edge of Chaos,” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article24874.htm
Great powers and empires are, I would suggest, complex systems, made up of a very large number of interacting components that are asymmetrically organized, which means their construction more resembles a termite hill than an Egyptian pyramid. They operate somewhere between order and disorder -- on "the edge of chaos," in the phrase of the computer scientist Christopher Langton. Such systems can appear to operate quite stably for some time; they seem to be in equilibrium but are, in fact, constantly adapting. But there comes a moment when complex systems "go critical." A very small trigger can set off a "phase transition" from a benign equilibrium to a crisis -- a single grain of sand causes a whole pile to collapse, or a butterfly flaps its wings in the Amazon and brings about a hurricane in southeastern England. Not long after such crises happen, historians arrive on the scene. They are the scholars who specialize in the study of "fat tail" events -- the low-frequency, high-impact moments that inhabit the tails of probability distributions, such as wars, revolutions, financial crashes, and imperial collapses. But historians often misunderstand complexity in decoding these events. They are trained to explain calamity in terms of long-term causes, often dating back decades. This is what Nassim Taleb rightly condemned in The Black Swan as "the narrative fallacy": the construction of psychologically satisfying stories on the principle of post hoc, ergo propter hoc. Drawing casual inferences about causation is an age-old habit. Take World War I. A huge war breaks out in the summer of 1914, to the great surprise of nearly everyone. Before long, historians have devised a story line commensurate with the disaster: a treaty governing the neutrality of Belgium that was signed in 1839, the waning of Ottoman power in the Balkans dating back to the 1870s, and malevolent Germans and the navy they began building in 1897. A contemporary version of this fallacy traces the 9/11 attacks back to the Egyptian government's 1966 execution of Sayyid Qutb, the Islamist writer who inspired the Muslim Brotherhood. Most recently, the financial crisis that began in 2007 has been attributed to measures of financial deregulation taken in the United States in the 1980s. In reality, the proximate triggers of a crisis are often sufficient to explain the sudden shift from a good equilibrium to a bad mess. Thus, World War I was actually caused by a series of diplomatic miscalculations in the summer of 1914, the real origins of 9/11 lie in the politics of Saudi Arabia in the 1990s, and the financial crisis was principally due to errors in monetary policy by the U.S. Federal Reserve and to China's rapid accumulation of dollar reserves after 2001. Most of the fat-tail phenomena that historians study are not the climaxes of prolonged and deterministic story lines; instead, they represent perturbations, and sometimes the complete breakdowns, of complex systems. To understand complexity, it is helpful to examine how natural scientists use the concept. Think of the spontaneous organization of half a million ants or termites, which allows them to construct complex hills and nests, or the fractal geometry of water molecules as they form intricate snowflakes. Human intelligence itself is a complex system, a product of the interaction of billions of neurons in the central nervous system, or what Charles Sherrington, the pioneering neuroscientist, called "an enchanted loom." The political and economic structures made by humans share many of the features of complex adaptive systems. Heterodox economists such as W. Brian Arthur have been arguing along these lines for decades. To Arthur, a complex economy is characterized by the interaction of dispersed agents, a lack of central control, multiple levels of organization, continual adaptation, incessant creation of new market niches, and the absence of general equilibrium. This conception of economics goes beyond both Adam Smith's hallowed idea that an "invisible hand" causes markets to work through the interactions of profit-maximizing individuals and Friedrich von Hayek's critique of economic planning and demand management. In contradiction to the classic economic prediction that competition causes diminishing returns, a complex economy makes increasing returns possible. In this version of economics, Silicon Valley is a complex adaptive system; so is the Internet itself. Researchers at the Santa Fe Institute, a nonprofit center devoted to the study of complex systems, are currently looking at how such insights can be applied to other aspects of collective human activity, including international relations. This effort may recall the futile struggle of Edward Casaubon to find "the key to all mythologies" in George Eliot's novel Middlemarch. But the attempt is worthwhile, because an understanding of how complex systems function is an essential part of any strategy to anticipate and delay their failure. Whether the canopy of a rain forest or the trading floor of Wall Street, complex systems share certain characteristics. A small input to such a system can produce huge, often unanticipated changes -- what scientists call "the amplifier effect." A vaccine, for example, stimulates the immune system to become resistant to, say, measles or mumps. But administer too large a dose, and the patient dies. Meanwhile, causal relationships are often nonlinear, which means that traditional methods of generalizing through observation (such as trend analysis and sampling) are of little use. Some theorists of complexity would go so far as to say that complex systems are wholly nondeterministic, meaning that it is impossible to make predictions about their future behavior based on existing data. When things go wrong in a complex system, the scale of disruption is nearly impossible to anticipate. There is no such thing as a typical or average forest fire, for example. To use the jargon of modern physics, a forest before a fire is in a state of "self-organized criticality": it is teetering on the verge of a breakdown, but the size of the breakdown is unknown. Will there be a small fire or a huge one? It is very hard to say: a forest fire twice as large as last year's is roughly four or six or eight times less likely to happen this year. This kind of pattern -- known as a "power-law distribution" -- is remarkably common in the natural world. It can be seen not just in forest fires but also in earthquakes and epidemics. Some researchers claim that conflicts follow a similar pattern, ranging from local skirmishes to full-scale world wars. What matters most is that in such systems a relatively minor shock can cause a disproportionate -- and sometimes fatal -- disruption. As Taleb has argued, by 2007, the global economy had grown to resemble an over-optimized electrical grid. Defaults on subprime mortgages produced a relatively small surge in the United States that tipped the entire world economy into a financial blackout, which, for a moment, threatened to bring about a complete collapse of international trade. But blaming such a crash on a policy of deregulation under U.S. President Ronald Reagan is about as plausible as blaming World War I on the buildup of the German navy under Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz. 

5. Space weapons would cost billions for no strategic advantage.
Alex B. Englehart 2008 Pacific Rim Law & Policy Association Pacific Rim Law & Policy Journal January, 2008 17 Pac. Rim L. & Pol'y J. 133 

If They Are Deployed, Space Weapons Will Be Inherently Vulnerable to Attack by Much Cheaper and Simpler Weapons--a Strategically Destabilizing Development The ASATs that already exist are quite capable of destroying the orbiting space-based weapons of the future. n39 This is the fundamental problem with the strategic logic behind the development of kinetic kill vehicles and space-based lasers--they pack an amazing offensive punch, but can be destroyed extremely easily. n40 As long as both China and the United States have ASATs only, there is strategic stability. If either country used ASATs in anger against the other's satellites, the other could retaliate in kind. n41 On the other hand, once space-based weapons are deployed, the situation changes dramatically. n42 As soon as a conflict begins, an adversary equipped with ASATs would use them to destroy the enemy's spaced-based weapons (as well as other critical satellites). n43 Therefore, in order to be effective, space-based weapons would need to be used first, in a massive surprise attack. n44 This is extremely destabilizing logic. n45 As tensions rise between two countries, each would have a huge incentive to strike first--one to use space-based weapons before they could be destroyed, the other to use ASATs to destroy the space-based weapons before they could be used. n46 Unlike the situation in the U.S.-Soviet Cold War of the twentieth century, there is no guarantee of mutually assured destruction to prevent the onset of conflict. n47 Whoever strikes first gains an enormous advantage. Given this reality, spaced-based weapons are not a wise investment. n48 A robust deployment of kinetic kill vehicles alone would have costs in the [*139] hundreds of billions of dollars, n49 but these weapons could be neutralized by ASATs costing several orders of magnitude less. n50 Any country contemplating extensive development of these weapons should take this into account. n51 Other weapon systems may very well cost less and be much more effective in the long run. While the United States, China, and perhaps Russia are the only countries on earth with any likelihood of developing space-based weapons in the first half of the twenty-first century, n52 ASATs could easily find their way into the hands of rogue states and even non-state actors. As noted, they are orders of magnitude less expensive than space-based weapons and do not require nearly the same level of technical expertise to deploy and use effectively. n53 A terrorist organization or rogue state could destroy American satellites--including multi-billion dollar weapons systems--with ASATs costing only a few million dollars. This threat from smaller adversaries is another reason to forego the extreme expense and risk involved in full-scale development and deployment of space-based weapons.
6. We’re past a tipping point – periodic increases in BMD budgeting 

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

Overall, space-related R&D funding is robust now and need not be increased by more than already planned. Indeed, planned increases may be excessive in some cases, though it is difficult to be sure from unclassified sources. In 1999, spacerelated research accounted for about $432 million, or 39 percent of all Air Force science and technology funding. By 2005, these figures are expected to reach $847 million and 59 percent, respectively, and it is anticipated that they will keep going up thereafter. The main drivers of these upward cost trends include laser communications, miniaturization concepts, imagery systems, and other satellite concepts ranging from ballistic missile defense to communications to navigation.20 The Pentagon’s February 2002 budget request included money for a number of broadly defined programs that may or may not have ASAT relevance and may or may not include more than basic scientific research: $40 million for directed energy technology, $14 million for space control technology, $65 million (in three different accounts) for high-energy laser research, and $122 million for ballistic missile defense technology in a part of the budget that had previously included funding for the space-based laser program. In the 2004 budget request, the Department of Defense requested about $250 million for very general space technology programs, about $85 million for high-energy laser research, and $15 million for space control technology. It also requested $82 million for “counterspace systems,” a doubling from 2003, when they were a new budget item.21
2NC Internals – Deficit Spending Kills Econ
Deficit spending will collapse the global economy and kills military power projection

Ferguson 10, Niall Ferguson, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University, a Fellow at Jesus College, Oxford, and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University. His most recent book is The Ascent of Money: A Financial History of the World, “Empires on the Edge of Chaos,” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article24874.htm
OVER THE EDGE If empires are complex systems that sooner or later succumb to sudden and catastrophic malfunctions, rather than cycling sedately from Arcadia to Apogee to Armageddon, what are the implications for the United States today? First, debating the stages of decline may be a waste of time -- it is a precipitous and unexpected fall that should most concern policymakers and citizens. Second, most imperial falls are associated with fiscal crises. All the above cases were marked by sharp imbalances between revenues and expenditures, as well as difficulties with financing public debt. Alarm bells should therefore be ringing very loudly, indeed, as the United States contemplates a deficit for 2009 of more than $1.4 trillion -- about 11.2 percent of GDP, the biggest deficit in 60 years -- and another for 2010 that will not be much smaller. Public debt, meanwhile, is set to more than double in the coming decade, from $5.8 trillion in 2008 to $14.3 trillion in 2019. Within the same timeframe, interest payments on that debt are forecast to leap from eight percent of federal revenues to 17 percent. These numbers are bad, but in the realm of political entities, the role of perception is just as crucial, if not more so. In imperial crises, it is not the material underpinnings of power that really matter but expectations about future power. The fiscal numbers cited above cannot erode U.S. strength on their own, but they can work to weaken a long-assumed faith in the United States' ability to weather any crisis. For now, the world still expects the United States to muddle through, eventually confronting its problems when, as Churchill famously said, all the alternatives have been exhausted. Through this lens, past alarms about the deficit seem overblown, and 2080 -- when the U.S. debt may reach staggering proportions -- seems a long way off, leaving plenty of time to plug the fiscal hole. But one day, a seemingly random piece of bad news -- perhaps a negative report by a rating agency -- will make the headlines during an otherwise quiet news cycle. Suddenly, it will be not just a few policy wonks who worry about the sustainability of U.S. fiscal policy but also the public at large, not to mention investors abroad. It is this shift that is crucial: a complex adaptive system is in big trouble when its component parts lose faith in its viability. Over the last three years, the complex system of the global economy flipped from boom to bust -- all because a bunch of Americans started to default on their subprime mortgages, thereby blowing huge holes in the business models of thousands of highly leveraged financial institutions. The next phase of the current crisis may begin when the public begins to reassess the credibility of the monetary and fiscal measures that the Obama administration has taken in response. Neither interest rates at zero nor fiscal stimulus can achieve a sustainable recovery if people in the United States and abroad collectively decide, overnight, that such measures will lead to much higher inflation rates or outright default. As Thomas Sargent, an economist who pioneered the idea of rational expectations, demonstrated more than 20 years ago, such decisions are self-fulfilling: it is not the base supply of money that determines inflation but the velocity of its circulation, which in turn is a function of expectations. In the same way, it is not the debt-to-GDP ratio that determines government solvency but the interest rate that investors demand. Bond yields can shoot up if expectations change about future government solvency, intensifying an already bad fiscal crisis by driving up the cost of interest payments on new debt. Just ask Greece -- it happened there at the end of last year, plunging the country into fiscal and political crisis. Finally, a shift in expectations about monetary and fiscal policy could force a reassessment of future U.S. foreign policy. There is a zero-sum game at the heart of the budgetary process: if interest payments consume a rising proportion of tax revenue, military expenditure is the item most likely to be cut because, unlike mandatory entitlements, it is discretionary. A U.S. president who says he will deploy 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan and then, in 18 months' time, start withdrawing them again already has something of a credibility problem. And what about the United States' other strategic challenges? For the United States' enemies in Iran and Iraq, it must be consoling to know that U.S. fiscal policy today is preprogrammed to reduce the resources available for all overseas military operations in the years ahead. Defeat in the mountains of the Hindu Kush or on the plains of Mesopotamia has long been a harbinger of imperial fall. It is no coincidence that the Soviet Union withdrew from Afghanistan in the annus mirabilis of 1989. What happened 20 years ago, like the events of the distant fifth century, is a reminder that empires do not in fact appear, rise, reign, decline, and fall according to some recurrent and predictable life cycle. It is historians who retrospectively portray the process of imperial dissolution as slow-acting, with multiple overdetermining causes. Rather, empires behave like all complex adaptive systems. They function in apparent equilibrium for some unknowable period. And then, quite abruptly, they collapse. To return to the terminology of Thomas Cole, the painter of The Course of Empire, the shift from consummation to destruction and then to desolation is not cyclical. It is sudden. A more appropriate visual representation of the way complex systems collapse may be the old poster, once so popular in thousands of college dorm rooms, of a runaway steam train that has crashed through the wall of a Victorian railway terminus and hit the street below nose first. A defective brake or a sleeping driver can be all it takes to go over the edge of chaos.

Deficit spending kills the US economy 

Robert Morley Feb. 2011, staff writer for the Trumpet, “America: Only Two More Years?”, http://www.thetrumpet.com/?q=7756.0.131.0
On November 30, the Federal Reserve was forced to release details surrounding its massive Wall Street bailout, corporate bailout and—as it turns out—foreign central bank bailout. Twenty-one thousand loans—$3.3 trillion worth: That is what it took in terms of hard cold debt for the Federal Reserve to stop the financial meltdown of the United States. Yet where has this mountain of debt gotten America? Is the system fixed? No. It is just more evidence that the economy is far more precarious than anyone will admit. Much focus has been put on the scale of the bailouts. $3.3 trillion is a massive amount of money. More than double America’s budget deficit, it is incredibly significant in the U.S economy. Most people seem to miss the fact that the Fed created the bailout money out of thin air. But maybe this fact is fitting, since much of what the Fed traded that $3.3 trillion for appears to be vastly overpriced junk. $1.5 trillion worth of collateral came with the “ratings unavailable” designation. Only 1 percent of the pledged collateral was highly rated government treasuries. It was also revealed that the Federal Reserve not only lent $600 billion toforeign central banks, but also to foreign automakers like Toyota and bmw, and billions more to foreign private banks at very low interest rates (sometimes at 0.15 percent). In other words, the Fed was so afraid at the height of the crisis that it was printing and lending money to anyone with a pulse, regardless of who they were and what collateral they pledged. The Federal Reserve even lent cheap money to speculative hedge funds and pension plans—like the Major League Baseball Players Pension Plan—to “invest,” in an attempt to get money flowing through the economy again. The California Public Employees’ Retirement System, one of the most underwater retirement plans in the country, was among the most enthusiastic takers of Fed money: It borrowed $5.14 billion to speculate its way out of its massive underfunding. Under one of its lending programs, the Federal Reserve cycled a mind-boggling $9 trillion worth of debt in and out of the economy. Through this program, Citigroup alone borrowed an astounding $2.2 trillion in multiple revolving transactions to stay afloat. Merrill Lynch borrowed $2.1 trillion across 226 loans. Bank of America borrowed $1.1 trillion in emergency money to avoid failure. It asked the Fed for credit one thousand different times. Morgan Stanley took out 212 loans to stay in business. Even the venerable Goldman Sachs borrowed $620 billion across 84 loans. More ominously, it wasn’t just the banks and failing hedge funds that the Fed propped up—it directly propped up many of the biggest, most famous names in corporate America. Credit card companies, insurance companies and vehicle manufacturers all got loans. Some of this was known. But did you know that Caterpillar took government money? That Verizon Communications needed $1.5 billion? That Harley-Davidson received bailout money 33 times, for a total of $2.3 billion? General Electric Co. needed funding 12 times for a total of $16 billion? Even McDonald’s needed to borrow money from the Fed. Corporate America is so addicted to debt that it needs to borrow money each and every day. It needs credit just to keep up business as usual. During the economic crisis surrounding Sept. 11, 2008, the debt markets froze. No one would lend money—at all. Banks were failing. The government was nationalizing trillion-dollar corporations. The whole system was balanced on a razor’s edge. Just imagine what would have happened if Caterpillar, Verizon or McDonald’s had a failed debt auction and couldn’t borrow money. Contagion could have gone national, even international. A massive domino effect might have swept the business world. The Fed had to step in to provide the money—or it risked total shutdown of corporate America. That is how addicted to debt America is. Stop the debt and the whole system goes into cardiac arrest. Not convinced? The Fed needed 21,000 loans at near-zero percent interest to jump-start the system.

Deficit spending hurts the US economy- leaves the government unable to respond to crises 

NCFRR, National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, December 2010, http://www.fiscalcommission.gov/sites/fiscalcommission.gov/files/documents/TheMomentofTruth12_1_2010.pdf
Our nation is on an unsustainable fiscal path. Spending is rising and revenues are falling short, requiring the government to borrow huge sums each year to make up the difference. We face staggering deficits. In 2010, federal spending was nearly 24 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), the value of all goods and services produced in the economy. Only during World War II was federal spending a larger part of the economy. Tax revenues stood at 15 percent of GDP this year, the lowest level since 1950. The gap between spending and revenue – the budget deficit – was just under nine percent of GDP. Since the last time our budget was balanced in 2001, the federal debt has increased dramatically, rising from 33 percent of GDP to 62 percent of GDP in 2010. The escalation was driven in large part by two wars and a slew of fiscally irresponsible policies, along with a deep economic downturn. We have arrived at the moment of truth, and neither political party is without blame. Economic recovery will improve the deficit situation in the short run because revenues will rise as people go back to work, and money spent on the social safety net will decline as fewer people are forced to rely on it. But even after the economy recovers, federal spending is projected to increase faster than revenues, so the government will have to continue borrowing money to spend. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projects if we continue on our current course, deficits will remain high throughout the rest of this decade and beyond, and debt will spiral ever higher, reaching 90 percent of GDP in 2020. Over the long run, as the baby boomers retire and health care costs continue to grow, the situation will become far worse. By 2025 revenue will be able to finance only interest payments, Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security. Every other federal government activity – from national defense and homeland security to transportation and energy – will have to be paid for with borrowed money. Debt held by the public will outstrip the entire American economy, growing to as much as 185 percent of GDP by 2035. Interest on the debt could rise to nearly $1 trillion by 2020. These mandatory payments – which buy absolutely no goods or services – will squeeze out funding for all other priorities. Federal debt this high is unsustainable. It will drive up interest rates for all borrowers – businesses and individuals – and curtail economic growth by crowding out private investment. By making it more expensive for entrepreneurs and businesses to raise capital, innovate, and create jobs, rising debt could reduce per-capita GDP, each American’s share of the nation’s economy, by as much as 15 percent by 2035. Rising debt will also hamstring the government, depriving it of the resources needed to respond to future crises and invest in other priorities. Deficit spending is often used to respond to shortterm financial “emergency” needs such as wars or recessions. If our national debt grows higher, the federal government may even have difficulty borrowing funds at an affordable interest rate, preventing it from effectively responding. 

Deficit spending hurts the economy- slows growth rate

Biggs 3/30/11, Andrew G. Biggs, Resident Scholar American Enterprise Institute, “ Committee on Ways and Means: Hearing on Impediments to Job Creation,” http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Biggs_--_Ways_and_Means_Testimony.pdf
Economists Carmen Reinhart and Kenneth Rogoff have found that debt even at current levels reduces average economic growth rates by around 1 percentage point, a result that over time would have a massive impact upon employment and the American standard of living. 1 Making matters worse, the Congressional Budget Office forecasts that publicly-held debt – already at its highest level since the aftermath of World War Two – will rise to 87 percent of GDP by 2021 under the President’s budget proposal. Addressing deficits and debt is a truly daunting task. The CBO projects that over the next 25 years alone the federal government faces a “fiscal gap” of 4.8 percent of GDP. 2 Bridging that fiscal gap would require an immediate and permanent 23 percent increase in all federal tax revenues or an equivalent reduction in federal outlays. Delaying action only makes the gap larger. This fiscal gap is not the result of Americans paying too little taxes. Indeed, the CBO forecasts that tax revenues over the next 25 years will equal 20.7 percent of GDP, 15 percent above the average since 1970. 3 Rather, the gap arises through sharply rising federal outlays, principally on the Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid programs. To resolve this gap, the federal government must undergo a significant fiscal consolidation, which is defined as “a policy aimed at reducing government deficits and debt accumulation.” 4 Without a fiscal consolidation, a debt or currency crisis is inevitable. The history of financial crises is one of surprises. No one can know when market participants will decide that enough is enough. Accordingly, the United States may have only one chance to choose correctly. That is why it is important to understand what approaches have and have not worked in the past. Over the past several decades many developed countries have undertaken fiscal consolidations. Some have succeeded and others failed, both in causing lasting reductions in debt and in generating positive impacts on economic growth.

Deficit spending hurts the US economy- stifles business investment

Lazear 3/30/11, Edward P. Lazear, Stanford University Professor, “ Testimony to the Ways and Means Committee on the Effects of Spending and Deficits on Job Growth,” http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Edward_Lazear_testimony.pdf
In my five minutes, I would like to cover three issues. First, as is becoming wellaccepted, the current spending pattern is unsustainable. Second, the problem was created by policy and can be remedied by changing policy. But raising taxes in an attempt to meet spending is not the right solution to the problem. Third, if the spending picture is not altered, economic growth will suffer, and with it, employment, wages, and the standard of living of the typical American. It is becoming common knowledge that the US budget deficit is a threat to our long run economic survival. Most concerns are over the effect of the budget deficit on growing debt and the consequence of that debt on the ability of the US to borrow. As our debt gets large relative to GDP, we will eventually have to service this debt out of tax revenues and offsets in other spending, both of which will place significant burdens on the fiscal situation. More important will be the effect on the private economy as high levels of government borrowing raise interest rates and stifle business investment. A well-known study by Reinhart and Rogoff suggest that as debt-to-gdp ratios get above 90%, growth rates fall significantly. By one estimate, economic growth would be about 1½% at a 90% debt-to-gdp ratio, and about 3½% at levels of debt-to-gdp below 30%. Given the President’s budget and forecast deficit if enacted, our debt-to-gdp ratio will be over 70% by this time next year. 1 Although the discussion is usually put in terms of the deficit, focusing on the deficit can lead to the wrong policy choices. Historically (over a thirty year period of 1979-2008), the ratio of federal spending-to-GDP has been 20.8%, while the ratio of receipts-to-GDP has been 18.3%, resulting in an average deficit of 2½%. Chart 1 shows this. The horizontal dotted lines show the long run averages of spending-to-GDP and receipts-to-GDP, at 20.8% and 18.3%, respectively. The deficit is the difference between expenditures and revenues, but it is not only the difference that matters. It is one thing to have a 2½% deficit when spending is 20.5% of GDP and quite another to have a 2½% deficit when spending is 25% of GDP. In the first case, taxes would equal 18% of GDP. In the second, taxes would equal 22.5% of GDP. The economic literature has documented that it is not only high debt ratios that impede growth. It has also been demonstrated by a number of authors that higher taxation impedes growth. If spending is high, taxes must also be high to control the deficit. Although estimates vary, the conclusion is that the 2 adverse effect of taxation on growth is significant. Policy is primarily responsible for the large deficits that are projected to be sustained into the near and distant future. Although it is true that tax receipts fall during recessions, as economic activity rebounds, so too does revenue. As the recovery continues, we can expect to return to tax levels that equal about 18% of GDP. The spending side is different. It is controlled by government policy and the President’s projections move our post-recession spending ratios up considerably from our historic norm of 20.8%. The long run numbers that he presents are frightening, as Chart 1 shows. While the in the past, there are ups and downs in spending and receipt ratios, the President’s projections for the future show an expanding gap between expenses and receipts. This implies that the deficit and debt will rise in the future, perhaps to crisis levels. The President does not propose to raise taxes by an amount large enough to bring the deficit down to historic levels, nor do I believe that he should. Doing so would deprive Americans of even more of their own wealth and would be bad for the economy. So what is the alternative? I believe that we should take immediate action to retrace our footsteps. The current ratios of government outlays-to-GDP were surpassed only during World War II. The outlay-to-GDP ratio averaged 20.1% between 2005 and 2008 and the 1979-2008 thirty-year average was 20.8%, well below the 24.4% that we averaged over the past two years. Part of the spending increase over the past two years reflects an attempt to stimulate the economy through increased government spending. We can debate the effectiveness of that stimulus, but let us focus on the future, not the past. The President forecasts this year’s ratio to be 25.3% and next years to be 23.6%. Both numbers are too high and sustained spending at these levels will lead to significant 3 debt and lower growth. It is possible to get back to historic levels in a relatively rapid fashion without slowing the current recovery. This would require that we cut spending significantly in the next couple of years. In addition, I believe we should institute a rule that constrains the growth in spending. In a piece published in the Wall Street Journal about six months ago, I proposed an “inflationminus-one rule” that would limit the growth in expenditures in any given year to the recent inflation rate, minus one percentage point. Because GDP generally grows considerably faster than this rate, over time, the ratio of spending to GDP would fall. My calculations suggest that, coupled with the initial cuts, we could return to the size of government that prevailed throughout most of our recent history within about four years. Continued restraint would allow us to balance the budget at historic receipts-to-GDP ratios within the decade. With the unemployment rate still close to 9%, job creation is obviously a primary focus. In the short run, increased employment comes with economic growth, as chart 2 shows. The two series, employment growth and GDP growth, move in tandem. History has shown us that the economy rarely creates jobs in the absence of economic growth. But over the longer run, the main effect of economic growth is on wages, which has a direct impact on the typical American’s standard of living. The link requires two steps. First, GDP growth is usually linked to productivity growth, as chart 3 shows. The oneyear-moving-average of GDP and labor productivity are shown to move parallel with one another. When we have good periods of GDP growth, we usually have good periods of productivity growth. To enjoy high productivity growth over a sustained period, rapid economic growth is necessary. Second, both theory and experience imply that wage growth comes with productivity growth. Chart 4 shows the four-year moving average of productivity growth and wage growth. In periods during which productivity grows rapidly, wages also grow rapidly. When productivity falters, so too do wages. In the labor market, it is important to bear in mind one final point. Even during deep recessions, a tremendous amount of hiring occurs. At the worst part of the recession, there were still around 4 million hires per month, which means that about 35% of the labor force turned 4 over in a year. Churn is an important feature of our labor market and most hiring is for the purpose of replacement, not expansion. Anything that restricts labor mobility is likely to result in increased unemployment. Europe’s severance pay requirements are a case in point. The restrictions placed on employers to separate workers have backfired. Employers are reluctant to hire when they know that they cannot layoff during downturns. To ensure that hiring increases to the levels that prevailed at the peak, it is important that we make sure that our labor market remains flexible. Let me conclude. We can best deal with our labor market problems by ensuring that we have a pro-growth economic environment. Perhaps the largest threat to long term growth is the recent high level of government spending, which will result in high deficits or will require that we raise taxes substantially. Either course impedes economic growth. The high level of spending can be reversed. If we adopt the appropriate policy, we can look forward to economic growth, low unemployment and rising wages.
 Deficit spending hurts the economy- hinders growths, destroys jobs, investor confidence 

Veronique de Rugy 3/30/11, Senior Research Fellow at Mercatus Center, “ Debt and Deficits: The Symptoms, Not the Disease”, http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Rugy_Testimony_Final.pdf
Good Morning Chairman Camp, Ranking Member Levin, and distinguished members of the committee. It is a pleasure to be here this morning to discuss the most important topic of debt and deficits and how they relate to economic growth and job creation. Deficits and debt matter. First, they matter politically. Polls show that debt and deficits are defining issues of American politics. 1 Washington should indeed be focusing on these important issues. Unfortunately, this focus is often misplaced as debt and deficit are the symptoms of government spending, not the disease. The disease is government spending. As a result, the only way to cure debt and deficits is to cut government spending. Debt and deficits are the symptoms, not the disease, but the persistent failures of lawmakers to cut spending have resulted in a situation where these symptoms have started provoking other symptoms. Think of them like tumors. Tumors are a symptom of cancer. But independently tumors wreak all sorts of havoc on the body. They not only fuel their growth by stealing nutrients from other bodily purposes, but they also impinge on the function of vital organs like the brain, the lungs, and the liver. So it is with debt and deficits. They hinder economic growth and destroy jobs. Besides being expensive and self-perpetuating, they increase the probability of a severe fiscal crisis and can signal to investors that the United States may be getting closer to the time when it won‘t be able to pay those investors back. While economists understand the negative consequences of the failure to cut spending and the persistence of deficit and debt, they can‘t pinpoint at what point these debt levels become unacceptable to global credit markets. Economists can‘t reliably predict what the form the fiscal crisis will take. For instance, the fiscal crisis could be a slow, yet rampant destruction of our economy. It could also be more abrupt with creditors losing faith and pulling their money from the United States overnight, throwing the country into a vicious debt spiral, another deep recession, and ultimately a lower standard of living here and presumably around the world. But the main reason why deficit and debt matter is that American families will be the ones on the receiving end of economic uncertainty, higher interest rates, lower growth, higher unemployment rates, and lower standards of living. Maybe even more importantly, future generations will have to pay today‘s deficits. We are about to embark on the most massive transfer of wealth from younger taxpayers to older ones in American history. It will be not just unprecedented but also unfair: Our children will pay for the decisions we make today. The solution is for Congress to act now and cut spending. In particular, Congress should reform Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid, which are the main drivers of the spending explosion. The solution is also for Congress to resist the temptation to address these deficits by raising taxes. First, no amount of taxes could address the phenomenal fiscal imbalance that our country will face in the future. But, raising taxes would also add to our problem

Deficit spending hurts the economy- cutting spending only solution 

Veronique de Rugy 3/30/11, Senior Research Fellow at Mercatus Center, “ Debt and Deficits: The Symptoms, Not the Disease”, http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Rugy_Testimony_Final.pdf
Deficits and debt are the symptoms of our overspending problem. Excessive government spending cripples economic growth. Government spending can be paid with three sources: debt, new money, or taxes (or a combination of these). All three of these methods of payment remove real resources from the private economy. In other words, the government can‘t inject money into the economy without first taking money out of the economy. For instance, if the government borrows money, there will likely be less capital available for the private sector to borrow for its own consumption or investment. If the government prints money, it will create inflation that reduces the value of the money and decreases purchasing power of those whose salaries and wages aren‘t indexed to inflation. Finally, the government can collect money from present or future taxes. But taxes simply transfer resources from consumers to government, displacing private spending and investment. Families whose taxes have increased will have less money to spend on items for themselves and their children. They are poorer and will consume less. Also, it means they save less money, which in turn, reduces the amount of resources available for lending. In short, taxation reduces taxpayers‘ income. In addition, taxation (like every other source of revenue) comes with costs. First, higher taxation encourages people to change their behaviors to avoid taxes. They might switch their efforts to non-taxed activities, such as household production, or underground activities. Economists call this a deadweight loss. Because people give up the taxed activity or good they prefer, this loss is like deadweight on the economy

Deficit spending hurts the economy

Veronique de Rugy 3/30/11, Senior Research Fellow at Mercatus Center, “ Debt and Deficits: The Symptoms, Not the Disease”, http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Rugy_Testimony_Final.pdf
In a much cited empirical research study, economists Carmen Reinhart of the University of Maryland and Kenneth Rogoff of Harvard examine the consequences of public debt on economic growth. 22 Using a historical data set spanning forty-four countries and two hundred years, their findings are startling. Across wealthy and poor countries, the median growth rates for countries with publicly held debt exceeding 90 percent of gross domestic product are roughly one percent lower than they would be otherwise. They find slightly different results for emerging markets. These results are particularly important today given the rapid growth in government debts around the world. In the United States, for example, debt will be at 69 percent this year. This is still relatively far from the 90% level that Reinhart and Rogoff identify as problematic. Unfortunately, according to CBO, current policies will get us to that level in 2021. 23 To put Reinhart and Rogoff‘s results in context, if the United States doesn‘t change course, in 2021 the United States economy could lose $200 billion in economic growth simply from an irresponsible level of debt. Reinhart and Rogoff are not the only scholars warning about the damaging impact of increasing debt ratios on economic growth. In their Long Term Budget Outlook, the CBO makes the same predictions. 24 It writes: ―CBO‘s analysis suggests that delaying action for 10 years—and thus allowing the debt-to-GDP ratio to rise by an additional 30 percentage points under the assumptions of the analysis—would cause output to be about 2 percent to 4 percent lower in the long run than it would be if the ratio was stabilized earlier at lower levels, depending on the policy used to stabilize the debt.‖ Why does this contraction happen? Economists use the term ―crowding out‖ to refer to the contraction in economic activity associated with deficit-financed spending. The Mercatus Center at George Mason University‘s Matt Mitchell and Jakina Debnam explain, ―Though the costs of borrowing may be less-conspicuous than the costs of taxing, they are no less real.‖ 25 How does the crowding out happen? Robert Barro explains that when members of the economy view increased spending financed by deficit, they assume that taxes will ultimately need to be raised. 26 As a result, they reduce their private consumption today and increase their savings to prepare for the increase in future taxes. But as the CBO explains, ―the offsetting rise in private saving is generally smaller than the change in the deficit, so greater government borrowing leads to lower national saving.‖ 27 It means that if economic actors were completely rational (as assumed in the Barro paper) then deficit-financed spending will have zero impact on the economy. But if, however, the offsetting rise in private savings is smaller than the change in the deficit—which is what most studies seem to show—then deficit-financed spending can have a short-term positive effect on growth, but it will come at a longer-term cost because it will shrink the capital stock. Over the longer run, it also means that capital stock will be smaller and so future economic growth will be harmed. In layman‘s terms, that means that the money the federal government borrows comes from Americans‘ savings as does the money that Americans invest in the private sector‘s growth. There comes a point where there just aren‘t enough savings to satisfy both masters. So if the government borrows more money, domestic investment will go down. In addition, the competition between public and private borrowing raises interest rates for all borrowers, including the government, making it more expensive for domestic investors to start or complete projects. Concretely, this means American companies will build fewer factories, cut back on research and development, and generate fewer innovations. As a result our nation's future earnings prospects will dim, and our future living standards will suffer. Of course, the government can borrow more money from foreign lenders. In fact, the theory is that higher interest rates attract more foreign capital to the United States and induce U.S. savers to keep more of their money at home, enabling the United States to afford more domestic investment today. However, the U.S. government will eventually have to repay that money (plus interest). As a result, more of our future income will have to be sent overseas—and again, our living standards will decline. There is just no way around it: The more money we borrow now, either from investors, foreign or domestic, the less we will have in the future. Does it mean that spending should be paid for by increasing taxes? No, it doesn‘t: tax-financed spending cripples the economy too. An important paper by former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors Christina Romer and her economist husband David Romer shows that when taxes are raised by 1 percent of GDP to reduce the deficit will shrink the economy by 3 percent.

Deficit spending hurts the economy- increased debt cost more in interest 

Veronique de Rugy 3/30/11, Senior Research Fellow at Mercatus Center, “ Debt and Deficits: The Symptoms, Not the Disease”, http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Rugy_Testimony_Final.pdf
The more we borrow, the bigger our interest payments are. In spite of historically low interest rates, by 2020, the federal government will spend a projected $866 billion each year just to pay interest on our debt. 29 That‘s more than what the U.S. spends right now on two wars, plus the Departments of Defense, Education, Energy, and Homeland Security combined. The chart below shows the projected interest the government will pay on the federal debt as a percentage of GDP between 1962 and 2082. The projections follow what the CBO calls its ―alternative‖ (and generally more realistic) scenario. It assumes, for instance, that George W. Bush‘s tax cuts will not expire. This chart also shows the CBO‘s projections for the cost of Medicare and Social Security as a percentage of GDP. As you can see, the cost of debt (net interest payments) rivals the cost of two of our nation‘s most expensive social programs. Another way to put it is that deficit and debts have unfortunate tendencies to self-perpetuate. As our deficit grows, the interest on our debt grows too. Soon we end up in a situation where we have to borrow money to pay for the interest on our debt. That grows the deficit and the interest we owe thanks to compounding interest. If persistent deficits—through a combination of concerns about inflation and potential default and the potential of increasing government debt driving up market interest rates—lead to higher interest rates, those can magnify the power of compound interest. In other words, deficits financed at low rates today can lead to more deficits, financed at higher rates, in the future. 

Deficit spending hurts the US economy- investor confidence 

Veronique de Rugy 3/30/11, Senior Research Fellow at Mercatus Center, “ Debt and Deficits: The Symptoms, Not the Disease”, http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Rugy_Testimony_Final.pdf
A growing debt exposes America to greater ―rollover‖ risk. Much of U.S. debt is what we call short-term debt. The average maturity of the U.S. debt is 4.4 years, which is unlike most other countries‘. For instance, according to the International Monetary Fund‘s latest Fiscal Monitor study, Portugal, Italy, Ireland, and Spain have maturities that range from 6.2 to 7.4 years; the U.K.‘s average debt maturity is 12.8 years. 30 What‘s good about having short-term debt is that, in good times, the United States has been able to roll over the debt and benefit from very low interest rates. That‘s the benefit of refinancing. The problem with short-term debt is that it must be refinanced regularly. Basically, the United States is constantly asking the financial markets to roll over its debt. Over the long run, the real risk comes from a large exposure to sudden increase in interest rates. For instance, at some point U.S. lenders might wise up and increase the interest rates—which, on such a large amount of money, would be painful. 31 Using data from the CBO‘s ―January 2011 Budget and Economic Outlook‖ and ―Analysis of the 

Effects of Three Interest Rate Scenarios on the Federal Budget Deficit,‖ 32 the chart below shows the changes that will occur when the CBO‘s interest-rate assumptions are modified three interestrate scenarios: 1) a scenario similar to that experienced in the 1980s; 2) a scenario similar to that experienced in the 1990s; and 3) a scenario consistent with the ten highest projections found in Blue Chip Economic Indicators. Under each of these scenarios, the cost of servicing our debt exceeds the costs projected in the CBO baseline. This suggests that CBO baseline projections, which already show an explosion in the cost of servicing our debt, may in fact be an underestimate. For instance, if interest rates were modified to reflect the average rates in the 1980s — a time in U.S. history when interest rates were driven up by inflation and economic uncertainty — in 2021 our interest payments would nearly triple from CBO‘s projection of $749 billion to $2.0 trillion. Accumulated interest payments over this period would double from their current projected level of $5.7 trillion to $11.0 trillion. In addition to the impact of higher deficit and debt listed above, higher interest rates would have a real impact on American families, and it would make it harder and more expensive for them to borrow money and invest. The economy would slow down further, and standards of living would be lower.
Two year timeframe to collapse

Robert Morley Feb. 2011, staff writer for the Trumpet, “America: Only Two More Years?”, http://www.thetrumpet.com/?q=7756.0.131.0
How long can America continue its debt addiction? We use debt to purchase things to make us feel better and to finance our standard of living. We use it for business as usual. And when all the debt gets us into trouble, we use even more of it to stimulate the economy and to bail us out. But now, America’s debt addiction appears to have reached the point where it is threatening our ability to borrow. The addiction is so great that the Federal Reserve is now actually printing money to finance federal government spending. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke announced in November that the Fed would create $900 billion out of thin air to purchase government treasuries. Fiat money creation has historically led to massive currency depreciation. Foreign nations, not wanting to be paid back in devalued dollars, are understandably angry at this announcement. This means it is going to become tougher and tougher for America to attract foreign creditors. It could easily devolve into a Catch-22 where the Federal Reserve is forced to supply more and more money to finance government spending—which would only act to drive even more foreign lenders away. The U.S. government can only issue debt as long as people will take that debt, and the increasing chances of the U.S. defaulting makes that less and less likely. According to Li Daokui, an academic member of the Chinese central bank’s monetary policy committee, the U.S. dollar will only be a safe investment for the next 6 to 12 months. “For now, market attention is still on Europe and for the coming 6 to 12 months, it will not shift to the United States,” said Li on December 8. “But we should be clear in our minds that the fiscal situation in the United States is much worse than in Europe. In one or two years, when the European debt situation stabilizes, attention of financial markets will definitely shift to the United States. At that time, U.S. Treasury bonds and the dollar will experience considerable declines.” As international investor Jim Rogers noted December 7, “There comes a time when people say ‘I’m not going to lend you any more money.’” When that day arrives, America will not be a place many people recognize. One day, America will wake up to the news of a failed U.S. government debt auction. Lenders will have had enough. Though many people will be oblivious for a short time, those in the know will rush to the stores to buy everything they can get their hands on—diapers, alcohol, beans, bullets. They will be the lucky ones. Some will turn to gold and silver, but that will only help for so long. Shortages will soon be reported and become endemic. Attempting to calm markets, the Federal Reserve will announce another round of “money printing,” but this time it will have the opposite effect. The dollar will plunge in value, the Dow Jones will plummet and officials will lock down stock markets. Without access to debt, Wall Street will experience a chain of unstoppable domino failures. Consumer spending will sharply contract. Import prices will soar. Sales will dry up, and indebted corporations will stop sending out paychecks. America will grind to a halt. That is when the anger will surface. Debt-financed materialism will have transformed from the glue precariously sticking the system together to the agent of its sudden death. What then will hold society together? “History says we’re not going to make it,” said Oklahoma Sen. Tom Coburn in a speech at President Obama’s debt commission meeting in December. Democratic republics only last about 200 years before they “rot from within” and then are conquered militarily, he said. “And we’re rotting. We’re rotting as we sit here and speak today.” Coburn, however, holds out hope. There is a way to “cheat history,” he said. “The way we cheat history is for all of us to give up something: everybody … and then say, ‘The way forward for America is for everyone to start sacrificing so we create a future that is honoring the tremendous sacrifices that came before us.’” Take a look around you. Take a look at Congress. What are the odds that America will embrace sacrifice on a national scale? The sad reality is that America will not “cheat history.” That’s prophecy! In a 1997 article, Trumpet writer Tim Thompson compared America’s debt-dependent society to the whitewashed tomb of Matthew 23:27: “It is beautiful on the outside—it has the appearance of wealth and wellbeing—but inside it is ‘full of dead men’s bones, and all uncleanness’—it is a financial nightmare built by hypocrites and filled with all rottenness!” As Mr. Thompson pointed out, borrowed money may make America appear prosperous, but appearances don’t mean much. The American republic is rotting on the inside, and time is running out. Last July, historian Niall Ferguson told business leaders and academics at the Aspen Ideas Festival that America’s window to reverse course was closing. “Fiscally and other ways,” America is “very near the edge of chaos,” he warned. “I think this is a problem that is going to go live really soon.” “In that sense,” he said, “I mean within the next two years.” The last days of the republic as we know it are here. • 
Deficit spending leads to collapse

Robert Morley Feb. 2011, staff writer for the Trumpet, “America: Only Two More Years?”, http://www.thetrumpet.com/?q=7756.0.131.0

Two years. That is how much time America has to fix its problems—or risk sudden collapse. This is the startling conclusion of Harvard historian Niall Ferguson. And that was six months ago. The world has witnessed what happens when investors lose faith in a country’s fiscal policy, he says. Just look at Greece. Is it possible that the richest, most powerful country in the world could realistically face sudden collapse? After all, America isn’t Greece. But that is just the problem. America is not some small country that has overspent a few tens of billions of dollars. America is the world’s largest debtor, and it is addicted to debt—borrowing trillions of dollars to maintain an unsustainable standard of living. It is an empire in evident decline—like the Soviet Union in the late 1980s, or Rome just a few years before its fall. Debt Addiction Ask yourself: What exactly holds America together? Is it a common religion or ethnicity? A shared national purpose? The beliefs espoused by the principles of the Founding Fathers? If any of these things ever were the ingredients that bonded the republic together, they are no longer. Today, just about the only common ground within America is materialism. That, and its most obvious manifestation—debt! In 2010, according to the Congressional Budget Office, America added $1.5 trillion more to its national debt. And under President Obama’s proposed spending plan, America will run trillion-dollar deficits until 2019. Annual trillion-dollar deficits! And that is if everything goes according to plan: the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan neatly wrap up; there is no double-dip recession; employers start hiring again; the too-big-to-fail banks don’t need more money; and the Fed avoids accounting for government-owned Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac on its balance sheets. What if things don’t go according to plan? That is a question the experts either dismiss as unlikely or don’t like to think about. The simple truth is that this once great nation is so addicted to debt that it would collapse if it could no longer borrow money. The addiction goes far beyond subprime mortgages and unaffordable vehicle loans. It starts with the fresh-faced college students bombarded with credit card offers, and universities profiting from every dollar those students spend. It progresses through America’s most prestigious corporations, which need to access debt markets on a monthly, weekly, even daily basis to function. It encompasses city, municipal and state governments willing to bankrupt public treasuries to placate greedy unions and to stuff unsustainable pension plans. It culminates with a federal government that has not balanced a budget since 1957! Ultimately though, it both begins and ends with the typical consumer citizen so engrossed with satisfying the senses that he is blind to the looming catastrophe. Yet the signs of collapse are not hard to spot.

Deficit spending kills the US economy 

Robert Morley Feb. 2011, staff writer for the Trumpet, “America: Only Two More Years?”, http://www.thetrumpet.com/?q=7756.0.131.0
On November 30, the Federal Reserve was forced to release details surrounding its massive Wall Street bailout, corporate bailout and—as it turns out—foreign central bank bailout. Twenty-one thousand loans—$3.3 trillion worth: That is what it took in terms of hard cold debt for the Federal Reserve to stop the financial meltdown of the United States. Yet where has this mountain of debt gotten America? Is the system fixed? No. It is just more evidence that the economy is far more precarious than anyone will admit. Much focus has been put on the scale of the bailouts. $3.3 trillion is a massive amount of money. More than double America’s budget deficit, it is incredibly significant in the U.S economy. Most people seem to miss the fact that the Fed created the bailout money out of thin air. But maybe this fact is fitting, since much of what the Fed traded that $3.3 trillion for appears to be vastly overpriced junk. $1.5 trillion worth of collateral came with the “ratings unavailable” designation. Only 1 percent of the pledged collateral was highly rated government treasuries. It was also revealed that the Federal Reserve not only lent $600 billion toforeign central banks, but also to foreign automakers like Toyota and bmw, and billions more to foreign private banks at very low interest rates (sometimes at 0.15 percent). In other words, the Fed was so afraid at the height of the crisis that it was printing and lending money to anyone with a pulse, regardless of who they were and what collateral they pledged. The Federal Reserve even lent cheap money to speculative hedge funds and pension plans—like the Major League Baseball Players Pension Plan—to “invest,” in an attempt to get money flowing through the economy again. The California Public Employees’ Retirement System, one of the most underwater retirement plans in the country, was among the most enthusiastic takers of Fed money: It borrowed $5.14 billion to speculate its way out of its massive underfunding. Under one of its lending programs, the Federal Reserve cycled a mind-boggling $9 trillion worth of debt in and out of the economy. Through this program, Citigroup alone borrowed an astounding $2.2 trillion in multiple revolving transactions to stay afloat. Merrill Lynch borrowed $2.1 trillion across 226 loans. Bank of America borrowed $1.1 trillion in emergency money to avoid failure. It asked the Fed for credit one thousand different times. Morgan Stanley took out 212 loans to stay in business. Even the venerable Goldman Sachs borrowed $620 billion across 84 loans. More ominously, it wasn’t just the banks and failing hedge funds that the Fed propped up—it directly propped up many of the biggest, most famous names in corporate America. Credit card companies, insurance companies and vehicle manufacturers all got loans. Some of this was known. But did you know that Caterpillar took government money? That Verizon Communications needed $1.5 billion? That Harley-Davidson received bailout money 33 times, for a total of $2.3 billion? General Electric Co. needed funding 12 times for a total of $16 billion? Even McDonald’s needed to borrow money from the Fed. Corporate America is so addicted to debt that it needs to borrow money each and every day. It needs credit just to keep up business as usual. During the economic crisis surrounding Sept. 11, 2008, the debt markets froze. No one would lend money—at all. Banks were failing. The government was nationalizing trillion-dollar corporations. The whole system was balanced on a razor’s edge. Just imagine what would have happened if Caterpillar, Verizon or McDonald’s had a failed debt auction and couldn’t borrow money. Contagion could have gone national, even international. A massive domino effect might have swept the business world. The Fed had to step in to provide the money—or it risked total shutdown of corporate America. That is how addicted to debt America is. Stop the debt and the whole system goes into cardiac arrest. Not convinced? The Fed needed 21,000 loans at near-zero percent interest to jump-start the system.
Economic collapse causes World War III.

Walter Russell Mead 09, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 1/22/2009, The New Republic, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/2169866/posts

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.  Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Impacts- Nuclear and biological War
Economic decline causes nuclear and biological war 

Kerpen, 10-28-08 [Phil, “From Panic to Depression?”, NRO Financial, 
http://74.125.95.132/search?q=cache:qPZkMUK8oTwJ:article.nationalreview.com/%3Fq%3DOWQ3ZGYzZTQyZGY4ZWFiZWUxNmYwZTJiNWVkMTIxMmU%3D+%22important+that+we+avoid%E2%80%9D+%E2%80%9Con+an+even+greater+scale%
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It’s important that we avoid all these policy errors — not just for the sake of our prosperity, but for our survival. The Great Depression, after all, didn’t end until the advent of World War II, the most destructive war in the history of the planet. In a world of nuclear and biological weapons and non-state terrorist organizations that breed on poverty and despair, another global economic breakdown of such extended duration would risk armed conflicts on an even greater scale.
Bioweapons cause extinction

Ochs 02, (Richard Ochs, Chemical Weapons Working Group Member, 2002 “Biological Weapons must be Abolished Immediately,” June 9, http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html)

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

Kateb 1992 

(George, The Inner Ocean: Individualism and Democratic Culture, “Thinking About Human Extinction (1): Nuclear Weapons and Individual Rights,” p. 111-112)

Schell's work attempts to force on us an acknowledgment that sounds far-fetched and even ludicrous, an acknowledgment hat the possibility of extinction is carried by any use of nuclear weapons, no matter how limited or how seemingly rational or seemingly morally justified. He himself acknowledges that there is a difference between possibility and certainty. But in a matter that is more than a matter, more than one practical matter in a vast series of practical matters, in the "matter" of extinction, we are obliged to treat a possibility-a genuine possibility-as a certainty. Humanity is not to take any step that contains even the slightest risk of extinction.  The doctrine of no-use is based on the possibility of extinction. Schell's perspective transforms the subject. He takes us away from the arid stretches of strategy and asks us to feel continuously, if we can, and feel keenly if only for an instant now and then, how utterly distinct the nuclear world is. Nuclear discourse must vividly register that distinctiveness. It is of no moral account that extinction may be only a slight possibility. No one can say how great the possibility is, but no one has yet credibly denied that by some sequence or other a particular use of nuclear weapons may lead to human and natural extinction. If it is not impossible it must be treated as certain: the loss signified by extinction nullifies all calculations of probability as it nullifies all calculations of costs and benefits. Abstractly put, the connections between any use of nuclear weapons and human and natural extinction are several. Most obviously, a sizable exchange of strategic nuclear weapons can, by a chain of events in nature, lead to the earth's uninhabitability, to "nuclear winter," or to Schell's "republic of insects and grass." But the consideration of extinction cannot rest with the possibility of a sizable exchange of strategic weapons. It cannot rest with the imperative that a sizable exchange must not take place.  A so-called tactical or "theater" use, or a so-called limited use, is also prohibited absolutely, because of the possibility of immediate escalation into a sizable exchange or because, even if there were not an immediate escalation, the possibility of extinction would reside in the precedent for future use set by any use whatever in a world in which more than one power possesses nuclear weapons. Add other consequences: the contagious effect on nonnuclear powers who may feel compelled by a mixture of fear and vanity to try to acquire their own weapons, thus increasing the possibility of use by increasing the number of nuclear powers; and the unleashed emotions of indignation, retribution, and revenge which, if not acted on immediately in the form of escalation, can be counted on to seek expression later.  Other than full strategic uses are not confined, no matter how small the explosive power: each would be a cancerous transformation of the world. All nuclear roads lead to the possibility of extinction. It is true by definition, but let us make it explicit: the doctrine of no-use excludes any first or retaliatory or later use, whether sizable or not. No-use is the imperative derived from the possibility of extinction.  By containing the possibility of extinction, any use is tantamount to a declaration of war against humanity. It is not merely a war crime or a single crime against humanity. Such a war is waged by the user of nuclear weapons against every human individual as individual (present and future), not as citizen of this or that country. It is not only a war against the country that is the target. To respond with nuclear weapons, where possible, only increases the chances of extinction and can never, therefore, be allowed. The use of nuclear weapons establishes the right of any person or group, acting officially or not, violently or not, to try to punish those responsible for the use. The aim of the punishment is to deter later uses and thus to try to reduce the possibility of extinction, if, by chance, the particular use in question did not directly lead to extinction. The form of the punishment cannot be specified. Of course the chaos ensuing from a sizable exchange could make punishment irrelevant. The important point, however, is to see that those who use nuclear weapons are qualitatively worse than criminals, and at the least forfeit their offices.  John Locke, a principal individualist political theorist, says that in a state of nature every individual retains the right to punish transgressors or assist in the effort to punish them, whether or not one is a direct victim. Transgressors convert an otherwise tolerable condition into a state of nature which is a state of war in which all are threatened. Analogously, the use of nuclear weapons, by containing in an immediate or delayed manner 

the possibility of extinction, is in Locke's phrase "a trespass against the whole species" and places the users in a state of war with all people. And people, the accumulation of individuals, must be understood as of course always indefeasibly retaining the right of selfpreservation, and hence as morally allowed, perhaps enjoined, to take the appropriate preserving steps.

Impacts - Russia/ Democracy
An Economic Crisis is recipe for disaster—crumbling democracies and Russian aggression are inevitable

Ferguson, 9 (Niall, world-renowned Scottish historian who's currently a Professor at Harvard University, an expert on financial and economic history. “Niall Ferguson joins Lateline,”  ABC Australia, < http://www.abc.net.au/lateline/content/2008/s2502602.htm> //ak)

I think it's almost certain. Although it's conventional to refer to this as the 'global financial crisis', it's more than that. You know, it's a crisis of globalisation. What we're seeing is a breakdown of the system of international trade. The latest figures for exporters out of the major Asian economies are truly terrifying. We haven't seen a collapse of global trade like this since the early 1930s. And you don't need to know a whole lost history to know that the Great Depression of the '30s was very quickly followed by enormous political upheavals. Democracies failed all over Europe, central and Eastern Europe in particular, and those democracies that failed were very quickly failed by dictatorships that were bent on aggression. And I think one of the most troubling symptoms of this crisis right now is the combination of breakdown in Eastern Europe, economies falling off cliffs, and really quite aggressive rhetoric from the Russian leader, although he's supposed to just be the Prime Minister, but in fact he's the leader, Vladimir Putin. I was extremely unnerved by Mr Putin's speech at the recent Davos World Economic Forum which I attended, because he said quite explicitly that in times of crisis, you should expect certain countries to engage in aggressive foreign policy as a way of distracting populations from their economic troubles. Well, if he's thinking that way, it seems to me only a matter of time before Russian foreign policy takes another turn for the worse.

Impacts - Hegemony

Economic prosperity solves China’s perception of the US and overall Hegemony 

Glaser and Morris, 9 (Bonnie S. and Lyle, Jamestown Foundation Writers, Chinese Perceptions of U.S. Decline and Power, July 9, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=35241&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=7&cHash=2d090405f7) 

For the past few years, the Western world has been abuzz with talk of China’s rise. Most statesmen, pundits and academics have concluded that China’s rise is inevitable, but as of yet there has been no consensus on the implications of China’s rise for the rest of the world.  While Westerners debate issues like whether and how China can be “molded” into becoming a responsible stakeholder in the international system, the Chinese have been quietly conducting a debate of their own.  After more than a decade of judging the international structure of power as characterized by “yi chao, duo qiang” (one superpower, many great powers) [1]—with a substantial gap between the United States and other major powers—Chinese scholars are debating whether U.S. power is now in decline and if multipolarity (duojihua)  is becoming a reality. A key precipitating factor is the global financial crisis, which has sown doubts in the minds of some Chinese experts about the staying power of U.S. hegemony in the international system.  Chinese perceptions of American power are consequential. China’s assessment of the global structure of power is an important factor in Chinese foreign policy decision-making.  As long as Chinese leaders perceive a long-lasting American preeminence, averting confrontation with the United States is likely seen as the best option. If Beijing were to perceive the U.S. position as weakening, there could be fewer inhibitions for China to avoid challenging the United States where American and Chinese interests diverge.  Since the late-1990s, Beijing has judged the United States as firmly entrenched in the role of sole superpower.  As long as the comprehensive national power of China and the other major powers lagged far behind the United States, and the ability of China to forge coalitions to counterbalance U.S. power remained limited, Beijing concertedly avoided challenging U.S. interests around the world; for example, when the United States invaded Iraq.  Yet, China’s recent evaluation that the United States is overextended with wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, coupled with a perceived U.S. weakness in the wake of the financial crisis, could imbue Chinese policy makers with the confidence to be more assertive on the international stage in ways that may be inconsistent with American interests. The debate in China over a possible U.S. decline is not new, however. After the end of the Cold War, Chinese experts embarked on a rigorous examination of the new global environment that would emerge after the collapse of the Soviet Union and communism in Eastern Europe. At that time other rapidly expanding economies, especially Japan and Germany, were perceived as having become powerful U.S. competitors in high technology.  Some Chinese experts began to predict the emergence of a post-Cold War multipolar world order, a greater balance among major powers, resistance toward “Western values” and an increased emphasis worldwide on economic and diplomatic approaches as opposed to military might [2]. These predictions proved overly optimistic, however, and Beijing subsequently concluded that the United States would maintain its status as “sole superpower” for the next 15 to 20 years, if not longer [3].

Impacts - General

Economic decline makes US objectives and policies impossible 

Blair, 9 (Dennis C. Director of National Intellegence, Annual Threat Assessment of the

Intelligence Community for the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, February 12, http://intelligence.senate.gov/090212/blair.pdf) 

The crisis presents many challenges for the United States. It started in the United States, quickly spread to other industrial economies and then, more recently, to emerging markets. The widely held perception that excesses in US financial markets and inadequate regulation were responsible has increased criticism about free market policies, which may make it difficult to achieve long-time US objectives, such as the opening of national capital markets and increasing domestic demand in Asia. It already has increased questioning of US stewardship of the global economy and the international financial structure.

Space BMD Bad 
Politically provocative and not cost effective

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

Missile Defenses and Space-to-Earth Weapons —The United States should not hasten the development or deployment of space-based missile defenses, which would have inherent ASAT capabilities. They are not needed for missile defense against extremist states with modest arsenals—the only real rationale for ballistic missile defense systems in the foreseeable future—given the variety of ground-based options soon to be available. For purposes of missile defense they would have to be deployed in such numbers (given absentee ratios, due to the movement of satellites above Earth) that they could pose a very serious threat to many satellites simultaneously, as well as being extraordinarily expensive. —Space-to-Earth weapons are not a promising concept for the foreseeable future. In addition to being politically very provocative, they offer few benefits to a global military power already capable of rapid intercontinental strike. The technologies within reach, such as tungsten rods or a common aero vehicle that could function first as a reentry vehicle and then as a guided aerodynamic device, do not warrant advanced development and deployment. They are either too limited in capabilities, too expensive, or too uninteresting in terms of their limited attributes relative to ground-based systems. Further conceptual exploration and basic research may be warranted; nothing more than that is even desirable in the coming years—and hence budgets need not be substantially increased. 

Passive measures solve - steep expenses and strategic weakness undermine missile support

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

Fifth and finally, more futuristic space capabilities, such as space-to-Earth weaponry or large constellations of space-based lasers for ballistic missile defense, are likely to remain futuristic. But certain exotic concepts such as “brilliant pebbles” spacebased ballistic missile defense rockets may be feasible within a decade or so—though their deployment in the numbers needed for missile defense (even against a small threat) will likely remain extremely expensive and inadvisable on budgetary as well as strategic grounds. Basic technological and strategic realities argue for a moderate and flexible U.S. military space policy. They argue against two extreme positions that have been espoused by prominent U.S. policymakers in recent years. The report of the Commission on Outer Space, which warned of a possible space “Pearl Harbor” and implied that the United States needed to rapidly take many steps—including offensive ones—to address such a purportedly imminent risk, was alarmist. Most U.S. satellites are not vulnerable to attack today and will probably not be in the years ahead. Indeed, the director of the Defense Intelligence Agency testified in early 2003 that even antisatellite methods such as effective jamming, as well as kinetic and directed-energy weapons, will not be easily and widely available in the nextten years.1 Thereafter, many threats may be handled through relatively passive measures rather than an all-out space weapons competition.
Use of missile defense for ASAT development undermines international credibility 

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

Moreover, it is desirable to avoid the final steps of providing the ABL and other missile defense systems with an ASAT capability. It is better to show some level of restraint, even as the basic technological wherewithal for someday developing an ASAT is ensured. Moving quickly and explicitly to an ASAT capability would likely open a Pandora’s box of international outcry and military and strategic responses at U.S. expense. Testing would only be needed at the final stage of weaponization; the United States is nowhere near that point. The hope is that it never will reach that point, if relations with the other great and spacefaring powers continue to improve. Policy should serve that latter goal rather than the narrow goal of rapidly maximizing ASAT capabilities on the assumption that the United States will fight countries such as China in the future. Such assumptions are unwarranted and do not serve U.S. interests; if given free rein, they can become selffulfilling prophecies. Military planners must not be allowed to trump broader strategic planners in the American security debate.
ASAT Bad 
International opposition and destabilization undermine use of ASATs.

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]

The above discussion is not meant to sanction the development and use of antisatellite weapons now. The United States could never take the decision to engage in an ASAT competition lightly. Given the degree of international opposition to the weaponization of space, the potentially destabilizing effects of attacking satellites that provide reassurance and communications during crises, and the debris that could be created in orbital zones near Earth from kinetic energy and explosive weapons in particular (should other countries develop such weapons), ASATs would have major downsides. In addition, the United States benefits greatly from the status quo in space, in which it enjoys virtually exclusive capabilities to find and target enemy forces using satellite technology; it should try to preserve this state of affairs as long as possible. That the advantages of ASATs might outweigh these downsides at a future date is at 
Weaponization Bad 
Turns arms race – future deployments make weaponization inevitable

Hardesty 05 [Captain Hardesty, Tom. Faculty member at Naval War College's Strategy and Policy Department. A 1981 graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy and a naml flight officer, he has had a number of operational and training tours in the E-2C aircraft community. Mahan Scholar. “Space-Based Weapons”, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?sid=559069e0-954f-41b6-94cc-e3b8063ea78a%40sessionmgr10&vid=1&hid=15#]

In the event, this analysis indicates that space-based weapons, though in the short term increasing military capabilities, are in the long term very likely to have a negative effect on the national security ofthe United States. Specifically, I will argue, the vulnerabilities of space-based systems would largely negate their projected advantages. Further, potential enemies would react to U.S. deployments, either avoiding their effects or, more ominously, space-basing weapons of their own. These deployments would fundamentally reduce the current relative advantages the United States enjoys in conventional forces and strategic depth—reducing the time and distance in which effective defenses must be created. Arguments for the necessity of space-basing weapons are politically untenable, based on false assumptions, or narrowly focused on space-centric concepts that fail to integrate and take full advantage of capabilities of terrestrially based forces. Finally, I will propose a balanced policy and strategy that should optimize maintenance of relative advantages while hedging against uncooperative adversaries.

Weaponization Bad – Satellite Destruction
Weaponization is more dangerous – flight testing and deployment jeopardizes esstential satellites

Krepon 05 [Krepon, Michael “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

 If the United States leads the way in flight-testing and deploying new anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, other states will surely follow suit because they have too much to lose by allowing the Pentagon sole rights to space warfare. U.S. programs will cost more and be far more sophisticated than the ASAT weapons of potential adversaries, who will opt to kill satellites cheaply and crudely. The resulting competition would endanger U.S. troops that depend on satellites to an unprecedented degree for battlefield intelligence, communication, and targeting to win quickly and with a minimum of casualties.Space warfare would have far-reaching adverse effects for global commerce, especially commercial transactions and telecommunication services that use satellites. Worldwide space industry revenues now total almost $110 billion a year, $40 billion of which go to U.S. companies.[4] These numbers do not begin to illuminate how much disruption would occur in the event of space warfare. For a glimpse of what could transpire, the failure of a Galaxy IV satellite in May 1998 is instructive. Eighty-nine percent of all U.S. pagers used by 45 million customers became inoperative, and direct broadcast transmissions, financial transactions, and gas station pumps were also affected.[5Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized. This highly destabilizing and dangerous scenario can be avoided, as there is no pressing need to weaponize space and many compelling reasons to avoid doing so. If space becomes another realm for the flight-testing and deployment of weapons, there will be no sanctuary in space and no assurance that essential satellites will be available when needed for military missions and global commerce. Acting on worst-case assumptions often can increase this likelihood. Crafting a space assurance[6] posture, including a hedging strategy in the event that others cheat, offers more potential benefits and lower risks than turning the heavens into a shooting gallery.

Weapons makes satellite destruction inevitable – close proximity 

O’Hanlon 04 [O’Hanlon, Michael. Senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy. Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs. “Neither Star Wars nor sanctuary : constraining the military uses of space.”]
Although space is becoming increasingly militarized, it is not yet weaponized—at least as far as we know. That is, no country deploys destructive weapons in space, for use against space or Earth targets, and no country possesses ground-based weapons designed explicitly to damage objects in space. The challenges of weaponizing space should not be overlooked; in the words of one top Air Force specialist, space is a very challenging environment in which to work.13 It is also a very different medium than the air, as Air Force Chief of Staff General John Jumper emphasized when he discarded the popular term “aerospace” and instead insisted that the Air Force must specialize in both air and space operations.14 On the other hand, trends in technology and the gradual spread of space capabilities to many countries will surely threaten the status quo. Not only the United States but other major western powers, China, and smaller states as well, will have weaponization opportunities within reach. But space is not a true sanctuary from weapons today. Virtually any country capable of putting a nuclear weapon into lowEarth orbit (LEO) already has a latent, if crude, antisatellite (ASAT) capability (though in many cases such weapons would have to be modified so that the warheads could be detonated by a timer or by remote control). Not only would such a weapon be likely to physically destroy any satellite within tens of kilometers of the point of detonation and to damage or destroy unhardened satellites within line of sight many hundreds of kilometers away (if not even further); it would also populate the Van Allen radiation belts with many more charged particles, which would destroy most low-Earth orbit satellites within about a month.

Weaponization Bad - Overstretch
Turn – Weaponization leads to overstretch and weakens America

Krepon 05 [Krepon, Michael “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]
Of all the risky “transformation” initiatives championed by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the one receiving the least media attention is the weaponization of space. Shortly before arriving for his second tour at the Pentagon, Rumsfeld chaired a commission calling for the U.S. government to vigorously pursue “the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats and, if necessary, defend against attacks on U.S. interests.”[1] The Air Force is now actively implementing Rumsfeld’s wishes. As General Lance Lord, commander of U.S. Air Force Space Command, explained, “We must establish and maintain space superiority. Modern warfare demands it. Our nation expects it. Simply put, it’s the American way of fighting.”[2] Rumsfeld’s transformation in U.S. military space policy is driven by worst-case assumptions that the weaponization of space is inevitable; that conflict follows commerce in space, as on the ground; and that the United States must not wait to suffer a “Space Pearl Harbor.”[3] Yet, the countries most capable of developing such weapons, such as Russia and China, have professed strong interest in avoiding the weaponization of space. The Bush administration has refused negotiations on this subject. If Rumsfeld’s plans to weaponize space are carried to fruition, America’s armed forces, economy, and diplomacy will face far greater burdens, while controls over proliferation would be weakened further. Although everybody loses if the heavens become a shooting gallery, no nation loses more than the United States, which is the primary beneficiary of satellites for military and commercial purposes.

Resulting competition destroys communications satellites for troops

Krepon 05 [Krepon, Michael “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

Of all the risky “transformation” initiatives championed by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the one receiving the least media attention is the weaponization of space. Shortly before arriving for his second tour at the Pentagon, Rumsfeld chaired a commission calling for the U.S. government to vigorously pursue “the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats and, if necessary, defend against attacks on U.S. interests.”[1] The Air Force is now actively implementing Rumsfeld’s wishes. As General Lance Lord, commander of U.S. Air Force Space Command, explained, “We must establish and maintain space superiority. Modern warfare demands it. Our nation expects it. Simply put, it’s the American way of fighting.”[2] Rumsfeld’s transformation in U.S. military space policy is driven by worst-case assumptions that the weaponization of space is inevitable; that conflict follows commerce in space, as on the ground; and that the United States must not wait to suffer a “Space Pearl Harbor.”[3] Yet, the countries most capable of developing such weapons, such as Russia and China, have professed strong interest in avoiding the weaponization of space. The Bush administration has refused negotiations on this subject. If Rumsfeld’s plans to weaponize space are carried to fruition, America’s armed forces, economy, and diplomacy will face far greater burdens, while controls over proliferation would be weakened further. Although everybody loses if the heavens become a shooting gallery, no nation loses more than the United States, which is the primary beneficiary of satellites for military and commercial purposes. If the United States leads the way in flight-testing and deploying new anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, other states will surely follow suit because they have too much to lose by allowing the Pentagon sole rights to space warfare. U.S. programs will cost more and be far more sophisticated than the ASAT weapons of potential adversaries, who will opt to kill satellites cheaply and crudely. The resulting competition would endanger U.S. troops that depend on satellites to an unprecedented degree for battlefield intelligence, communication, and targeting to win quickly and with a minimum of casualties.

Weaponization Bad - Economy
Bad for trade – empirically proven

Krepon 05 [Krepon, Michael “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

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

Space warfare would have far-reaching adverse effects for global commerce, especially commercial transactions and telecommunication services that use satellites. Worldwide space industry revenues now total almost $110 billion a year, $40 billion of which go to U.S. companies.[4] These numbers do not begin to illuminate how much disruption would occur in the event of space warfare. For a glimpse of what could transpire, the failure of a Galaxy IV satellite in May 1998 is instructive. Eighty-nine percent of all U.S. pagers used by 45 million customers became inoperative, and direct broadcast transmissions, financial transactions, and gas station pumps were also affected.[5Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized.

Hurts commercial space activities

Krepon 05 [Krepon, Michael “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689]

Charting a Dangerous Course. During the Cold War, no weapons were deployed in space, and the last test of an ASAT weapon occurred almost two decades ago, in 1985. This record of restraint reflects international norms and widespread public sentiment to keep space free of weapons. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty calls on the exploration and use of outer space to be conducted “for the benefit and in the interests of all countries” and mandates that space may not be subject to “national appropriation” by any means. Why, then, would space warriors now seek to chart a different and far more dangerous course? If the weaponization of space were inevitable, it would have occurred decades ago when Washington and Moscow competed intensively in other domains. Indeed, the record of restraint since the Cold War ended suggests that the Outer Space Treaty’s injunctions against placing weapons of mass destruction in space could be broadened if they are championed by the United States, China, and Russia. The prediction that warfare follows commerce and that the burgeoning of space-aided commerce will produce hostilities is also suspect.[7] To the contrary, most of the world’s strife takes place in poor regions. Space-aided commerce occurs primarily between nations with advanced commercial sectors, which generally have peaceful relations. Moreover, commercial space activities are often collaborative undertakings where risks and costs are shared. No nation that has invested heavily in space-aided commerce stands to gain if these orbital planes are endangered by space weapons debris or space mines. Any country that flight-tests, deploys, or uses space weapons threatens the activities of all other space-faring nations.A third argument for weaponizing space rests on the unparalleled position that the United States now enjoys in terrestrial warfare. Consequently, the Rumsfeld Commission and space warriors argue that weaker nations will carry out surprise attacks in space to neutralize U.S. nuclear war-fighting advantages. The best way to secure U.S. interests, the proponents say, is to transition from superiority to dominance.

***A2: Asteroids Advantage***

1NC Frontline

1. Zero impact to asteroids – either too improbable or too small to matter

Bennett, 10

[James,  Eminent Scholar and William P. Snavely Professor of Political Economy and Public Policy at George Mason University, and Director of The John M. Olin Institute for Employment Practice and Policy, “The Chicken Littles of Big Science; or, Here Come the Killer Asteroids!” THE DOOMSDAY LOBBY 2010, 139-185, DOI: 10.1007/978-1-4419-6685-8_6]

The smallest falling bodies, those with diameters under a few meters, are of “no practical concern,” says Chapman, and in fact they are to be desired, at least by those who keep their eyes on the skies watching for brilliant fireballs whose burning up in the atmosphere provides a show far more spectacular than the most lavish Fourth of July fireworks. Even bodies with diameters of 10–30 meters, of which Chapman estimates six may fall to earth in a century, cause little more than broken windows. They explode too high in the atmosphere to cause serious harm. The next largest potential strikers of Earth are those in the Tunguska range of 30 meters–100 meters. The shock waves from the atmospheric explosion would “topple trees, wooden structures and ignit[e] fires within 10 kilometers,” writes Chapman. Human deaths could result if the explosion took place over a populated area. Though Chapman estimates the likelihood of a Tunguska occurring in any given century at four in ten, it is worth noting that there is no evidence that such an explosion has killed a single human being in all of recorded history. Either we’re overdue or that 40 percent is high. Moreover, given that the location of such an explosion is utterly unpredictable, it would be far more likely to happen over an ocean or a desert than over, say, Tokyo or Manhattan. The after effects would be minimal, and Chapman says that “nothing practical can be done about this modest hazard other than to clean up after the event.” In fact, “It makes no sense to plan ahead for such a modest disaster… other than educating the public about the possibility.” The cost of a telescopic survey capable of picking up bodies of such diminutive size would be prohibitive. It would be the ultimate Astronomers Full Employment Act. A body of 100 meters–300 meters in diameter would either explode at low altitude or upon impact with the ground; it would be “regionally devastating,” but Chapman pegs the chances of such a catastrophe at 1 percent per century. A small nation could be destroyed by the impact of a body of 300 meters—1 km in diameter, or a “flying mountain” of sorts, which would explode with energy yield ten times more than “the largest thermonuclear bomb ever tested.” If striking land, it would carve out a crater deeper than the Grand Canyon. If it hit a populated area, the death toll could be in the hundreds of thousands. The likelihood of such a collision Chapman estimates at 0.2 percent per century. An asteroid or comet of 1–3 kilometers in diameter would cause “major regional destruction,” possibly verging on “civilization-destruction level.” Chapman puts the chances of this at 0.02 percent per century. The impact of a body more than 3 kilometers in diameter might plunge the Earth into a new Dark Age, killing most of its inhabitants, though the chances of this are “extremely remote” — less than one in 50,000 per century. Finally, mass extinction would likely occur should a body greater than 10 kilometers pay us a visit, though the chances of this are less than one in a million every century, or so infinitesimal that even the most worry-wracked hypochondriac will not lose sleep over the possibility. In fact, for any impact with a Chapman-calculated likelihood of less than one in a thousand per century, he concedes that there is “little justification for mounting asteroid-specific mitigation measures.” The chance of a civilization-ender is so remote that he counsels no “advance preparations” — or almost none. For Chapman recommends further study of NEOs, as well as investigation into methods of their diversion. 82 This is exactly what the NEO lobby wants. 

2. Their  Britt 02 evidence assumes a nuclear deflection but nuclear deflection fails – guarantees a bigger asteroid impact

O’Neill, 8

[Ian, PhD Solar Physics @ University of Wales -  Space Producer for Discovery News, Nov. 27, 2008, “ Apollo Astronaut Highlights Threat of Asteroid Impact,” http://www.astroengine.com/2008/11/apollo-astronaut-highlights-threat-of-asteroid-strike/]

Unfortunately, the commonly held opinion is to dispense an incoming asteroid or comet with a few carefully placed atomic bombs (by a generic crew of Hollywood oil drillers). Alas, Armageddon this ain’t. Even if we were able to get a bomb onto the surface of an incoming object, there is little hope of it doing any good (whether we get Bruce Willis to drop it off or launch it ICBM style… or would that be IPBM, as in Interplanetary Ballistic Missile?). What if we are dealing with a near-Earth asteroid composed mainly of metal? A nuclear blast might just turn it into a hot radioactive lump of metal. What if the comet is simply a collection of loosely bound pieces of rock? The force of the blast will probably be absorbed as if nothing happened. In most cases, and if we are faced with an asteroid measuring 10 km across (i.e. a dinosaur killer), it would be like throwing an egg at a speeding train and expecting it to be derailed. There are of course a few situations where a nuclear missile might work too well; blowing the object up into thousands of chunks. But in this case it would be like making the choice between being shot by a single bullet or a shot gun; it’s bad if you have one impact with a single lump of rock, but it might be worse if thousands of smaller pieces make their own smaller impacts all over the planet. If you ever wondered what it might be like to be sandblasted from space, this might be the way to find out! There may be a few situations where nuclear missiles are successful, but their use would be limited.

3. No alternative to nuclear deflection 

Jerry Coffey 09, staff writer at the Universe Today, “Asteroid Deflection” http://www.universetoday.com/35935/asteroid-deflection/
The most common thought of method to effect an asteroid deflection is a nuclear bomb. Non-nuclear alternatives have been found to be much less effective and harder to predict. Still, more research is needed to verify the effectiveness and practical viability of a nuclear approach. A 20 meter stand off distance is often mentioned to achieve a maximum velocity change, but no one is for certain. With over 900 known PHOs, there is a definite reason to continue the research.

4. Even if they have the deflection system, they lack the survey capacity to discover potentially hazardous asteroids.

National Academies, 10

[ Over many decades, the National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, Institute of Medicine, and National Research Council have earned a solid reputation as the nation's premier source of independent, expert advice on scientific, engineering, and medical issues, “Defending Planet Earth: Near-Earth Object Surveys and Hazard Mitigation Strategies” http://books.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=12842&page=41]

Congress has established for NASA two mandates addressing near-Earth object (NEO) detection. The first mandate, now known as the Spaceguard Survey, directed the agency to detect 90 percent of near-Earth objects 1 kilometer in diameter or greater by 2008. By 2009, the agency was close to meeting that goal. Although the estimate of this population is continually revised, as astronomers gather additional data about all NEOs (and asteroids and comets in general), these revisions are expected to remain. The 2009 discovery of asteroid 2009 HC82, a 2- to 3-kilometer-diameter NEO in a retrograde (“backwards”) orbit, is, however, a reminder that some NEOs 1 kilometer or greater in diameter remain undetected. The second mandate, the George E. Brown, Jr. Near-Earth Object Survey section of the NASA Authorization Act of 2005 (Public Law 109-155), directed that NASA detect 90 percent of near-Earth objects 140 meters in diameter or greater by 2020. However, what the surveys actually focus on is not all NEOs but the potentially hazardous NEOs. It is possible for an NEO to come close to Earth but never to intersect Earth’s orbit and therefore not be potentially hazardous. The surveys are primarily interested in the potentially hazardous NEOs, and that is the population that is the focus of this chapter. Significant new equipment (i.e., ground-based and/or space-based telescopes) will be required to achieve the latter mandate. The administration did not budget and Congress did not approve new funding for NASA to achieve this goal, and little progress on reaching it has been made during the past 5 years. The criteria for the assessment of the success of an NEO detection mandate rely heavily on estimates that could be in error, such as the size of the NEO population and the average reflectivity properties of an object’s surface. For many years, the average albedo (fraction of incident visible light reflected from an object’s surface) of NEOs was taken to be 0.11. More recent studies (Stuart and Binzel, 2004) determined that the average albedo was more than 25 percent higher, or 0.14, with significant variation in albedo present among the NEOs. The variation among albedos within the NEO population also contributes to the uncertainties in estimates of the expected hazardous NEO population. This difference implies that, on average, NEOs have diameters at least 10 percent smaller than previously thought, changing scientists’ understanding of the distribution of the NEO population by size. Ground-based telescopes have difficulty observing NEOs coming toward Earth from near the Sun’s direction because their close proximity to the Sun—as viewed from Earth—causes sunlight scattered by Earth’s atmosphere to be a problem and also poses risks to the telescopes when they point toward these directions. Objects remaining in those directions have orbits largely interior to Earth’s; the understanding of their number is as yet very uncertain. In addition, there are objects that remain too far from Earth to be detected almost all of the time. The latter include Earth-approaching comets (comets with orbits that approach the Sun at distances less than 1.3 astronomical units [AU] and have periods less than 200 years), of which 151 are currently known. These represent a class of objects probably doomed to be perpetually only partly known, as they are not likely to be detected in advance of a close Earth encounter. These objects, after the completion of exhaustive searches for NEOs, could dominate the impact threat to humanity. Thus, assessing the completeness of the NEO surveys is subject to uncertainties: Some groups of NEOs are particularly difficult to detect. Asteroids and comets are continually lost from the NEO population because they impact the Sun or a planet, or because they are ejected from the solar system. Some asteroids have collisions that change their sizes or orbits. New objects are introduced into the NEO population from more distant reservoirs over hundreds of thousands to millions of years. The undiscovered NEOs could include large objects like 2009 HC82 as well as objects that will be discovered only months or less before Earth impact (“imminent impactors”). Hence, even though 85 percent of NEOs larger than 1 kilometer in diameter might already have been discovered, and eventually more than 90 percent of NEOs larger than 140 meters in diameter will be discovered, NEO surveys should nevertheless continue, because objects not yet discovered pose a statistical risk: Humanity must be constantly vigilant. Finding: Despite progress toward or completion of any survey of near-Earth objects, it is impossible to identify all of these objects because objects’ orbits can change, for example due to collisions. Recommendation: Once a near-Earth object survey has reached its mandated goal, the search for NEOs should not stop. Searching should continue to identify as many of the remaining objects and objects newly injected into the NEO population as possible, especially imminent impactors. 

5. Delay increases the chance we deflect with nuclear weapons

Arentz et. al, 10

[ Robert Arentz, Ball Aerospace & Technologies Corp. , Harold Reitsema, Ball Aerospace & Technologies Corp. , Jeffrey Van Cleve, NASA Ames Research Center SETI Institute and Roger Linfield, Ball Aerospace & Technologies Corp. “NEO Survey: An Efficient Search for Near-Earth Objects by an IR Observatory in a Venus-like Orbit,” Space, Propulsion & Energy Sciences International Forum, American Institute of Physics, http://www.astrosociology.org/Library/PDF/SPESIF2010_Arentz-etal_NEO-Survey.pdf]

Derating the Tunguska object from ~80 meters to today’s ~30 meters greatly decreases the mean impact interval from ~1,000 years to ~150 years. Given that Tunguska happened 101 years ago, the next impact is arguably 50 to 100 years away, so why the urgency? From contract start, it would take an experienced aerospace contractor about 3 years to build and launch NEO Survey, and then 7 more years (worst case) to complete the catalogue, or 10 years to completion. Assume for the moment that near the end of this period of 10 years, a 50-meter diameter NEO is discovered having an impact date in 50 years. What does this mean? Groundbased systems could easily miss such an object for an apparition or two, resulting in perhaps a few years, or perhaps a few months of warning time before impact. If, by remote chance, it was determined that the strike location was close to a high-density human population, it would force the evacuation of millions of people from a large geographic area and would produce a long-lasting, global sociological disruption that would eventually outweigh the immediate harm resulting from a large-scale loss of human life and damage to a distributed infrastructure. And since there is no predicting the reaction of populations or their governments to such a trauma, such an incident could possibly trigger a chain of events resulting in military action of unforeseeable severity. Clearly, the effect of such an event on the global economy could also be large compared to the cost of flying a sensitive and efficient NEO cataloguing mission. Consider also the value of finally having a deterministic answer to the question: “Are we safe for the next few hundred years?” as opposed to the present case of arguing from statistics. If NEO Survey found an incoming NEO with a warning time of only 50 years, what would it take to execute a successful mitigation effort, and how long would that effort last? To begin with, it would take a year or two for groundbased assets to do detailed follow-up orbital refinements. Then, a space mission to the object would be required for in-situ characterization because all conceivable mitigation techniques require detailed knowledge of the object’s composition, mechanical properties, spin state, whether it has a moonlet, and so on. Only then could the appropriate mitigation solution be chosen and negotiated in a global political setting. It would then take an additional 10 years, approximately, to design, build, fly, and complete the mitigation task. Additionally, the results of any mitigation action would have to be closely monitored, and perhaps a second mitigation mission would be required to produce the desired final result. These timelines are in series and mean that 50 years of lead-time is almost tomorrow. Reliance on groundbased assets to find these smaller NEOs over a period of decades ignores the threats LAAs represent to the modern world. Additionally, the longer the warning time becomes, the less delta-vee is needed to move an impact off the Earth, simplifying the mitigation effort. For example, the difference between 10 years and 20 years of warning time could enable a passive mitigation option compared to a nuclear option 

2NC Ext 1 - No Risk Asteroid Impact
Err Neg – Aff authors exaggerate

Bennett, 10

[James,  Eminent Scholar and William P. Snavely Professor of Political Economy and Public Policy at George Mason University, and Director of The John M. Olin Institute for Employment Practice and Policy, “The Chicken Littles of Big Science; or, Here Come the Killer Asteroids!” THE DOOMSDAY LOBBY 2010, 139-185, DOI: 10.1007/978-1-4419-6685-8_6]

 We should here acknowledge, without necessarily casting aspersions on any of the papers discussed in this chapter, the tendency of scientific journals to publish sexy articles. (Sexy, at least, by the decidedly unsexy standards of scientific journals.) Writing in the Public Library of Science, Neal S. Young of the National Institutes of Health, John P.A. Ioannidis of the Biomedical Research Institute in Greece, and Omar Al-Ubaydli of George Mason University applied what economists call the “winner’s curse” of auction theory to scientific publishing. Just as the winner in, say, an auction of oil drilling rights is the firm that has made the highest estimation — often overestimation — of a reserve’s size and capacity, so those papers that are selected for publication in the elite journals of science are often those with the most “extreme, spectacular results.” 63 These papers may make headlines in the mainstream press, which leads to greater political pressure to fund projects and programs congruent with these extreme findings. As The Economist put it in an article presenting the argument of Young, Ioannidis, and Al-Ubaydli, “Hundreds of thousands of scientific researchers are hired, promoted and funded according not only to how much work they produce, but also where it gets published.” Column inches in journals such as Nature and Science are coveted; authors understand full well that studies with spectacular results are more likely to be published than are those that will not lead to a wire story. The problem, though, is that these flashy papers with dramatic results often “turn out to be false.” 64 In a 2005 paper in the Journal of the American Medical Association, Dr. Ioannidis found that “of the 49 most-cited papers on the effectiveness of medical interventions, published in highly visible journals in 1990–2004… a quarter of the randomised trials and five of six nonrandomised studies had already been contradicted or found to have been exaggerated by 2005.” Thus, those who pay the price of the winner’s curse in scientific research are those, whether sick patients or beggared taxpayers, who are forced to either submit to or fund specious science, medical or otherwise. The trio of authors call the implications of this finding “dire,” pointing to a 2008 158 6 The Chicken Littles of Big Science; or, Here Come the Killer Asteroids! paper in the New England Journal of Medicine showing that “almost all trials” of anti-depressant medicines that had had positive results had been published, while almost all trials of anti-depressants that had come up with negative results “remained either unpublished or were published with the results presented so that they would appear ‘positive.’” Young, Ioannidis, and Al-Ubaydli conclude that “science is hard work with limited rewards and only occasional successes. Its interest and importance should speak for themselves, without hyperbole.” Elite journals, conscious of the need to attract attention and stay relevant, cutting edge, and avoid the curse of stodginess, are prone to publish gross exaggeration and findings of dubious merit. When lawmakers and grant-givers take their cues from these journals, as they do, those tax dollars ostensibly devoted to the pursuit of pure science and the application of scientific research are diverted down unprofitable, even impossible channels. The charlatans make names for themselves, projects of questionable merit grow fat on the public purse, and the disconnect between what is real and what subsidy-seekers tell us is real gets ever wider. 65 The matter, or manipulation, of odds in regards to a collision between a space rock and Earth would do Jimmy the Greek proud. As Michael B. Gerrard writes in Risk Analysis in an article assessing the relative allocation of public funds to hazardous waste site cleanup and protection against killer comets and asteroids, “Asteroids and comets are… the ultimate example of a low-probability/high-consequence event: no one in recorded human history is confirmed to have ever died from one.” Gerrard writes that “several billion people” will die as the result of an impact “at some time in the coming half million years,” although that half-million year time-frame is considerably shorter than the generally accepted extinction-event period. 66 The expected deaths from a collision with an asteroid of, say, one kilometer or more in diameter are so huge that by jacking up the tiny possibility of such an event even a little bit the annual death rate of this never-beforeexperienced disaster exceeds deaths in plane crashes, earthquakes, and other actual real live dangers. Death rates from outlandish or unusual causes are fairly steady across the years. About 120 Americans die in airplane crashes annually, and about 90 more die of lightning strikes. Perhaps five might die in garage-door opener accidents. The total number of deaths in any given year by asteroid or meteor impact is zero — holding constant since the dawn of recorded time 
You overexaggerate by a factor of 10,000
Bennett, 10

[James,  Eminent Scholar and William P. Snavely Professor of Political Economy and Public Policy at George Mason University, and Director of The John M. Olin Institute for Employment Practice and Policy, “The Chicken Littles of Big Science; or, Here Come the Killer Asteroids!” THE DOOMSDAY LOBBY 2010, 139-185, DOI: 10.1007/978-1-4419-6685-8_6]

The closest thing to an impact even distantly related to the “catastrophic” occurred just over a century ago. In June 1908, in an event that is central (because seemingly unique in modern times) to the killer asteroid/comet lobby, the so-called Tunguska asteroid, 70 yards (60 meters) in length, exploded about 8 kilometers above the ground in remote Siberia. Its explosion unleashed 20 or more megatons of energy and “flattened about 2,000 square kilometers of forest.” 30 No human casualties were reported, as this was an unpopulated spot in Siberia. Sharon Begley of Newsweek once quoted John Pike of the Federation of American Scientists as saying that a Tunguska-sized rock from outer space could kill 70,000 people if it hit in rural American and 300,000 if it struck an urban area. 31 Maybe. Although it helps to remember that a Tunguska-sized rock did hit the Earth a century ago, and its human death toll was a nice round number: zero. Does Tunguska have antecedents? As Gregg Easterbrook elucidated in the Atlantic Monthly, geophysicist Dallas Abbott of Columbia University has argued that space rocks of, respectively, 3–5 kilometers and 300 meters struck the Indian Ocean around 2800 B.C. and the Gulf of Carpentaria in 536 A.D. 32 The latter led to poor harvests and cold summers for two years, while the former may have unleashed a planetary flood. Abbott’s evidence is a crater 18 miles in diameter at the bottom of the Indian Ocean, the impact from which she believes a 600-foot-high tsunami wracked incredible devastation. It should be noted, as the New York Times did, that “Most astronomers doubt that any large comets or asteroids have crashed into the Earth in the last 10,000 years.” Abbott and what she calls her “band of misfits” in the Holocene Impact Working Group take a decidedly minority view of the matter, and while that does not mean that they are wrong, it does mean that their alternative estimation of the frequency of 10-Megaton-size impacts — once every 1,000 or so years as opposed to the more generally accepted once every million years — should be viewed with great skepticism. 33 (Easterbrook, ignoring the majority of scientists who dispute Abbott’s contentions, concludes that “Our solar system appears to be a far more dangerous place than was previously believed.”) Easterbrook is a fine science writer but his piece contains certain telltale phrases (100-kilometers asteroids are “planet killers” and NASA’s asteroid and comet-hunting efforts are “underfunded”) that point to an expensive conclusion. He takes up the cause of Dallas Abbott, who complains that “The NASA people don’t want to believe me. They won’t even listen.” Consider this quote: After noting that scientists estimate that a “dangerous” object strikes the Earth every 300,000 to one million years, Easterbrook asks William Ailor of The Aerospace Corporation, “a think tank for the Air Force,” what his assessment of the risk is. Ailor’s answer: “a one-in-10 chance per century.” 3 

Risk is almost nil and civil defense solves

2NC Ext 2 - Can’t Solve Deflection- Nuclear Weapons
Nuclear weapons don’t work in space, and lasers aren’t effective
Joseph Shoer 09,  Ph.D. candidate in aerospace engineering, “ The Physics of Space Battle,”, http://gizmodo.com/5426453/the-physics-of-space-battles
Radiation-based weapons that burn out the electronics of a spacecraft sound exotic, but are still potentially achievable. This would be the attraction of nuclear weapons in space: not the explosion, which would affect just about nothing, but the burst of energetic particles and the ensuing electromagnetic storm. Still, such a burst would have to be either pretty close to the target vessel to scramble its systems, or it would have to be made directional in some way, to focus the gamma-ray and zinging-proton blast. But while we're talking about focused energy weapons, lets just go with a tool that we already use to cut sheet metal on Earth: lasers. In space, laser light will travel almost forever without dissipating from diffraction. Given a large enough power supply, lasers could be used at range to slice up enemy warships. The key phrase there, though, is "given a large enough power supply." Power is hard to come by in the space business. So, expect space laser weapons to take one of three forms: small lasers designed not to destroy, but to blind and confuse enemy sensors; medium-sized lasers that would be fired infrequently and aimed to melt specific vulnerable points on enemy space fighters, like antennae, gimbals, and maneuvering thrusters; and large lasers pumped by the discharge from a large capacitor or similar energy storage device to cut a physical slice into the enemy craft wherever they hit. Such a large weapon would likely only be fired at the very beginning of a battle, because the commander of a ship with such a weapon would not want to keep his capacitor charged when it might unexpectedly blow its energy all at once once he's in the thick of things.
2NC Ext 3 - Can’t Solve Deflection- No Alternative to Nukes

No alternative to nukes
David K. Lynch, “ Earth- Crossing Asteroids: How can we detect, measure, and deflect them?”, Senior Scientist at The Aerospace Corporation, http://geology.com/articles/earth-crossing-asteroids.shtml
Slow pushers are largely conceptual at this time. They include: ion engines, gravity tractors and mass drivers. The idea is to transport the device to the asteroid, land and attach to it, and then push or pull continuously for many years. Ion engines and mass drivers shot material at high speed from the surface. As before, the asteroid recoils. A gravity tractor is a controlled mass that stands off from the asteroid using something like an ion thruster. The mass of the tractor pulls the asteroid using its own gravity. The advantage of all slow pushers is that as the asteroid is moved, its location and speed can be continuously monitored and thus corrections can be made if necessary. Attaching something to an asteroid is difficult because the gravity is extremely weak and the surface properties may not be known. How would you attach a machine to a sand pile? Most asteroids rotate and thus the pusher would be whipping around and seldom be pointed in the right direction. It would also have to rotate with the asteroid and this takes energy, lots of it. While the gravity tractor does not suffer from these drawbacks it does need a steady source of power. All these devices are complicated. They must be powered, controlled and made to operate remotely in space continuously for many years, a very tall order. We have demonstrated that ion engines can work for at least a few years in space, but so far ion engines do not have enough force to deflect a threatening asteroid unless there is an extraordinarily long warning time. The down side of long warning times is that uncertainties in the asteroid’s orbit make it impossible to be sure it will hit Earth. There are a few far-out slow-push concepts: painting the asteroid white and letting sunlight exert radiation pressure; putting a laser in orbit and zapping it many times; pushing a smaller asteroid close enough to deflect it gravitationally. When astronomers run the numbers, however, the ideas fall short of any practical system.

2NC Ext 4 - Can’t Solve Deflection- Early Warning

Early warning  necessary for success deflection
Arentz et. al, 10

[ Robert Arentz, Ball Aerospace & Technologies Corp. , Harold Reitsema, Ball Aerospace & Technologies Corp. , Jeffrey Van Cleve, NASA Ames Research Center SETI Institute and Roger Linfield, Ball Aerospace & Technologies Corp. “NEO Survey: An Efficient Search for Near-Earth Objects by an IR Observatory in a Venus-like Orbit,” Space, Propulsion & Energy Sciences International Forum, American Institute of Physics, http://www.astrosociology.org/Library/PDF/SPESIF2010_Arentz-etal_NEO-Survey.pdf]

The key to mitigation is discovery. And the fastest possible method for finding NEOs is to look for them in the thermal-infrared band from ~6 to ~11 microns with a telescope having an aperture of 50 centimeters that is located in a Venus-like orbit with a semi-major axis of about 0.7-AU. Such a system is presented in this paper and is based on experience gained from two very relevant, deep-space missions: the infrared Spitzer Space Telescope and the large-aperture Kepler mission. Both systems are currently operating and exceeding specifications in deep space. Because the design presented herein is closely based on these two flight systems, the mission described in this paper has a robust cost estimate due to the use of actual final costs for nearly identical systems. Every aspect of this design is a lowering of complexity compared to its flight-heritage program element. A detailed computer model of the flight system and the NEO search process was created by Ball Aerospace to guide the development of this observatory. The main details of this model are included below. The Ball model has been compared against a similar model built for the same purpose by the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) circa 2003, as 419well as to another similar model developed by the Large Synoptic Survey Telescope (LSST) for its own purposes. (LSST is not yet in any funding queue, and if built would take perhaps 15 to 30 years after first light to complete the GEB-level mission). Recently, the integrated Ball model, which evaluates only flight systems, has been uploaded into the groundbased-only LSST model, thus providing the community with an improved model that can compare any mission design in any orbit in any passband. The Ball-LSST model has been compared (as separate elements) against the JPL model using test objects, and then with simulated missions, and all three models converge on the same results. All of this modeling supports the 2003 Science Definition Team’s (SDT) conclusion that a half-meter, infrared system operating in a Venus-like orbit, by itself, will find 90 percent of all the greater than 140 meter diameter NEOs in just over seven years. While doing so, it will also find about 70 percent of all the greater than 100 meter diameter NEOs and about 50 percent of all the greater then 50 meter diameter NEOs. Adding a groundbased visible light telescope such as Pan-STARRS1 to this spacebased infrared mission reduces the time-to-90% completion from a little over seven years to a little over five years. It is especially relevant that deep-space-based infrared is the only approach that will meet the performance levels stated above regarding the smaller NEOs, and is the only design that finds them in such numbers at such a high rate. Note well that these smaller NEOs constitute Boslough’s (2009) newly discovered threat régime. If, as moral societies wishing to mitigate the threat of a large-scale loss of human life, unforeseen economic disruption and massive physical infrastructure damage, coupled to the unpredictable reaction of societies to such a trauma, we look at the NEO situation from this new perspective, then for the first time in human history NASA and its industrial base (or ESA and its technical base) have the unprecedented chance, for close to $600M, to deterministically answer the question: are we safe for the next 100 years? If we are, then we, as a population, will have at least attained an extensive data set regarding NEOs for future use. If we are not, then any mission like the one described herein becomes the first vital link for preventing a natural disaster of this scale—the only kind of natural disaster of this scale which humans can prevent, at least in principle. Stated another way, with enough warning time, humans can move an impact off the Earth, thus mitigating a global, life-altering threat. But like treating cancer, the key to survival is early discovery. A mission such as this one represents the fastest possible means to discover, initially track, and then successfully mitigate the threat. This is no longer an arcane scientific discussion—this is now a matter of doing something relatively small and affordable that can act as an insurance policy for everyone on Earth, or in the safest outcome will yield a very large data set about NEOs for future work 

***Inevitability Debate***
SPW Not Inevitable 1NC

1. Weaponization not inevitable – empirics.
Micheal Krepon 04, co-founder of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs, “Weapons in the Heaven’s: A Radical and Reckless Option”,  Arms Control Today http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf
During the Cold War, no weapons were deployed in space, and the last test of an ASAT weapon occurred almost two decades ago, in 1985. This record of restraint reflects international norms and widespread public sentiment to keep space free of weapons. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty calls on the exploration and use of outer space to be conducted “for the benefit and in the interests of all countries” and mandates that space may not be subject to “national appropriation” by any means. Why, then, would space warriors now seek to chart a different and far more dangerous course? If the weaponization of space were inevitable, it would have occurred decades ago when Washington and Moscow competed intensively in other domains. Indeed, the record of restraint since the Cold War ended suggests that the Outer Space Treaty’s injunctions against placing weapons of mass destruction in space could be broadened if they are championed by the United States, China, and Russia. The prediction that warfare follows commerce and that the burgeoning of space-aided commerce will produce hostilities is also suspect. 7 To the contrary, most of the world’s strife takes place in poor regions. Space-aided commerce occurs primarily between nations with advanced commercial sectors, which generally have peaceful relations. Moreover, commercial space activities are often collaborative undertakings where risks and costs are shared. No nation that has invested heavily in space-aided commerce stands to gain if these orbital planes are endangered by space weapons debris or space mines. Any country that flight-tests, deploys, or uses space weapons threatens the activities of all other space-faring nations. A third argument for weaponizing space rests on the unparalleled position that the United States now enjoys in terrestrial warfare. Consequently, the Rumsfeld Commission and space warriors argue that weaker nations will carry out surprise attacks in space to neutralize US nuclear war-fighting advantages. The best way to secure US interests, the proponents say, is to transition from superiority to dominance. Worries about a surprise attack in space cannot be written off, but there are far easier, less traceable, and more painful ways for America’s enemies to engage in asymmetric warfare than by attacking US satellites. Weapons in space and weapons on Earth specifically designed to neutralize or destroy objects in space are being pursued for another reason as well: to help US armed forces win quickly and with a minimum of casualties. This rationale only makes sense if America’s adversaries will refrain from fighting back in space. If they return fire, however, US troops are likely to be punished rather than helped because of their greater reliance on satellites. Similarly, the clear preference of US space warriors is to use nondestructive techniques that disorient, dazzle, or disable an adversary’s satellites without producing debris that could destroy the space shuttle, the international space station, and satellites. America’s weaker foes, however, have far less incentive to be so fastidious about debris in their approach to space warfare. 8 States possessing nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles could explode a nuclear weapon in space to wreak havoc on satellites
2. Militarization is not inevitable – international norms.
Micheal Krepon 04, co-founder of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs, “Weapons in the Heaven’s: A Radical and Reckless Option”,  Arms Control Today http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf
Instead of weaponizing space, a “space assurance” posture would offer a greater likelihood that essential US satellites will be available when needed. Adopting a space assurance posture above all requires the avoidance of dangerous military activities in space, including flight tests that simulate attacks against satellites and the deployment of ASAT and space weapons. Space assurance has many other mutually reinforcing components. One basic element is to maintain superior US conventional military capabilities. Potential adversaries must understand clearly that if they damage, or destroy US satellites, they will not alter the outcome of battle. Rather, they will only suffer more casualties by impairing satellites that improve targeting and reduce collateral damage. 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.18 | A Code of Conduct for Responsible Space-Faring Nations 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. Additional hedges can be taken in the form of research and development programs that stop short of flighttesting. Potential adversaries can be expected to be working on their own space warfare initiatives behind closed doors, as is now the case with the United States. Ongoing research and development programs would shorten the timelines of flight-testing new initiatives if potential adversaries do not emulate US restraint. Not every research and development program is worthy of support, however, particularly kinetic-kill programs that generate space debris. An essential element of space assurance is the strengthening of existing norms against the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons. Many norms for responsible space-faring nations already exist, including prohibiting the placement of weapons of mass destruction in space under the aforementioned Outer Space Treaty, helping astronauts in distress, registering space objects, accepting liability for damage caused by national endeavors in space, and acknowledging that the exploration and use of outer space should be carried out for the benefit of all countries and humankind. The scope of existing norms needs to be expanded if space assurance is to be reinforced. Traditionally, the forum in which international norms are codified is the Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva. This 65-nation body operates by consensus, however, and at best requires many years to reach agreement on treaty texts, which might then be stalled further in the process of ratification, as is now the case with the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. This reason is not sufficient to block or reject negotiations in the CD relating to the prevention of space weapons, but it does suggest the wisdom of reinforcing existing norms in quicker ways. The development of a code of conduct establishing agreed “rules of the road” for responsible space-faring nations can expedite international efforts to prevent the weaponization of space. Many codes of conduct already exist in the form of bilateral or multilateral executive agreements. During the Cold War, the United States entered into executive agreements with the Soviet Union to prevent dangerous military practices at sea, on the ground, and in the air. The Bush Administration champions codes of conduct to prevent ballistic missile proliferation and terrorism. A similar approach could reinforce space assurance. The US-Soviet Incidents at Sea (INCSEA) accord, signed in 1972, has served as a model for comparable agreements signed by more than 30 other sea-faring nations. The INCSEA agreement established important rules, including pledges to avoid collisions at sea, the use of blinding light to illuminate the bridges of passing ships, and interference in the“formations” of the other party. Washington and Moscow subsequently signed the Prevention of Dangerous Military Activities (PDMA) agreement in 1989. The PDMA agreement covers, among other dangerous military activities, “interfering with command and control networks in a manner that could cause harm to personnel or damage to equipment of the armed forces of the other Party.” It establishes procedures to deal with boundary incursions and permits the designation of “special caution areas.” Space also deserves “rules of the road” to help prevent incidents and dangerous military activities. Such a code of conduct would include provisions against simulated attacks; the flight-testing and deployment of space weapons; dangerous maneuvers in space, except those for rescue, repair, and other peaceful purposes; and commercial interference, as well as requirements to mitigate space debris. 10 The definitions of space warfare, the scope of agreed constraints, and the ability to monitor them have plagued every prior initiative in this field. They will also bedevil efforts to craft a code of conduct. Nonetheless, effort is worth pursuing. The risks associated with pursuing a code of conduct for responsible space-faring nations are minimal compared to the risks of flight-testing and deploying space weapons. The weaponization of space was avoided during the Cold War, even though both superpowers jockeyed for military advantage on virtually every other front. Space weaponry can also be avoided now, when the United States enjoys unparalleled agenda-setting powers. Existing norms against weaponizing space can be strengthened if Washington exercises restraint, adopts prudent hedges, and joins others in diplomatic efforts to pursue space assurance. The time is ripe to reinforce existing norms in space that have greatly benefited spaceaided commerce, scientific exploration, and the US armed forces.
3. Space Militarization not inevitable – too risky.
Micheal Krepon 04, co-founder of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs, “Weapons in the Heaven’s: A Radical and Reckless Option”,  Arms Control Today http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf
Of all the risky “transformation” initiatives championed by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the one receiving the least media attention is the weaponization of space. Shortly before arriving for his second tour at the Pentagon, Rumsfeld chaired a commission calling for the US government to vigorously pursue “the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats and, if necessary, defend against attacks on US interests.” 1 The Air Force is now actively implementing Rumsfeld’s wishes. As General Lance Lord, commander of US Air Force Space Command, explained, “We must establish and maintain space superiority. Modern warfare demands it. Our nation expects it. Simply put, it’s the American way of fighting.” 2 Rumsfeld’s transformation in US military space policy is driven by worst-case assumptions that the weaponization of space is inevitable; that conflict follows commerce in space, as on the ground; and that the United States must not wait to suffer a “Space Pearl Harbor.” 3 Yet, the countries most capable of developing such weapons, such as Russia and China, have professed strong interest in avoiding the weaponization of space. The Bush Administration has refused negotiations on this subject. If Rumsfeld’s plans to weaponize space are carried to fruition, America’s armed forces, economy, and diplomacy will face far greater burdens, while controls over proliferation would be weakened further. Although everybody loses if the heavens become a shooting gallery, no nation loses more than the United States, which is the primary beneficiary of satellites for military and commercial purposes. If the United States leads the way in flight-testing and deploying new anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, other states will surely follow suit because they have too much to lose by allowing the Pentagon sole rights to space warfare. US programs will cost more and be far more sophisticated than the ASAT weapons of potential adversaries, who will opt to kill satellites cheaply and crudely. The resulting competition would endanger US troops that depend on satellites to an unprecedented degree for battlefield intelligence, communication, and targeting to win quickly and with a minimum of casualties. Space warfare would have far-reaching adverse effects for global commerce, especially commercial transactions and telecommunication services that use satellites. Worldwide space industry revenues now total almost $110 billion a year, $40 billion of which go to US companies. 4 These numbers do not begin to illuminate how much disruption would occur in the event of space warfare. For a glimpse of what could transpire, the failure of a Galaxy IV satellite in May 1998 is instructive. Eighty-nine percent of all US pagers used by 45 million customers became inoperative, and direct broadcast transmissions, financial transactions, and gas station pumps were also affected. 5 Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush Administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush Administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized.16 | A Code of Conduct for Responsible Space-Faring Nations This highly destabilizing and dangerous scenario can be avoided, as there is no pressing need to weaponize space and many compelling reasons to avoid doing so. If space becomes another realm for the flight-testing and deployment of weapons, there will be no sanctuary in space and no assurance that essential satellites will be available when needed for military missions and global commerce. Acting on worst-case assumptions often can increase this likelihood. Crafting a space assurance 6 posture, including a hedging strategy in the event that others cheat, offers more potential benefits and lower risks than turning the heavens into a shooting gallery

4. Inevitability claims prevent real solutions – ignore situational factors.

Major Howard D. Belote US Air Force 2000 http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj00/spr00/belote.htm 

“The Weaponization of Space: It doesn’t happen in a vacuum.” 
[BA, University of Virginia; MBA, Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University; MAAS, School of Advanced Airpower Studies, Chief of Strategy for 7th Air Force] 
Through five articles culled from 30 years of Air University Review and Airpower Journal, an as-yet-unresolved debate over the merits of weaponizing space emerges. Moving away from President Eisenhower's foundation of free space, an aerospace defense specialist during the race to the Moon advocated the deployment of advanced surveillance and tracking satellites, and implied that defensive weapons should follow. Fourteen years later, at the height of ICBM and medium-range ballistic missile escalation during the cold war, an Air Force major cried "Bear!" and called for the immediate and overt weaponization of space. In response to similar calls--especially to President Reagan's SDI program--a retired Air Force officer and think-tank leader countered that space weapons were inherently destabilizing and must be avoided at all costs. Of course, the Soviet threat went away, but the space weapons enthusiasts did not--they prophesied doom at the hands of the Chinese unless America were to rapidly develop and deploy new space capabilities. Finally, an active-duty academic brought the argument back to its starting point, pointing out the excesses of the advocates' positions and suggesting pragmatic yet nonthreatening policy choices for the future. What lessons can be gained from this tour of the Air Force's space weaponization debate? Examining the common themes of the debate, one finds tendencies for the participants to ignore context and lapse into zealotry. The proweapon faction made a Hobbesian assumption that if people can create a new weapon, they will, and overemphasized the threat to create momentum for change. In so doing, they ignored history, culture, and economics. One cannot fault Major Cady too much for his early 1980s alarmism, but he overlooked Americans' unwillingness to appear aggressive, and his proweapon successor, Colonel Baum, completely missed the fact that SDI had bankrupted the Soviet Union! Why should China's economy be able to create a space weapon system able to cripple the United States at a single stroke? Moreover, all of the "weaponizers," including General Johnson, forgot the Clausewitzian primacy of politics. Every administration in the last 40 years has validated Eisenhower's original position; there exists no political will to break the "space for peace" paradigm. To paraphrase Walter McDougall, there is no "escape velocity" that will take one beyond the political realities of this country.32 Finally, Dr. Bowman--this sample's single representative of the arms control lobby--also failed to create a balanced, context-based argument. He asked the reader to accept his lumping together of all space weapons and dismissed potential counterarguments without conceding the existence of genuine threats to protect against and desirable space capabilities at least to explore. As a result, his call to join a Soviet testing moratorium proved as unimpressive as the others' cries of "the sky is falling." Taken together, the first four articles suggest that zealots tend to miss the big contextual picture; they frame their arguments vividly but make poor bases for policy. By focusing specifically on contextual issues, Colonel DeBlois's article avoided that trap and pragmatically crafted desirable and achievable policy recommendations. DeBlois rejected the Hobbesian notion that space weaponization is inevitable, leaning more toward the Kantian suggestion that realist international attitudes can change, and that the United States can ensure security without costly space weapon systems. More importantly, he advocated continuing a policy that has worked for over 40 years. Eisenhower once told his Cabinet that "we have got to meet the [Soviet threat] by keeping our economy absolutely healthy. Without the health and expansion of our economy, nothing we can do in the long run, domestically or in the foreign field, can help."33 To facilitate that strategy--and firmly believing that space sanctuary served American self-interest--Eisenhower preserved space for peace and prevented a space arms race. It took 30 more years, but the end of the cold war proved the value of such an economic-based security policy. Today, with American technologies probably ahead of those of the rest of the world by an order of magnitude, the nonweaponization of space may be even more in the national interest than in Eisenhower's day. Why fix something that is not broken? 
SPW Not Inevitable A2: Human Nature
Human nature doesn’t necessitate weaponization, it’s an over-generalization. 

Karl P. Mueller, March, 27th 2002 http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html 

“Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?” 

[Senior Political Analyst RAND Corporation, Specialist in Military and National Security Strategy, Ph.D. in Politics from Princeton University, B.A. Political Science from University of Chicago]
 The simplest inevitability argument is that warfare and armaments are intrinsically uncontrollable because people are warlike and states ultimately will do whatever they believe to be in their self-interest.[12] In short, weapons and warfare abhor a vacuum, and will spread wherever humanity goes.[13] In some cases, adherence to this belief is based upon skepticism about, or even deep visceral revulsion for, negotiated arms control.[14]      The premise that states are selfish rational actors in an anarchic world actually predicts little about what their specific policies will be in the absence of additional information or assumptions. In fact, warfare and states’ preparations for war are often limited by a wide variety of rational considerations, most of which have little to do with formal arms control negotiations. Deploying space weapons would involve a variety of potential political costs and benefits, both domestic and international, and is far from unreasonable to think that states might shy away from such a course even if it promised to increase their absolute military capabilities, depending on the complete set of incentives and disincentives facing them. As the space weapons debate itself proves, the norm of space as an unweaponized sanctuary that has evolved during the past forty-five years is far from politically insignificant.  Of course, the more important a military innovation appears to be to a state’s security, the more likely it is to be adopted, even if the price for doing so is fairly high, while it is relatively easy to give up military opportunities of limited value. For example, the longstanding success of the multilateral 1957 treaty prohibiting military bases in Antarctica, often cited as an example of an effective sanctuary regime, would be more impressive if the signatory powers had strong incentives to establish bases on that continent. Yet even so it flies in the face of the idea that weaponization will follow wherever people go; the argument that space weapons in particular will have military utility too great to resist is a different proposition from the contention that weapons always spread everywhere, and will be later in this essay.      A variety of weapons have fallen into disrepute over the last century, While they have not yet disappeared, chemical and biological weapons have been shunned by all but renegade states. Anti-personnel land mines are following in their wake. Many states that could easily have developed nuclear weapons have opted not to do so, in some cases in spite of apparently very good military reasons to go nuclear.[15] Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread. The fact that this has not happened is due to many factors other than the Outer Space Treaty’s prohibition on such weaponization, but if some weapons do not necessarily follow wherever people go, the idea that a law of human nature requires that others will do so should not be taken very seriously. 
SPW Not Inevitable A2: Human Nature
Humans won’t inevitably weaponize space – chemical weapons convention proves.
Lowery, No Date
[Lowry, Scott. Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company.Greater Denver Area | Defense & Space . Colorado State University, University of Colorado at Denver,. “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued - Deficiencies in the Arguments for Inevitability.”]  

Deficiencies in the Arguments for Inevitability The pro-weaponization adherents’ arguments of inevitability focus on the notion that the United States must have an early lead in space weapons or suffer the consequences. They have several reasons for believing in inevitability; however, each argument contains logical fallacies that preclude it from representing a rational policy. Karl Mueller of the International Studies Association best sums up the deficiency of their arguments, which are “based on a smattering of evidence and logic, extrapolated into facile overgeneralizations that are well-suited for television talk-show punditry but which provide a poor basis for national policymaking (Mueller).” Their first argument is that inevitability is a consequence of human nature. This is blatant pessimism as there are 5 many weapons such as chemical missiles and radiation bombs that provide tactical advantages but have been shied away from. Agreements such as the Chemical Weapons Convention banned the use of these weapons, because it is difficult to control their effects and they create hazardous environmental conditions. The signature of 182 states (Status) on this agreement signifies that logic can override baser instincts towards violence. The second argument for inevitability draws on historical analogies of the weaponization of the sea and air. Though it seems that the progression to space power would mirror the progression to sea power, this is not the case, as there is a difference of functionality. Navies were developed to defend against pirates and raiders, but there are no analogous threats to the theater of space that would warrant a buildup of defensive weapons. The similarities between air and space are more intuitively striking, at least at first glance. In fact, the two theaters have not evolved along the same lines at all. One reason is timescale: less than ten years after Kitty Hawk there were airborne weapons in World War I, yet after more than fifty years since the launch of Sputnik, there has been no great buildup. The other difference is a lack of a multiplying effect in space. In the case of air power, the development of one system, such as a bomber, necessitated other developments, such as escort fighters. In contrast, the deployment of a new satellite constellation does not require a new weapon system. It seems then that drawing conclusions from sea and air power history fails to provide any support for weaponization. The third argument for inevitability is that the expanding influence space has on the economy will precipitate an attack on space systems. Pro-weaponizers see the economic dependence on space as a vulnerability waiting to be exploited. However, the 6 logic behind such an attack is lacking. It is unreasonable for another nation state to attack US space assets for the sole purpose of economic disruption. Because the US is a superpower, its economy is interlinked with the rest of the world, so that if another nation—for instance, China—damaged US space assets, it would most likely feel the economic effects of the attackitself, namely through the loss of the $200 billion (Trade) of goods it exports to the United States. Similarly, attacking space assets as a terrorist action is also illogical. There are many surface targets whose destruction would also cause widespread havoc such as dams, bridges, refineries, computer systems, and so on. All of them require far less sophistication to destroy than satellites. The final and most solid case for inevitability rests on the fact that space assets are an excellent military target, and attacking them would be an effective precursor to terrestrial warfare. The argument has some merit, as it has been shown that space plays a key role in the abilities of the US military. The argument states that if the US does not develop space weapons, someone else will, placing the US at a disadvantage. This is reasonable but not conclusive. If an enemy did want to disrupt US space power, it would not necessarily need to weaponize space. The earth-based portions of space systems, such as ground control stations and communication dishes, are equally vulnerable and can be destroyed with existing, far cheaper systems: a few men with bombs can disable a satellite network just as well as a ballistic missile. In summary, the arguments for inevitability fall short of being substantive, relying on little more than the “sky is falling mentality” (Belote)
SPW Not Inevitable A2: History Of Sea/Air Proves
Space development is different than land, sea or air development – comparisons fail. 

Karl P. Mueller, March, 27th 2002 http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html 

“Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?” 

[Senior Political Analyst RAND Corporation, Specialist in Military and National Security Strategy, Ph.D. in Politics from Princeton University, B.A. Political Science from University of Chicago]

The second argument that space must surely be weaponized is that the previous examples of the evolution of sea and air power reveal a striking pattern leading in this direction, which the exploitation of space is also following. According to an influential recent commander of U.S. Space Command, for example, If we examine the evolutionary development of the aircraft, we see uncanny parallels to the current evolution of spacecraft. . . The potential of aircraft was not recognized immediately. Their initial use was confined to observation . . . Until one day the full advantage of applying force from the air was realized and the rest is history. So too with the business of space. . . . [Military] space operations, like the land, sea, and air operations that evolved before them, will expand [into] the budding new missions already included in the charter of U.S. Space Command of space control and force application as they become more and more critical to our national security interests.[16] The parallels between the early days of space flight and, especially, the early development of aerial flight are indeed striking, at least at first glance. But what do these analogies actually reveal about the future? First, there have only been three previous environments into which human activity has so expanded—the seas, the air, and the undersea world—so we should be wary of drawing overly firm conclusions form the histories of these few cases. However, if all three cases do indeed follow a common pattern, this could not be easily dismissed. Yet upon closer examination, it is clear that the spread of weapons into these three realms has been far from identical, raising very serious doubts about the soundness of drawing strong analogies when predicting the future of military space exploitation.[17] Sea Power. The first of the new realms into which human enterprise expanded was the surface of the seas and other bodies of water, initially along the coasts and later onto the high seas. Maritime transport offered many advantages over land-bound alternatives, especially prior to the invention of the railroad. Armed conflict quickly followed commerce onto the seas, and navies soon developed to protect merchant vessels from pirates and other enemies, to prey on enemy shipping, and to attack or defend coastlines and sea lanes. How similar is this to orbital space? In spite of the intuitive similarities between seafaring and spacefaring, there is one fundamental difference between them which makes the sea-space analogy very weak: ships primarily transport goods and people, while spacecraft carry information. With only a few, relatively trivial exceptions, every satellite ever launched has been designed to collect, relay, or transmit information. This has a number of significant implications. It means that space piracy, at least in the traditional sense, is not a problem, so space navies are not required to suppress it. It means, as discussed below, that “commerce raiding” threats to space systems can be ameliorated by building redundant, distributed systems of satellites; for merchant shipping this is not an option, because the same item cannot be carried by more than one vessel at the same time (and because there are real limits to how small a merchant ship can efficiently be). And it means that whatever threats may be posed by enemy space systems, invasion is very low on the list. In short, satellites can be said to have more in common with lighthouses or semaphore stations than with oceangoing ships, and space commerce resembles telegraphy or terrestrial radio more than it does maritime trade. This does not mean that nothing we know about sea power can be applied to space, or that space strategists should not study the works of Julian Corbett and Alfred Thayer Mahan. And as space travel expands beyond earth orbital space into the interplanetary reaches, where the transportation of material goods may finally become one of its major functions, the parallels between sea and space power may become more pronounced. However, it seems safe to assert that there is little reason to conclude from the evolution of naval forces that the weaponization of space is inevitable—or that it is not. Air Power. The parallels between military use of the air and of space are far more compelling, at least at first glance. Both balloons and airplanes were used for military observation soon after they were first invented, and because aerial observation was so powerful in the First World War, armed aircraft were soon employed as interceptors and then as escorts. Airplanes and airships were also used for bombing even before the dawn of air-to-air combat, and by 1918 virtually every modern military air mission had been undertaken or proposed. Serious commercial exploitation of the air came only later. In space, strategic reconnaissance was the purpose of most early satellites, and intelligence collection remains the most visible military space application;[18] the value of being able to destroy enemy surveillance satellites has consistently driven ASAT programs in both the Unites States and the Soviet Union. Of course, there are important physical differences between air and space warfare,[19] such as air being territorial while low earth orbital space is not, but these do not prevent drawing parallels between the evolution of air and space power. However, air and space power have not evolved along lines as similar as space weapon advocates’ brief analogies often suggest. One of the most glaring differences between the two cases is that less than a decade elapsed between the Wright brothers’ first flight and the first aerial combat missions, while in the fifth decade after Sputnik space remains unweaponized. Certainly, the occurrence of a major war in the 1910s had a great deal to do with the rapid evolution of air power, and space power might look very different today if World War III had broken out in 
SPW Not Inevitable A2: History Of Sea/Air Proves

[CARD CONTINUED….] the 1960s, but with no major wars now on the horizon , this caveat hardly makes the parallel between the two cases look like a strong basis for space policy in the 21st century. Effectively defending against observation and bomber aircraft, especially in the era before radar and guided missiles, required armed interceptor aircraft. Therefore it was inevitable that the militarization of the air would lead to its weaponization. In contrast, it may be quite possible to meet any reasonable requirement for defense of the United States against hostile surveillance satellites with ground-based ASAT weapons, and with other means such as attacks on the ground segments of space systems, information warfare, and coercion of various types. In fact, both superpowers did develop anti-satellite interceptors, but then abandoned their ASAT programs,[20] something utterly without precedent in the history of air power that casts further doubt on the soundness of the analogy. Naturally, it would be foolish to conclude from the history of the last fifty years that space will definitely not be weaponized during the next fifty, but is it any less foolish to deduce the opposite from the history of flight between 1903 and 1915? 
Soviet failure to militarize after Sputnik proves weaponization not inevitable.

Hardesty 05 [Hardesty, David. Captain of U.S. Naval forces, 21st president of West Virginia University. “Space-Based Weapons – Long term strategic implications and alternatives”]

As for the inevitability argument, Dr. Karl P. Mueller concludes that arguments based on human nature or historical analogies to the air and sea are “thought-provoking but ultimately weak” they do not account for the fact that though some nations continue to possess banned chemical and biological weapons, there is no clamor in the United States to deploy such weapons in such large numbers on the ground that their further spread is inevitable. “perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread. The analogy to the medium of air also has significant holes. Less than fifteen years after the first powered flight, military aircraft were carrying out reconnaissance, offense and defensive counter-air, and strategic and tactical bombing missions. In contract, over forty five years after Sputnik, space-based counterspace and terrestrial bombardment is not being conducted, long after the technical capability emerged. “in fact, both superpowers did develop anti-satellite interceptors, but then abandoned their ASAT programs, something utterly without precedent in the history of air power that casts further doubt on the soundness of the analogy.”

Warfare doesn’t prove space weaponry inevitable – different times and technology. 
Lowery, No Date

[Lowry, Scott. Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company.Greater Denver Area | Defense & Space . Colorado State University, University of Colorado at Denver,. “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued - Deficiencies in the Arguments for Inevitability.”]  

Deficiencies in the Arguments for Inevitability The pro-weaponization adherents’ arguments of inevitability focus on the notion that the United States must have an early lead in space weapons or suffer the consequences. They have several reasons for believing in inevitability; however, each argument contains logical fallacies that preclude it from representing a rational policy. Karl Mueller of the International Studies Association best sums up the deficiency of their arguments, which are “based on a smattering of evidence and logic, extrapolated into facile overgeneralizations that are well-suited for television talk-show punditry but which provide a poor basis for national policymaking (Mueller).” Their first argument is that inevitability is a consequence of human nature. This is blatant pessimism as there are 5 many weapons such as chemical missiles and radiation bombs that provide tactical advantages but have been shied away from. Agreements such as the Chemical Weapons Convention banned the use of these weapons, because it is difficult to control their effects and they create hazardous environmental conditions. The signature of 182 states (Status) on this agreement signifies that logic can override baser instincts towards violence. The second argument for inevitability draws on historical analogies of the weaponization of the sea and air. Though it seems that the progression to space power would mirror the progression to sea power, this is not the case, as there is a difference of functionality. Navies were developed to defend against pirates and raiders, but there are no analogous threats to the theater of space that would warrant a buildup of defensive weapons. The similarities between air and space are more intuitively striking, at least at first glance. In fact, the two theaters have not evolved along the same lines at all. One reason is timescale: less than ten years after Kitty Hawk there were airborne weapons in World War I, yet after more than fifty years since the launch of Sputnik, there has been no great buildup. The other difference is a lack of a multiplying effect in space. In the case of air power, the development of one system, such as a bomber, necessitated other developments, such as 
SPW Not Inevitable A2: History Of Sea/Air Proves
[CARD CONTINUED…]escort fighters. In contrast, the deployment of a new satellite constellation does not require a new weapon system. It seems then that drawing conclusions from sea and air power history fails to provide any support for weaponization. The third argument for inevitability is that the expanding influence space has on the economy will precipitate an attack on space systems. Pro-weaponizers see the economic dependence on space as a vulnerability waiting to be exploited. However, the 6 logic behind such an attack is lacking. It is unreasonable for another nation state to attack US space assets for the sole purpose of economic disruption. Because the US is a superpower, its economy is interlinked with the rest of the world, so that if another nation—for instance, China—damaged US space assets, it would most likely feel the economic effects of the attackitself, namely through the loss of the $200 billion (Trade) of goods it exports to the United States. Similarly, attacking space assets as a terrorist action is also illogical. There are many surface targets whose destruction would also cause widespread havoc such as dams, bridges, refineries, computer systems, and so on. All of them require far less sophistication to destroy than satellites. The final and most solid case for inevitability rests on the fact that space assets are an excellent military target, and attacking them would be an effective precursor to terrestrial warfare. The argument has some merit, as it has been shown that space plays a key role in the abilities of the US military. The argument states that if the US does not develop space weapons, someone else will, placing the US at a disadvantage. This is reasonable but not conclusive. If an enemy did want to disrupt US space power, it would not necessarily need to weaponize space. The earth-based portions of space systems, such as ground control stations and communication dishes, are equally vulnerable and can be destroyed with existing, far cheaper systems: a few men with bombs can disable a satellite network just as well as a ballistic missile. In summary, the arguments for inevitability fall short of being substantive, relying on little more than the “sky is falling mentality” (Belote)

SPW Not Inevitable A2: Russia/China Weaponizing Now
Russia and China fighting against space weaponization - PPWT.

Jinyuan Su May 2010 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026596461000024X#sec2
“The ‘peaceful purposes’ principle in outer space and the Russia-China PPWT Proposal” 
Space Policy, Volume 26, Issue 2
[The Silk Road Institute of International Law, School of Law, Xi'an Jiaotong University, China,  Visiting Fellow, The Lauterpacht Centre for International Law, University of Cambridge, UK]
Early calls for preventing space weaponization and an arms race date back to the early 1980s. In 1981 the USSR introduced the topic of the prevention of an arms race in outer space into the agenda of the 36th General Assembly,38 and also submitted to the United Nations a ‘Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Stationing of Weapons of any Kind in Outer Space’.39 The proposal was considered by the USA as insufficient for the goal of a peaceful world, particularly since it seemed designed to accord the USSR with special benefits as a result of its anti-satellite (ASAT) work.40 In recent years China has played an increasingly active role in international affairs, with its work on prevention of space weaponization and an arms race being one example. China is working with Russia in the CD to promote a weapons-free outer space. Its earliest effort in this forum dates back to a speech by Qian Jiadong in 1986, calling for the negotiation of an international agreement on a complete prohibition of space weapons.41 A compilation of comments and suggestions made by member states and observer delegations to the CD, the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) and the Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Commission reveals that Russia's and China's efforts are widely appreciated and the draft treaty is regarded as a good starting point for a new international convention on prohibiting space weaponization.42 Some commentators consider it “the most promising proposal to fill the normative void in the current space security treaty regime”, “the most highly structured state-originating proposal that has been introduced in the CD with the aim of preventing the weaponization of space” and “a building block in a broader space security legal regime”.43 Critiques have been presented as well. Ashley J. Tellis, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, writes that the PPWT “would neither effectively prohibit [the] deployment [of weapons], nor conclusively annul the threat of force against space objects” and that it “would only produce the illusion of security, while doing nothing to eliminate the counter-space capabilities currently present in many countries”.44 The Bush administration tended to neglect the PPWT initially, but has responded to it on several occasions, mainly in the CD and the General Assembly First Committee. Of most relevance is an official response entitled “Analysis of a Draft Treaty on Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space, or the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects” submitted by Christina B. Rocca, the permanent representative of the USA to the CD, on 26 August 2008.45 The Obama administration seems likely to move toward a more multilateral approach to US space policy. But a multilateral approach does not eliminate disagreements in substance, which are reflected in the responses from the 
SPW Not Inevitable A2: More Satellites 
Satellite estimates inaccurate – they don’t consider flaws in design.
Caeceres 07

[ Caceres, Marco.  Senior Analyst and Director of Space Studies. Marco is a regular speaker at, including the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics' (AIAA) Global Air & Space Conference, and the Institute for International Research's Space & Satellite Finance Conference “Orbiting satellites: Bean-counter’s heaven.”]
We occasionally receive inquiries from people who want to know how many satellites there are in orbit. Estimates vary, depending on whether you are referring to all satellites or just to those that are currently operational. The figures also differ based on who is doing the counting. It is interesting to observe that estimates tend to range widely. Although in the past we have provided a rough figure of 450-500, we have noticed that other estimates have gone as high as 700. Obviously, it is difficult to come up with a single definitive number, given that things change on a weekly basis. New satellites are launched, while others are decommissioned or suffer malfunctions that may render them inactive. Furthermore, information about the operational status of some satellites is not always readily available. It is reasonable to expect, however, that there should not be a discrepancy of more than 10% between estimates. After all, we can track what is launched into orbit, and we have a fairly good idea of both the design and probable lifetime of a spacecraft, even one built by the Russians or the Chinese. These days, moreover, there is not nearly so much secrecy within certain communities about satellites as there used to be. Even the U.S. National Reconnaissance Office now reveals a fair amount of data regarding its "top secret" spacecraft. And when the information was, in fact, hard to come by, a good analyst could always venture an educated guess as to the identity of a spacecraft, based on its launch vehicle, launch site, or orbit. There is no great science involved in doing some bean counting and providing a relatively accurate total for the number of operational satellites in orbit. You just have to look at the beans and be willing to do the counting. What not to count The first part of this exercise is to narrow down the timeframe. For example, there is little sense in counting satellites launched before 1980, because it is unlikely that any of these would have enough fuel to remain in orbit this long, or that they would have mission goals left to fulfill. It should be said that every so often we are surprised to hear about a satellite that is being "turned off" many years after we thought it had surpassed its lifetime. This usually applies to scientific satellites. While operators of commercial communications satellites are glad to replace their old spacecraft with new and more capable ones, operators of scientific satellites tend to want to milk as much science as possible from theirs. By eliminating all the satellites launched before 1980, you have reduced the number of spacecraft you need to consider by about 2,550. Now you only have to whittle away at the more manageable number of about 2,490. This is the approximate number of satellites that were successfully launched or did not suffer in-orbit failures during 1980-2000. If you were to look at the satellites launched in 1980-1984—about 700—you could easily discount the roughly 555 Russian and Chinese satellites launched during that period. Most of those spacecraft were fortunate to last two or three years. You could also discount all the Earth observation, experimental, military, and scientific satellites. Most had design lifetimes of not much more than five years. The only one in that group of which we are uncertain is the Landsat 5. We believe this imaging spacecraft, launched on March 1, 1984, was still functioning in 2000. What you would be left with to consider for that period is about 40 commercial communications satellites. Most of those had design lifetimes of 8-10 years, so it is entirely possible that some could still be operational. There have been numerous cases of such satellites operating twice as long as expected. The Comstar 4, launched on February 21, 1981, is a good example. It was designed to operate for seven years, and we believe it may still be transmitting. It is also possible that some of the Aniks, Satcoms, and Telstars launched 15-20 years ago could have some life left in them, although we are fairly certain that every INTELSAT launched in that period has been replaced. The point is that you would be safe in eliminating all but about five of the satellites launched during 1980-1984. That would leave some 1,795 satellites for which to account—nearly all launched in 1985-2000. Playing the Russian and Chinese cards again would allow the elimination of an additional 890 satellites. Given that the design lifetime for most of the satellites launched by Russia and China in 1985-2000 has been around 3-5 years, it would be reasonable to drop all of the satellites these countries orbited from 1985 through 1995. Unlike those built in the West, Russian and Chinese satellites do not often surpass their design lifetimes. That would bring you down to about 905 satellites. The Air Force's DSCS satellites were designed for a 7.5-year lifetime. The next category from which you could remove a number of spacecraft in one fell swoop would be U.S. military satellites launched in 1985-1989, because few had design lifetimes of more than five years. The exceptions would be the U.S. Navy’s FltSatCom (Fleet Satellite Communications) spacecraft, which were built to last 10 years, and the Air Force’s DSCS (Defense Satellite Communications System) satellites, designed for 7.5 years. If you were to eliminate all but about five satellites launched by the Pentagon during that period, your total would drop by about 45 more, to 860. The count would fall to about 810 if you eliminated some 50 scientific satellites launched during 1985-1995 (note that Russian and Chinese scientific satellites have already been excluded). Few of those spacecraft were built to last more than five years. Some exceptions include the Hubble Space Telescope, with a design lifetime of 15 years, and the Galileo probe to Jupiter, designed for an eight-year mission. This point in the elimination process is where it starts to get a little tougher. There are hundreds of satellites to consider, and few of these can easily be written off in sizable batches. It is simpler and quicker to begin identifying those satellites that we know are operational. LEO satellites Of the remaining 810 satellites, you can pick out all the Globalstar, Gonets, Iridium, and Orbcomm mobile communications satellites. We estimate that these four constellations account for approximately 135-140 operational spacecraft in LEO. Most of these were launched during the past 4-5 years and have design lifetimes of at least five years and as much as eight years. 

SPW Not Inevitable A2: More Satellites 

[Card Continued…]

there are about 45 civil satellites operating in LEO. Add to these some 55 military satellites in LEO, including the Oko series for early warning; Defense Meteorological Satellite and Geosat series for Earth observation; FSW, Helios, Jump-seat, Lacrosse, and Tselina series for intelligence and photoreconnaissance; Parus series for navigation; Strela series for tactical communications; and technology development satellites such as Capricorn, Falcon Gold, FalconSat, FASat-Bravo, ARGOS, Jawsat, Mightysat, MSX, OCSE, STEX, and the TSX series. Also add about 30 commercial imaging, amateur radio communications, and university research satellites, including the Amsat, Eros, Ikonos, IRS, and Landsat series; OPAL; OrbView and Radarsat series; Singsat; SNAP; SPOT series; Sunsat; Tiungsat; TMSAT; Tsinghua; Unisat; and Ziyuan series. The total count for operational LEO satellites would be about 265-270. SPOT 5 MEO satellites At medium Earth orbit, the largest constellation is the USAF’s NAVSTAR (Navigation System using Timing and Ranging) GPS system, which consists of 24 active satellites and three in-orbit spares. Russia has its GLONASS navigation system at MEO as well. That system is also designed as a constellation of 24 active satellites, but we believe that it is operating at less than optimal capacity, with only 14 active spacecraft and one in-orbit spare. Actually, that is about all there is at MEO, at least until the ICO-Teledesic commercial mobile/broadband communications satellites start going up this year. Together, the systems in LEO and MEO account for about 307-312 operational satellites. GEO and deep space satellites We estimate that there are more than 55 systems operating in geostationary orbit (GEO). The four largest are Astra, PanAmsat, INTELSAT, and EUTELSAT, which account for a total of roughly 85-90 operational satellites. All of these are commercial communications systems, offering a variety of telephony, broadcasting, video, and data services. Second-tier (in terms of size) commercial communications systems such as INMARSAT (International Mobile Satellite System), Telstar, Echostar, Insat (Indian Satellite), JCSat (Japan Satellite), New Skies, Superbird, Brazilsat, DirecTV, Telecom, and Thor/TV-Sat account for some 55 spacecraft. Third-tier systems that consist of 1-3 satellites each would include Anik, Arabsat, Asiasat, CD Radio, Gorizont, Hispasat, Sirius, Thaicom, Agila, Apstar, BS, BSAT, DFS Kopernikus, Koreasat, Measat, N-Star, Nilesat, Optus, Palapa, Satmex, Turksat, WorldStar, Yamal, ACTel, AMOS, Aurora, Bonum, Chinasat, Chinastar, Dongfanghong, Europe*Star, Garuda, Italsat, LMI, Nahuel, NewSat, Nimiq, SingTel, Sinosat, Temposat, and Thuraya. These represent 72 satellites. The addition of all GEO commercial communications satellites would bring the estimated total of operational satellites up to 519-529. INTELSAT is among the largest of the roughly 55 satellite systems operating in GEO. Add to this approximately 32 military satellites operating at GEO, including DSCS, Globus, Raduga, Skynet, MILSTAR, and UFO communications satellites; DSP (Defense Support Program) early warning satellites; and technology development spacecraft such as STRV. Also add 15 civil communications and Earth observation satellites, including the Express series, GOES (Geo- stationary Operational Environmental Satellite) series, Meteosat series, Molniya series, and TDRS (Tracking and Data Relay Satellite) series satellites, and the total is 566-576. If you factor in the operational sci-entific spacecraft that are not positioned in an orbit around the Earth, but rather in deep space trajectories, then you could probably add the Cassini, Deep Space-1, Nozomi, and Stardust spacecraft, and perhaps Galileo. That would give you 571-581. MILSTAR is one of approximately 32 operational military GEO satellites. What about the rest? You may recall that earlier, when we discontinued the process of eliminating satellites that we believed could not possibly be in operation anymore, the number at which we arrived was 810. At that point, we reversed the exercise and began counting those satellites that we could confidently identify as still operational. Obviously, there is a gap between 810 and our estimate of 571-581 satellites. We reviewed the 229-239 satellites that were left, and many were eliminated from consideration based solely on their extremely short design lifetimes and the years in which they were launched. Most were small technology development, experimental, or university research satellites. Lastly, note that the timeframe on which we focused was 1980-2000. Con-sequently, our estimate of 571-581 applies to the number of satellites that were operational as of the end of 2000. If you wish to be a little more accurate, go ahead and count the 16 satellites launched during the first five months of this year. That will give you 587-597. Now you can stop wondering.
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Inevitability irrelevant – we should always act to delay weaponization. 
Hardesty 05 [Hardesty, David. Captain of U.S. Naval forces, 21st president of West Virginia University. “Space-Based Weapons – Long term strategic implications and alternatives”]

If a decision to space-base weapons should not rest solely on arguments of historical inevitability, it is possible to argue that weaponization of space will occur at the same time in the future. When humans ultimately explore deep space, they may indeed carry weapons for protection. As power weapons systems may ultimately be deployed to protect the earth from asteroid. “Ultimately” is a long time. However, it is not long term predictive accuracy that is important built the almost complete irrelevance of “inevitability” to current efforts. Things that are inevitable can be either good or bad. If something is good and inevitable, it is logical to pursue acquisition now in order to obtain the benefits as early as possible; of possible; if something is inevitable and bad, it is logical to delay it as long as possible. Thus our current decisions with regard to space-basing weapons must be dictated not by its inevitability but by whether it is good or bad – by whether weaponization and its consequences will improve or degrade the national security environment. If analysis points to overall degradation, U.S. policy should be to delay the introduction of space-based weapons: “Even if weaponization of space is ultimately inevitable, like our own deaths, why should we rush to embrace it?”
Even if inevitable, must consider other factors. 
Hardesty 05 [Hardesty, David. Captain of U.S. Naval forces, 21st president of West Virginia University. “Space-Based Weapons – Long term strategic implications and alternatives”]

Worse, space based weapons differ in important ways from the dreadnoughts of the early 1900s. First, as we have seen, space-based weapons are not individually robust under attack, nor can they be hidden in port; instead, they are fragile and always exposed to attack. Additionally, in the 1900s a nation needed almost as many expensive dreadnoughts as the enemy fleet had to have a chance of wresting from it control of the sea. In the twenty-first century, high-technology space-based lasers and mirrors may be able to destroy many satellites before the attack is even detected. Even low-technology space mines and global-strike weapons can destroy high-technology space mines and global-strike weapons can destroy high technology satellites and ground facilities if employed first. Finally, because of these less expensive alternatives, American technical and industrial capacity advantages will not ensure the security in space that it would have at sea a century ago. Even if the United States deploys space-based weapons first, its supremacy in space would not be “inevitable”.

Other factors – reciprocal restraint, timing, and the geopolitical status determine 

O’Hanlon 04

[O’Hanlon, Michael. senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense strategy, the use of military force, homeland security and American foreign policy.  His Ph.D. from Princeton is in public and international affairs; his bachelor's and master's degrees, also from Princeton, are in the physical sciences. “Neither Star Wars Nor Sanctuary – Constraining the Military Uses of Space”. Introduction.]

Although technological progress, the absence of arms control regimes banning most military uses of space, and the growing use of space for tactical warfighting purposes suggest that space may ultimately be weaponized, the issue is not a simple yes or no proposition. The nature of the weapons that might ultimately reach space, or affect space assets, is important. So does the timing of weaponization, and the state of great power relations when it occurs. Even if weaponization is indeed inevitable, in other words, when and how it happens may matter a great deal. Accordingly, even if most weapons activities are not banned categorically by treaty, reciprocal restraint by the major powers, together with some limited and formal prohibitions on activities in space, may make sense. This book is designed to move beyond the ideological debate of whether or not space should be preserved as a nonweaponized sanctuary, and instead to develop and analyze a number of specific proposals for future U.S. space policy.49 The analysis is technical as well as strategic. It considers military, warfighting issues as well as arms control and political matters. Missile defense is not discussed in detail—numerous studies already exist on that subject—but its linkages to the space weapons
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Weaponization is not inevitable – America just wants an excuse.

Andrew T. Park 06 , lawyer and associate in the Corporate Practice Area and the Equipment Finance Group, ’, “INCREMENTALSTEPS FOR ACHIEVING SPACE SECURITY: THE NEED FOR A NEW WAY OF THINKING TO ENHANCE THE LEGALREGIME FOR SPACE,” Houston Journal of International Law, http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf
The simplest argument for space weaponization (inevitability) may also be the most reckless because of its selffulfilling nature. Proponents of the inevitability of space weaponization have proffered multiple theories as to why the realm of space will eventually become weaponized. 86 According to the logic of these inevitability proponents, the United States should lead the way rather than be left in the dust as military technology continues to rapidly develop. 87 However, while the inevitability argument may have some merit, its true danger lies in its unverifiable nature until weaponization actually occurs. Moreover, it is important to note that this premise is driven not only by American insecurities, but also by the need for the  United States to control its own future. Since the ideological divide between “space doves” and those who believe space weaponization is inevitable is not likely to be bridged soon, the international community must recognize the need for a legal regime for space with teeth—or, put another way, a legal regime that goes beyond simply establishing a set of norms that have little to no consequences.
SPW Not Inevitable

Militarization is not inevitable 

Andrew T. Park 06 , lawyer and associate in the Corporate Practice Area and the Equipment Finance Group, ’, “INCREMENTALSTEPS FOR ACHIEVING SPACE SECURITY: THE NEED FOR A NEW WAY OF THINKING TO ENHANCE THE LEGALREGIME FOR SPACE,” Houston Journal of International Law, http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf
We know from history that every medium—air, land and sea—has seen conflict. Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the United States must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space. This will require superior space capabilities. 88 In 2000, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld chaired the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization. The Commission warned of a “space Pearl Harbor” if the United States did not move to defend its space assets. 89 The statement above from the Rumsfeld Commission summarized the sentiment of many hawks in the United States about the need to achieve space dominance in order to achieve the best possible space security. 90 Accordingly, this view of space by weapons proponents not only justifies military support missions, but also lends support to the justifiable application of military force through the use of weapons stationed in space. 91 The fallacy of the inevitability argument is that, in the short run at least, the United States is the only country that possesses the resources and capabilities necessary to deploy space weapons. 92 This has never been the case in American history. As one historian notes, from the “development of ironclad warships in the 1860s, Dreadnought battleships after 1900, or atomic weapons in the 1940s,” different nations were simultaneously developing the same technology. 93 This left a choice to the different governments to either take the lead in the arms race or get passed by. 94 In the space weapons debate, in contrast, “the United States can unilaterally [for the time being] choose whether space will be weaponized.” 95 Consequently, the United States controls the inevitability of space weaponization. This conviction is dangerously close to evolving into a self-fulfilling prophecy that simply cannot be refuted. 96 While the realms of air, land, and sea have already been weaponized, presumably irrevocably so, they have become so as a result of three very different paths. 97 Moreover, the evolutionary patterns of military and commercial uses of new environments have [also] varied widely across the range of human experience. To conclude that this evidence proves that the fourth will also be weaponized would require a degree of deterministic fatalism that would make the most doctrinaire Marxist or environmental doomsayer blush. 98 The question of whether weaponization will occur is still yet to be determined, but it will undoubtedly be affected by the decisions of U.S. military space policymakers in the coming years. 99 Because the choices ahead are so important, it would be irresponsible of the United States to rely solely on an argument lacking in critical analysis and “based upon little more than superficial historical analogies and glib strategic aphorisms.” 100 The bottom line is that the use of the word “inevitable,” in the context of the weaponization of space, is dangerous simply because there are too many variables to be able to discern the future with any degree of certainty at this point. 101
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Weaponization is not inevitable or beneficial.
Michael Krepon and Christopher Clary 04, “ Space Assurance or Space Dominance,” Henry L. Stimson Center, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spaceintro.pdf
This monograph reaches the following conclusions: First, the weaponization of space is not inevitable. Second, it would not be in the national security or economic interest of the United States to initiate the flight-testing or deployment of space weaponry, since the United States has far more to lose than to gain in the event that space becomes weaponized. Third, far weaker states would also be penalized by the weaponization of space, as the complications to U.S. warfighting capabilities that would result from space weaponization would not change the outcome, nor lessen the severity, of combat with the United States. Fourth, the initiation of space warfare could trigger dangerous escalatory steps. Fifth, compelling reasons have not yet been advanced for the flight-testing and deployment of space weaponry, especially when the enhancement of terrestrial U.S. war-fighting capabilities by other means are more cost-effective and are more readily available, while posing far fewer downside risks. 

Militarization isn’t inevitable- other countries follow the U.S.
Michael Krepon and Christopher Clary 04, “ Space Assurance or Space Dominance,” Henry L. Stimson Center, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spaceintro.pdf
Space is already “militarized,” in the sense that satellites provide military support to the armed forces of several countries. Many military and civilian capabilities that have been designed for other purposes could also be applied space warfare. These “residual” or latent capabilities have long existed. They have not prompted an “arms race” in space during the Cold War. Indeed, these latent capabilities to damage satellites might have attributed to diminished pressures to flight-test and deploy more advanced, “dedicated” means of space combat. The distinction between the militarization and the weaponization of space has held for four perilous decades. It remains in the national security interest of the United States to reinforce this distinction in far different, but no less dangerous, times. This is because the United States utilizes space for military and commercial purposes far more than any other country and because weaker nations can readily master the techniques of space weaponry. The United States has unparalleled leverage to shape the choices of other states with regard to space warfare. If the United States leads the way in flight-testing and deploying space weaponry, other states will surely follow. Alternatively, U.S. restraint could reinforce prudence by others, given the ability of the United States to compete effectively in this realm. The elements of the space policy advocated here for the United States might be called a “space assurance” posture, terminology borrowed from workshop participant Douglas Necessary. Space assurance, unlike space dominance, holds the promise that the weaponization of space can be avoided. Space dominance leads inevitably to weaponization, with all its attendant risks. Space weaponization is not a virtual certainty. If it were, this would have already occurred during the Cold War. At the same time, a space assurance regime is anything but a virtual certainty. The creation of a space assurance regime depends heavily, but not solely, on U.S. choices. Space assurance, unlike space dominance, provides an environment better suited for commercial gain and scientific discovery. Space assurance increases the probability of the continued, unencumbered utilization of space to assist terrestrial U.S. military operations. In contrast, efforts to dominate space will likely elevate into the heavens the hair-trigger environment that plagued the superpowers during the Cold War. Space assurance requires steps to improve “situational awareness” in space, so that troubling developments or anomalous events can be discovered quickly. A space assurance posture requires new initiatives to lessen U.S. vulnerabilities in space or at ground stations servicing space assets. A good defense in space does not require going on the offense. To help persuade other states not to cross flight-testing and deployment thresholds first, a hedging strategy against space warfare capabilities or unpleasant surprises is advisable. Laboratory research and development programs on space warfare are consistent with a space assurance posture and a hedging strategy. These activities are presumably being carried out elsewhere, and are not likely to be subjected to intrusive monitoring. The well-grounded presumption that these activities are underway in the United States could help reinforce caution by other states against moving these activities outside the laboratory and into flight-testing.
China Follows US Lead on Space Mil. Policy
China admits they follow U.S. precedent on space policy.

Columba Peoples 2008 Contemporary Security Policy, Volume 29, Issue 3 December 2008, pages 502 - 520 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a906240645&fulltext=713240928
“Assuming the Inevitable? Overcoming the Inevitability of Outer Space Weaponization and Conflict”
[Lecturer in International Relations in the Department of Politics, University of Bristol, Won the BISA thesis prize for his dissertation, Published articles in Cambridge Review of International Affairs, Global Change, Peace and Security, Cold War History, and Social Semiotics] 

Even prior to the release of NSP 2006, as Robert Lawson notes, other actors (Chinese and Indian officials in particular) were already well aware of the inevitability thesis as espoused by a significant section of the United States military, creating the risk that 'some space security actors were beginning to assume that space would inevitably become weaponized, and were thus beginning long-term planning on this assumption'.46 Johnson-Freese argues that 'the Chinese are clearly taking their cues from the United States in terms of future military space hardware development',47 viewing ballistic missile defence in particular as a de-facto form of space weaponization,48 and Kevin Pollpeter similarly makes the argument that Chinese attitudes towards the military use of space are in large part influenced by the direction of its American counterparts: The Chinese vision of space warfare is heavily drawn from US writings on space warfare … The similarities of the Chinese and US visions of the military use of space suggests that at the same time that the US Defense Department makes very public about threats to the US space infrastructure, the need to control space and the inevitability of space weaponization, these statements are then used by the Chinese to justify the militarization and weaponization of their own program … Consequently, the US Defense Department may unwittingly be producing a security dilemma where its own efforts to protect its systems may be driving others to develop systems to counter US space efforts.49 This seems to be borne out by at least some of the official rhetoric coming from Beijing, where American pursuit of space weaponization is frequently presumed to be 'obvious and serious'50: The policy of a certain country [i.e., the United States] to test, deploy and use weapons and weapon systems in outer space [is] disconcerting. Outer space is the common heritage of mankind and [the] weaponization of outer space is bound to trigger off [an] arms race in outer space, thus rendering outer space a new arena for military

***Space Tech Fails/Bad***

Satellites Bad

Dependence on satellites makes the US vulnerable to attack
Phillip C. Saunders, 5/24/05,, Senior Research Professor at the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic Studies,  “ China’s Future in Space: Implications for U.S. Security,” , Space.com, http://www.space.com/1116-chinas-future-space-implications-security.html
The U.S. military also makes extensive use of space for intelligence, communications, meteorology and precision targeting. Chinese analysts note that that the United States employed more than 50 military-specific satellites plus numerous commercial satellites in the 2003 Iraq war. They also highlight the extensive U.S. reliance on GPS to support precision-guided munitions. The United States' space dependence will deepen as transformation and network-centric warfare increase the importance of rapid collection and dissemination of information down to tactical units and individual soldiers. Satellites also play a crucial role in U.S. missile defenses.

As U.S. dependence on space increases, concerns have grown about the potential for adversaries to attack U.S. space assets. According to current Department of Defense (DOD) doctrine, "The United States must be able to protect its space assets ... and deny the use of space assets by its adversaries. Commanders must anticipate hostile actions that attempt to deny friendly forces access to or use of space capabilities." The 2001 Rumsfeld Commission report warned of a potential "space Pearl Harbor" if adversaries attack U.S. satellites. Underpinning these concerns is the possibility that China might target U.S. space assets in a future conflict.

Chinese strategists view U.S. dependence on space as an asymmetric vulnerability that could be exploited. As one defense analyst wrote: "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." Chinese strategists have explored ways of limiting U.S. use of space, including anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons, jamming, employing lasers to blind reconnaissance satellites, and even using electro-magnetic pulses produced by a nuclear weapon to destroy satellites. A recent article highlighted Iraq's efforts to use GPS jammers to defeat U.S. precision-guided munitions.

Chinese scientists have conducted theoretical research relevant to ASAT weapons, including the use of lasers to blind satellite sensors, kinetic kill vehicles, computations for intercepting satellites in orbit, and maneuvering small satellites into close formation. Efforts to develop high-powered lasers and mobile small-satellite launch capabilities involve technologies with both commercial and ASAT applications. China probably already has sufficient tracking and space surveillance systems to identify and track most U.S. military satellites. The extent to which interest in exploiting U.S. space dependence has translated into actual ASAT development programs remains unclear. Some reports claim that Beijing is developing microsatellites or direct-ascent weapons for ASAT purposes, but the open source literature does not provide definitive proof. However, based on Chinese strategic writings, scientific research and dual-use space activities, it is logical to assume China is pursuing an ASAT capability.
Space Laser Technology Not Feasible

Space lasers and energy beams flawed – prefer ground systems.
Lars Rose October 17th 2008 Review and assessment of select US space security technology proposals Space Policy Volume 24, Issue 4 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964608000672#secx1 
[Department of Materials Engineering, University of British Columbia]
The idea of having space-based energy weapons is interesting as their time to target is short. Unfortunately energy efficiency and precision are similarly low. Energy beam divergence reduces the energy per unit area that arrives on target to a degree that makes them useless for the distances involved. Beam divergence can be and has been reduced by research, but there is a physical limit to this reduction. Divergence can never be totally removed. Size and weight of the system is further increased by the cooling system for the high-energy beam emitter, possibly to a point at which the systems have to be assembled on orbit. All on-board systems from power and beam generation to cooling introduce certain vibrational frequencies that can cause substantial oscillation distances on target. This is especially true for space systems, which are drifting without any solid support that could reduce the effect of vibration on beam deterioration. While ground systems are still subject to the same physical limits described above, they are less subject to vibration, power is more readily available and the heavy, complex system does not have to be lifted into space. On the other hand, the beam traverses longer distances in a distorting atmosphere. This can be dealt with today by using mathematical models for pre-distortion of the beam. Blimps in general offer a great carrier capability and the usage of suspended mirrors would alleviate the need for space-based beam relay stations. The sustainability of the reflective properties of relay mirrors during radiation and the effectiveness of any reflected ray on-target would still have to be demonstrated but do not seem to be forthcoming. Energy beam research for the military has produced a large variety of interesting technological advances for the scientific community, but seems unusable for high-precision weapons in the foreseeable future. Spreading of the beam over several thousand kilometers and the consequent loss of specific energy is probably the most severe physical limitation of energy beam weapons, rendering the systems practically useless over large distances. For these reasons, while space lasers were at some point an actual research program, most of the research into these systems has been largely discontinued. 

Space Race Bad

Escalation of a space war kills technology- guaranteed devastation.

Space Invaders. By: Gugliotta, Guy, Atlantic Monthly (10727825), 10727825, Sep2008, Vol. 302, Issue 2 
 Both China and the United States should recall why the superpowers stopped destructive testing in the 1980s. Blow up a few dozen satellites with the same abandon as the Chinese did last year, and a belt of space junk will soon circle the heavens. Unchecked by atmospheric drag and largely free of gravity, debris will zip through space at speeds up to 25,000 miles an hour, turning other multimillion-dollar satellites into extraterrestrial roadkill. No more space-guided cruise missiles. But also, no more instant weather, drought, or flood reports; no more GPS; no more space station; no more space telescopes; no more satellite radio; no more DirecTV. Human spaceflight? Maybe, if you like dodging objects while traveling at 25,000 miles an hour. Those of us old enough to remember the 1950s might welcome the return of the pre-Sputnik era, but probably not. Space war may not trigger nuclear winter, but it promises the end of technological life as we know it. 

Weaponization leads to nuclear war.
Micheal Krepon 04, co-founder of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs, “Weapons in the Heaven’s: A Radical and Reckless Option”,  Arms Control Today http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf
To prevent adversaries from shooting back, the United States would need to know exactly where all threatening space objects are located, to neutralize them without producing debris that can damage US or allied space objects, and to target and defeat all ground-based military activities that could join the fight in space. In other words, successful space warfare mandates pre-emptive strikes and a preventive war in space as well as on the ground. War plans and execution often go awry here on Earth. It takes enormous hubris to believe that space warfare would be any different. If ASAT and space-based, ground-attack weapons are flight-tested and deployed, space warriors will have succeeded in the dubious achievement of replicating the hair-trigger nuclear postures that plagued humankind during the Cold War. Armageddon nuclear postures continue to this day, with thousands of US and Russian nuclear weapons ready to be launched in minutes to incinerate opposing forces, command and control nodes, and other targets, some of which happen to be located within large metropolitan areas. If the heavens were weaponized, these nuclear postures would be reinforced and elevated into space. US space warriors now have a doctrine and plans for counterspace operations, but they do not have a credible plan to stop inadvertent or uncontrolled escalation once the shooting starts. Like US war-fighting scenarios, there is a huge chasm between plans and consequences, in which requirements for escalation dominance make uncontrolled escalation far more likely. A pre-emptive strike in space on a nation that possesses nuclear weapons would invite the gravest possible consequences. Attacks on satellites that provide early warning and other critical military support functions would most likely be viewed either as a surrogate or as a prelude to attacks on nuclear forces.
Terrestrial Technology Solves Better 
The only feasible space weapons are better done on the ground. 
Pfaltzgraf and Van Cleave, 07  (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis and Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University.  Independent Working Group, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century”, 2007, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf)
So what, then, are the primary dangers that drive certain members of the arms control community and their allies in seeking, with a sense of urgency, to ban the “weaponization of space”? Leaving aside that space already is weaponized by generally accepted definitions, their question really becomes “what are the specific threats inherent in the further weaponization of space?” Since the 1967 Outer Space Treaty already prohibits weapons of mass destruction (WMDs – nuclear, chemical, biological) either in orbit or celestial-based, the potential for so arming vehicles and objects, such as space shuttles and space stations, does not appear to be of immediate concern. The belief is that the treaty will continue to be honored by the nearly 100 signatory countries.25 Thus, the unleashing of WMDs from space currently is not deemed a threat. Rather, the specific threats, as perceived by space-weapons- ban proponents, boil down to just two main possibilities involving nonnuclear devices, principally using either kinetic energy or lasers in offensive, direct-attack modes: (1) space-to-earth weapons designed to strike terrestrial targets and (2) space-to-space weapons designed to attack hostile satellites, i.e., antisatellite weapons (ASATs), or protecting U.S. satellites, so as to maintain “space control.” Space-to-earth weapons would strike targets, such as military force projection missions (bunkers in Iraq or a surgical strike on a nonsanctioned nuclear processing installation). One kinetic weapon examined is the “long-rod penetrator,” long tungsten or uranium rods falling vertically from orbit at 460-kilometer-altitude to penetrate ground targets to a depth approximate to their length, creating the effect of a conventional explosion. Dubbed by some as “rods from God,” the concept has been generally rejected – spears having been similarly rejected as the weapon of choice sometime ago. The other is a space-based laser to strike earth targets with precision accuracy. However, the currently evolving airborne laser could likely perform essentially the same function, and, of course, there are several other nonspace alternatives already developed and used, such as cruise missiles, “smart” bombs, “bunker busters,” and artillery. Other future nonspace possibilities include potential use of guided nonnuclear intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) or submarine-launched intermediate-range ballistic missiles (SLIRBMs). In sum, there is little by way of uniqueness (in doing something nothing else can) in developing kinetic or laser space-to-earth weapons, where there already are nonspace weapons to do the job. Here, even proponents for a new space treaty acknowledge this; indeed, some go to great lengths to point this out.26 That leaves essentially only one serious area where further weaponization of space has yet to occur and that involves protecting U.S. satellites from attack by ASATs – and, on the flip side, worry by other powers and anti-Americanists that the United States, as an aggressor, might develop its own ASATs not only to protect its own but to attack other satellites, not an attractive possibility to pacifists and arms-control extremists. Such space weapons by and large would be lasers and possibly kinetic energy devices, where the function – at least from the U.S. perspective – is to exercise “space control.” Therefore, the cosmic issue of creating a new space treaty or other regime to ban the “weaponization of space” – so urgently called for by so many in the arms control community – actually is reduced primarily to a single issue, that of seeking international control over the use of space-based ASATs belonging to the United States and presumably other countries, that also by implication links to space-based missile defense. This is not quite the same cosmic issue as one seeking to ban all space weapons because they have the unique capability to do harm in ways no other weapons can. Usually, treaties or regimes concern something that is unique and of critical importance, i.e., the UN Charter (that altered geopolitics), the 1967 Outer Space Treaty (which banned orbiting weapons of mass destruction), and the ABM Treaty (which outlawed missile defense for populations). But even here, the uniqueness of banning a nonnuclear, space-based antisatellite weapon is not as dire as this sense of urgency for a new treaty suggests – for the very good reason that if someone wants to “take out” an enemy satellite, they can do it already, using existing or near-to-development terrestrial- based or airborne means. These include: jamming satellite signals, physical attacks on satellite ground stations, dazzling or blinding sensors, ground-fired hit-to-kill missiles, high altitude nuclear explosions, and, in the not-too-distant future, pellet-cloud attacks, and microsatellite space attacks (see discussion in Section 1 about the China-Surrey microsatellite projects). Here again, proponents for a new space treaty acknowledge this.27 They also point out in at least one extended discussion that “the development of space weapons would not significantly mitigate” many of the above threats.28 Rather, technologies such as radiation hardening and shielding of U.S. satellites, command and data encryption, limited orbital maneuvering, and antijamming measures would be preferred. Also, destroying ground-based enemy ASAT laser sites could better be accomplished by conventional weapons. And while not rejecting space-based lasers to defend U.S. satellites, they take the view that the “cost and limited effectiveness of a weapon-based satellite defense must be weighed against those alternative approaches… (which are) preferable to a weapons-based solution with a known low probability of success.”29 
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1. US reengaging in international law now.
Lawrence C. Moss 10, member of the UNA-USA’s Task Force on Human Rights, counselor at Human Rights Watch, “Renewing America’s Commitment to International Law,”  United Nations Association of The United States of America, http://www.unausa.org/Document.Doc?id=722
In their presidential campaigns, President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton both pledged to seek ratification of certain key treaties, and Administration officials have broadly signaled intent to address the great divide between the US and other nations on some key issues. The Administration has re‐engaged vigorously with UN climate change negotiations, although it will have great difficulty delivering the domestic policy changes that are needed to participate in a new binding international agreement. Congress fulfilled the Administration’s request to pay nearly $1 billion in dues that are owed to the UN under the provisions of the UN Charter. Secretary Clinton has declared that the US supports the International Criminal Court, and that advancing Roosevelt’s third freedom – the freedom from want – “must be central to our foreign policy.” Addressing the UN Human Rights Council, Assistant Secretary Esther Brimmer affirmed the full range of human rights under the Universal Declaration, declaring that “we cannot pick and choose which of these rights we embrace nor select who among us are entitled to them.” Indeed, an administration committed to universal health care and addressing poverty and inequality should readily embrace the established international norms that lend support to these domestic goals. The Obama Administration has already taken concrete steps toward the acceptance of new treaty obligations. The US signed the Convention on the Rights of Persons With Disabilities and has promised to review its former opposition to the landmines convention. In May 2009, the Administration formally asked the Senate to ratify 17 treaties, including the nuclear test ban treaty (CTBT), the women’s rights convention (CEDAW) and the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea. The White House specifically listed 12 that it was not seeking Senate action on, however, including the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), the American Convention on Human Rights, Protocol II to the Geneva Conventions, the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, the Convention on Biological Diversity and three ILO conventions. The many others not listed at all include the children’s rights convention (CRC), the International Criminal Court statute, the migrant workers’ convention (ICRMW), protocols to the core human rights treaties and the conventions on enforced disappearances, landmines and cluster munitions. Moreover, the Administration has not called on the Senate to avoid attaching reservations, understandings and declarations that nullify the intent of treaties and bar their domestic implementation. Supporting the Administration’s initial request for treaty ratifications and building the consensus needed to ratify many other key outstanding treaties will require a sustained effort. Repudiation of the violations of the Geneva Conventions and the Convention Against Torture in the treatment of alleged terrorist detainees is a vital first step in rebuilding US credibility on human rights and international law. From this starting point, Americans need to look at just how deeply estranged we have become from a broad range of widely accepted international norms, an estrangement that has gone on for many years through many Administrations. 

2. Space weaponization violates international law – OST. 
Daryl Kimball, Executive Director,  and Tom Collina, No Date Research Director, “ Outer Space Treaty at a Glance,” Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/outerspace
The 1967 Outer Space Treaty bans the stationing of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in outer space, prohibits military activities on celestial bodies, and details legally binding rules governing the peaceful exploration and use of space. Ninety-nine countries are states-parties to the treaty, while another 26 have signed it but have not yet completed ratification. Fueled by concerns about U.S. missile defense plans and space policy, many countries support negotiation of additional outer space agreements. For instance, China and Russia are urging the 65-member UN Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to negotiate a treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space. In February 2008, the two countries submitted a draft treaty text to the conference, which has failed for several years to achieve the necessary consensus to start negotiations on an outer space treaty. The United States asserts that such an accord would be too difficult to verify and that no additional outer space treaties are needed because there is currently no arms race in outer space. Treaty Terms The treaty forbids countries from deploying "nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction" in outer space. The term "weapons of mass destruction" is not defined, but it is commonly understood to include nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons. The treaty, however, does not prohibit the launching of ballistic missiles, which could be armed with WMD warheads, through space. The treaty repeatedly emphasizes that space is to be used for peaceful purposes, leading some analysts to conclude that the treaty could broadly be interpreted as prohibiting all types of weapons systems, not just WMD, in outer space. The treaty's key arms control provisions are in Article IV. States-parties commit not to: Place in orbit around the Earth or other celestial bodies any nuclear weapons or objects carrying WMD. Install WMD on 
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[CARD CONTINUED…]celestial bodies or station WMD in outer space in any other manner. Establish military bases or installations, test "any type of weapons," or conduct military exercises on the moon and other celestial bodies. Other treaty provisions underscore that space is no single country's domain and that all countries have a right to explore it. These provisions state that: Space should be accessible to all countries and can be freely and scientifically investigated. Space and celestial bodies are exempt from national claims of ownership. Countries are to avoid contaminating and harming space or celestial bodies. Countries exploring space are responsible and liable for any damage their activities may cause. Space exploration is to be guided by "principles of cooperation and mutual assistance," such as obliging astronauts to provide aid to one another if needed. Like other treaties, the Outer Space Treaty allows for amendments or member withdrawal. Article XV permits countries to propose amendments. An amendment can only enter into force if accepted by a majority of states-parties, and it will only be binding on those countries that approve the amendment. Article XVI states a country's withdrawal from the treaty will take effect a year after it has submitted a written notification of its intentions to the depositary states-the United States, Russia, and the United Kingdom.
3. US compliance with international law key to prevent proliferation, and protect free trade, human rights, and the environment. 
Lawrence C. Moss 10, member of the UNA-USA’s Task Force on Human Rights, counselor at Human Rights Watch, “Renewing America’s Commitment to International Law,”  United Nations Association of The United States of America, http://www.unausa.org/Document.Doc?id=722
Barack Obama campaigned for the Presidency on a platform to restore American leadership in promoting international law. “Since the founding of our nation,” he observed, the United States has championed international law because we benefit from it. Promoting – and respecting – clear rules that are consistent with our values allows us to hold all nations to a high standard of behavior, and to mobilize friends and allies against those nations that break the rules. Promoting strong international norms helps us advance many interests, including non‐proliferation, free and fair trade, a clean environment, and protecting our troops in wartime. With President Obama’s leadership, the United States now has the opportunity to advance international norms from which it has long stood apart. To secure agreement and cooperation on issues central to American security, the US needs to lead by example and ratify and implement existing arms control and environmental treaties. To promote democracy and respect for principles of human rights, the US should join and implement human rights treaties that many of our friends and allies have endorsed and that our country played a leading role in bringing to fruition. The US is party to literally thousands of treaties and binding international agreements that provide the rules that are essential to security and commerce in a highly interdependent world. Without these agreements, court judgments could not be enforced abroad nor criminals extradited; ships and planes could not cross national borders; international trade would be severely restricted; epidemics would spread without coordinated response; intellectual property would have no protection abroad; and the world would lack the cooperation necessary for broadcasting, telecommunications and even postal service. In the realm of treaties central to peace, security, human rights and international order, however, the US has become increasingly estranged from international law, refusing to comply with key treaty obligations, declining to sign or ratify essential treaties and withdrawing from others or ratifying treaties only with restrictions that nullify their intent. Many Americans would be surprised to look down the long list of important treaties that the US has declined to accept and implement, separating itself from much of the world and from our democratic allies in particular. The Administration and Congress have a real opportunity to now heal that divide, but they must make a sustained effort to review the treaties from which we have stood apart and ratify the great many that serve our national interest. After the devastation and genocide suffered in World War II, the US led the creation of a rules‐based international order that helped to manage the extreme tensions of the Cold War, prevent new major conflicts and foster international cooperation to address many lesser conflicts and to promote fundamental human rights central to American values. Although the US was the leading architect, it has become increasingly reluctant to dwell in the house it did so much to design. The US led the drafting of the United Nations Charter, but for the past 25 years it continually ignored its treaty commitment to pay its assessed dues, at times running billions of dollars in arrears. 

2NC I-Law U/X: Not Weaponizing NOw

U.S not weaponized now.
Alyn Ware 01 , coordinator of the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament, Nuclear Files, http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/space-weapons/basics/introduction-weaponization-space.htm
While space has become an increasingly important arena for military operations, countries have not yet placed weapons in space or developed weapons which would fire into space. Thus, for the moment, space is non-weaponised. However, this situation may soon change. A number of countries, including Russia, China and the US, are reported to already be developing anti-satellite weapons.
Uniqueness-  Not Violating Now
Uniqueness US reengaging in international law now.
Lawrence C. Moss 10, member of the UNA-USA’s Task Force on Human Rights, counselor at Human Rights Watch, “Renewing America’s Commitment to International Law,”  United Nations Association of The United States of America, http://www.unausa.org/Document.Doc?id=722
In their presidential campaigns, President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton both pledged to seek ratification of certain key treaties, and Administration officials have broadly signaled intent to address the great divide between the US and other nations on some key issues. The Administration has re‐engaged vigorously with UN climate change negotiations, although it will have great difficulty delivering the domestic policy changes that are needed to participate in a new binding international agreement. Congress fulfilled the Administration’s request to pay nearly $1 billion in dues that are owed to the UN under the provisions of the UN Charter. Secretary Clinton has declared that the US supports the International Criminal Court, and that advancing Roosevelt’s third freedom – the freedom from want – “must be central to our foreign policy.” Addressing the UN Human Rights Council, Assistant Secretary Esther Brimmer affirmed the full range of human rights under the Universal Declaration, declaring that “we cannot pick and choose which of these rights we embrace nor select who among us are entitled to them.” Indeed, an administration committed to universal health care and addressing poverty and inequality should readily embrace the established international norms that lend support to these domestic goals. The Obama Administration has already taken concrete steps toward the acceptance of new treaty obligations. The US signed the Convention on the Rights of Persons With Disabilities and has promised to review its former opposition to the landmines convention. In May 2009, the Administration formally asked the Senate to ratify 17 treaties, including the nuclear test ban treaty (CTBT), the women’s rights convention (CEDAW) and the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea. The White House specifically listed 12 that it was not seeking Senate action on, however, including the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), the American Convention on Human Rights, Protocol II to the Geneva Conventions, the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, the Convention on Biological Diversity and three ILO conventions. The many others not listed at all include the children’s rights convention (CRC), the International Criminal Court statute, the migrant workers’ convention (ICRMW), protocols to the core human rights treaties and the conventions on enforced disappearances, landmines and cluster munitions. Moreover, the Administration has not called on the Senate to avoid attaching reservations, understandings and declarations that nullify the intent of treaties and bar their domestic implementation. Supporting the Administration’s initial request for treaty ratifications and building the consensus needed to ratify many other key outstanding treaties will require a sustained effort. Repudiation of the violations of the Geneva Conventions and the Convention Against Torture in the treatment of alleged terrorist detainees is a vital first step in rebuilding US credibility on human rights and international law. From this starting point, Americans need to look at just how deeply estranged we have become from a broad range of widely accepted international norms, an estrangement that has gone on for many years through many Administrations. The entire backlog of unsigned and unratified treaties now needs to be reviewed and addressed. Substantial consensus and political will are needed to overcome the high bar to the ratification of treaties. The US is one of only six countries in the world that require a supermajority vote in their national legislature to ratify a treaty. Given the apportionment of the US Senate by states, 34 senators representing as little as 8 percent of the US population can block ratification of a treaty. Consideration should be given to accepting more treaty obligations by majority vote of both houses of Congress, as is done in fact for the great majority of international agreements to which the US is party. Why not create a fast track for human rights, like that used for trade agreements, to advance principles so central to American values?
Uniqueness- US Support Now

Obama restoring US commitment to I-Law now.
McDonough et al 09, Chairman of the United Nations Association of the United States of America and Director on the Council of Foreign Relations, “’ Do As I Do’ Diplomacy”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/23/opinion/23iht-edmcdonough.html
When President Obama steps to the podium at the opening session of the 64th U.N. General Assembly on Wednesday he will be making his inaugural address on the world’s stage. This occasion will provide a singular opportunity for the president to move forward with his promise to restore America’s global standing, and he can do so by invoking a somewhat forgotten tool of U.S. foreign policy — international treaty law. Since the middle of the last century, the pursuit of a commonly accepted, rules-based international system has been a defining objective of American foreign policy. This was particularly true in the period immediately after World War II, when the United States led the way in creating a regime of multilateral treaty-based institutions. Since then, however, U.S. support for the international rule of law, as expressed through the ratification of international treaties, has been uneven at best. In recent years, American willingness to support multilateral treaties has hit an all-time low. To be sure, the Obama administration has taken a number of significant and concrete steps to renew America’s support for international law, including working with Congress to ensure the United States fulfills its U.N. Charter obligations to pay its assessed share of the organization’s expenses. The administration also has expressed support for U.S. ratification of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women, the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea, and the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. More recently, in late July, the administration signed the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
Uniqueness -OST Key to Relations with China and Russia
Outer space treaty best way to reconcile U.S., Chinese, and Russian security interests. 

Englehart ‘08

[Englehart, Alex B., a patent litigation attorney practicing in the firm’s Litigation, he litigates matters in federal courts and before the International Trade Commission 
Mr. Englehart’s patent litigation experience spans a variety of technical areas, including wireless networking, global positioning systems (GPS), micro-electro-mechanical systems (MEMS), and metallurgy. He twice served as a full-time judicial extern in the federal judiciary. “Comment: Common Ground in the Sky: Extending the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to Reconcile U.S. and Chinese Security Interests,” January 2008, Pacific Rim Law & Policy Association, Pacific Rim Law & Policy Journal.]
China's recent test of an anti-satellite weapon on January 11, 2007, put the incipient arms race in space between the United States and China back into the public consciousness. 1 Under the Bush Administration, the United States has been aggressively pursuing offensive space weapons that have the potential to seriously threaten China and upset the longstanding geopolitical equilibrium based on mutually assured destruction. 2 Russia and others also fear the U.S. pursuit of space weapons, 3 and these countries are likely to rally to China as the arms race progresses. As the overall situation continues to deteriorate, it is becoming increasingly clear that the unbridled American pursuit of space weapons is a dangerous game and that the consequences could be very severe indeed. The 1967 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies ("Outer Space Treaty") 4 is the major legal instrument dealing with weapons in space. 5 Originally, it concerned mainly the United States and the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War--these were the only countries with space programs at the time. But the treaty now has ninety-one states-parties, including all members of the United Nations Security Council. 6 Article IV of the Treaty bans the stationing of all weapons of mass destruction in space, 7 but says nothing about the emerging threats of kinetic kill vehicles, space-based lasers, and anti-satellite weapons ...

Link- Violates I-Law

Violates international law.
Jinyuan Su 10, Visitng Fellow Lauterpacth Center For International law, “ The “ peaceful purposes” principle in outer space and the Russia- China PPWT,” Space Policy, http://www.macalester.edu/internationalstudies/Su%202010.pdf
However, even in situations short of self-defense, states may try to justify space weaponization by citing the Lotus dictum, namely that in international law what is not explicitly prohibited is permitted.34 Proponents of this approach make two assumptions, which must not be overlooked, as their starting points: (1) the completeness of international law, which is far from a decided question; (2) the Lotus dictum as the closing rule for all lacunae in international law. In fact, the International Court of Justice itself has been very cautious in applying the dictum.35 In a number of cases, judges have even expressed the view that the principle is an outdated one.36 Space weaponization in situations short of selfdefense is against the general principle of maintaining international peace and security, because it would fuel an arms race in space and upset efforts at arms control on Earth by breaking the current strategic balance and stability under the philosophy of “mutually assured destruction” (MAD). It would also fall foul of the current cooperative background to international law, as on the one hand it could result in proliferation of space debris and leave less room for civilian systems in the increasingly crowded realm of low- Earth orbit,37 and on the other the rise of inter-state conflicts would take precedence over issues relating to global well-being, such as global warming, poverty and disease, on international agendas.
Link- Violates OST

Space weaponization violates the Outer Space Treaty.
Daryl Kimball, Executive Director,  andTom Collina,  Research Director, “ Outer Space Treaty at a Glance,” Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/outerspace
The 1967 Outer Space Treaty bans the stationing of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in outer space, prohibits military activities on celestial bodies, and details legally binding rules governing the peaceful exploration and use of space. Ninety-nine countries are states-parties to the treaty, while another 26 have signed it but have not yet completed ratification. Fueled by concerns about U.S. missile defense plans and space policy, many countries support negotiation of additional outer space agreements. For instance, China and Russia are urging the 65-member UN Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to negotiate a treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space. In February 2008, the two countries submitted a draft treaty text to the conference, which has failed for several years to achieve the necessary consensus to start negotiations on an outer space treaty. The United States asserts that such an accord would be too difficult to verify and that no additional outer space treaties are needed because there is currently no arms race in outer space. Treaty Terms The treaty forbids countries from deploying "nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction" in outer space. The term "weapons of mass destruction" is not defined, but it is commonly understood to include nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons. The treaty, however, does not prohibit the launching of ballistic missiles, which could be armed with WMD warheads, through space. The treaty repeatedly emphasizes that space is to be used for peaceful purposes, leading some analysts to conclude that the treaty could broadly be interpreted as prohibiting all types of weapons systems, not just WMD, in outer space. The treaty's key arms control provisions are in Article IV. States-parties commit not to: Place in orbit around the Earth or other celestial bodies any nuclear weapons or objects carrying WMD. Install WMD on celestial bodies or station WMD in outer space in any other manner. Establish military bases or installations, test "any type of weapons," or conduct military exercises on the moon and other celestial bodies. Other treaty provisions underscore that space is no single country's domain and that all countries have a right to explore it. These provisions state that: Space should be accessible to all countries and can be freely and scientifically investigated. Space and celestial bodies are exempt from national claims of ownership. Countries are to avoid contaminating and harming space or celestial bodies. Countries exploring space are responsible and liable for any damage their activities may cause. Space exploration is to be guided by "principles of cooperation and mutual assistance," such as obliging astronauts to provide aid to one another if needed. Like other treaties, the Outer Space Treaty allows for amendments or member withdrawal. Article XV permits countries to propose amendments. An amendment can only enter into force if accepted by a majority of states-parties, and it will only be binding on those countries that approve the amendment. Article XVI states a country's withdrawal from the treaty will take effect a year after it has submitted a written notification of its intentions to the depositary states-the United States, Russia, and the United Kingdom.

Space weapons would violate the Outer Space Treaty of 1967.

Mineiro 08, professor at the McGill University Faculty of Law,  Dr. Michael C., The United States and the Legality of Outer Space Weaponization: A Proposal for Greater Transparency and a Dispute Resolution Mechanism (January 1, 2008). Annals of Air and Space Law, pp. 441-466, 2008. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1268022
Secondary Considerations: The deployment of a space weapon cannot prohibit a State Party from freely accessing all areas of celestial bodies or freely exploring outer space.73 A weapon placed in outer space may be challenged on the grounds that the weapon, either directly or indirectly through the show of force, denies a Party access to a celestial body (such as the Moon) or an area a State wishes to explore (such a Mars). 

Link- Violates OST
Weaponizing space violates the Outer Space Treaty

Michel Bourbonniere 05, “ National-Security Law in Outer Space:The Interface of Exploration and Security,” Journal of Air Law and Commerce70 J. Air L.  http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/jalc70&id=17&type=text&collection=journals
The Outer Space Treaty of 1967 ("OST") is commonly referred to as the Magna Carta of outer space and remains the fundamental treaty establishing national-security law in outer space.' As a multilateral treaty, the OST establishes within its preamble a global homogeneous ethos for outer space, acknowl edging the "common interest of all mankind in the progress of the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes," stating that "the exploration and use of outer space should be carried on for the benefit of all peoples irrespective of the de gree of their economic or scientific development," and stressing that the exploration and use of outer space shall be for "peace ful purposes."9 The OST codifies the fundamental freedoms of outer space in a negative libertarian perspective;10 namely, that "[o] uter space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be free for exploration and use by all States without discrimination of any kind on the basis of equality and in accordance with interna tional law, and there shall be free access to all areas of celestial bodies," and that "[t]here shall be freedom of scientific investi gation in outer space . . . and other celestial bodies, and States shall facilitate and encourage international co-operation in such investigation."" The OST prevents possible destabilizing claims of sovereignty or national appropriation in outer space, explic itly stating: "outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation."12 The applicability of public international law to outer space is formally codified within Article III of the OST, which states that space activities are to be conducted "in accordance with interna tional law including the Charter of the United Nations, in the interest of maintaining international peace and security ..."" 
Link- Violates UN Charter
Space weaponization would violate the UN Charter. 
Mineiro 08, professor at the McGill University Faculty of Law,  Dr. Michael C., The United States and the Legality of Outer Space Weaponization: A Proposal for Greater Transparency and a Dispute Resolution Mechanism (January 1, 2008). Annals of Air and Space Law, pp. 441-466, 2008. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1268022
Secondary Considerations: Article 2(4) of the United Nations Charter requires all Members to "refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations". It is possible that the deployment of a space weapon may be viewed by certain States as violating article 2(4) of the UN Charter. Therefore, depending on the location, type, and capability of a deployed space weapon, coupled with the perceived intent of use, the UN Charter and international law may be violated.95 In response to the placement of a space weapon which is viewed as a violation of the UN Charter and international law, States may turn to article 5196 of the UN Charter as legal authority to support an act of self-defense against the State that deployed the space weapon.
Link –Violates I-Law

Space militarization is subject to international law.
Duncan and Imburgia , 12/22/10,  Blake, Duncan, Wing Commander RAAF, Joseph S. Imburgia Lieutenant Colonel USAF, “ ‘Bloodless weapons’? The need to conduct legal review of certain capabilities and the implications of defining them as “weapons”,” Air Force Law Review
Regardless of whether a nation ratified Additional Protocol I to the 1949 Geneva Conventions, the requirement to conduct a legal review still exists under customary international law. (20) Article 36 of Additional Protocol I, which explicitly imposes a review requirement before a nation uses any new weapon, only implemented a pre-existing, customary obligation. (21) Although the United States has not ratified Additional Protocol I, it deems the requirements found in Article 36 to reflect customary international law. (22) As such, U.S. military lawyers review all new weapons pursuant to this customary international law requirement (23) as established in a number of military regulations and instructions. (24) "The purpose of the legal review is to ensure that the intended use of the weapon, weapon system, or munition is consistent with customary international law." (25) Customary international law develops through state practice and opinio juris, or an accepted legal obligation to follow that practice. (26) Specifically, customary international law is developed through state practice that develops into "a settled practice ... carried out in such a way as to be evidence of a belief that this practice is rendered obligatory by the existence of a rule of law requiring it." (27) Moreover, "the state practice must be 'extensive and virtually uniform,' particularly with respect to states whose interests are 'specially affected.'" (28) The customary international law requirement for legal review of a weapon to ensure its use will be lawful in conflict stems from the 1868 St. Petersburg Declaration, (29) the 1899 Hague Declaration Concerning Asphyxiating Gases, (30) the 1899 Hague Declaration Concerning Expanding Bullets (31) and the 1907 Hague Convention IV Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land. (32) These international instruments address the issue of whether a weapon causes superfluous injury in violation of the laws and customs of warfare. (33) Additionally, the International Court of Justice confirmed this customary international law status in its Nuclear Weapons Opinion. (34) In discussing customary international law requirements for a weapons legal review, the opinion stated that a nation must determine whether the employment of a weapon, means or method of warfare would violate customary international law. (35) In making that determination, the court noted that the legal principles that permeate the entire law of armed conflict apply "to all forms of warfare and to all kinds of weapons, those of the past, those of the present and those of the future," adding that the newness of weaponry does not change this notion. (36) Shortly after the end of World War II, and decades before Additional Protocol 1 or the Nuclear Weapons Opinion were ever debated, much less contemplated, citizens of Japan argued in a Japanese district court that the United States' nuclear bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki violated the United States' obligations under customary international law on the use of weapons in warfare. (37) The Tokyo District Court agreed with the citizens who brought suit, holding that the United States violated its customary international law obligations by causing unnecessary suffering through its use of nuclear weapons. (38) While the International Court of Justice indirectly put the Japanese court's decision in question in the Nuclear Weapons Opinion, both opinions underscore the principal that customary international law governs a weapon's legal use. 2. Article 36 Requirement, Additional Protocol 1 to the Geneva Conventions To codify the customary international law requirement to review a new weapon, means or method of warfare in a treaty, the international community added the language of Article 36 to Additional Protocol I to the 1949 Geneva Conventions. (39) Article 36 specifies that: In the study, development, acquisition or adoption of a new weapon, means or method of warfare, a High Contracting Party is under an obligation to determine whether its employment would, in some or all circumstances, be prohibited by this Protocol, or by any other rule of international law applicable to the High Contracting Party. (40) Central to Article 36 and this paper is what the phrase "new weapon, means or method of warfare" truly means. Understanding the context of the phrase is imperative, however, before exploring what it means. First, Article 36 imposes international legal obligations early in the process. The article requires a Party to this protocol to perform a legal review of a new weapon, means or method of warfare not only once the nation acquires or adopts that weapon, means or method of warfare, but even while that weapon, means or method of warfare is being studied or developed. It is therefore an iterative process, and, in practice, legal reviews are, and should be, conducted when the weapon is being studied or acquired during peacetime. (41)

Link- Plan Kills Relations
Plan kills US-Chinese relations, reignites debate over Taiwan, and leads to prolif.
Martel and Yoshihara, 2003 
(William C. Martel, Associate Professor of International Studies at The Fletcher School and Toshi Yoshihara, who holds the John A. van Beuren Chair of Asia-Pacific Studies and is an affiliate member of the China Maritime Studies Institute at the U.S. Naval War College, “Averting A Sino-US Space Race”, Autumn 2003, In the Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/03autumn/docs/03autumn_martel.pdf)
At the same time that the United States views space dominance as a fundamental tenet of its national security, China evidently views U.S. space dominance as a major threat to its geostrategic interests. These views inevitably breed a zero-sum competition, in which one side perceives any loss as a gain for the other, and could ultimately prove destabilizing for Sino-U.S. relations. First, Beijing perceives the proposed U.S. missile defense system, which will be supported by an array of space systems and sensors, as a strategic menace to China and to international security.15 Many China watchers contend that this perception stems from anxieties that any conceivable system of missile defenses being developed by the Bush administration will undermine China’s small nuclear deterrent.16 Beijing remains wary of the joint research program on missile defense by the U.S.-Japanese alliance, which the PRC sees as a potential partnership for blocking Chinese regional aspirations or, in broader terms, for containing China. Of particular concern for Beijing is the possibility that Tokyo’s decision formally to join U.S. plans for deploying missile defense in Northeast Asia will significantly increase Japan’s military capabilities by providing an opportunity for Japanese forces to enjoy unprecedented military integration with U.S. forces in the areas of spacebased intelligence and communications. Second, the military use of space has profound implications for the uneasy stalemate in the Taiwan Strait, which has always presented the possibility of a major confrontation between Washington and Beijing. One argument is that U.S. capabilities allow the United States to project power near Taiwan, while the space-based sensors and weapons for missile defense could blunt China’s arsenal of ballistic missiles aimed at Taiwan. Moreover, the prospect of transfers of missile defense systems to Taiwan, which could usher in a period of unprecedented military cooperation between Taipei and Washington, no doubt deeply troubles Beijing. China, for its part, will increasingly need military space capabilities if it is to improve its ability to coerce Taiwan in a conflict and counter U.S. intervention to defend the island in a crisis or conflict. A final argument is that, even though recent Chinese efforts to curtail the transfer of technologies related to weapons of mass destruction (WMD) have progressed (albeit haltingly), proliferation remains a key point of contention in Sino-U.S. relations. Indeed, China played a key role in the status of Pakistan’s nuclear capabilities as well as in North Korea’s development of long-range Taepo-dong missiles. Recent revelations about Islamabad’s nuclear assistance to Pyongyang in exchange for missile technology suggest that many roads lead to Beijing when it comes to WMD proliferation in the region. In May 2003, the Bush administration imposed sanctions on a major, state-owned Chinese firm for allegedly assisting Iran’s ballistic missile program.17 The technologies behind Beijing’s proliferation of ballistic missile technologies are highly relevant to the development of China’s space power. These differing bilateral perspectives on space and security are contributing to the growing perception in both capitals that the other poses a significant military and strategic threat in space. The prevailing assessments in Beijing and Washington are notable for their unmistakable apprehension of each other. For example, annual Pentagon reviews of China’s military, which began in 1998, have produced an ominous picture of PRC space capabilities. Even while conceding that China’s technologies lag far behind those of the West, these reports argue that the exploitation of space is beginning to dominate Chinese military strategy. They also assert that the PRC has established key military programs for the specific purpose of denying the United States its use of space. For example, China is reportedly developing a high-energy laser that could temporarily dazzle or permanently blind the sensors on imaging satellites. Department of Defense assessments have also concluded that, by 2010, China will have indigenously developed advanced space technologies as well as imaging and communications satellites. Of particular concern and the subject of intense scrutiny by the Pentagon is China’s interest in developing antisatellite capabilities that would prevent the United States from using military and commercial satellites. 

Link  - Plan Kills Relations
Plan makes Russia and China start space militarization
Brown, 2009 
(Trevor Brown, BA and PHD from Indiana University; Associate Director of Academic Affairs and Research, The Ohio State University; Associate Professor, The Ohio State University; “Soft Power and Space Weaponization”, March 1st, 2009, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html)

The United States has plans to weaponize space and is already deploying missile-defense platforms.1 Official, published papers outline long-term visions for space weapons, including direct-ascent antisatellite (ASAT) missiles, ground-based lasers that target satellites in low Earth orbit, and hypervelocity rod bundles that strike from space.2 According to federal budget documents, the Pentagon has asked Congress for considerable resources to test weapons in space, marking the biggest step toward creating a space battlefield since the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Cold War.3 Although two co-orbital escort vehicles—the XSS-11 experimental microsatellite and the Autonomous Nanosatellite Guardian for Evaluating Local Space—are intended to monitor the space environment and inspect friendly satellites, they possess the technical ability to disrupt other nations’ military reconnaissance and communications satellites.4 These developments have caused considerable apprehension in Moscow, Beijing, and other capitals across the world, resulting in a security dilemma. Russia and China believe that they must respond to this strategic challenge by taking measures to dissuade the United States from pursuing space weapons and missile defenses. Their response will likely include developing more advanced ASAT weapons, building more intercontinental ballistic missiles, extending the life of existing ballistic missiles, adopting countermeasures against missile defenses, developing other asymmetric capabilities for the medium of space, and reconsidering commitments on arms control.
China will backlash against US space militarization.
Martel and Yoshihara, 2003 
(William C. Martel, Associate Professor of International Studies at The Fletcher School and Toshi Yoshihara, who holds the John A. van Beuren Chair of Asia-Pacific Studies and is an affiliate member of the China Maritime Studies Institute at the U.S. Naval War College, “Averting A Sino-US Space Race”, Autumn 2003, In the Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/03autumn/docs/03autumn_martel.pdf)
In the case of national security, China’s space program is shrouded in extreme secrecy, effectively shielding Chinese intentions and capabilities from outside observers. The PRC’s official policy is to support the exploitation of space for economic, scientific, and cultural benefits while firmly opposing any militarization of space. China has consistently warned that any testing, deployment, and use of space-based weapons will undermine global security and lead to a destabilizing arms race in space. These public pronouncements have been primarily directed at the United States, especially after President George W. Bush declared in December 2001 that the United States was officially withdrawing from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and accelerating U.S. efforts to develop a missile defense system. Some Chinese observers point to U.S. efforts to militarize space as evidence of the U.S. ambition to establish unilateral hegemony. For example, in 2001, Ye Zhenzhen, a correspondent for a major daily newspaper of the Chinese Communist Party, stated that, “[a]fter the Cold War, even though the United States already possessed the sole strategic advantage over the entire planet, and held most advanced space technology and the most satellites, they still want to bring outer space totally under their own armed control to facilitate their smooth ascension as the world hegemon of the 21st century.” 11 Diplomatically, China has urged the use of multilateral and bilateral legal instruments to regulate space activities, and Beijing and Moscow jointly oppose the development of space weapons or the militarization of space.12 The Chinese leadership’s opposition to weaponizing space provides evidence of China’s growing concern that the United States will dominate space. The United States’ avowed intention to ensure unrivaled superiority in space, as exemplified by the Rumsfeld Commission report, increasingly defines China’s interests in space. Chinese anxieties about U.S. space power began with the 1991 Gulf War, when the PRC leadership watched with awe and dismay as the United States defeated Iraq with astonishing speed. Beijing recognized that the lopsided U.S. victory was based on superior command and control, intelligence, and communications systems, which relied heavily on satellite networks. Demonstrations of the United States’ undisputed conventional military power in Bosnia; Kosovo; Afghanistan; and, most recently, Iraq further highlighted for Chinese officials the value of information superiority and space dominance in modern warfare. 
Link- OST Key To Commercialization 
Outer Space Treaty is key to commercialization

Dinkin 04, Ph.D. economist who specializes in auctions for privatization and industries in regulatory transition and has advised buyers and sellers in auctions for telecommunications and energy worth over $70 billion.,  “Property Rights and Space Commercialization,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/141/1
In order to facilitate commercialization and colonization, there needs to be a property rights regime established. There are some impediments to private property in space, but they may not be insurmountable. The Outer Space Treaty says some things that the US and other signatories cannot do. The US cannot stake a sovereign claim in outer space. This effectively limits the property rights that the US can grant to its citizens. The Treaty does, however, ask that the US and other signatories closely monitor non-governmental activities, “The activities of non-governmental entities in outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall require authorization and continuing supervision by the appropriate State Party to the Treaty.” The Outer Space Treaty demands that we do this. Depending on how we regulate activities of US entities, we can bootstrap a private property regime by only granting a single US entity the right to exploit a certain tract on Mars. We will be expanding an American way of doing business into space. In the United States, we have always monitored and supervised activities using a capitalist system. Here on Earth, we have property rights regimes for real estate, intellectual property, mineral rights, water rights, spectrum rights and airport takeoff and landing slots among myriad property rights that are bought and sold. I propose that we extend that regime into the heavens. A property right is a right to exclude someone from doing something. By excluding US citizens and corporations from doing certain things, the US can create pseudo property rights in outer space for other US citizens and corporations that are not excluded from doing so. These pseudo property rights in outer space would be just like the rights afforded by patents in the US patent system. By filing a patent, a company can exclude all other rocket companies from using a certain novel process or technique. But an outer space pseudo property right is also just like the title deed to a house—the deed gives me the right to exclude others from using my house. Excluding others from using something is creating a right that is tangible and valuable even if it is not technically a property right. While it is not really a property right—since those are forbidden—these pseudo property rights would have the same effect as one if only US entities were in space. If there are two US non-governmental entities that both want to use a particular plot of land or a particular slice of radio spectrum in space, they need to obtain authorization from the United States. If the US only authorizes one of the entities to do so, that authorization could create a transferable property right that could be bought and sold like a US spectrum license or a piece of real estate. That authorization would have the force of law. Specifically, the US should recognize individual and corporate pseudo property rights. There are a couple of ways the property rights can work. One way is like title deeds that entitle the property holder to non-interference from the United States and all of its citizens in perpetuity. Another way is more like water rights, mineral rights or spectrum licenses that entitle the holder to lease for a specific use for a specific amount of time and require the licensee to undertake development of the lease within a set amount of time or lose the lease. The US should begin to regulate these pseudo property rights. We should register them. We should hold hearings on them. We should auction them off in some cases where there is contention just like for spectrum licenses or government land. We should hold the money in trust until the international community decides who should get it. The President should establish a property rights regime by executive order that is later written into law by Congress. The property rights might not be sufficient to spark investment. Having a piece of paper from the United States saying that no US entities may interfere with what you are doing does not necessarily give a US person or business the right to do something. There may be prior claims on the resources and there may be international actors that do not recognize US property rights. However, since there is no proven enforcement mechanism for prior claims, they are unlikely to deter investment if a new strong property rights regime were established. Regarding international contention, the Outer Space Treaty gives the US the right to ask for a consultation before someone interferes with a US space activity. “A State Party to the Treaty which has reason to believe that an activity or experiment planned by another State Party in outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, would cause potentially harmful interference with activities in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, may request consultation concerning the activity or experiment.” While this is not as ominous as a complaint through the WTO or NAFTA, it is something. We would hope that the US would undertake to sign reciprocal bilateral agreements with countries willing to coordinate their space activities with us. That is, if we adopt a policy that allows a US business to have an exclusive and defined territory to scout for ice at the lunar South Pole and Australia is willing to do the same, then we can jointly manage the registry of who is authorized to do so. The US should take steps to expand property rights in space with a little of the vigor we use to extend copyright agreements, open skies policies and international telecommunications spectrum standards that we pursue on Earth. One could interpret Article VII of the Outer Space Treaty to mean that damages might be due if another country’s spacecraft infringed the property of US “natural or jurisdictional persons”. “Each State Party to the Treaty that launches or procures the launching of an object into outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, and each State Party from whose territory or facility an object is launched, is internationally liable for damage to another State Party to the Treaty or to its natural or juridical persons by such object or its component parts on the Earth, in air or in outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies.” While this is not the main meaning of this Article which primarily protects people on the ground from debris, it could become the main meaning as in situ resource utilization gets going to support exploration. This might not be enough to assure entrepreneurs that their investments will be their property, but don’t let the perfect be the enemy of the good. The US is the center of a good fraction of the global economy and the space economy and if the US leads, other like-minded nations will follow. On Earth, countries that honor property rights are in ascendance. One surmises they will ascend in space as well. If bilateral agreements and the Outer Space Treaty do not provide an adequate regulatory environment for commercialization and colonization, then perhaps the treaty should be amended or the US should withdraw. Space property rights will probably not spark a space transportation boom that will rival the railroad boom, the airplane boom, or the automobile boom. But there will be no boom if there are no property rights. Leaving the regulatory regime the same is a recipe for continued sclerosis. If we do nothing, space will look a lot more like Antarctica than Alaska. Without property rights there will not be adequate investment and space resources will be underutilized. Establishing property rights in space will cost millions, not billions, and can be done decades ahead of any commercialization or colonization. It’s time to set the stage to break out of the exploration mode of Columbus and get on with establishing the regulatory regime to lay the foundation for the next Plymouth Rock.

Outer Space treaty is key to keep peace in space 

Barry J. Hurewitz No date, “ Non-Proliferation and Free Access to Outer Space: The Dual-Use conflict between The Outer Space Treaty and The Mission Technology Control Regime,” Barry J. Hurewitz is a partner in the firm's Regulatory and Government Affairs Department, and a member of the Communications, Privacy and Internet Law Practice Group and the Defense, National Security and Government Contracts Practice Group. 
 http://www.law.berkeley.edu/journals/btlj/articles/vol9/Hurewitz.pdf
All states are entitled to conduct peaceful activities in outer space. The basic principle of free access to outer space is articulated in Article I of the Outer Space Treaty, which provides in part that "[o]uter space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be free for exploration and use by all States without discrimination of any kind, on a basis of equality and in accordance with international law . . . ." 9 This principle has a long history which supports a liberal interpretation of its scope. Early space law was the province of the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS), which was established by the U.N. General Assembly in 1958. 10 In its first report, COPUOS acknowledged the emergence of "a generally accepted rule to the effect that, in principle, outer space is, on conditions of equality, freely available for exploration and use by all in accordance with existing or future international law and agreements." 11 This free access principle was further developed in General Assembly Resolutions 1721 12 and 1962, 13 adopted in 1961 and 1963 respectively. Unrestricted access to outer space became the unambiguous, articulated policy of the United States during the period leading up to the 1967 Outer Space Treaty. The United States strongly favored the nondiscrimination principle adopted in the earlier resolutions. Speaking before the General Assembly after the adoption of Resolution 1721, U.S. Ambassador Adlai Stevenson acknowledged that "small nations have an overriding interest in seeing to it that access to space and the benefits of space science are not preempted by a few nations . . . ." 14 Four years later, President Lyndon Johnson declared that among the "essential elements" of the nascent Outer Space Treaty were "freedom of scientific investigation," 15 international cooperation, and a prohibition of claims of sovereignty in space. 16 The access principles of Resolutions 1962 and 1721 were incorporated into the 1967 Outer Space Treaty without much debate. 17 However, the history of the negotiations that led to the treaty demonstrate that its free access provision was intended to protect the rights of countries that did not yet have space capabilities. For example, during discussions about the treaty's free access clause, the United States initially argued that the phrases "on the basis of equality" and "without discrimination of any kind" were redundant. However, the Americans were persuaded that the inclusion of both phrases would appropriately emphasize the rights of all countries to freely enter and use outer space. 18 Ultimately, then-U.S. Ambassador Arthur J. Goldberg expressly endorsed the apparent redundancy, which, he said, would make clear the intent of the treaty that outer space and celestial bodies are open not just to the big powers or the first arrivals but shall be available to all, both now and in the future. This principle is a strong safeguard for the interests of those states which have, at the present time, little or no active space program of their own. 19 Complementing the nondiscrimination principle is a second component of the right of free access to outer space. Article II of the Outer Space Treaty provides that "[o]uter space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means." 20 By banning all claims of sovereignty in space, the treaty's drafters strengthened the free access provision, for "[i]f an individual nation cannot claim sovereignty to any particular area of outer space . . . , it cannot deny access to that area." 21 Significantly, there was no debate over the meaning of the phrase "any other means," leaving open the question of what actions may constitute an illegal appropriation of space. 22 The Outer Space Treaty also contains other provisions that support the rights of all states to freely enter and use outer space for civilian or peaceful military purposes. Article I promotes the notion of international cooperation, stating that "States shall facilitate and encourage international cooperation in [scientific] investigation [of outer space]." 23 Article III provides that activities carried on "in the exploration and use of outer space" 24 must be peaceful and in accordance with international law. 25 Although this provision regulates behavior in space, it does not restrict any state's access to space.
Outer Space Treaty key to royalty model of commercialization

David M Livingston 2000, business consultant, financial advisor, and strategic planner. “ Lunar Ethics and Space Commercialization”, http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/lunar_ethics_and_space_commercialization.shtml
There is, however, a model that works quite well with regard to mineral exploitation on federal as well as Native American lands in the United States. Typically in oil and gas exploration, the oil and gas operator signs a lease that gives a 1/8 (.125) percentage royalty to the federal government or Native American tribal government owning the land. This is an acceptable royalty payment that does not hinder mineral exploration, development, or ongoing production. If a worldwide political process determines that the benefit sharing implied in the "common heritage of mankind" principle is the only way in which lunar development will be permitted, then lunar-based businesses could also pay a 1/8th royalty on their revenue stream to a designated party. The only obligation of the business would be to pay the royalty off the top end of their revenue stream (not from profits). The business would not be involved in creating the organization to receive the royalty, how the royalty money is used, or how it is distributed. As long as the royalty payments are made to this organization, the business would hold the rights to its operations indefinitely, as is the case with a mineral lease on Earth. If a plan modeled on this approach were adopted, issues would still exist as to the type and nature of the organization receiving the royalty payment, what would be done with the money, and what type of distribution would be made regarding these payments. These issues, however, would be decided by agreement among nations and would not hinder businesses from taking risks or making investments in lunar ventures. The moral and ethical issues surrounding the "common heritage for mankind" principle would be of concern to the nations participating in the royalty collection organization, not the businesses operating ventures on the Moon. By adopting the royalty-type arrangement, businesses would be operating within a familiar framework that has been proven successful in Earth-based businesses. The move to establish private property rights for Moon-based businesses is not affected by the royalty plan, thus eliminating a roadblock to building settlements and businesses on the Moon. The United States generally considers certain values to be extremely important in the development of its international space policy. Those values, as summarized by Kim Alaine Rathman

 in her doctoral dissertation, The Common Heritage Principle and the United States Commercialization of Outer Space are "(1) the basic human rights of freedom and open access, and freedom of information; (2) the free market values of efficiency, competition, private property rights, and the minimal state; and (3) the priorities of leadership and national security in world affairs."[2] In any free-enterprise economic system such as in the U.S., inequalities exist in the distribution of economic benefits and profits, yet it is assumed that in the long term everyone benefits from the economic development of space resources. The free-enterprise model as expressed by the U.S. does conflict with the Third World model and the developing world's interpretation of the "common heritage for mankind" principle. However, with the proposed royalty plan the differences between industrialized spacefaring nations and the Third World would eventually be mitigated. The debate would center around who receives the royalty payments and how the money is used or distributed. Everyone benefits with this type of program.
Internal Link - Heg

I-Law is key to United States influence abroad.

McDonough et al 09, Chairman of the United Nations Association of the United States of America and Director on the Council of Foreign Relations, “’ Do As I Do’ Diplomacy”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/23/opinion/23iht-edmcdonough.html
These are important steps in the right direction. Yet as long as the United States remains on the outside of widely supported treaty regimes by not ratifying them (many of which we played a lead role in drafting) America’s global influence will not be all it can be. In today’s ever-globalizing world, our reluctance to endorse multilateral agreements undercuts our ability to develop and participate in the coordinated global efforts that are increasingly necessary to effectively confront transnational challenges like climate change, human trafficking and nuclear proliferation. International treaty law provides the requisite framework for such collective action. An international law-based system allows nations to be held to shared standards of conduct and facilitates efforts to mobilize the international community against those that break the rules. Failure by the United States to join multilateral treaty regimes reflecting fundamental American values, such as those protecting the rights of women and children, undermines our ability to successfully promote those values abroad. Our ability to speak out and hold other nations to their commitments is handicapped by our failure to assume those same obligations for ourselves. In a speech last month at New York University, the U.S. permanent representative to the United Nations, Susan E. Rice, declared that America’s influence abroad is stronger when we lead by example. When President Obama takes the stage in the General Assembly Hall, he can make immeasurable progress toward his goal of reclaiming U.S. moral authority by strongly reaffirming America’s commitment to ratifying widely endorsed international treaties that we have already signed. By pledging to his fellow leaders that America will end its self-imposed exile from these important global agreements, the United States will strengthen the force of its example and its ability to promote core U.S. values and national interests.
The importance of institutions for dominant states is thus likely to lie elsewhere. On a

similar rationalist basis as most institutionalist approaches, one can identify three

primary functions of multilateral institutions in situations of hegemony: regulation,

pacification and stabilization.

I-Law maintains stability in the case of heg decline. 

Krishch 05, Nico Krisch, Senior Lecturer on Law at London School of Economic and Political Science, “ International Law in Times of Hegemony: Unequal Power and the Shaping of the International Legal Order,”, European Journal of International Law Vol. 16 no.3, http://www.ejil.org/pdfs/16/3/301.pdf
15 First, by avoiding repeated negotiations with other states and by creating greater predictability, multilateral norms can significantly reduce the transaction costs of regulation. 16 Second, negotiating international rules in multilateral fora gives weaker states greater influence, and this provides them with an incentive to follow the resulting agreements, leads to quasi-voluntary compliance, and thus lowers the costs of enforcement (pacification). 17 And third, multilateral norms and institutions are less vulnerable to later shifts in power than ad hoc political relations; they will thus be relatively stable even if the hegemon declines, and will for some time preserve an order that reflects the hegemon’s preferences (stabilization). 18
Internal Link- Economy
Space commerce key to the economy

Robert Hopkins 09 , “ Shortsighted, reckless plan: Cutting NASA’s budget would hurt Economy,”  staff writer for Florida Today, “ Importance of Space to the US Economy, http://blog.nss.org/?p=1014
Hertzfeld observed, although immense, the economic value of these space-based services and applications is not fully appreciated and is not included when calculating the size of the space economy. In the same vein, former administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Vice Admiral Conrad Lautenbacher explained that more than 87 percent of the U.S. GDP, or $12.1 trillion, results from private-sector activity that depends on access to and use of space systems, applications and infrastructure. This activity comprises nearly every conceivable industry — agriculture, mining, transportation, utilities, insurance, finance, education, information.

Failure to Comply- Laundry List Impact
US I-law compliance key to uphold international norms – laundry list.
Lawrence C. Moss 10, member of the UNA-USA’s Task Force on Human Rights, counselor at Human Rights Watch, “Renewing America’s Commitment to International Law,”  United Nations Association of The United States of America, http://www.unausa.org/Document.Doc?id=722
Barack Obama campaigned for the Presidency on a platform to restore American leadership in promoting international law. “Since the founding of our nation,” he observed, the United States has championed international law because we benefit from it. Promoting – and respecting – clear rules that are consistent with our values allows us to hold all nations to a high standard of behavior, and to mobilize friends and allies against those nations that break the rules. Promoting strong international norms helps us advance many interests, including non‐proliferation, free and fair trade, a clean environment, and protecting our troops in wartime. With President Obama’s leadership, the United States now has the opportunity to advance international norms from which it has long stood apart. To secure agreement and cooperation on issues central to American security, the US needs to lead by example and ratify and implement existing arms control and environmental treaties. To promote democracy and respect for principles of human rights, the US should join and implement human rights treaties that many of our friends and allies have endorsed and that our country played a leading role in bringing to fruition. The US is party to literally thousands of treaties and binding international agreements that provide the rules that are essential to security and commerce in a highly interdependent world. Without these agreements, court judgments could not be enforced abroad nor criminals extradited; ships and planes could not cross national borders; international trade would be severely restricted; epidemics would spread without coordinated response; intellectual property would have no protection abroad; and the world would lack the cooperation necessary for broadcasting, telecommunications and even postal service. In the realm of treaties central to peace, security, human rights and international order, however, the US has become increasingly estranged from international law, refusing to comply with key treaty obligations, declining to sign or ratify essential treaties and withdrawing from others or ratifying treaties only with restrictions that nullify their intent. Many Americans would be surprised to look down the long list of important treaties that the US has declined to accept and implement, separating itself from much of the world and from our democratic allies in particular. The Administration and Congress have a real opportunity to now heal that divide, but they must make a sustained effort to review the treaties from which we have stood apart and ratify the great many that serve our national interest. After the devastation and genocide suffered in World War II, the US led the creation of a rules‐based international order that helped to manage the extreme tensions of the Cold War, prevent new major conflicts and foster international cooperation to address many lesser conflicts and to promote fundamental human rights central to American values. Although the US was the leading architect, it has become increasingly reluctant to dwell in the house it did so much to design. The US led the drafting of the United Nations Charter, but for the past 25 years it continually ignored its treaty commitment to pay its assessed dues, at times running billions of dollars in arrears. 

US compliance key to uphold international law- laundry list of impacts

Lawrence C. Moss 10, member of the UNA-USA’s Task Force on Human Rights, counselor at Human Rights Watch, “Renewing America’s Commitment to International Law,”  United Nations Association of The United States of America, http://www.unausa.org/Document.Doc?id=722
US adherence to the international treaty regime is essential to America’s ability to induce other nations to join in the cooperative action necessary to address the great many global problems that are far beyond our ability to solve alone. Crime, terrorism, weapons proliferation, epidemic disease, human trafficking, economic dislocations, climate change and other environmental degradation require strong norms of adherence to agreed rules for controlling them. The US cannot choose to reject so many widely accepted rules without weakening the entire international legal structure on which our security depends. The international legal order is not merely a soft‐power alternative to harder unilateral means, but in many areas it is the only real power we have to address the many transnational problems we face in this century. A comprehensive effort to ratify outstanding treaties and demonstrate America’s renewed commitment to a rules‐based international order is not an exercise to win the approval of international lawyers, but it is a vital part of securing American interests.
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Lawrence C. Moss 10, member of the UNA-USA’s Task Force on Human Rights, counselor at Human Rights Watch, “Renewing America’s Commitment to International Law,”  United Nations Association of The United States of America, http://www.unausa.org/Document.Doc?id=722
US adherence to the international treaty regime is essential to America’s ability to induce other nations to join in the cooperative action necessary to address the great many global problems that are far beyond our ability to solve alone. Crime, terrorism, weapons proliferation, epidemic disease, human trafficking, economic dislocations, climate change and other environmental degradation require strong norms of adherence to agreed rules for controlling them. The US cannot choose to reject so many widely accepted rules without weakening the entire international legal structure on which our security depends. The international legal order is not merely a soft‐power alternative to harder unilateral means, but in many areas it is the only real power we have to address the many transnational problems we face in this century. A comprehensive effort to ratify outstanding treaties and demonstrate America’s renewed commitment to a rules‐based international order is not an exercise to win the approval of international lawyers, but it is a vital part of securing American interests.
Impact- Free Trade Solves War
Free trade solves war – capitalist peace.
Boudreaux 06, Donald J., chairman of the economics department at George Mason University, “ Want world peace? Support Free Trade”, Christian Science Monitor,  http://www.csmonitor.com/2006/1120/p09s02-coop.html/(page)/2
Columbia University political scientist Erik Gartzke reaches a similar but more general conclusion: Peace is fostered by economic freedom. Economic freedom certainly includes, but is broader than, the freedom of ordinary people to trade internationally. It includes also low and transparent rates of taxation, the easy ability of entrepreneurs to start new businesses, the lightness of regulations on labor, product, and credit markets, ready access to sound money, and other factors that encourage the allocation of resources by markets rather than by government officials. Professor Gartzke ranks countries on an economic-freedom index from 1 to 10, with 1 being very unfree and 10 being very free. He then examines military conflicts from 1816 through 2000. His findings are powerful: Countries that rank lowest on an economic-freedom index – with scores of 2 or less – are 14 times more likely to be involved in military conflicts than are countries whose people enjoy significant economic freedom (that is, countries with scores of 8 or higher). Also important, the findings of Polachek and Gartzke improve our understanding of the long-recognized reluctance of democratic nations to wage war against one another. These scholars argue that the so-called democratic peace is really the capitalist peace. Democratic institutions are heavily concentrated in countries that also have strong protections for private property rights, openness to foreign commerce, and other features broadly consistent with capitalism. That's why the observation that any two democracies are quite unlikely to go to war against each other might reflect the consequences of capitalism more than democracy. And that's just what the data show. Polachek and Seiglie find that openness to trade is much more effective at encouraging peace than is democracy per se. Similarly, Gartzke discovered that, "When measures of both economic freedom and democracy are included in a statistical study, economic freedom is about 50 times more effective than democracy in diminishing violent conflict." These findings make sense. By promoting prosperity, economic freedom gives ordinary people a large stake in peace. This prosperity is threatened during wartime. War almost always gives government more control over resources and imposes the burdens of higher taxes, higher inflation, and other disruptions of the everyday commercial relationships that support prosperity. When commerce reaches across political borders, the peace-promoting effects of economic freedom intensify. Why? It's bad for the bottom line to shoot your customers or your suppliers, so the more you trade with foreigners the less likely you are to seek, or even to tolerate, harm to these foreigners. Senators-elect Sherrod Brown (D) of Ohio and Jim Webb (D) of Virginia probably don't realize it, but by endorsing trade protection, they actually work against the long-run prospects for peace that they so fervently desire. During the past 30 years, Solomon Polachek, an economist at the State University of New York at Binghamton, has researched the relationship between trade and peace. In his most recent paper on the topic, he and co-author Carlos Seiglie of Rutgers University review the massive amount of research on trade, war, and peace. They find that "the overwhelming evidence indicates that trade reduces conflict." Likewise for foreign investment. The greater the amounts that foreigners invest in the United States, or the more that Americans invest abroad, the lower is the likelihood of war between America and those countries with which it has investment relationships. Professors Polachek and Seiglie conclude that, "The policy implication of our finding is that further international cooperation in reducing barriers to both trade and capital flows can promote a more peaceful world."

Impact- Proliferation

Proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff 02, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division 02 of Institute for Defense Analysis (Victor A., Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90 Victor A Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90) 

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Impact- Warming

Warming means extinction.
Powell 2K (Corey S. Powell, Adjunct professor of Science Journalism at NYU's Science and Environmental Reporting Program; spent eight years on the Board of Editors at Scientific American; worked at Physics Today and at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center where he assisted in the testing of gamma-ray telescopes, October 2000, Discover, Vol. 21, No. 10, 20 Ways the World Could End Swept away)
The Earth is getting warmer, and scientists mostly agree that humans bear some blame. It's easy to see how global warming could flood cities and ruin harvests. More recently, researchers like Paul Epstein of Harvard Medical School have raised the alarm that a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens (see #8). That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic. At present, atmospheric gases trap enough heat close to the surface to keep things comfortable. Increase the global temperature a bit, however, and there could be a bad feedback effect, with water evaporating faster, freeing water vapor (a potent greenhouse gas), which traps more heat, which drives carbon dioxide from the rocks, which drives temperatures still higher. Earth could end up much like Venus, where the high on a typical day is 900 degrees Fahrenheit. It would probably take a lot of warming to initiate such a runaway greenhouse effect, but scientists have no clue where exactly the tipping point lies.
Impact- Human Rights

Human rights violations lead to extinction.
Human Rights Webb 94, An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement Created on July 20, 1994 / Last edited on January 25, 1997, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html
These are the second and third paragraphs of the preamble to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on December 10, 1948 without a dissenting vote. It is the first multinational declaration mentioning human rights by name, and the human rights movement has largely adopted it as a charter. I'm quoting them here because it states as well or better than anything I've read what human rights are and why they are important. The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights convenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors. “In Germany, the Nazis first came for the communists, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Communist. Then they came for the Jews, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Jew. Then they came for the trade unionists, and I did not speak up, because I was not a trade unionist. Then they came for the Catholics, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Catholic. Then they came for me... and by that time, there was no one to speak up for anyone”-- Martin Niemoeller, Pastor, German Evangelical (Lutheran) Church. Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.

Impact- Terror 

Nuclear terrorism escalates to nuclear war with Russia and China.
Robert Ayson 10, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2010 (“After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld)
A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible thatsome sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weaponsbetween two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil mightalso raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear 
Impact- Terror
[CARD CONTINUED…]terrorism (as discussed earlier)Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide. There is also the question of how other nuclear-armed states respond to the act of nuclear terrorism on another member of that special club. It could reasonably be expected that following a nuclear terrorist attack on the United States, both Russia and China would extend immediate sympathy and support to Washington and would work alongside the United States in the Security Council. But there is just a chance, albeit a slim one, where the support of Russia and/or China is less automatic in some cases than in others. For example, what would happen if the United States wished to discuss its right to retaliate against groups based in their territory? If, for some reason, Washington found the responses of Russia and China deeply underwhelming, (neither “for us or against us”) might it also suspect that they secretly were in cahoots with the group, increasing (again perhaps ever so slightly) the chances of a major exchange. If the terrorist group had some connections to groups in Russia and China, or existed in areas of the world over which Russia and China held sway, and if Washington felt that Moscow or Beijing were placing a curiously modest level of pressure on them, what conclusions might it then draw about their culpability? If Washington decided to use, or decided to threaten the use of, nuclear weapons, the responses of Russia and China would be crucial to the chances of avoiding a more serious nuclear exchange. They might surmise, for example, that while the act of nuclear terrorism was especially heinous and demanded a strong response, the response simply had to remain below the nuclear threshold. It would be one thing for a non-state actor to have broken the nuclear use taboo, but an entirely different thing for a state actor, and indeed the leading state in the international system, to do so. If Russia and China felt sufficiently strongly about that prospect, there is then the question of what options would lie open to them to dissuade the United States from such action: and as has been seen over the last several decades, the central dissuader of the use of nuclear weapons by states has been the threat of nuclear retaliation. If some readers find this simply too fanciful, and perhaps even offensive to contemplate, it may be informative to reverse the tables. Russia, which possesses an arsenal of thousands of nuclear warheads and that has been one of the two most important trustees of the non-use taboo, is subjected to an attack of nuclear terrorism. In response, Moscow places its nuclear forces very visibly on a higher state of alert and declares that it is considering the use of nuclear retaliation against the group and any of its state supporters. How would Washington view such a possibility? Would it really be keen to support Russia’s use of nuclear weapons, including outside Russia’s traditional sphere of influence? And if not, which seems quite plausible, what options would Washington have to communicate that displeasure? If China had been the victim of the nuclear terrorism and seemed likely to retaliate in kind, would the United States and Russia be happy to sit back and let this occur? In the charged atmosphere immediately after a nuclear terrorist attack, how would the attacked country respond to pressure from other major nuclear powers not to respond in kind? The phrase “how dare they tell us what to do” immediately springs to mind. Some might even go so far as to interpret this concern as a tacit form of sympathy or support for the terrorists. This might not help the chances of nuclear restraint.
Impact- Economy

Economic collapse leads to global nuclear war 
Friedberg & Schoenfeld 08 of politics and international relations 8 [Aaron Friedberg is a professor at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School. Gabriel Schoenfeld, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J., “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall Street Journal, Ocbtober 21, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html]

With the global financial system in serious trouble, is America's geostrategic dominance likely to diminish? If so, what would that mean? One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs. In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism. Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership. Are we up for the task? The American economy has historically demonstrated remarkable resilience. Our market-oriented ideology, entrepreneurial culture, flexible institutions and favorable demographic profile should serve us well in whatever trials lie ahead. The American people, too, have shown reserves of resolve when properly led. But experience after the Cold War era -- poorly articulated and executed policies, divisive domestic debates and rising anti-Americanism in at least some parts of the world -- appear to have left these reserves diminished. A recent survey by the Chicago Council on World Affairs found that 36% of respondents agreed that the U.S. should "stay out of world affairs," the highest number recorded since this question was first asked in 1947. The economic crisis could be the straw that breaks the camel's back. In the past, the American political process has managed to yield up remarkable leaders when they were most needed. As voters go to the polls in the shadow of an impending world crisis, they need to ask themselves which candidate -- based upon intellect, courage, past experience and personal testing -- is most likely to rise to an occasion as grave as the one we now face. 
***Debris DA ***
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1.Space militarization proliferates debris, means no further use of space.

Space Daily April 22nd, 2002 Space Missile Systems Will Impact Astronomy and Space Exploration

http://www.spacedaily.com/news/milspace-02l.html

The militarization of space could create a permanent halo of orbiting debris that will interfere with important scientific and communication satellites, according to Joel Primack, professor of physics at the University of California, Santa Cruz. "In science fiction movies like Star Wars there are constant explosions, but a few seconds later the screen is clean. It's not going to work that way near a planet," Primack said. About 3 million kilograms of space debris (roughly 6 million pounds), from dead satellites to paint chips, already orbit the Earth. The U. S. Space Command tracks over 9,000 objects larger than four inches in diameter, and operational satellites can take evasive action to avoid being hit by one of these larger objects. In the range from four inches down to about the size of a marble, there are relatively few objects now in orbit. The most serious hazard currently is the non-trackable debris smaller than a marble that orbits the planet at speeds around 17,000 miles per hour, 10 times faster than a bullet from a high-powered rifle, Primack said. A BB-sized fragment traveling that speed has the destructive power of a bowling ball moving over 60 miles per hour, and a marble-sized fragment can do even more damage. Satellites are armored, but they can only withstand BB-sized particles. Even the International Space Station is vulnerable to any debris much larger than a BB. Space-based missiles will generate huge amounts of small debris particles, said Primack. Some will arise from weapon explosions, but even more will come from the resulting small projectiles hitting larger objects already in orbit and fragmenting them. According to Primack, so many bits of junk could eventually be orbiting the Earth that no satellite or space station could be operated in Low Earth Orbit, 200 to 1,250 miles above the planet. Space shuttles and other space vehicles would need heavy armor to pass through the debris. Most communications satellites are located in higher orbits that would not be as affected by the debris, but some, such as those for mobile phones, are in lower orbits and already in danger. No methods to remove space debris now exist. "If we do this, we're going to create a terrible problem there's no easy solution for, but the space debris aspect of a 'Star Wars' missile system is just not talked about in the public arena," Primack said. Primack will give a talk on this issue on April 19 at the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) headquarters in Paris during the Science and the Quest for Meaning Conference. The conference explores the connections between science and spirituality. Primack said it would be unethical and immoral to jeopardize peaceful uses of space for short-term military gains. Like many researchers, Primack relies on data from astronomical satellites in Low Earth Orbit, where missile defense systems would also 
be located. His theoretical work on the nature of the "dark matter" in the universe, for example, was supported by evidence from the Cosmic Background Explorer (COBE) satellite, which detected fluctuations in the first light of the universe. Space-based telescopes are ushering in a new era in space research, and Primack said he believes researchers will soon be able to answer fundamental questions in cosmology. "The data from COBE, the Hubble Space Telescope, and other new observatories should at last give astrophysicists a solid foundation on which to construct an overarching theory of the origin and evolution of the universe, an achievement that is also bound to have deep implications for the development of human culture," Primack said. In 1993, NASA issued the Policy to Limit Orbital Debris Generation, but it has had little impact, Primack said. He hopes that an international treaty prohibiting explosions in space and requiring all satellites to carry mechanisms to de-orbit them safely will be created in the future. "Every person who cares about the human future in space should also realize that militarizing space jeopardizes the possibility of space exploration," Primack said. 

Debris DA 1NC [2/2]
2. Debris collisions will render space unusable for all peaceful and military purposes and entomb the Earth. That’s extinction.

 Lori Scheetz 2007 19 Georgetown International Environmental Law Review: Infusing Environmental Ethics into the Space Weapons Dialogue 

[ J.D., summa cum laude, Georgetown University Law Center; Order of the Coif B.A., summa cum laude, Dickinson College, Executive Editor Georgetown International Environmental Law Review]
It is important to note that debris orbiting approximately 800 kilometers above Earth resulting from testing, deployment, and use of space weapons will reside there for decades."1 After debris settles into orbit at more than 1,500 kilometers above Earth's surface, it will remain there indefinitely.82 Collisions involving debris exceeding just one centimeter can be disastrous. 83 In LEO, a marble-sized debris fragment can collide with satellites "with about the same energy as a one ton safe dropped from the top of a five story building."84 When these fragments collide, the quantity of debris increases. This prospect is compounded if each nation, in the long-term future, rationally takes advantage of the space commons and introduces its own weapons systems. Ultimately, these collisions could lead to a chain reaction, creating a halo of debris and making space virtually unusable for peaceful purposes, such as communications and GPS satellites.85 Furthermore, space debris could harm or destroy current military space applications and thus actually compromise the use of space for national security purposes. Steven Mirmina, a senior attorney with NASA, asserts, "Maintaining the environment of outer space for future use may also be considered an issue of national security. If certain orbits in outer space become so laden with debris that they are no longer usable, the U.S. may encounter difficulty in achieving some of its national security goals."86 In addition to irreparably damaging the space environment and inhibiting peaceful space activities, damage to space will also likely cause harm to Earth's environment because Earth and outer space are intricately connected.87 Eventually, collisions of debris could produce so much dust that a lasting twilight will cast over the Earth, shrouding the planet in a haze of metallic pollution.88 Moreover, the mere existence of space weapons increases the potential for their use in space in the future. Warfare in space could entomb the Earth, creating a hazardous space environment.89 One pair of scholars remarks that "scientists need to emphasize that a war in space could create a battlefield that will last forever, encasing our entire planet in a shell of whizzing debris that will thereafter make space near the Earth highly hazardous for peaceful as well as military purposes."' 
Debris 2NC Uniqueness

Every new launch takes us farther from debris-stabilization to safe levels.
J.C. Liou and N.L. Johnson 2008 “Instability of the present LEO satellite populations” Advances in Space Research, Volume 41, Issue 7, 

[Engineering Science and Orbital Degree Program Offices of NASA, respectively]
 Has the current debris population in the LEO region reached the point where the environment is unstable and collisions will force an uncontrollable population growth in the foreseeable future? Based on this “no new launches” scenario, collisions will continue to occur in LEO over the next 200 years, primarily driven by the high collision activities in the region between 900 and 1000 km altitude. This trend, of course, will not last forever as long as no new launches are added to the environment. Over time (millennia or longer) the collision cascade process will deplete most massive objects in the environment and lead to a permanent population decrease at the end. The “no new launches” assumption adopted for the study is, of course, not practical. However, it does serve as a good benchmark to assess the current debris environment. In reality, the LEO population growth will be greater than that shown in this paper, as spacecraft and their orbital stages continue to be launched into space. How much greater it will be in 200 years is difficult to predict, due to major uncertainties in future launches, although one can make reasonable assumptions to bound the problem (e.g., Krisko, 2004). In addition, the growth rate of collision fragments is dominated by catastrophic collisions involving two massive objects. The outcome of such collisions is sensitive to the selection of breakup model. Commonly adopted mitigation measures, such as limiting postmission orbital lifetimes of satellites to less than 25 years, will slow down the population growth (e.g., [Krisko et al., 2001b], [Walker et al., 2001] and [Liou and Johnson, 2005]). However, these measures will be insufficient to constrain the Earth satellite population. Only remediation of the near-Earth environment, i.e., removing existing large and massive objects from orbit, will likely prevent the undesirable effects predicted in the present study. 

Debris 2NC Link Extn.

Space militarization debris hurts econ, environment, and space exploration.

Michael Krepon 04 Star Wars Redux: Space Assurance or Space Weapons?

http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf

[Founding President of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs] 
The potential debris and disruption caused by space warfare would impair global commerce that depends on space, produce environmental damage, and create hazards to space exploration. Companies that depend on space-aided commerce would be particularly hard-hit by the flight-testing, deployment, or use of space weapons. Insurance companies that backstop space-related activities would look for less risky investments, or raise their rates appreciably. The avid pursuit of flight-testing and the deployment of space weaponry by the United States would also be likely to create deeper fissures in alliance ties and relations between major powers, whose assistance is most needed to form “coalitions of the willing” to stop and reverse proliferation. Washington’s choice is therefore stark and clear: The United States and other countries would not be reassured by the flight-testing and deployment of weapons based in space or weapons on Earth designed for space warfare. The pursuit of space weapons would come at the direct expense of space assurance. Space assurance is defined here as a mutually supporting network of agreements, cooperative measures, international norms, codes of conduct and military hedges designed to prevent dangerous military activities in space, especially the flight testing, deployment and use of space weapons. 

Space mil is net worse for space exploration. Turns Case.

Michael Krepon 04 Star Wars Redux: Space Assurance or Space Weapons?

http://www12.georgetown.edu/sfs/publications/journal/Issues/sf04/Forum%20Krepon.pdf

[Founding President of Stimson and director of the South East Asia and Space Security programs] 
The weaponization of space is an environmental as well as a national security issue. The environmental degradation of space created by space-faring nations constitutes a danger to space exploration, the space shuttle and other peaceful uses of space. Space litter also poses difficul ties for the military uses of space. The weaponization of space, particularly with respect to the flight-testing of ASAT weapons, would greatly compound existing concerns over safe passage. In the event of a resumption of ASAT tests, the  warranted and steps need to be taken to reduce U.S. vulnerabilities on the ground as well as in space. For example, surprise attacks are more likely to come about by a computer hacker than by a space mine or an ASAT. Attacks to critical infrastructure—including ground stations that control satellites—offer relatively low barriers to entry, multiple paths of disruption and greater potential difficulty in assessing responsibility for the crime. Moreover, if the weaker party were to carry out a surprise attack in space, it would not alter the outcome of a military contest with the United States, but it would, in all likelihood, increase  Pentagon would attempt to mitigate space debris, as it does with respect to missile defense tests. Other states that test ASATs might not be as conscientious about debris mitigation. The actual use of ASATs would compound these dangers exponentially. Space warfare would therefore not only constitute a threat to targeted satellites, it would also create debris fields that would threaten satellites operating in low earth orbit, the space shuttle, and the International Space Station. Debris fields in the upper reaches of space could be longer lasting than environmental degradation on earth. Traffic management and debris mitigation efforts are essential components of space assurance. 

Debris 2NC Link Extn.

Space militarization increases space debris – empirics prove.

Ajay Lele July 2008 Indian Defence Review: Militarization of Space

http://www.indiandefencereview.com/military-&-space/Militarization-of-Space-.html
[Researcher Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses]
Now, it seems that a new era of fighting wars in space is likely to commence. On 11 January 2007, China successfully carried out an anti-satellite (ASAT) test. For this purpose they had targeted their own aging weather satellite FY-1C. The type of weapon used for this kill was KKV or kinetic kill vehicle. This is a non-explosive weapon, which was fired with the help of a ballistic missile in space. This weapon hit the satellite and it was fragmented due to impact. The Chinese ASAT test has added more debris to space which could put other satellites out of action in any collision with them. This test has questioned the world’s earlier belief that space would never become a battleground in future. Actually, this is not the first time that such an act was undertaken. In 1959 and 1968 the US and the erstwhile USSR had tested anti-satellite systems. The late sixties was a period when ‘weaponisation of space’ was a much debated isue. The last ASAT test before this recent Chinese adventurism was carried out during the mid-eighties by the US. However, subsequently, the consequences of weaponising space were understood, and the superpowers realised that such tests would cause huge amounts of space debris which could harm their own satellites. So, an unwritten understanding was reached that states would not attempt to “conquer” this last bastion. But, the latest Chinese ASAT test indicates that this ‘space reality’ may change. Such tests would boost the desire of space powers to engage in one-upmanship. 

Space weaponization would spark proliferation of space debris.

SWEDISH PHYSICIANS AGAINST NUCLEAR WEAPONS, SWEDISH PEACE AND ARBITRATION SOCIETY 2008 “Learn about Nuclear Weapons 2008” http://laromkarnvapen.slmk.org/ENG/Dokument/International_law/Int%20law%20space.pdf
Space weaponization would seriously disrupt the arms control and disarmament process. US ground- and sea- based missile defenses have already increased tensions with Russia. The deployment of US space-based missile defenses will likely cause Russia as well as the United States (in response to Russia), to make smaller and smaller reductions of their nuclear arsenals. China would likely build more warheads to maintain its nuclear deterrent, which could in turn encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit (1). The disamament efforts had problems during the Bush jr. administration, including missile defence programs in Europe and the Georgia battle, and many expected a revitalization with the Obama administration. But still the programs seem to survive (2). Besides creating a new arms race, the weaponization of space means proliferation of space debris. Such debris, resulting from 50 years of space activity, already poses a considerable hazard to spacecraft. This crowding problem would worsen if a large number of space weapons were deployed in Low Earth Orbit (LEO). The launching and testing of weapons would also increase space debris. Moreover, deploying space-based weapons in the increasingly crowded realm of LEO would leave less room for civilian systems. Those problems would also occur during periods of peace. If a number of satellites were to be destroyed during the course of a war, some scientists warn they would create so much debris that it would prevent future satellites from being stationed in space and generally limit space access. 

Debris 2NC Link Extn.

Launching replicates debris clouds and compound damage risk. 

Adi R. Ferrara July 16th 2010 Science Clarified Journal: “Does the accumulation of “space debris” in Earth’s orbit pose a significant threat to humans, in space and on the ground?”
http://www.scienceclarified.com/dispute/Vol-1/Does-the-accumulation-of-space-debris-in-Earth-s-orbit-pose-a-significant-threat-to-humans-in-space-and-on-the-ground.html 

[Professional Science Writer]
When considering the risk posed by orbital debris, one must look not only at the current state of debris environment in space, but also into future conditions in the same environment. In a report issued in 1999, the UN Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space found that the probability of collisions between operational spacecrafts (including satellites) or between spacecraft and existing debris is increasing. To date, there is only one known case of a collision between cataloged man-made objects. In 1996, a fragment of an exploded Ariane upper stage rocket damaged the French satellite CERISE. As the report points out, the cause of many spacecraft break-ups in orbit is unknown, and might be the result of collision with orbiting debris. It is impossible to tell if the CERISE collision is truly a unique unfortunate event, or only the tip of the iceberg. The continuing launches of spacecraft compounds the existing problem. More objects in orbit mean a greater chance of collision. These collisions, in turn, will generate more fragments. The end result, if significant remedial measures are not implemented, will be an exponential increase in both the number of orbital debris and the number of resulting collisions. These resulting collisions, according to NASA, will be more and more likely to happen between larger objects, compounding the problem. Small satellites are important communication and research tools. Current planning will increase their number in LEO significantly. These satellites sometimes weigh only ounces and measure less than 1 in (2 cm). According to a recent analysis, small satellites will create constellations in orbit that are equivalent to debris clouds. Debris clouds are swarms of debris, clustered together, that are left in orbit after a break-up or explosion of space junk. They pose increased risk to operational spacecraft because they occupy a larger area than single pieces of "space junk." Owing to their design, small satellites have no collision avoidance mechanisms, they are difficult to track, and they have no means of what NASA terms "self disposal"—the ability to boost the satellite to a higher orbit or dispose of it through controlled reentry into Earth's atmosphere. In addition, these satellites are much denser than today's conventional satellite. Their higher density ensures they will stay in LEO for a very long time, but their operational lifes-pan is actually short. Thus they will be replenished at regular intervals, unlike true debris clouds that eventually disperse. What we are faced with, then, is a possible trend of increasing, hard-to-track "debris clouds" that will be replenished at regular intervals and fly blind. This situation will increase the risk to safe space flight operations. Many of these satellites are privately owned and operated, which makes them harder to regulate. In less than half a century of space operations, we've left quite a legacy: dead cattle, contaminated environment on Earth and in space, birth defects. As more attention is paid to the issue of orbital debris, more steps are being taken to mitigate the problem. This trend should be encouraged and enforced. Currently, the hazards of orbital debris are very real. To deny that a danger exists simply because we've been lucky so far is foolhardy. 

Debris 2NC Link Extn.

ASATS and Rockets are empirically the cause of drastic space debris increases.

Global Innovation and Strategy Center January 2008 Eliminating Space Debris: Applied Technology and Policy Prescriptions http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA497909
[The Commander, US Strategic Command has re-designated the Global Innovation and Strategy Center (GISC) as USSTRATCOM J9, Mission Assessment and Analysis Directorate]

Anti-satellite Missile Test (China) You can pollute a stream or an ocean for a long time and not see any consequence…by the time you see something, it may be very difficult or very costly to remedy the environment. – Dr. Nicholas Johnson, NASA Two major events in the first quarter of 2007 caused concern within the international space exploration community and are briefly described here. On January 11, 2007, the Chinese government used an anti-satellite missile to destroy an aging but still active weather satellite. By all accounts, the collision between the anti-satellite missile and the FC-1 weather satellite caused the satellite to burst into thousands of fragments that scattered into the atmosphere within an hour of the “test.” Chinese officials did not acknowledge or confirm the test until January 22, 2007. International opinion was critical of the test due to the significant amount of debris that resulted. The United States was aware of two prior anti-satellite weapon tests (ASAT) by the Chinese on July 7, 2005 and February 6, 2006. In both prior instances, the U.S. did not file diplomatic protests either bilaterally or in a multilateral forum. Page 22 of 137 Breeze-M Rocket Explosion (Russia) The Breeze-M rocket was on a mission to deliver an ArabSat 4A satellite into GEO. Unfortunately, the Breeze-M experienced an engine malfunction early on that resulted in its placing the ArabSat 4A satellite into the wrong orbit. The malfunction caused the rocket to remain inactive for a time with a potentially dangerous amount of fuel on board. Less than one month later, the Breeze-M rocket fell back to earth and exploded in the atmosphere over Australia. The explosion caused additional debris, at least 1,000 fragments, to be distributed in LEO. 
Any new space tech increases debris: disrupts agriculture, infrastructure, and risks nuclear contamination. 

Loren Butler Feffer July 16th 2010 Science Clarified Journal: “Does the accumulation of “space debris” in Earth’s orbit pose a significant threat to humans, in space and on the ground?”
http://www.scienceclarified.com/dispute/Vol-1/Does-the-accumulation-of-space-debris-in-Earth-s-orbit-pose-a-significant-threat-to-humans-in-space-and-on-the-ground.html 

[ PhD from the Committee for the Conceptual Foundations of Science at the U. of Chicago ]
Those who fear that space debris poses an imminent threat argue that the uncertainty surrounding the dangers of space debris is reason enough to proceed with the greatest of caution. Rather than draw comfort from the absence of any catastrophic collisions during the first four decades of space exploration, they point to a collection of observations of minor to moderate impacts as a warning sign of potential disaster. Although serious damage has been avoided, space debris has fallen in and near populated areas, injured people, killed livestock, damaged terrestrial structures, and caused observable damage to satellites and space vehicles. Any increase in space-based technology could easily lead to an increase in such events, with an accompanying threat of more serious consequences. Perhaps the greatest worry associated with space debris comes from the possibility that highly toxic nuclear and chemical fuels used in space vehicles could re-enter Earth's atmosphere and contaminate a populated area. 

Debris 2NC Impact/Turns Case Extn.
Increased space debris disrupts military, economic, commercial, and scientific uses of space.

Captain Bruce L. McDermott 1992 Air Force Law Review 36 A.F.L. Outer Space: The Latest Polluted Frontier
The consequences of the depositing of space debris are diverse, but all have operational and economic consequences on the ability of nations to use the near Earth environment. The accumulation of space debris may result in interference with scientific, commercial, or military space activities.21 Additionally, collision with space debris may result in "loss of property or life, damage to persons or property, generation of further debris, misinterpretation, release of contamina tion, or the need to alter space operations or space object design.''22 While it has been projected that the United States Space Shuttle will suffer a catastrophic collision only once in 10,000 years, a space station 100 meters in diameter may have a ten percent chance of being struck by a large piece of debris within just a ten-year span.23 In fact, the possibility does exist that at speeds of more than 35,000 kilometers an hour, a 0.5 mm paint chip could puncture a standard spacesuit, killing the astronaut.24 So the longer space missions are and the larger spacecraft become, the greater the danger space debris becomes. While currently the risks of an accidental collision with a space object are small, continuation of today's practices will almost certainly guarantee an increase of the probability to unacceptable levels.25 

Space debris collisions catastrophic. Kills military capability, economy, technology and life as we know it, turning case.

Clay Dillow May 27th 2010 Popular Science Magazine: Pentagon: A Space Junk Collision Could Set Off Catastrophic Chain Reaction, Disable Earth Communications

http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-05/dod-space-junk-tipping-point-collision-could-set-catastrophic-chain-reaction

[Reporter, Popular Science Magazine]
Every now and again someone raises a stern warning about the amount of space junk orbiting Earth. Those warnings are usually met with general indifference, as very few of us own satellites or travel regularly to low Earth orbit. But the DoD's assessment of the space junk problem finds that perhaps we should be paying attention: space junk has reached a critical tipping point that could result in a cataclysmic chain reaction that brings everyday life on Earth to a grinding halt. Our reliance on satellites goes beyond the obvious. We depend on them for television signals, the evening weather report, and to find our houses on Google Earth when we're bored at work. But behind the scenes, they also inform our warfighting capabilities, keep track of the global shipping networks that keep our economies humming, and help us get to the places we need to get to via GPS. According to the DoD's interim Space Posture Review, that could all come crashing down. Literally. Our satellites are sorely outnumbered by space debris, to the tune of 370,000 pieces of junk up there versus 1,100 satellites. That junk ranges from nuts and bolts lost during spacewalks to pieces of older satellites to whole satellites that no longer function, and it's all whipping around the Earth at a rate of about 4.8 miles per second. The fear is that with so much junk already up there, a collision is numerically probable at some point. Two large pieces of junk colliding could theoretically send thousands more potential satellite killers into orbit, and those could in turn collide with other pieces of junk or with satellites, unleashing another swarm of debris. You get the idea. To give an idea of how quickly a chain reaction could get out hand consider this: in February of last year a defunct Russian satellite collided with a communications satellite, turning 2 orbiting craft into 1,500 pieces of junk. The Chinese missile test that obliterated a satellite in 2007 spawned 100 times more than that, scattering 150,000 pieces of debris. If a chain reaction got out of control up there, it could very quickly sever our communications, our GPS system (upon which the U.S. military heavily relies), and cripple the global economy (not to mention destroy the $250 billion space services industry), and whole orbits could be rendered unusable, potentially making some places on Earth technological dead zones. 
Debris 2NC Impact/Turns Case Extn.

Space debris destroys economy and critical modern satellite systems – high velocity impacts.
Global Innovation and Strategy Center January 2008 Eliminating Space Debris: Applied Technology and Policy Prescriptions http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA497909
[The Commander, US Strategic Command has re-designated the Global Innovation and Strategy Center (GISC) as USSTRATCOM J9, Mission Assessment and Analysis Directorate]

 “Many objects have been jettisoned into space: lens covers, auxiliary motors, launch vehicle fairings, separation bolts used to lock fixtures in place…and objects merely dropped or discarded during manned missions.”2 That outer space exploration would create byproducts is not surprising; every human venture in history has carried inefficiencies. While outer space seemed limitless a half-century ago, the Space Age has exemplified how quickly orbits around the Earth can be filled. Space debris has evolved from an environmental nuisance to a serious hazard; the U.S. space shuttle flies backwards and upside down to avoid the problem.3 With tens of millions of debris fragments flying at high velocity through lower earth orbit, both human explorers and space hardware are vulnerable. General Kevin P. Chilton, head of United States Strategic Command, recently wrote: “Military and civilian entities are heavily reliant on services that satellites provide, and space operations are so pervasive that it is impossible to imagine the U.S. functioning without them.”4 During Operation Desert Storm, commercial satellites provided 45% of all communications between the theater and the continental United States.5 Today, according to General Chilton, “We rely on satellites to verify treaty compliance, monitor threats and provide advance warning of missile attacks. It's important to remember that every soldier, sailor, Marine and airman in Iraq and Afghanistan relies on space technology for crucial advantages in the field.”6 Commercially, the economy of the United States is heavily dependent on space assets in virtually every industry. Communications, Global Positioning System (GPS) technology, agriculture, weather monitoring, and shipment tracking in the manufacturing sector are all indispensable to workings of the market.7, 8 With international economies interwoven across borders and cultures, damage to a critical satellite might pose serious monetary repercussions throughout multiple countries. For example, nearly a decade ago the failure of the Galaxy IV satellite rendered certain communications useless for two days. “The failure of that one satellite left about 80 (to) 90 percent of the 45 million pager customers in the United States without service…and 5400 of 7700 Chevron gas stations without pay-at-the-pump capability.”9 U.S. News and World Report recently reviewed an exercise simulating a day in the life of the U.S. military without satellites; the deputy under secretary of the Air Force for space programs was questioned about the results. “Fundamentally, you go back to fighting a war like World War II where it’s huge attrition rates, huge logistics, and huge expenses.”10 This example certainly speaks to the reliance on space assets. A lack of action to secure space assets might prove even costlier. In a knowledge-based, information-driven economy, the ability to communicate effectively and quickly is sacrosanct. The Economist recently painted the determination of the outcomes of future conflicts as a matter of “Brains, Not Bullets.”11 If information superiority is today’s manifest destiny, the security of space assets is not optional. 
Debris 2NC Impact/Turns Case Extn.
Space debris interrupts military communications and commercial satellites.

Captain Bruce L. McDermott 1992 Air Force Law Review 36 A.F.L. Outer Space: The Latest Polluted Frontier

http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?collection=journals&handle=hein.journals/airfor36&id=153

Among the other risks posed by space debris is the interference it may have with scientific, commercial, and military activities. Scientists believe space debris may impair the accuracy of scientific data by settling on optical surfaces, thereby reducing their transmission, cause interference with radio signals, and may degrade the surfaces of optical instruments and solar panels, thereby impairing the accuracy of the data collected.29 Additionally, the space debris may effect commercial undertakings in outer space through interference with satellite communication transmissions and with solar power station transmissions.  Space activities began to be regulated in the late 1950s and early 1960s. However, all of the early international efforts failed to specifically address  orbital debris. The year following the 1957 launching of Sputnik I, the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) formed the Ad Hoc Commit tee on Contamination by Extraterrestrial Exploration (CETEX) in an attempt to begin to lobby for the careful and conscientious use of space in scientific research. This non-governmental organization sought to discourage space activities which would not create meaningful data, while condoning any risks associated with space exploration as long as they were justified by the scientific value.30 CETEX in its report to the ICSU stated that space exploration carried with it certain risks and stated those risks "must be justified by the scientific content of the experiment.'31 The CETEX report influenced the Ad Hoc Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space which had been established by United Nations Resolutions 1348 on December 13, 1958.32 The committee was formed, in part, following urging by United States Secretary of State Dulles who asked that a committee be established in order "to prepare for a fruitful program on international cooperation in the peaceful uses of outer space."33 The Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space both sought to protect space against the emergence of conditions that would impede scientific and technological investigations and stressed the need for international cooperation in the conduct of space activities. The committee called for the drafting of international agreements which would serve to reduce the adverse effects of biological, radiological, and chemical contamination and suggested that, due to the possibility that exploration of space might produce damage, provisions be made for liability.34 
Debris Astroenvironmentalism Module

Astroenvironmentalism seeks to keep space free of pollution of debris.

EGJ 2001 Electronic Green Journal: UCLA Library – Peer Reviewed http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d37b8cx

Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration as an Environmental Issue
Some concerns of astroenvironmentalism are: keeping the space surrounding the Earth clear of pollution, debris, and garbage; remembering and teaching the lessons learned from conservation and preservationist struggles of the past and applying them to the new frontier of space; tracking and monitoring the environmental damage caused by the fuels used for space expeditions; treating the Moon, Mars, and the rest of the planetary Electronic Green Journal, 1(15), Article 7 (2001) 4 bodies in the universe as wildernesses that need to be protected; creating a set of ethical guidelines to protect the life that we encounter in space; creating safeguards to ensure there is no contamination of celestial bodies; counteracting the efforts of national and private agencies to terraform other planets; the use of space technology to answer questions about the environment and environmental problems; disallowing private agencies to own property in space in the interest of avoiding military conflicts in space; and creating the legal power to enforce these concerns. 
Acknowledging astroenvironmentalism, specifically for space militarization, is a stepping stone to protecting Earth environments.

EGJ 2001 Electronic Green Journal: UCLA Library – Peer Reviewed http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d37b8cx

Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration as an Environmental Issue
The most important related efforts are those involved in trying to stop the militarization of space and the use of nuclear power in space. Karl Grossman, author of The Wrong Stuff (1997), and William E. Burrows, in This New Ocean (1998), point out that space is likely to become our next war zone. Space will become the new high ground from which battles are fought. We have ignored the Moon so that we can focus more on the immediate high ground in the satellite belt. Thankfully, we are focusing on international cooperation for the new space station, but Grossman and Burrows emphasize the need for a greater worldwide participation. Over the years there have been many people who have been concerned with this issue, but they would not necessarily call themselves astroenvironmentalists. I put forth astronenvironmentalism as an argument that space should be considered an environmental issue and the term can function as an umbrella term for the related concerns. Astroenvironmentalism seems to fill a void, because there are no widely known organizations that focus on this issue. There is no widely known Mars First or Venus First organization arguing against terraforming. There is no Greenspace or Spacepeace. Most environmental groups are focused on more immediate issues and are more concerned with immediate and down-toEarth issues. Leopold's Land Ethic, which focused on protecting life, is not easily applicable to the barren territories of space. But the argument of protecting space from exploitation is not solely about protecting rocks; it is also about making a statement about human behavior. If one succeeds in making the argument about protecting celestial bodies, we are also making the argument about protecting habitats here on earth. 
Space exploration without consideration of environmental consequences leads to environmental catastrophe.

EGJ 2001 Electronic Green Journal: UCLA Library – Peer Reviewed http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2d37b8cx

Astroenvironmentalism: The Case for Space Exploration as an Environmental Issue
In Beyond Space Ship Earth: Environmental Ethics and the Solar System, probably the most thorough coverage of the subject, Hargrove (1986) writes that the only reason there are no people on the Moon or Mars is due to reduced NASA spending levels. "The attempts to apply environmental concepts to the Solar System represent a significant challenge for environmental ethics, since so far as we know at present the Solar System, except for Earth, is a collection of nonliving natural objects, the kind of entity that offers the greatest conceptual difficulties for environmental ethics." Hargrove warns, "If serious planning begins without adequate ethical and environmental input, then future NASA and associated industrial/commercial projects in the Solar System may simply produce a new environmental crisis that dwarfs our current one" (pp. x-xi). Hargrove argues that if we do nothing, the dark visions of science fiction could become true. 
***Politics Links***

Plan Unpopular – Congress


Hitchens 05 [Hitchens, Theresa. Vice President, Center for Defense Information. \“U.S. Military Space Policy and Strategy Presentation to the e-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Sept. 14, 2005\”

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/hitchens-05_12_01_/hitchens-05_12_01_en.pdf" 


Congress hates the plan – funding, public opinion, international criticism  

Hitchens 05 [Hitchens, Theresa. Vice President, Center for Defense Information. “U.S. Military Space Policy and Strategy Presentation to the e-Parliament Conference on Space Security, Sept. 14, 2005”

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/hitchens-05_12_01_/hitchens-05_12_01_en.pdf
]
What I can also say is that even if the new presidential policy blesses the Pentagon’s space warfare strategy, it remains unclear whether Congress will be willing to fund it much beyond basic technology research. Space is an exceedingly expensive place. To fully implement the capabilities necessary to fight “in, from and through” space, hundreds of billions would have to be dedicated to developing new weapons, launching thousands of new on-orbit assts, and maintaining those systems once they are deployed. With launch costs remaining at $22,000 per kilogram, and current satellites in LEO weighing up to 4,000 kilograms, the price tag rapidly becomes exorbitant – hundreds and hundreds of billions of dollars. Further, Congress is already expressing concerns about the costs of today’s Air Force space programs that have nothing to do with controversial ASAT or space-strike systems. Programs such as the Transformational Satellite System designed to replace current military communications satellites, and the Space Radar to replace aging U.S. early warning satellites, are years behind schedule and tens of millions of dollars over budget. Congressional reaction to Air Force budget requests for new space weapons programs based on unproven and yet undeveloped technologies may well not be all that favorable. In addition, space weapons remain controversial politically and the concept unpopular with broad U.S. public opinion – and a unilateral move by the United States to weaponize space is likely to also face harsh international political resistance and possible backlash as other nations seek to compete with their own space weapons programs. Indeed, recognizing these facts, the House Armed Services subcommittee on strategic forces, which is responsible for the military space budget, plans to hold hearings sometime in June on the question of “space control” and space weaponization.

Congress hates BMD – won’t risk prolif

Spring 10 Heritage Foundation  [Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. “The Obama Administration's Ballistic Missile Defense Program: Treading Water in Shark-Infested Seas.” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/04/the-obama-administrations-ballistic-missile-defense-program-treading-water-in-shark-infested-seas]

Taken together, the BMDRR and the budget clearly indicate that the ballistic missile defense program will tread water in FY 2011. The BMDRR proposes significant steps forward for some programs, such as the sea-based Aegis system and its land-based variant, particularly when compared to the programmatic retreats that the Administration has imposed on other programs in FY 2010. On the other hand, these steps forward may be temporary because they are reversible. Further, the BMDRR proposes continuing retreats in other programs, such as the Airborne Laser system. On the budget side, the Obama Administration's $8.4 billion request for the MDA is more than $500 million above projected spending for the current fiscal year. On the other hand, it is almost $1 billion less than the Bush Administration's budget request for the MDA for FY 2009.[4] A missile defense program that is simply treading water should be unacceptable to Congress because ballistic missile proliferation trends, including those described in the BMDRR, point to other countries, particularly the rogue states Iran and North Korea, developing missiles of increasing sophistication and range. Further, a program that is treading water will deprive the U.S. of the opportunity to establish improved relations with China and Russia based on more defensive strategic postures.[5] Accordingly, Congress needs to demonstrate its commitment to both invigorating and accelerating the ballistic missile defense effort. After all, this program is about defending the U.S. and its allies against strategic attack, and the federal government has no more important responsibility under the Constitution.

Plan Unpopular - Political Capital 
Kills Obama leadership – trades off with Space Posture Review

Huebner 4-28-10[Huebner, Al. Toward Freedom envisions a world ethic that honors the human spirit and the right of individuals to freedom of thought and creativity. “The Politics of Garbage in Outer Space” http://www.towardfreedom.com/ globalism/1939-the-politics-of-garbage-in-outer-space.]

These chaotic conditions in the space above Earth are a clear threat to the many important and peaceful uses of satellites in that region. Because the US possesses more satellites than any other nation it has the most to lose from deployment of weapons that can destroy satellites and create more dangerous debris. Conversely, it is the country that could benefit most from a comprehensive multilateral space security plan. This would be a win-win situation as other other countries achieve access to space without fear of missile attack and with reduction of costly accidents. The US hasn't taken the wise course that would both benefit it and other nations. Instead its policy in the past decade has focused on securing space by unilateral and military means. The Bush administration had proposed space-based missile defense research and development that would, for the first time, place dedicated weapons in orbit. Fortunately, Congress repeatedly refused to fund this proposal. And although the US has certainly not fostered space cooperation with the international community in general, it has taken an especially strong stance against China, blocking Chinese access to all US space technology. The Obama administration seems to understand that space policy during the past decade, like foreign policy in general, has made the US more and more unpopular among other nations, not to mention being contrary to its own best interests. The president will re-shape space policy, as far as the Congress will let him. There are some immediate opportunities for a change in direction. The administration is in the process of rewriting the National Space Policy, which guides US space activities across all sectors; that is, civil, commercial, government, and military. And a Space Posture Review. to be completed by the end of this year, will establish priorities for the national security uses of space. One of those priorities should be a pledge not to station weapons in space. Russia made such a pledge in 2004 and is currently the only nation to have done so. If the US followed suit it would be a strong inducement to get other space powers to follow. China might be one of them. President Obama seems to understand the importance of China in achieving space security, and he has worked toward that goal. In a joint statement issued with President Hu Jintao in November, 2009, President Obama said "The two countries have common interests in promoting the peaceful uses of outer space and agree to take steps to enhance security in outer space." Of course this still leaves the threat of collisions with space debris. But once the weapons threat has been eliminated and cooperation among space-faring nations has been established, that problem can be addressed and reduced, although not completely solved.

BMD costs capital - empirics prove                                                                      Boston Globe 03 [Derrick Z. Jackson is a columnist for The Boston Globe. “Beware The Hype: We've Heard It All Before”. http://articles.sun-sentinel.com/2003-04-01/news/0303310273_1_targets-rumsfeld-weapons/2.]
Then Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman and now Secretary of State Colin Powell and Gen. Norman Schwarzkopf both said that 80 percent of air bombing missions were successful. Air Force Lt. Gen. Charles Horner smiled as he dazzled reporters in Riyadh, the Saudi capital, with videos of so-called smart bombs zooming down air shafts and going through selected doors of Iraqi military buildings. Col. Alton Whitley, commander of the 37th Tactical Fighter Wing, said: "You can pick precisely the target you want. You can want the men's room, or you can want the women's room." After the first President Bush claimed that Patriot missiles knocked out 41 of 42 Iraq Scud missiles, he went to a Raytheon plant in Andover to proclaim, "Thank God for the Patriot." The hype allowed the Cold War crowd to crow that the Reagan military buildup had all been worth it. It gave then Defense Secretary and now Vice President Dick Cheney the political capital to attempt to increase funding for the "Star Wars" space missile defense system from $1.7 billion to $4.6 billion. It was not until years later that Americans found out the truth. In a classified report in 1996 and an unclassified follow-up in 1997, the General Accounting Office found that many of the claims of precision by the Defense Department and "smart bomb" weapons manufacturers were "overstated, misleading, inconsistent with the best available data, or unverifiable." Using the Defense Department's own data, the GAO found that the bomb "hit rate" from F-117 Stealth fighter planes was between 41 percent and 60 percent, well below the boasted 80 percent. The GAO said that the Gulf War was successful, in terms of brevity and scant loss of American lives. But the GAO concluded in 1992 that the Patriot missile, contrary to Bush's claims of near perfection, may have destroyed no more than 9 percent of Scuds. 
Plan Unpopular - Kucinich

Kucinich hates the plan 
Kucinich U.S. Representative [D] Ohio 2-18 [C-SPAN Transcript. “Continuing Appropriations Act 2011.”http://www.c-spanvideo.org/denniskucinich]

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, my amendment would prohibit funds authorized in H.R. 1 to be used for the missile defense program at the Department of Defense. The amendment does not cut overall defense spending but merely places a limitation on spending on the hapless and hopeless missile defense system. According to the Congressional Research Service, the U.S. has spent over $150 billion on ballistic missile defense since 1985, and there is no working, reliable missile defense system to show for all that investment. H.R. 1 dedicates approximately $10 billion more for ballistic missile defense. Some have argued that such systems are necessary for national security. In fact, no missile defense system under development has ever passed an unrigged test. According to experts at CRS, the performance in wartime for our newest capabilities is unknown. In December of last year, our ground-based interceptors known as GMDs failed the test again, a test that cost $100 million. According to the Union of Concerned Scientists, the United States ``is no closer today to being able to effectively defend against long-range ballistic missiles than it was 25 years ago.'' Missile defense systems are unproven and unworkable. They are worthless as national security. But even though we have never in 25 years created a missile defense system that worked, our misguided commitment to spending billions on this failed program is having a counterproductive effort with other countries. Both the Bush administration and the Obama administration have mistakenly argued and insisted that the ballistic missile defense system is solely for deterrence and protection against potential future threats. This argument contradicts logic. Missile defense concepts are perceived by both our foes and allies as defensive threats. If we increase our arsenal, we encourage other countries to increase theirs. I want to conclude by saying that when will Congress act appropriately in response to the record of failure in missile defense? Shouldn't we apply the same standard to missile defense as we apply to our schools and No Child Left Behind? If you can't pass the test, then you lose your funding. [Time: 22:40] I reserve the balance of my time.

Plan Unpopular - Flip Flop
Plan is a flip flop – Obama pledged global ban on space weapons
Reuters 09 [Shalal-Esa, Andrea. American University. “Challenges loom as Obama seeks space weapons ban”  http://www.reuters.com/article/2009/01/25/us-usa-obama-space-idUSTRE50O15X20090125 1-25-09]

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - President Barack Obama's pledge to seek a worldwide ban on weapons in space marks a dramatic shift in U.S. policy while posing the tricky issue of defining whether a satellite can be a weapon. Moments after Obama's inauguration last week, the White House website was updated to include policy statements on a range of issues, including a pledge to restore U.S. leadership on space issues and seek a worldwide ban on weapons that interfere with military and commercial satellites. It also promised to look at threats to U.S. satellites, contingency plans to keep information flowing from them, and what steps are needed to protect spacecraft against attack. The issue is being closely watched by Lockheed Martin Corp, Boeing Co, Northrop Grumman Corp, the biggest U.S. defense contractors, and other companies involved in military and civilian space contracts. Watchdog groups and even some defense officials welcomed the statement, which echoed Obama's campaign promises, but said it would take time to hammer out a comprehensive new strategy. Enacting a global ban on space weapons could prove even harder. For instance, it was difficult to define exactly what constituted a "weapon" because even seemingly harmless weather tracking satellites could be used to slam into and disable other satellites, said two U.S. officials involved in the area who were not authorized to speak publicly. Michael Krepon, co-founder of the private Henry L. Stimson think tank on space, cited recent reports that the Pentagon was using two smaller satellites launched in 2006 to fly near a dead missile-warning satellite and investigate what happened. The Defense Support Program satellite, DSP-23, built by Northrop, failed on orbit in mid-September. "This incident clarified how important it is to have rules of the road for technologies that could have many different applications," Krepon said. "There are lots of benign reasons to have a closer look at an object in space. But we all know that when satellites make close passes they could also do things that are not benign." Two years ago, China used a missile to destroy one of its own satellites in a test that raised worries about a new arms race in space. The incident may have created thousands of pieces of debris. Last year, the United States also destroyed one of its own satellites, saying its toxic fuel tank could pose a danger if it fell to Earth. MORE COOPERATION? A defense official, who also asked not to be named, said the Obama administration had not yet held briefings for top officials working on military space issues, but it was clear that the focus would shift toward more diplomatic initiatives. Work on classified projects involving an "active" military response to attacks against U.S. satellites might be halted in favor of more monitoring and passive protection measures, he said. He declined to give any more details. The Obama administration also faces tough decisions on many multibillion-dollar satellite programs facing cost overruns and schedule delays, particularly at a time when rapid increases in military spending are grinding to a halt. "There's still a lot of wiggle room" in the administration's statement on military space, said analyst Victoria Samson with the private Center for Defense Information. "But just the sheer fact that they are discussing it represents a real shift from the Bush administration." "It's not going to happen immediately, but it seems as though the wheels are in motion to initiate some sort of cooperative measure," Samson said. Another defense official, who asked not to be named, said the new administration would work through the complex military space issues during a defense review to be completed by September, and as part of a space report due in December. The new policy language used by the Obama administration was "impossibly broad," the official said. It also failed to acknowledge recent work by U.S. officials on guidelines for space debris and conduct by nations active in space. Even Obama acknowledged during his election campaign that achieving a global treaty banning weapons in space could be a daunting challenge. A simpler and quicker solution, he suggested at that time, might be a "code of conduct for responsible space-faring nations." In response to questions from the Council for a Livable World, Obama said one key element of any such code would be "a prohibition against harmful interference against satellites."

Obama is opposed to space weaponization

Turner Brinton 09, staff writer for Fox News, “ Obama Space-Weapon Ban Draws Mixed Response,” , 

http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,488127,00.html
U.S. President Barack Obama's recent pledge to seek a ban on space weapons drew a mixed reaction from experts in the field, with some saying the president might be better off pursuing something more modest and less complex, such as a set of international rules governing space operations.
Arms control advocates nonetheless applauded the statement as a welcome departure from the space policy stance of former President George W. Bush, who rejected the notion of banning or limiting space weapons via treaty arrangements.

"The Bush administration rejected space diplomacy," said Michael Krepon, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, a think tank here. "We refused to negotiate on any subject that could limit U.S. military options. We have a shift from an administration that was very dismissive of multilateral negotiations [as a whole], to an administration that is open to that possibility if it improves U.S. national security."

Soon after Obama was sworn in Jan. 20, the official White House Web site was updated with a set of policy guidelines including one on restoring U.S. leadership in space.

Under the heading "Ensure Freedom of Space," the statement said the White House would seek a ban on weapons that "interfere with military and commercial satellites"; assess possible threats to U.S. space assets and the best military and diplomatic means for countering them; and seek to assure U.S. access to space-based capabilities, in part by "accelerating programs to harden U.S. satellites against attack."
Obama's campaign in 2008 outlined similar goals, saying an Obama administration would oppose putting weapons in space, seek rules of behavior for spacefaring nations and reduce the vulnerability of U.S. space capabilities.

The Bush administration generally opposed international accords that might tie the nation's hands in space.

Obama against weaponization
New York Times 10, “ No Place for Jingoism,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/04/opinion/04sun2.html

The contrast in tone between the new national space policy unveiled by President Obama last week and the policy adopted by the Bush administration four years ago is striking. The Bush policy was jingoistic, unilateral in approach, and resistant to arms control in space. The Obama policy is cooperative, international in approach, and open to a verifiable arms control treaty to restrain the development of space weapons.

The idea of an arms race in space or a space-based conflict is not science fiction. China knocked down one of its own satellites in 2007, and the United States did the same the following year. (Beijing offered no explanation for smashing a weather satellite; Washington said it needed to destroy the disabled spy satellite before it tumbled to earth and vented its toxic fuel.)

The United States has a clear strategic interest in curbing the spread of weapons that could destroy satellites from the ground or from perches in space. A treaty is the best hope of doing that. The military relies heavily on communication and intelligence satellites — more so than other nations’ militaries. The American economy is also hugely dependent on satellite communications.

The new policy states that Washington will consider arms control measures that are “equitable, effectively verifiable and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies.” Those are important conditions that should be possible for negotiators to meet. The policy also calls for “openness and transparency” in conducting operations in space, and for responsible behavior by all nations to help prevent “mishaps, misperceptions and mistrust” that could lead to conflict.

Any hawks who fear the administration may shrink from defending American interests in space ought to be mollified by assertions that all nations have the right to use space for national security activities and that the United States stands ready to defend its space systems.

The new policy calls for wider international cooperation in exploring space, studying climate change, and tracking and removing orbital debris that poses a risk to spacecraft passing through.

It reinforces President Obama’s plan to rely more heavily on commercial companies to carry cargo and astronauts into low earth orbit, abandon another landing on the moon, and develop new technologies to send astronauts to an asteroid by 2025 and to the orbit of Mars by 2035. Many members of Congress are resistant, and the president will need to persuade them.

Despite its welcome call for international cooperation, the paper does not invite other nations to join in those trips to distant worlds. Any policy that purports to promote peaceful collaboration in space ought to enlist other nations in these challenging and costly missions.

Obama wants to limit missile defense 

Spring 5-3 Heritage Foundation [Baker Spring is F. M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation.“Sixteen Steps to Comprehensive Missile Defense: What the FY 2012 Budget Should Fund” http://www.heritage.org/ Research/ Reports/2011/05/Sixteen-Steps-to-Comprehensive-Missile-Defense-What-the-FY-2012-Budget-Should-Fund. ]

Subordination of the U.S. missile defense program to the arms control agenda with Russia.Administration officials constantly asserted during the Senate debate over New START that the treaty did not limit U.S. missile defense options.[13] Not only was this factually incorrect because the treaty limits the U.S. option to convert strategic offensive missile launchers into defensive interceptors, but the treaty also restricts the handling of certain types of target missiles in ballistic missile tests, and its preamble imposes general restrictions on U.S. missile defense options.[14] Restrictions on military operations in space, which could be expanded to prohibit deployment of missile defense interceptors in space. The Administration is actively looking at joining a European proposal for a “code of conduct” for space operations. While the current text does not specifically restrict missile defense operations in space, its proponents are asserting that this agreement—and by extension, future agreements of this kind—does not require Senate consent. Clearly, the Obama Administration wants a free hand to impose ever more severe restrictions on U.S. military space operations, which cannot avoid limiting missile defense operations in space.[15] 
Flip-flop kills the agenda

Fitts ’96 (Michael A., University of Pennsylvania Law Review, January, Lexis)
Centralized and visible power, however, becomes a double-edged sword, once one explores the different ways in which unitariness and visibility can undermine an institution's informal influence, especially its ability to mediate conflict and appear competent. In this context, the visibility and centralization of the presidency can have mixed effects. As a single visible actor in an increasingly complex world, the unitary president can be prone to an overassessment of responsibility and error. He also may be exposed to a normative standard of personal assessment that may conflict with his institutional duties. At the same time, the modern president often does not have at his disposal those bureaucratic institutions that can help mediate or deflect many conflicts. Unlike members of Congress or the agencies, he often must be clear about the tradeoffs he makes. Furthermore, a president who will be held personally accountable for government policy cannot pursue or hold inconsistent positions and values over a long period of time without suffering political repercussions. In short, the centralization and individualization of the presidency can be a source of its power, as its chief proponents and critics accurately have suggested, as well as its political illegitimacy and ultimate weakness.

Plan Unpopular - Generic
Space based weapons politically unpopular 

Krepon & Katz-Hyman 05 [Michael Krepon with Michael Katz-Hyman Apart of Non-proliferation Review,2005 Chapter 4: Space Weapons and Proliferation. http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2555.pdf]
Space-based weapons directed at terrestrial targets have long been a concern to Moscow, but the Pentagon’s track record in this regard has been poor. These concepts remain technically challenging, extremely expensive, susceptible to countermeasures and politically unpopular. Unlike spaceand ground-based missile defences, ASATs are relatively cheap to build and easy to deploy. Moscow is, therefore, likely to view the resumption of US ASAT testing as a very real potential threat. However, as was the case with the US withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the initiation of limited national missile defence deployments, the resumption of ASAT testing by the United States is unlikely to prompt Moscow to engage in an arms race. Adjustments in the Russian Federation’s strategic force posture, such as an increased commitment to deploying survivable, launch-ready strategic forces with improved penetration capabilities, as well as continued heavy reliance on tactical nuclear weapons, might be expected within the context of financial and structural constraints.
Empirically proven unpopular – budgetary pressures.

Laura Grego June 2nd 2011 “All Things Nuclear: Insights on Science and Security” : Space-Based Missile Defense: Still a Bad Idea
[Ph.D. in physics from the California Institute of Technology, and a B.Sc. in physics and astronomy from the University of Michigan]
http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea

The House Strategic Forces Subcommittee considered the defense budget authorization in late May. In the bill passed up for the full House to consider was an amendment (HR 1540, Sec. 235) sponsored by Trent Franks (R-AZ) to add $8 million, unrequested by the defense department, for a study of space-based ballistic missile defense. Meanwhile, Congress still awaits the results of a study of space-based missile defense by the Institute for Defense Analysis for which $5 million was appropriated in 2008. Rep Sanchez (D-CA) noted that study “has not been finalized, nor have the findings been reported to Congress.” While $8 million is small money in this context, as Rep. Sanchez rebutted, space-based interceptors are big money. This has been established repeatedly in studies by, for example, the American Physics Society and the Congressional Budget Office, both in 2004, which show that hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would be needed to provide global coverage against one or two ballistic missiles. For the foreseeable future, each of these hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would require a mass of many hundreds of kilograms, larger than an Iridium communications satellite at launch. A deployed system would be enormously expensive and challenge the U.S. launch capability. It is unlikely to ever be deployed, and in today’s constrained budgetary environment, it is exceedingly unlikely to even be considered seriously. 
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