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Plan

Plan: The United States federal government should substantially increase missile defense beyond the earth’s mesosphere. 
Advantage One is Space Weapons 

Space militarization is inevitable – it’s a question of when not if

STRATFOR 8 [STRATFOR is a global intelligence company and has been cited by media such as CNN, Bloomberg, the Associated Press, Reuters, The New York Times and the BBC as an authority on strategic and tactical intelligence issues.[6] Barron's once referred to it as "The Shadow CIA".[7] “United States: The Weaponization of Space” April 10, 2008, http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/united_states_ weaponization_space]

In the 1950s, the United States began pushing for an international treaty on outer space — even before the 1957 launch of Sputnik atop a modified version of the world’s first intercontinental ballistic missile. Fortunes have changed somewhat in the last 50 years, and the Pentagon has little interest in taking on further legally binding constraints these days. This is especially true in space, where “weaponization” is not only inevitable, but already well under way. In 1967, Washington became party to the “Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies” (better known as the Outer Space Treaty). This treaty was quickly and readily accepted, in part because of its utter lack of definitions. Aside from some fairly unequivocal language about prohibiting the deployment of nuclear weapons in outer space and more broad military activities on the moon and other celestial bodies, the treaty is much more a loose collection of very large holes than it is a constraint on sovereign national action in space. Since then, the military utility of space has begun to be realized. Today, it is a cornerstone of global military communications and navigation. In Iraq today, for example, the U.S. military uses the Global Positioning System (GPS) for everything from squad level maneuvers to joint direct attack munition (JDAM) delivery. Largely from facilities inside the continental United States, the Pentagon controls some unmanned aerial systems half a world away. GPS has given rise to a new degree of precision in guided weapons. Imagery from space-based surveillance platforms has become commonplace and the Defense Support Program constellation continually monitors the surface of the earth for the launch plume of a ballistic missile. It is an incredibly valuable military domain. And just as it has become more valuable, the United States has become increasingly dependent on it. Thus, space-based assets are susceptible targets for U.S. adversaries. Were the United States to lose these assets, its military capability on the ground would be severely affected. Any symmetric enemy knows that and will act to neutralize U.S. space capability. The United States knows that this attack will take place and must therefore defend the assets. In this sense, space is already a domain of military competition and conflict. There is no escaping it. In other words, space has already been weaponized, except that the actual projectiles are not yet located in space. Beijing’s 2007 and Washington’s recent anti-satellite weapons tests only emphasize this point.

And space weapons are the biggest internal link to hegemony-prevent challengers from developing offensive capabilities and deters rogue states 

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)
Missile defense has entered a new era. The decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack has been settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. The rigid constraints of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which made the construction of effective anti-missile capabilities impossible during the decades of the Cold War, are now a thing of the past. What remains an open question is what shape the American missile defense system will take in the years ahead. Yet there is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, have placed a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals. And a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the decimation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct threat to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. Instead, by the administration’s own admission, it is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue state threat scenario. Left unaddressed are the evolving missile arsenals of – and potential missile threats from – strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. The key impediments to the development of a more robust layered system that includes space-based interdiction assets have been more political than technological. A small but vocal minority has so far succeeded in driving the debate against both space-based defense and missile defense writ large. The outcome has been that political considerations have by and large dictated technical behavior, with the goal of developing the most technologically-sound and cost-effective defenses subordinated to other interests. A symptom of this problem is the fact that, for all of its commitment to protecting the United States from ballistic missile attack, the administration has so far done little to revive the cutting-edge technologies developed under the administrations of Presidents Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush – technologies that produced the most effective, least-costly ways to defend the U.S. homeland, its deployed troops and its international partners from the threat of ballistic missile attack. The most impressive of these initiatives was undoubtedly Brilliant Pebbles. By 1992, that system – entailing the deployment of a constellation of small, advanced kill-vehicles in space – had developed a cheap, effective means of destroying enemy ballistic missiles in all modes of flight. Yet in the early 1990s, along with a number of other promising programs, it fell victim to a systematic eradication of space based technologies that marked the closing years of the 20th century and still plagues the opening years of the 21st century. The current state of affairs surrounding missile defense carries profound implications for the safety and security of the United States, and its role on the world stage in the decades to come. Without the means to dissuade, deter and defeat the growing number of strategic adversaries now arrayed against it, the United States will be unable to maintain its status of global leadership. The creation of effective defenses against ballistic missile attack remains central to this task. Historically, it is evident that the major geopolitical options that become available have been exploited by one nation or another. Those nations that are most successful in recognizing and acting on such options have become dominant. Others who have failed or have consciously decided not to do so are relegated to inferior political status. A salient case-in-point is ocean navigation and exploration. The Chinese were the first to become preeminent in this retrospectively pivotal area during the early Ming dynasty. However, domestic politics – strongly reminiscent of missile defense politics in the United States of the past several decades – induced this great national lead to be dissipated, with historic consequences felt until the present day, a full half millennium later. The subsequent assumption by Portugal of this leading maritime role resulted in geopolitical preeminence that was eventually lost to other European powers. In the twenty-first-century maintenance of its present lead in space may indeed be pivotal to the basic geopolitical, military, and economic status of the United States. Consolidation of the preeminent U.S. position in space akin to Britain’s dominance of the oceans in the nineteenth century is not an option, but rather a necessity, for if not the United States, some other nation, or nations, will aspire to this role, as several others already do. For the United States space is a crucially important twenty-first-century geopolitical setting that includes a global missile defense. As American policymakers look ahead, new momentum and direction is needed in the pursuit of a truly global missile defense capability that incorporates both sea- and space-based interdiction capabilities and addresses the current and expected threats of the early twenty-first-century security setting.

Moreover, space weapons bolster the US tech advantage – other countries won’t have the resources to compete

Dolman 5 [Everett C. Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”. http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20%26%20Space.pdf. 4-5] 
And America would respond … finally. But would another state? If America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the infrastructure necessary is too high; hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment it would take to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the US to entrench itself in space, and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter US deployments in kind. They might oppose US interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the US deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote. This rationality does not dispute the fact that US deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. This would clearly be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so.
The alternative to U.S. dominance is global nuclear war – every scenario for conflict becomes more likely and worse 

KAGAN, 7  (Robert, senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html)

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

Specifically, China is developing offensive space weapons to challenge the U.S.

Cheng 11 [Dean, Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation’s Asian Studies Center and has a BA in politics from Princeton and studied for a masters at MIT, “China’s Active Defense Strategy and its Regional Impact” Heritage Foundation, February 1, 2011]

In the tactical and operational realm, PLA observation of Western conflicts has led them to conclude that, in order to conduct the high-tempo, dispersed operations typical of recent Local Wars, it is essential to have access to space. Chinese analyses of the first Gulf War, the conflicts in the Balkans, and the march to Baghdad are rife with statistics on the number of satellites employed, whether maintaining surveillance over opponents, providing essential weather information, or guiding munitions and forces. Thus, as one PLA analysis notes, in places like Afghanistan, when U.S. military forces have identified the enemy, they have promptly exploited GPS to determine the enemy’s location and satellite communications to transmit the target’s location to weapons operators, in order to attack targets promptly. Similarly, in Iraq, the use of space was essential for the U.S. military’s intelligence gathering and battlefield command and control.[1] From their perspective, the ability to exploit space is essential for the ability to wage non-contact, non-linear, non-symmetric warfare. This reliance is so extensive that another Chinese analysis posits that the U.S. could not conduct the kind of warfare it prefers, but only high-level mechanized warfare, if it could not access space. The implication is that an essential part of any Chinese anti-access/area denial effort will probably entail operations against the U.S. space infrastructure, both in order to secure space dominance, zhitian quan, for the PLA, as well as to deny it to the United States. Space dominance, in this case, is defined as the ability to control the use of space, at times and places of one’s own choosing, while denying an opponent the same ability. 

That leaves the U.S. vulnerable to a Chinese offensive in Taiwan 

Schroeter, Sollenberger, and Verink 10 [Matthew Sollenberger is an M.A. student at the Johns Hopkins University, SAIS in Washington D.C. Prior to attending SAIS he spent four years as an analyst, with clients including domestic and foreign government agencies, as well as Fortune 500 companies. He holds a BA in political science with high honors from Swarthmore College. Thilo Schroeter and Bastiaan Verink are M.A. students at the Johns Hopkins University SAIS Bologna Center. Thilo graduated from Dresden University of Technology with a BA in International Relations and spent a semester abroad at the American University of Beirut, Lebanon. Bastiaan holds an LL.M. in International Security with honors from VU University Amsterdam and a BA in International Relations and Economics from Utrecht University. Prior to starting at SAIS, Bastiaan worked as a Scenario Planner for a major Dutch gas company and was a member of the Royal Netherlands National Guard, “Challenging US Command of the Commons” BC Journal, http://bcjournal.org/volume-13/challenging-us-command-of-the-commons.html?printerFriendly=true, December 29, 2010]
The ability to dominate rivals militarily is one of the pillars of hegemony. The US has long enjoyed a “command of the global commons,” i.e. the ability to freely use sea, air, and space for projecting military power and if necessary, to simultaneously deny the use of these spaces to others.1 It has been argued that command of the commons acts as a multiplier for other sources of US economic and military power, and thus, is even more central to the maintenance of US hegemony. This article argues that China’s technological advances in certain fields already threaten US command of the global commons, which we also take to encompass the domain of cyberspace. By converting sea, air, space, and cyberspace into “contested zones” for the US military, China undermines the existing basis of US influence in East Asia and possibly, US hegemony. History provides many examples where technological breakthroughs have not only affected tactics, but have also had a direct influence on strategy. The development of siege artillery in Europe in the 15th century was seen as central in reducing the strategic value of medieval castles and town fortifications.2 Additionally, the simple ability to drop torpedoes into waters 6-9 meters shallower than before gave Japan the option to pursue a strategy that included a surprise strike against US naval power at its core.3 Meanwhile, the development of nuclear weapons led to a revaluation of military strategy by both nuclear and non-nuclear powers.4 China is purportedly making active use of the lessons of history. This article argues that Chinese technological developments in certain fields have substantially altered China’s strategic options in potential military conflicts with the US. Such military confrontations are arguably most likely to erupt if hostilities break out between China and Taiwan. This paper is not intended to be an exhaustive study of evolving Chinese military capabilities and Chinese policy vis-à-vis Taiwan, nor is it meant to encompass all of the dynamics of a possible US-China conflict. Rather, by examining a few key technological developments and exploring the implications of their deployment, the article aims to demonstrate how China’s leveraging of asymmetric warfighting technologies is redefining the battlefield. This paper analyzes technological advances in the areas of: • Information warfare • Anti-access measures • Strategic nuclear forces Evolution Of Information Warfare The Chinese military is placing increasing importance on information warfare (IW), particularly in the context of battles against advanced or technologically superior adversaries.5 These priorities largely stem from Chinese observations drawn from the First Gulf War (1991), where the overwhelming US victory was initiated by strikes focused on information targets, such as Iraqi radar sites and communications hubs. Chinese experts believe these and other IW tactics contributed heavily to the US military’s ability to achieve a quick and decisive victory.6 Chinese theorists have gone so far as to redefine the traditional battlefield objectives away from Clausewitzian kinetics, claiming that “the operational objectives of the two sides on attack and defense are neither the seizing of territory nor the killing of so many enemies, but rather the paralyzing of the other side’s information system and the destruction of the other side’s will to resist.”7 The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) views US command and control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) capabilities as both a source of great strength and as a potential strategic vulnerability. Chinese military strategists believe that successful strikes against US C4ISR capabilities could help level the battlefield in any US-China conflict. While there are many emerging Chinese IW capabilities, for the sake of brevity, this section will focus on two well-developed technologies: kinetic anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons and cyber warfare. Anti-Satellite Weapons Both Chinese and American military counterparts are aware of the substantial vulnerabilities of space-based communications and surveillance systems—some have gone as far as to label satellites as the “Achilles heel” of American military might.8 There are many ways to degrade or even destroy such satellite systems; the PLA’s successful test of a ground-based kinetic ASAT weapon in 2007 was merely the latest and most public of its ongoing efforts to develop effective ASAT systems. The January 2007 test demonstrated considerable technological sophistication. The Chinese interceptor successfully struck its target, an aging weather satellite that was flying at a speed (7.42 km per second) comparable to that of an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) in an atmospheric re-entry phase.9 The test represented the most difficult of interceptions, a maneuver often referred to as “hitting a bullet with a bullet.”10 China’s space capabilities are growing, and their kinetic ASAT systems are advancing in lockstep. In 2008, China conducted 11 space launches that put a combined 15 satellites into orbit, and the country is in the process of developing more highly advanced rockets that could deliver greater payloads to a wider variety of orbits. The 2009 edition of the annual Pentagon report on the Military Power of the People’s Republic of China noted that once the ongoing developments of China’s Long March V rocket are complete, they will “more than double” the size of the payloads that China can deliver into low-earth and geosynchronous orbits.11 In addition to new launch vehicles and expanding launch capabilities, China is also developing improved long-range ballistic missiles capable of delivering ASAT payloads into geosynchronous orbits. These new missiles might be capable of directly attacking satellites in a geosynchronous orbit, effectively giving the Chinese military the capability to use direct-ascent methods on satellites operating at any altitude.12 At present, China’s ability to strike at targets in geosynchronous orbits is somewhat limited, as it only possesses the facilities to launch simultaneously four rockets capable of reaching satellites at that altitude.13 While the long-term implications of such a strike for satellites would be devastating, the short-term impacts would be significant, although less encompassing.14 Depending on target selection and hit rates, it is conceivable that the Chinese could achieve the following: • Reduction of the US Navy’s satellite-based ship surveillance capabilities • Temporary elimination of high-resolution imagery coverage over much of China • Creation of a GPS “gap” over China of approximately eight hours per day15 Cyberwarfare Since 2002, the PLA has been actively bolstering the ranks of its information warfighters, both within official military units and within the civilian ranks, by creating militia units that incorporate technical and computer specialists from both the private IT sector and academia.16 The PLA has also integrated cyber warfare into its military exercises and its formal doctrine. In a series of war games conducted in 2004, a red team used computer network operations to briefly penetrate and gain control over military command and control centers.17 In a 2009 publication, the PLA formally outlined a new strategy of “Integrated Network Electronic Warfare,” which called for, among other goals, the development of “techniques such as electronic jamming, electronic deception, and suppression to disrupt information acquisition and information transfer, launching a virus attack or hacking to sabotage information processing and information utilization.”18 It is difficult to precisely assess Chinese cyber warfare capabilities: as of 2010, China continues to strenuously deny that it possesses or is developing any offensive cyber measures. That said there is little doubt within the US defense community that the Chinese are highly capable in cyber warfare and continue to increase their capabilities. A defense assessment report prepared by Northrop Grumman notes that Chinese military “operators likely possess the technical sophistication to craft and upload rootkit and covert remote access software, creating deep persistent access to the compromised host and making detection extremely difficult.”19 The presumed rise in Chinese cyber warfare capabilities has paralleled a steep rise in “malicious cyber activity” targeting US Department of Defense (DOD) networks: such incidents have surged from around 10,000 per year in 2003 to almost 55,000 in 2008, and many appear to have Chinese origins.20 These probing attacks have had serious consequences, for instance: •In 2007, the US Office of the Secretary of Defense had to take its information systems offline for more than a week to deal with suspected Chinese infiltration.21 • Attacks on US defense contractors in 2007 and 2008 resulted in the theft of several terabytes of data on the design and electronic schematics for the F35 Joint Strike Fighter.22 Chinese agents clearly have the ability to penetrate US networks. The supposed limiting of these incursions to mapping and data theft is indicative not of limited capabilities, but rather of intent: in 2007, the Commander of US Strategic Command noted that China is “actively engaging in cyber reconnaissance.”23 China’s ability to create virtual beachheads within US military and defense contractor networks has substantial implications for US-China military scenarios. PLA cyber attackers would only need to modify or corrupt relatively small data packets to seriously degrade the performance of even the most sophisticated combat systems. For example, a US Air Force study concluded that integrated air defense systems could likely be disabled by cyber assaults, noting that such systems, “can fail by not seeing the target, seeing too many targets, failing to give or receive cuing information, not getting missiles to fire, firing missiles in directions that do not let them hit the target, or inappropriately emitting detectable energy” – or in other words, that such advanced systems need only suffer one, relatively small area of compromised performance to fail utterly.24 The US is not unaware of these threats. The US military is investing in cyber-defense, and in 2009, Defense Secretary Robert Gates went so far as to order the creation of a Cyber-Defense Command, which would be tasked to both defend military networks from cyber threats and develop offensive cyber capabilities.25 Nonetheless, US cyber defense efforts are likely playing catch-up at this point, and it remains quite conceivable that a Chinese cyber assault on US targets could noticeably, perhaps significantly, degrade the performance of US military networks for a period of time. Development of anti-access measures China is aware that, in order to be successful in a military confrontation over Taiwan, it must prevent the US from entering the conflict or at least degrade the size and effectiveness of a projected US military intervention.26 In view of the US military’s superiority, China has developed anti-access measures which have “the effect of slowing the deployment of friendly forces into a theater, preventing them from operating from certain locations within that theater, or causing them to operate from distances farther from the locus of conflict than they would normally prefer.”27 Chinese anti-access measures focus strongly on US air power. Command of the air has been one of the cornerstones of US military superiority in the post-cold war era, a fact that became most evident to China during the Taiwan Strait crisis of 1995-1996.28 Parallel to its long-term effort to modernize its air force and other air defense capacities, China has invested significant resources to develop anti-access measures to prevent the deployment of US naval and land-based air power in a potential conflict with Taiwan.

Additionally, our claims are reverse causal-absent space weaponization China will strike first 

The Center for Strategic and International Studies 2003

In any event, China does not need to reach parity with the United States to harm U.S. interests in space. Some China scholars have argued that China could use a range of old and new technologies, including advanced space capabilities, to weaken the political will of superior adversaries who increasingly depend on space to fight wars. n26 Whether this approach will be successful is debatable, but U.S. vulnerabilities to disruptions in space might embolden China to attack U.S. space systems in the event of a military confrontation over Taiwan.

The impact is global nuclear war and extinction 

STRAITS TIMES, 2K [“No One Gains in War over Taiwan,” 6/25/00, Lexis]

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

Fortunately, space weapons solve-they establish stable and effective deterrence

Mooney, 08 (Kevin, staff writer for CNS News. “Space-Based Missile Defense Needed to Counter Global Threats, Experts Say” http://www.cnsnews.com/public/Content/Article.aspx?rsrcid=36145)
Only a space-based missile defense system capable of intercepting and destroying incoming warheads in the “boost phase” (shortly after they are launched) can adequately protect America from emerging global threats, national security experts told a forum hosted the Heritage Foundation on Tuesday, Sept. 16, 2008.   The ground- and sea-based systems deployed by the U.S. over the past few years are a promising start that can help guard against limited strikes from rogue powers such as North Korea and Iran, the Bush administration maintains.   However, the existing system is not equipped to handle the more sophisticated weaponry and countermeasures that Russia and China are now developing, warned Amb. Hank Cooper, chairman of the missile defense research organization High Frontier.    Moreover, rogue states like Iran “who know how to play the game” also are testing new missile technology that could be deployed against the U.S. in unconventional ways, Cooper suggested. One nightmare scenario involves a ship-borne Scud missile that could be used to launch and explode a nuclear weapon in the atmosphere over the U.S., creating an electromagnetic pulse that would fry electronics, he warned.    The most compelling program design to date stems from President Reagan’s “Strategic Defense Initiative” (SDI), which was first spelled out in a March 1983 address, Cooper noted. Going back to the late 1980s and early 1990s, plans called for small, highly mobile, space-based interceptors called “brilliant pebbles” that would be housed in protective cylinders and armed with the ability to intercept and destroy incoming missiles.   Former President George H.W. Bush endorsed the idea, although it ultimately was discontinued under the Clinton administration and has not been reactivated since that time, Cooper lamented.     “We lost a generation of the best that came out of the SDI era in the early ‘90s and this has not been restored,” Cooper said. “This was an effective, affordable defense [concept] that could be used to stay ahead of countermeasures.”   While the idea of missile defense remains controversial inside the United States, the spread of missile technology and heightened availability of destructive weaponry has not gone unnoticed in parts of Asia and Europe, where policymakers now seem keen on the idea of employing a protective shield, Jeff Kueter, president of the George Marshall Institute, observed in response to a question from CNSNews.com.   “What we can see is a remarkable change in attitudes, particularly among some of our international partners, in recognizing the threat they face from ballistic missiles in their willingness to work with the U.S. to develop these capabilities,” he said.   Kueter credited Japan for working in close cooperation with the U.S. to help build up sea-based anti-missile systems on the U.S. Navy’s Aegis Vessels. He also said America’s European partners have been moving in a positive direction. As CNSNews.com previously reported, there are now 26 NATO countries expressing formal support for missile defense.   The multi-layered anti-missile system now in place includes a mix of ground- and sea-based systems that have the ability to attack incoming ballistic weapons in their mid-course and terminal phases, Kueter noted.   Currently, the U.S. has 24 ground-based mid-course interceptors stationed in Alaska and California, with 30 planned for the end of this year, according to the U.S. Defense Department’s Missile Defense Agency (MDA). There also are 12 Aegis ships equipped with the surveillance and tracking systems needed to perform mid-course missile defense missions at the present time, and an additional six are scheduled to become a part of the fleet over the next few months, the MDA reports.   Additional missile interceptors also will be installed as part of the Aegis system on 18 vessels in 2009, according to the MDA. The goal is to have 100 interceptors capable of engaging missiles in their terminal phase operating on Aegis before the end of next year, Kueter pointed out.   The European Site Initiative also has gained momentum recently. Current plans call for 10 U.S. ground-based interceptors to be installed in Poland where they will operate in conjunction with a radar system in the Czech Republic. The missile interceptors will be placed at the Redzikovo Polish military base close to the Baltic Sea in the northern part of the country.   Also on deck and ready for deployment in 2010 is the U.S. Army’s Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system. It can protect against both short- and medium-range missiles and can do so at longer ranges and higher altitudes than the interceptors now in use.   The THAAD system will complement existing anti-missile defenses – not replace them – adding another layer to America’s present multi-layered, anti-missile defense blanket.   These additional steps are effective as far as they go -- but, ultimately, there is no substitute for a space-based defensive layer that can target enemy warheads in their most vulnerable, earliest stages, Cooper argued.   “A space-interceptor system is actually multi-layered, in and of itself, because it has a global presence and is capable of intercepting a missile in the boost phase, or mid-course phase, or even in the high endo-atmosphere before the re-entry phase,” he said.   The boost phase is a “great time” to hit the target because the rocket is still burning, is easy to see, and can be destroyed before any decoys are deployed, Cooper observed.   In the absence of a space-based defense, there are two systems with boost phase implications currently in development: the Airborne Laser System and Multiple Kill Vehicles. The Airborne Laser is housed inside a modified 747, where it would target moving missiles. Multiple Kill Vehicles, which are much smaller versions of the current crop of anti-missile interceptors, are capable of launching several kill vehicles at one time.   “Neither system gets us where we need to be,” Kueter acknowledged in his talk. Still, he does see value in pursuing both systems as a way of sharpening and honing technology that can be more effectively applied as part of a larger missile-defense architecture over the long term.

And, the US must deploy space weapons first – only scenario for benign militarization 

STRATFOR 8 [STRATFOR is a global intelligence company and has been cited by media such as CNN, Bloomberg, the Associated Press, Reuters, The New York Times and the BBC as an authority on strategic and tactical intelligence issues.[6] Barron's once referred to it as "The Shadow CIA".[7] “United States: The Weaponization of Space” April 10, 2008, http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/united_states_ weaponization_space]

But BMD aside, the Pentagon intends to dominate space the same way it dominates the world’s oceans: largely passively, allowing the free flow of international traffic, but with overwhelming and unchallenged military superiority. That will include not only defending assets in space, but holding those of a potential adversary at risk. Currently, Washington can do much of this from the ground; it is not only able to destroy a satellite with a BMD interceptor, it is also honing the technology to deny and disrupt access to space systems. 

Finally, if the United States is the first to weaponize space it can deter future arms races and deployment of enemy space weapons 
Peter Brookes, senior fellow @ Heritage Institute, 6/7/2005 Militarizing Space, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed060705a.cfm
Fretting and fearmongering aside, the fact is that the "final frontier" is critical to our national defense. We'd better make darn sure we maintain our competitive edge there. Space is the ultimate military high ground — and critical to maintaining the supremacy (in communications, reconnaissance and so much else) of our GIs. It doesn't take a rocket scientist to figure out that whoever holds the upper hand there will hold the upper hand on Earth. If we don't maintain our space superiority, others, such as the Chinese and the Russians, will gladly replace us — guaranteed. The "militarization" of space? Already a fact. Hundreds of military-related communications, navigation and intelligence satellites are in orbit, from a number of nations. The question turns on "weaponizing" space — that is, deploying offensive and defensive space weapons that would protect a nation's Earth- and space-based interests and assets or strike Earth-based targets. Such Star Wars-like weapons might include ground- or satellite-based lasers or kinetic-energy weapons able to incapacitate (kill) hostile satellites and ballistic missiles en route to their targets. It might also involve space-based hypervelocity metal rods — "Rods from God" — designed to strike ground targets at 7,200 mph (120 miles per minute) with the strength of a nuclear weapon but without the radioactive fallout. Last month, White House spokesman Scott McClellan told reporters that the Bush NSP actually wasn't considering weaponizing space but would advocate developing means to defend our critical — but now defenseless — space infrastructure from attack. (Left unsaid: R&D on other space systems will surely continue.) Opponents of the new policy clamor that a space arms race will result from even that policy shift: China, Russia, Japan and even the European Union will surely be provoked into following our lead. But if we leave the high ground open, what's to stop others from seizing it? The critics' answer: another U.N. arms control treaty. Arms controllers also argue that space-based weapons are inefficient and expensive relative to conventional weapons. All these arguments are weak — at best. A new weapon system will cause an arms race? It ain't necessarily so. Case in point: For decades, the arms controllers railed against ballistic missile defense, warning that it would grossly destabilize relations with China and Russia and spark an arms race such as the world has never seen. Yet the Bush administration's initial deployment of missile defense hasn't caused an arms race or made relations with Beijing and Moscow any tougher than they already were. It has, however, improved our national security by providing the first protection against ballistic missiles — ever. Space weapons more expensive than conventional weapons? Sure, a satellite costs more than a tank. And a tank costs more than a cavalry horse, a rifle more than a rock. The most expensive weapon is the one that doesn't do the job. What price are the opponents of a more forward-leaning space policy willing to put on U.S. national security? As for the idea of any treaty preventing the deployment of weapons into space . . . well, tell that to North Korea and Iran — nations undeterred by the likes of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  More, the current U.N. (draft) treaty to prohibit the weaponization of space was introduced by China and Russia — the two nations most active in space today. Only the naive would argue that Beijing and Moscow wouldn't deploy space weapons today if they could. The treaty is merely their diplomatic gambit to buy time to develop their own programs. That work continues apace. Last year's Pentagon report on Chinese military power says that China, in addition to improving its satellite intelligence and reconnaissance capability, is "clearly working on, and plans to field, ASATs [anti-satellite systems]." Space is critical to American national security. No nation relies more on space than the United States — and our potential enemies know this. Failure to protect our space infrastructure would only invite a Pearl Harbor in space, leaving us deaf, dumb and blind — and at war. Maintaining America's military pre-eminence — in space as on land, at sea and in the air — is a necessity.
Advantage two is Space Exploration 

We’ll isolate three internal links—
First is civilian tech spill-over
Commitment to space militarization will cause technological spillover to the civilian sector, allowing for commercial and exploratory development
Kevin Haggerty teaches at the University of Alberta and Richard Ericson at Oxford University. The summary is taken for their article in Militarizing the American Criminal Justice System: The Changing Roles of the Armed Forces and the Police, edited by Peter Kraska, Boston: 2001, Northeastern University Press, pp. 43-64, http://crpr.icaap.org/issues/issue1/haggarty-ericson.html 

Since World War II the defining attribute of the U.S. military has been its commitment to using advanced technology for military purposes. To that end it has funded any number of new technologies, academic institutions and individual scientists. Few technologies are now developed without being scrutinized for potential military applications. The range of technologies developed for military purposes and to military specifications is extensive and, very importantly, is not confined to lethal technologies. Hence, assorted sensors, visualization devices, electronics, communication systems, as well as nuclear energy, computers and space exploration can all be conceived of as military technologies by virtue of their genesis in military programs.  These technologies, however, do not remain confined to their military context. Most eventually move into wider society through a ‘trickle down’ process of dispersion, where corporate interests work to develop potential civilian applications of technologies with a military origin. The computer provides a paradigmatic example of such a process, as prior to World War II there was little research on computing machines. The war effort galvanized efforts to develop computers, the first of which were used for assorted military purposes. In the ensuing years refinements in computational abilities have ushered in a new military ideology that emphasizes the use of information. Computers, however, have transcended their military origins, and are now a generalized technology capable of any number of different non-martial applications.

And now is key, military spending on space militarization will direct the civilian technology market  

Military and Aerospace Electronics 6 Private Aerospace Company, “Companies could profit by adopting military technology for civilian market,” 1/10/06, http://www.militaryaerospace.com/index/display/article-display/245158/articles/military-aerospace-electronics/online-news/companies-could-profit-by-adopting-military-technology-for-civilian-market.html

MAITLAND, Fla., 10 Jan. 2006. Milcom Technologies CEO Jason Rottenberg said no matter what happens to the Pentagon's budget in the next several years, companies developing civilian applications for military technology will likely benefit. That would be good for Maitland-based Milcom, which creates and nourishes businesses built on technology originally used in weaponry. "I think the government's investment in defense contractors will be good for us going forward," Rottenberg said. "The Defense Department's investment in technology paid off in Iraq. I don't think you will see less spending from that perspective." Many of the technological advances -- from communications systems to high-tech training equipment -- have been the genesis for businesses in the private sector. One Milcom creation, MeshNetworks of Maitland, turned a wireless broadband system into a civilian communications product that has been snapped up by communities around the country. Last year, Motorola bought the company, yielding a big return for Milcom.  Rottenberg, 35, became Milcom's chief executive last fall. He joined the firm in 2000 and in 2003 took charge of OnPoint Technologies, a nonprofit venture with the U.S. Army that invests in small businesses developing technology that could benefit the military. Milcom and OnPointmake Rottenberg a gatekeeper. As Milcom searches defense contractors for ideas with civilian potential, OnPoint encourages technology companies to develop products with military applications. "Our specialty is investing in companies at the intersection of the commercial world and the defense department," Rottenberg said. He sees potential in both areas. OnPoint has 10 companies in its stable, which it helps through a $50 million federal fund. And Milcom nourishes six other businesses. Rottenberg, who succeeded retiring CEO Mike Buffa, said changing tactics in the Iraq war have created a steady demand for new military technology. That, in turn, has kept defense contractors busy. "These are great times for defense contractors," Rottenberg said. "Their share prices are doing well, and they are growing their top lines with the new opportunities coming to them." The only downside, from Milcom's perspective, is that the large contractors are so busy with Pentagon work that they have little incentive to explore civilian applications for their technology. Rottenberg said that when Pentagon funding eventually becomes leaner, the contractors will probably have more interest partnering with Milcom affiliates. "It's a cyclical business," he said. "If things slow down, there will be more time for companies to look for opportunities and they will be looking for other sources of revenue. So a slowing of the defense sector wouldn't necessarily have a downside for us." Rottenberg said that finding venture capital for products spun out from defense contractors remains Milcom's biggest challenge. "We remain affected by the ups and downs of the venture-capital community," Rottenberg said. "It's looks like the venture-capital market is starting to get hot again, which is encouraging."

That’s key to Space Colonization 

Dinerman 7 Tyler Dinerman, Space author and journalist based in New York City, Writer for The Space Review, “Independent Space Colonization: Questions and Implications,” 1/15/07, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/784/1 
The term “space colonization” has been declared off-limits in polite society. The “c-word” is supposed to invoke all the terrible aspects of old-fashioned imperialism, particularly European imperialism. One notes that neither the Japanese nor the Turks nor the Russians feel particularly guilty about their now-defunct empires. Even in Europe, the epicenter of the guilt trip questions are now being asked, there was a major debate in France last year over whether the “positive aspects of colonialism” should be taught in schools. If colonization is a dirty word, then so are “conquest”, “exploitation”, “settlement”, and “industrialization”. If fact, anything that goes beyond simple exploration is problematic. The Outer Space Treaty has theoretically forbidden any nation from claiming sovereignty over any “celestial body”. Within a couple of decades we will see if this approach can pass the reality test. Once one or more bases are established on the Moon, nations will find themselves exerting control over parts of that body which, in practical terms, will amount to sovereignty. Within a moonbase, even one occupied by only a couple of astronauts, the government that sent them there will regulate their lives in more or less the same way a government regulates the lives of the crew of a warship. The ship itself is considered the sovereign territory of the state that owns it while the waters through which it passes may be international or belong to another sovereign state that is obliged to respect the right of innocent passage. The ship’s crew lacks anything like the ability to function as free citizens and to buy sell and trade in a free marketplace. One question that advocates for space colonization have to consider is: how can the transition from a quasi-military lifestyle to a civilian one be handled? The experience that many communities in the US have had when a nearby military base closed down might be relevant. Another source of experience might be the transitions from martial law to civilian law that have taken place over the years, including the one that happened in Hawaii at the end of the Second World War. None of these have involved any change in sovereignty. Post World War Two decolonization involved such a change. Yet, if the provision in the Outer Space Treaty (OST) regarding their extended responsibility of launching states for whatever they put into space means anything, it mean that states will have to exercise control over the inhabitants of a colony no matter how long ago their ancestors left Earth. It is difficult to imagine a third or fourth generation inhabitant of Mars or of another “accessible planetary surface”, to use the old NASA euphemism, accepting the right of a distant Earth government to control any aspect of their lives, let alone the kind of regulations promulgated under martial law. Their reaction to such control might not be a quick and easily mollified revolt, but a more permanent split between the Earthbound and the spacefaring parts of humanity. In the long term the effort to impose controls on private space colonization by the use of a vague process of international consensus-seeking will create a reaction not only against the OST but against the whole idea that Earth governments should be allowed any say whatsoever in the governance of off-Earth activities. In the near term it is relatively easy for governments to impose their will on space activities, but when vehicles that can provide low-cost access to low Earth orbit are as available to the public as oceangoing private yachts, maintaining control will be much harder. Authoritarians, even soft authoritarians, resent the easy mobility that people have acquired with the widespread ownership of private vehicles. A citizen who can pack up his or her possessions and move elsewhere is harder to control than one who is stuck in a village or neighborhood and requires state-controlled public transport to get anywhere. Low-cost space transportation implies a loss of government power. Worldwide there is a powerful political bias towards ever more powerful government. Long-term technological trends, in materials and biotech as well as in information systems, tend to push the other way. Supporters of the OST will find themselves stuck between these two trends. The conflict between those in the US who want to revise the treaty to enshrine property rights and a broadly “American” view of human freedom and those with different ideas and priorities makes any revision of the OST problematic. This probably does not mean that the treaty will be junked, like the ABM Treaty was, any time soon, but it does mean that the treaty will have less and less relevance to the future of humankind in the solar system.

The second internal link is protection of the commons-

Command of space key to protect our ability to explore

Bellflower 10 [John W, writing for the Air Force Law Review, “The Influence of Law on Command of Space” Air Force Law Review, 2010, ProQuest]

Positive command of space is the freedom of action necessary to maintain unhindered access to outer space and the use of space lines of communication, and is predicated on America's commitment "to the exploration and use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes, and for the benefit of all humanity."105 This commitment flows from the free exploration and use principle contained in the Outer Space Treaty. As this freedom of action in outer space is vitally important to U.S. national interests, the U.S. National Space Policy "considers space systems to have the rights of passage through and operations in space without interference."106 Thus, America will "preserve its rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space."107

Space militarization key to future space exploration

Dolman 2 [Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force?s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University?s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence?s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award, Astropolitik, 2002]
If a case for extending the long-established and powerfully explanatory geopolitical body of theoretical thougllt into the twenty-first century is to be made, then it must also be shown that at least some aspects of the geo/astro­ political paradigm have already been at work. For this reason, a condensed discussion of the most expansive period of space exploration in the bricC history of space flight, the mid-Cold War period, is offereu. As the story unfolds, it wiil become apparent that astro/geostrategic principles and Realpolitik diplomacy provided the impetus for spectacular outward expan­ sion. In the process, a seconuary set of tentative assumptions is derived from the theoretical and historical developmellt of the model. These conjectures cluster around the hypothesis that without the re-establishment of a competi­ live, widely embraced, and recognizably astropolitical space regime (one that encourages space exploration on the basis of competition without confronta­ lion), future growth in outer-space exploration is likelyto be stunted.'10 help make the case, the rhetoric and reality of the Golden Age of Space Exploration is summarily described.

Moreover, militarization allows for free market operation in space by protecting commerce

Dedijer Media, 2000

http://dedijer.com/article.asp?article=Master_of_Space

Vision for 2020 compares the US effort to control space and the Earth below to how centuries ago 'nations built navies to protect and enhance their commercial interests.' Vision for 2020 also stresses the global economy. 'The globalisation of the world economy will also continue, with a widening between 'haves' and 'have-nots',' says the US Space Command ominously Paul Wolfowitz, a key player in designing the US strategy of preemptive war, the rationale for attacking Iraq, is the co-author of a frightening document titled ‘Rebuilding America’s Defenses’ (5) . It notes the unique power position the U.S. holds and outlines a military strategy to defend the nation’s commercial interests worldwide. The document notes that ‘space commerce is a growing part of the global economy’ and that many of the commercial space systems have direct military applications. The authors see a need “to secure and protect these space assets”; the U.S. ”must also have the capability to deny America's adversaries the use of commercial space platforms for military purposes in times of crises and conflicts. Indeed, space is likely to become the new ’international commons,’ where commercial and security interests are intertwined and related.”
The third internal link is military expansion-

Militarization fosters exploration

Dolman 2 [Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force?s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University?s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence?s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award, Astropolitik, 2002]

Astropolitics and Astropolitik provide a military strategy and a legal- institutional blueprint that should ignite a new srace race almost at once. It is not the only possibility. but it follows long-established political traditions and taps into the most dynamic capacities of people and states. The changes promoted are simple, inexpensive, and should prove remarkably effective. There will be complaints, numerous no doubt, that it advocates dooming the fut ure of humanity to a state-centric model that has produced an historically abysmal wnr record on Eal-th. Why spread this paradigm out to infect every- thing we touch in space? The objections are valid. but generally at odds witb the wishes of those who would make them. The ultimate goal of astropolitics and Astropolitilc is not the militarization of space. Rather, the militarization of space is a means to an end. part of a longer-term strategy. The goal is to reverse the current international malaise in regard to space exploration, and to do so in a way that is efficient and that harnesses the positive motivations of individuals and states striving to better their conditions. It is a neoclassical. market-driven approach intended to maximize efficiency and wealth.

Space militarization key to space colonization 

Wall 3 

[Richard, Wall is a freelance translator, specializing in the social sciences, "Dreaming Space Power- Paving the Road to 21st Century Warfare”. http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig3/wall9.html]

The military applications of space exploration have been brought into much sharper focus over the last 2½ years. New York professor Karl Grossman, who has written extensively on the dangers of the use of nuclear power in space, wrote in an article in December 2000 for example, how US preparations to wage war in and from space would be getting a huge boost with the assumption of power by George W. Bush and Richard Cheney. But these concerns are not new. There has always been something of a military flavour to space exploration, even in the early years when ‘superpower rivalry’ was expressed in the ‘space race.’ Soothing noises were made about the value of scientific experiments and the aspirations of all humanity, but the underlying reality was, and is, that it is in the nature of nationalist-statist undertakings constantly to be seeking a power advantage over real or imagined rivals. This has historically been done through the combination of technological superiority and territorial control, which expanded to aerial control (command of the air), and now increasingly is seen as ‘spatial’ or ‘universal’ control (command of space). Greater emphasis on the military usefulness of space programs would be consistent with a bureaucratic tussle scenario in which, sooner rather than later, the monies spent on the ageing shuttle (ineffective in terms of actual weaponry although still militarily useful for tests of ancillary equipment such as long-range cameras), could be re-allocated to funding some faster and sexier form of rocket propulsion, thereby facilitating the aggressive military aim of the “conquest of space” in the future. 

Specifically, Space militarization helps protect commercial assets and boosts industry through spending

Noam Chomsky, Prof. of linguistics @ MIT, 7/4/2001
Hegemony or Survival Part 2, http://www.zmag.org/Sustainers/content/2001-07/04chomsky.htm
The US Space Command holds that "In the future, being able to attack terrestrial targets from space may be critical to national defense. U.S. Space Command therefore is actively identifying potential roles, missions, and payloads for this probable new field of battle." The basic rationale was explained in its brochure "Vision for 2020." The primary goal is announced prominently on the front cover: "dominating the space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investment." This is the next phase of the historic task of military forces. "During the westward expansion of the continental United States, military outposts and the cavalry emerged to protect our wagon trains, settlements, and railroads" -- acting solely in self-defense, we are to understand, perhaps pursuing the well-intentioned but failed efforts "to lead, guide and help Native Americans [among others] toward the right side of history" (Bacevich), America's historic mission for the world. And "nations built navies to protect and enhance their commercial interests." The next logical step is space forces to protect "U.S. National Interests [military and commercial] and Investments." The US role in space should be comparable to that of "navies protecting sea commerce," though now with a sole hegemon, far more overwhelming than the British Navy in centuries past. The Space Command is of course aware of Krepon's dilemma, and plans to overcome it by "Full Spectrum Dominance": overwhelming military dominance on land, sea, and air as well as space, so that the US will be "preeminent in any form of conflict," in peace or war. The need for such dominance will mount as a result of the increasing "globalization of the economy," which is expected to bring about "a widening between `haves' and `have-nots'," an assessment shared by US intelligence in its projections for 2015 (contrary to the underlying economic theories, but in accord with reality). The widening divide may lead to unrest among the have-nots, which the US must be ready to control by "using space systems and planning for precision strike from space" as a "counter to the worldwide proliferation of WMD" by unruly elements -- a predictable consequence of the recommended programs, just as the "widening divide" is an anticipated consequence of the preferred form of "globalization."

The Space Command could have extended its analogy to "navies protecting sea commerce" and the military "defending" expanding interests. Navies, and the military generally, have played a prominent role in technological and industrial development throughout the modern era. Also to corporate consolidation: the noted pacifist Andrew Carnegie relied heavily on naval contracts in building the first $1 billion corporation, US Steel. Militarization of space offers similar opportunities for the current era. "In terms of international technological potential," economic historian Clive Trebilcock writes, "the ability to produce the largest gunmountings around 1910 was roughly equivalent to the ability to manufacture space vehicles around 1980." The task of constructing huge machines to fire projectiles from a moving platform at a moving target was one of the most complex engineering problems of the day, leading to major advances in metallurgy, electronics, machine tools and manufacturing processes. Quick-firing guns and advanced rifle production also posed challenging tasks for engineering and manufacture, which could be undertaken by "civilian" industry thanks to government contracts, which "played a vital part in removing the risk barriers from mass production" and preliminary research and development (R&D). The results were transferred directly to the automotive and other major modern industries. These developments a century ago were a large step forward from earlier stages, when the "American system of Manufactures" astounded the world, based on 40 years of investment and R&D in the US Ordnance Department at the Springfield Armory and elsewhere, laying the basis for "a world revolution in mass production." Earlier, advances in guncasting from the mid-18th century laid the basis for iron production and use of steam engines, and were "instrumental in facilitating the rise of large-scale industry, indeed in creating the factory system." The same factors persisted after World War II, but with a qualitative leap forward, this time primarily in the US, as the military provided a cover for creation of the core parts of the modern high tech economy. None of the beneficiaries want to see the closing of what Trebilcock calls "the military bank, spending through the public purse, [which] has proved a massive paymaster of scientific development," technological and industrial as well. Promoting advanced industry has been a leading objective of military planning since World War II, when it was recognized by business leaders that high-tech industry could not survive in a competitive "free enterprise" economy and that "the government is their only possible savior" (Fortune, Business Week). Reagan's SDI was peddled to the business world on these grounds. Maintaining "the defense industrial base" -- that is, high-tech industry -- was one of the factors brought to congressional attention by President Bush when he called for maintaining the Pentagon budget immediately after the fall of the Berlin Wall had eliminated the Russian pretext. Militarization of space is a natural next step, which will be propelled further by the anticipated arms race. Others too are well aware of its economic potential. Retreating from his earlier critical stance, German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder stated in March that Germany would have a "vital economic interest" in developing BMD technology, and must be sure that "we are not excluded" from technological and scientific work in the field. Participation in BMD programs could strengthen domestic industrial bases generally in Europe, it is expected (see Defense Monitor, March 2001).

Next the impacts- 

Space exploration is necessary to solve inevitable, guaranteed human extinction

Objective Observer ‘03

(“The Case for Colonizing Mars”, July, http://www.theobjectiveobserver.com/articles/space01.shtml)

Homo sapiens, human beings, have to be one of the least intelligent species on the planet. I realize that this statement flies in the face of most scientific evidence given the large brain capacity of homo sapiens, the use of tools by homo sapiens and the fact that homo sapiens can engage in abstract thought. However, all of these traits make it that much more unlikely and fantastic that homo sapiens as a species continue to largely ignore the colonization of Mars. One simple fact screams out for human beings to colonize Mars with all due haste. That fact makes it crystal clear that the Earth has a deplorable track record when it comes to its ability to support life. Consider that 99.9% of all species that have ever existed on planet Earth are extinct. Now, when you look at that fact, please also consider that this does not mean that .1% of species have survived since the dawn of time. The .1% figure simply represents species that have yet to go extinct. In other words, we happen to have some species alive and thriving on the Earth today. Those species by and large evolved relatively recently. Thus, the .1% figure is not really a survival rate but rather a percentage of all species that have ever existed on the Earth that currently happen to be alive. Another way of viewing this is in terms of survival rate as a function of time instead of as a function of species. If we were to look at all species that have existed during the last 10 years, the survival rate would be close to or at 100%. In other words, of all the species that have existed on planet Earth for the last 10 years, no extinctions have occurred. If we were to look at species that have existed for the last 1,000 years that 100% figure would drop slightly due to extinctions such as the dodo and the passenger pigeon. Looking at the survival rate species that have existed for the last 10,000 years, that 100% figure would be even less and as we go further and further back in time, the survival rate would approach or become zero. Therefore, we can state as a certainty that the longer a species exists on the Earth, the more likely it becomes that that species will become extinct and this continues until that species’ extinction is a certainty. What causes these extinctions? Irrelevant. I am not here to debate the cause of animal extinctions. There are many theories regarding why extinctions occur. The most popular today being that asteroids and/or comets randomly strike the Earth every millennia or so and serve as a first strike that initiates extinction. Asteroids and comets are currently blamed for many of Earth’s mass extinctions throughout its history. However, regardless of whether extinctions occur by asteroid, by comet or by some other as yet unknown device, the fact that 99.9% of species that have ever existed on the Earth are extinct remains the same. Consider also that human beings are on the top of the food chain, quite similar to dinosaurs in their day. Why is this relevant? Well, for one simple fact. Land extinctions tend to kill off the large, dominate animals at the top of the food chain while some of the smaller animals near the bottom of the food chain survive. Oddly enough, mass extinctions seem to happen in reverse in the ocean, the smaller animals at the bottom of food chain become extinct and the ones at the top of food chain tend to survive. This may actually explain why intelligence evolved first on land instead of in the oceans, but that is the subject of a different essay. Of course, one might argue that there has never been a species of animal on the Earth that was so intelligent, so diverse and so well adapted to its environment as are homo sapiens. Thus, the argument is that if there is going to be a species that survives a mass extinction, homo sapiens have the best chance. However, this argument is rather full of logical errors in reasoning. First, in terms of diversity and adaptation, homo sapiens rather pale in comparison to other successful organisms such as all of the species of dinosaurs. Second, there is absolutely no evidence that intelligence has anything to do with surviving a mass extinction. Thus, we have a few simple scientific facts that human beings have been quite aware of for several decades that make it perfectly clear to any reasonable mind that human beings WILL become extinct if they remain solely on planet Earth. And yet, human beings by and large are doing very little to colonize Mars. And by very little, I do not mean to denigrate those individuals that have written on this subject or those at NASA and other agencies around the world that are working right now on all of the problems associated with colonizing Mars. However, what I am proposing is to make the colonization of Mars a priority of the United States and world governments second only to national defense. This last argument is sure to spark protests and outrage from many different sectors I am sure. I can hear the arguments now. “We have enough problems to solve here on Earth first before we start trying to colonize other planets.” “Why not put resources into deflecting or destroying asteroids and comets instead of colonizing Mars?” “We do not have the technology to colonize Mars.” “Why not colonize the oceans?” Why not colonize the Moon?” “We have no evidence that colonizing Mars will avoid human extinction.” I will address each of the arguments in turn. “We have enough problems to solve here on Earth first before we start trying to colonize other planets.” This statement is very true, human society is fraught with all kinds of problems. However, all other problems pale in comparison to the extinction of the species. The reason is simple. If homo sapiens as a species becomes extinct, all other problems are irrelevant. “Why not put resources into deflecting or destroying asteroids and comets instead of colonizing Mars?” This one is quite simple. First, one should know that we probably only know of about 5% of the asteroids and/or comets that pose a severe threat to the Earth. If one of those asteroids within that 5% was going to hit the Earth, we would have some warning; maybe enough to come up with and successfully execute a plan to deflect it. However, for the other 95%, we would have little or no warning. Second, we do not know for a certainty that asteroids or comets cause mass extinctions. We have some pretty good evidence that points to this, but nothing certain. Mass extinctions might be caused by viruses or some as yet unknown device. The only certainty in preserving the human species is to expand beyond the bounds of planet Earth. “We do not have the technology to colonize Mars”. Yes we do. We are 100 or perhaps a 1,000 times more prepared today to tackle the problem of Mars colonization than we were to tackle the problem of landing on the moon. Our society is perhaps the best prepared it has ever been throughout its entire history to tackle such an exploration and colonization. Quite simply, we have the technology today to begin terraforming and permanently colonizing Mars. In addition, it has already been proven that when nations make certain well-defined goals and objectives top priority, the problem is solved with surprising rapidity. This can be seen with the development of the atomic bomb as well as the Apollo program to land on the moon. “Why not colonize the oceans?” This argument stems from the fact that ocean extinctions tend to occur in reverse of land extinctions. That is, the big, dominant animals at the top of the food chain tend to survive ocean mass extinctions. First, human beings are not native to the oceans and therefore, the normal “rules” would not apply. Second, big, dominant animals do go extinct in the oceans. Third, 99.9% of all species that have ever inhabited the earth, on land and on water have gone extinct. Expanding to an ocean environment does not change that fact. “Why not colonize the Moon?” Indeed, this seems reasonable. It gets our species off of planet Earth and the Moon is a lot closer than Mars. However, the Moon lacks the ability to support a self-sustaining human colony. A Moon colony would be much too dependent on Earth for its very existence. This does not mean that we should not pursue a permanent Moon colony. Indeed, a permanent Moon colony may be a crucial step in colonizing Mars. However, a Moon colony cannot serve as a replacement for Mars colonization. “We have no evidence that colonizing Mars will avoid human extinction.” This is absolutely true. However, we know for a fact that it is a certainty that if we remain solely on planet Earth we will go extinct. We also know that creating a self-sustaining colony on another planet is the best and perhaps only way to avoid extinction. And Mars is the most likely candidate within our solar system for colonization. 

And, space militarization creates an international commons of trade yet allows us the strategic flexibility to deny our enemies access

Thomas Donnelly, Project for the New American Century, September 2000
Rebuilding America’s Defenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources for a new Century, http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/pdf/RebuildingAmericasDefenses.pdf

The complexity of space control will only grow as commercial activity increases. American and other allied investments in space systems will create a requirement to secure and protect these space assets; they are already an important measure of American power. Yet it will not merely be enough to protect friendly commercial uses of space. As Space Command also recognizes, the United States must also have the capability to deny America's adversaries the use of commercial space platforms for military purposes in times of crises and conflicts. Indeed, space is likely to become the new “international commons,” where commercial and security interests are intertwined and related. Just as Alfred Thayer Mahan wrote about “sea-power” at the beginning of the 20th century in this sense, American strategists will be forced to regard “space-power” in the 21st.

***Russia/China Weapons Now ***
China Space Mil. Now
China is making strategic, long-term, moves towards space militarization. The U.S. must act or be left behind.

Adams, Jonathan. "China is on path to 'militarization of space'." Christian Science Monitor 28 Oct. 2010: N.PAG. Academic Search Premier. EBSCO. Web. 22 June 2011
China looks set to pull ahead in the Asian space race to the moon, putting a spacecraft into lunar orbit Oct. 6 in a preparatory mission for an unmanned moon landing in two or three years. Chinese engineers will maneuver the craft into an extremely low orbit, 9.5 miles above the moon's surface, so it can take high-resolution photos of a possible landing site. Basically, China is looking for a good "parking space" for a moon lander, in a less-known area of the moon known as the Bay of Rainbows. The mission, called Chang'e 2 after a heroine from Chinese folklore who goes to the moon with a rabbit, highlights China's rapidly growing technological prowess, as well as its keen desire for prestige on the world stage. If successful, it will put China a nose ahead of its Asian rivals with similar lunar ambitions – India and Japan – and signal a challenge to the American post-cold-war domination in space. The Asian space race Compared with the American and Soviet mad dashes into space in the late 1950s and '60s, Asia is taking its time – running a marathon, not a sprint. "All of these countries witnessed the cold war, and what led to the destruction of the USSR," says Ajey Lele, an expert on Asian space programs at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in New Delhi, referring to the military and space spending that helped hasten the decline of the Soviet regime. "They understand the value of money and investment, and they are going as per the pace which they can go." But he acknowledged China's edge over India. "They started earlier, and they're ahead of us at this time," he says. India put the Chandrayaan 1 spacecraft into lunar orbit in 2008, a mission with a NASA payload that helped confirm the presence of water on the moon. It plans a moon landing in a few years' time, and a manned mission as early as 2020 – roughly the same timetable as China. Japan is also mulling a moonshot, and has branched out into other space exploration, such as the recent Hayabusa mission to an asteroid. Its last lunar orbiter shared the moon with China's first in 2007. Both Japan's and India's recent missions have been plagued by glitches and technical problems, however, while China's have gone relatively smoothly. Mr. Lele said the most significant aspect of the Chang'e 2 mission was the attempt at a 9.5-mile-high orbit, a difficult feat. India's own lunar orbiter descended to about 60 miles in 2008, he said, but was forced to return to a more stable, 125-mile-high orbit. A low orbit will allow for better scouting of future landing sites, said Lele. "They [the Chinese] will require huge amounts of data on landing grounds," said Lele. "A moon landing hasn't been attempted since the cold war." During the famed 1969 Apollo 11 manned mission to the moon, astronaut Neil Armstrong had to take control of the lander in the last moments of descent to avoid large moon boulders strewn around the landing site. China hopes to avoid any such last-minute surprises with better reconnaissance photos, which would allow them to see moon features such as rocks as small as one-meter across, according to Chinese media. Is China's space exploration a military strategy? Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2. The security implications of China's space program are not lost on India, Japan, or the United States. The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan. "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance … and communications satellites.' " More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon. With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space." 
China Space Mil. Now
China’s anti-weapon stance is a farce. Despite appearances, they are weaponizing now and view space militarization as inevitable.

MAGINNIS, ROBERT. April 11th, 2011 "China Lies About Its Huge Military Buildup." Human Events 67.14 (2011): 8.Academic Search Premier. EBSCO. Web. Volume 67, Issue 14 

[Internationally known security and foreign affairs analyst often seen on CNN and Fox News] 
Red Alert: China is sending misleading messages about its massive military buildup. Last Week, China's Communist regime published the every-second-year edition of its defense white paper, "China's National Defense in 2010," which claims to promote transparency in its defense planning and deepen international trust and asserts that its security policy is defensive in nature. But the paper's messages are not supported by the facts. Five False Messages Consider five of the many misleading messages imbedded in the 30-page defense white paper. First, "China attaches great importance to military transparency," the paper claims. The Pentagon takes issue with that view in a report, stating: "The limited transparency in China's military and security affairs enhances uncertainty and increases the potential for misunderstanding and miscalculation." China fails the transparency test by understating its defense spending. The Pentagon's 2010 report on China's military estimates Beijing's total military-related spending for 2009 was more than $150 billion, but the white paper claims it spent about hall that amount, $75.56 billion (495.11 billion RMB). The difference, according to the Pentagon, is due to the fact that China's defense budget "does not include major categories of expenditure," but the report fails to identify those categories. China's defense spending increased annually for more than two decades, but the white paper says: "The growth rate of defense expenditure has decreased." That statement is refuted by China's official 2011 defense budget, which is $92 billion, up 12.7% from 2010, which grew from 7.5% during the previous year. The Pentagon report also states China isn't transparent regarding its growing force-projection capabilities. For example, the so-called transparent white paper does not mention Beijing's plan to deploy an aircraft carrier known to be under construction. A question about the carrier was posed at the press conference announcing the white paper, but was never answered. Second, "The Chinese government has advocated from the outset the peaceful use of outer space, and opposes any weaponization of outer space," according to the white paper. China's anti-space weaponization view hasn't stopped it from developing its own space weapon, however. The white paper makes no mention of China's 2007 successful direct-ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons test, which destroyed its own satellite in space. "The test raised questions about China's capability, and intention to attack U.S. satellites, according to a Congressional Research Service (CRS) report. The Pentagon's report states: "China continues to develop and refine this [ASAT] system, which is one component of a multidimensional program to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries during times of crisis or conflict." The report also indicates China is developing kinetic and directed-energy weapons for ASAT missions. Gen. Xu Qiliang, commander of China's air force, appears to confirm the Pentagon's analysis. He said in 2009 that military competition extending to space is "inevitable" and emphasized the transformation of China's air force into one that "integrates air and space" with both "offensive [read ASAT] and defensive" capabilities, according to the Pentagon's report. Third, "China firmly opposes the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction [WMD] and their means of delivery." The paper also states. "Nonproliferation issues should be resolved through political and diplomatic means" and then cites as examples the nuclear crises with North Korea and Iran. 

China Space Mil. Now
Chinese weaponization is already occurring

Macdonald 9 [Bruce W, senior director of the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program with the USIP Center for Conflict Analysis and Prevention, testimony before the strategic forces subcommittee, March 18, 2009]

There is a sizable Chinese military (PLA) literature on space conflict, but it is unclear how well this reflects Chinese government thinking, any more than U.S. military journals reflect official U.S. policy. However, China’s ASAT test and this literature demonstrate a PLA awareness of the importance of offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and suggest that such capabilities are part of China’s larger plans for the future. It is also unclear whether this reflects PLA interest in OCS for warfighting or just for deterrence. Should China choose to deploy its demonstrated ASAT system, or a more advanced versions of it, U.S. space assets and the military and economic infrastructures they support will be in jeopardy. Furthermore, China reportedly has other offensive space programs under development, including lasers, microwave- and cyber-weapons. We also face the twin realities that defending space assets is more difficult than attacking them; and while advancing technology will help both defense and offense, the offense is likely to benefit more. One thing is certain – more clarity on PLA and Chinese government thinking on 4 space deterrence, doctrine, space stability, and related issues – and Russian thinking, too -- are urgently needed and are important to U.S. security.
Russia Space Mil. Now
Russia has taken a definitive stance in favor of space militarization.

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]

This paper has discussed space weapons and the possible implications of orbiting some specific systems, based on recent US research and development proposals. This is not to say that the USA is the sole driver of such development. Several countries have their entire space program based in the military. Russia, with the only publicly confirmed (but seldom mentioned) actual space weapon, an aircraft cannon mounted on Salyut 3, has already shown that it is willing to develop and carry weapons into space [154]. This fact is underlined by the creation of space technology such as the failed Russian Polyus ASAT/miner testbed [155] and [156]. It is likely that other countries could use such precedents to point at in the case of their own security technology developments. Even if many of the proposals in the USA never went beyond the planning and paper stage [157] and [158], the mere installation of abovementioned relatively primitive gun turrets in space serves further to underline that merely proposing the development of space weapons in the USA can easily spark real development elsewhere, leading to an arms race without real cause, especially in the light of the media exposure they typically receive. This once more lines out the need for a new code of good conduct in space [50]. 
***SPW Inevitable ***
SPW Inevitable
Weaponization inevitable – historical development of British warships prove. 

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”]

There is, nonetheless an inevitability-based argument that is more strongly supported by history – that once a nation deploys weapons or find asymmetric ways to avoid their effect. Britain’s introduction of the dreadnought battleship at the beginning of the last century, with its combination of heavy guns, armor and speed, caused in Germany “something close to panic”. However, this revolution in warship effectiveness did not forever solidify Britain’s hold on the seas. Only four year later, in 1909,m it was the British who were in a panic, over the rapid buildup of dreadnought by Germany; the new concept, by making precious ships almost irrelevant, was allowing Germany to overtake British naval power much more quickly than would otherwise have been possible. History is filled with other examples: chemical weapons, atomic bombs, multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles, etc; it is difficult to think of a single counterexample, even when the original innovator had the clear capability to maintain a numerical lead. 

Space weaponization is inevitable – reliance on information and the need to control the arena

Bell 99 
[Thomas D. Bell, Lieutenant Colonel Thomas D. Bell, USAF, has been involved in USAF fighter aviation for the majority of his 18 year career. After finishing pilot training in 1979, Lieutenant Colonel Bell served as an F-111 pilot, then an instructor pilot and weapons officer both in Europe and in the United States from 1980 until 1988. His military education also includes graduation from the USAF Fighter Weapons School, Squadron Officers School, and the US Army Command and General Staff College. His civilian education includes a Masters of Science Degree in Computer Science from the University of Idaho. A 1997 graduate of the Air War College, Lieutenant Colonel Bell completed this research under the auspices of the Center. Weaponization of Space: Understanding Strategic and Technological Inevitabilities, Center for Strategic Technology at the Air Warfare College, January 2009]

Just as the role of US military operations in space has gradually shifted from scientific interest, through intelligence collection, to robust combat support, so it will continue to shift inevitably toward the weaponization of space. In discussing the expanding role of the military in space, the term weaponization implies an increase in the capability to conduct warfare in, from, or through space. It is appropriate to use the term weaponization, rather than militarization, because both the United States and Russia have already militarized space. Since man's earliest days in space, intelligence and communications satellites have had military missions. While space has not been weaponized yet, there are historical reasons for suspecting that the weaponization of space is as inevitable as was the weaponization of the land, sea, and air media of warfare. The results from these cases show that, although the initial involvement in the land, sea, and air media was not for military purposes, the militarization and ultimate weaponization of each medium occurred because of the belief that it was necessary to protect resources in these environments. It is for this reason that the causes for the weaponization of these media are relevant to space. Selected Examples The development of combat forces on land predates recorded history. As people acquired more resources to protect, the need for land forces increased, and with that development societies turned toward citizen-soldiers for protection. The history of the militarization of land is the history of civilization itself. As civilization advanced, so too did its resources and the nature of the armies which guarded their security. As with armies, the development of navies precedes recorded history. By 1100 BC the Phoenicians were the dominant maritime traders in the ancient world. Their navies sailed the Mediterranean to protect Phoenician commerce. In 404 BC, Athens was the preeminent naval power in the Mediterranean given that the need to protect the maritime empire dominated the economy of the Aegean. But it was Sparta's ability to change its traditional land power strategy and to use the navy to project power that led to the ultimate defeat of the Athenian army in Sicily in the third phase of the Peloponnesian War. The same trends continued in more modern times. As with land forces, the need to protect vulnerable resources led to the development of navies. As the resource needing protection moved further from home, the ability to project power against the enemy also increased. Culminating in a centuries old desire to fly, the Wright Brothers invaded the sanctity of the air with powered flight in 1903. Within six years, they had signed a $30,000 contract with the US government to produce biplanes for the Army. 17 The weaponization of the air had begun. Early attempts at the weaponization of the air were unsuccessful. Winchester rifles strapped to the struts of 1st Aero Squadron aircraft in Mexico proved inadequate. 18 Even at the beginning of World War I, the weaponization of the air was not complete. “The relationship of opposing pilots of observation aircraft was quite friendly at first. As they crossed the front lines each morning, German and French pilots usually waved and returned friendly smiles. This, however, did not last long. As the fighting dragged on . . . more and more aerial incidents took place as bricks were thrown and a few shots from hand guns exchanged. 3 Hand dropped bombs were developed, making the airplane a real offensive weapon.” 19 By the end of the war, opposing forces expanded the weaponization of aircraft to include machine guns firing through the propeller arc. Weaponizing Space The oceans are a vast but finite resource. Due to the locations of the continents and the nature of commerce between trading partners, some portions of the oceans are busier than others. The result is competition for limited resources and an opportunity to control the seas by controlling the chokepoints. Space, as currently used, is also a finite resource. The view space provides and the capability to pass information through space at the speed of light from one point to another on the surface of the earth makes certain satellite orbits more valuable, and hence busier than others. This leads to chokepoints in space. 20 As in the case of the sea, the result is competition, and with competition will emerge conflicts; and from those conflicts, it will be necessary for societies to control space. The United States is extremely dependent on space assets. 21 The average US citizen depends on space assets each day for telephone communications, cable television, weather forecasts, and other information. American business is increasingly reliant on satellites for information transfer, to locate natural resources, to plot maps, to measure growth, etc. The number of business uses for space will only increase over the coming decades. The plan for business consortia such as Iridium and Teledesic to orbit satellite constellations (providing world-wide cellular phone and internet access via satellite) will inextricably link daily activities of businesses and ordinary citizens with space assets. With every day that passes, the political and economic system in the United States becomes even more reliant on the assured connectivity that space resources provide. The United States military is no less dependent on 
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[Card Continued…]
space assets. Key intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, strategic and theater level warning, weapon's guidance, communications, command and control, and environmental monitoring functions are migrating to space. 22 As an increasing number of these critical resources and capabilities migrate to space, the need increases to protect these resources, in peace and war. As prehistoric peoples developed armies on land to protect their resources, as the Phoenicians developed navies to protect their trade routes in the Mediterranean, and as nations developed air forces to protect their resources from attacks in the third dimension, space will become an arena for military operations. Having been militarized virtually since the beginning of man's experience in this medium, societies will weaponize space as they perceive threats to the ability to gather information, communicate, and trade in, from, or through space. The question is not whether societies will do so, but when and in response to what stimulus. Control of space is not only important to ensure access to satellites but to support military operations on the earth. Just as control of the air is a precursor to effective operations on the land or sea, control of space is a prerequisite to effective operations in all terrestrial media (land, sea, and the air). Any disruptions to military access to space could jeopardize American military activities as reliance on space assets is increasingly becoming a strategic center of gravity for the United States. Recognizing that political and diplomatic alternatives will be limited if the United States does not control access to space, President Clinton's space policy “directs the nation to maintain 4 its pre-eminent position as the world's number one space power.” 23 The Commander-in Chief, US Space Command (USCINCSPACE), is “tasked with the missions of space control and force application in support of the joint warfighter.” 24 As the former commander General Estes stated, “control and access to the benefits of space . . . must be maintained and protected. Even today, terrestrial land and sea operations can only be conducted successfully by those who control the air and space above the battlefield.” 25 These comments show the increasing importance of assured access to space to the security of the United States, as well as the increasing willingness of national leaders to discuss the weaponization of space
Weaponization is inevitable. If it is not the US it will be someone else

Mueller 02 [Karl P. Mueller, senior political scientist at the RAND corporation. Ph.D. in politics, Princeton University; B.A. in political science, University of Chicago, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?” RAND Corporation, 27 March, 2002] 

Far and away the best argument that space weaponization is inevitable, and the only such argument that can plausibly stand on its own, is that the military utility of space weapons for the United States and/or its enemies will soon be so great that the imperative of protecting national security will make space weaponization impossible for rational statesmen to resist. Exactly what these weapons would do, and how, varies from one weaponization vision to another, but the standard expectation is that space weapons would eventually defend friendly satellites against enemy attack, attack enemy space weapons and other satellites that perform important military functions, shoot down long-range ballistic missiles, and conduct attacks against enemy air and surface forces and other terrestrial targets.[33] Some weaponization advocates anticipate that space weapons will ultimately supplant many, or even most, types of terrestrial military forces; others have more modest expectations, but all predict that space weapons will be the best, and in some cases the only, systems available to fulfill at least some key military roles. The core of this inevitability argument is that even (or especially) if the United States chooses not to build space weapons, other countries will certainly do so, in large part because of the great and still growing degree to which U.S. military operations depend upon what has traditionally been known as “space force enhancement”: the use of satellites to provide a vast array of services including communications, reconnaissance, navigation, and missile launch warning, without which American military power would be crippled. This parallels the argument that the importance of satellites to the U.S. economy will make them an irresistible target, except that military satellites are far more indispensable, and successful attacks against a relatively small number of them could have a considerable military impact, for example by concealing preparations for an invasion or by disrupting U.S. operations at a critical juncture.[34] Rivals of the United States might also find space-to-earth weapons to be a very attractive way to counter U.S. advantages in military power projection. 
SPW Inevitable Russia/China

China will inevitably militarize – PLA sees space domination as necessary for all types of warfare

Cheng 11 [Dean, Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation’s Asian Studies Center and has a BA in politics from Princeton and studied for a masters at MIT, “China’s Active Defense Strategy and its Regional Impact” Heritage Foundation, February 1, 2011]

In the tactical and operational realm, PLA observation of Western conflicts has led them to conclude that, in order to conduct the high-tempo, dispersed operations typical of recent Local Wars, it is essential to have access to space. Chinese analyses of the first Gulf War, the conflicts in the Balkans, and the march to Baghdad are rife with statistics on the number of satellites employed, whether maintaining surveillance over opponents, providing essential weather information, or guiding munitions and forces. Thus, as one PLA analysis notes, in places like Afghanistan, when U.S. military forces have identified the enemy, they have promptly exploited GPS to determine the enemy’s location and satellite communications to transmit the target’s location to weapons operators, in order to attack targets promptly. Similarly, in Iraq, the use of space was essential for the U.S. military’s intelligence gathering and battlefield command and control.[1] From their perspective, the ability to exploit space is essential for the ability to wage non-contact, non-linear, non-symmetric warfare. This reliance is so extensive that another Chinese analysis posits that the U.S. could not conduct the kind of warfare it prefers, but only high-level mechanized warfare, if it could not access space. The implication is that an essential part of any Chinese anti-access/area denial effort will probably entail operations against the U.S. space infrastructure, both in order to secure space dominance, zhitian quan, for the PLA, as well as to deny it to the United States. Space dominance, in this case, is defined as the ability to control the use of space, at times and places of one’s own choosing, while denying an opponent the same ability. 

Russia and China racing to militarize and block out the US

Brookes 8 [Peter, senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation - a US policy think-tank - and a former US deputy assistant secretary of defense, Heritage Foundation, “Marking the boundaries of weapon use in space” July 25, 2008]

No nation relies more on space than the US. Space is the ultimate military high ground and critical to maintaining the ability of US armed forces to meet its security commitments to friends and allies around the globe. Potential adversaries know this, seeing space as the US's Achilles' heel. As the US Director of National Intelligence noted to Congress this year: "Over the last decade, the rest of the world has made significant progress in developing counter-space capabilities." Beijing and Moscow are looking to challenge Washington for pre-eminence in space. Both likely believe that if they have the capacity to hold US space assets at risk, Washington will be increasingly reluctant to challenge them militarily. Protecting US space assets - and freedom of action on the high frontier - must be central to US national security. A failure to maintain space superiority would not only invite a debacle in space for the US - but for its friends and allies, too. 

Russia has started modernizing their Space program for militaristic purposes 

The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 9 The Institute for Foreign Policy analysis, “Space and Security: A Net Assessment,” provides innovative ideas and assesses options and strategies to meet the security challenges/threats of the post 9/11 era. IFPA conducts studies, workshops, and conferences on national security and foreign policy issues and produces innovative reports, briefings, and publications, 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf
Though there are still certain areas within Russia’s space programs that have not yet reached • pre-1990 levels, a revived space program and new technology are helping to restore Russia’s space programs to their former status. Central to its space programs are Russia’s military and dual-use satellites. • GLONASS is a formation of radio-based satellites used to provide navigation services for • military and civilian purposes. The system is run jointly between Russia and India with the goal being first to achieve constant and complete coverage of Russian and Indian territory then total global coverage by 2010. Russia maintains a booming commercial satellite-launching service, thanks to converted • older ICBMs. 

SPW Inevitable: China Observation
Active observation of U.S. policy and publication of provocative books indicate China’s intent to weaponize. 

Pilsbury 07 [Prepared for the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission by Michael P. Pillsbury, Ph.D. Report submitted to the Commission by the author. “AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAM - POLICIES AND DOCTRINES”.]

With regard to future Sino-American exchanges and dialogue, one might ask what precisely are the catalysts or red lines that China seems to be suggesting will compel it to initiate the acquisition and deployment of space-based systems including antisatellite weapons. This issue is significant because an effort to engage China in a dialogue on space weapons would be futile and even naïve if the decision has already has been made by Chinese leaders because of their misperceptions of existing US policies and programs. 7. China’s Proposed Space Weapons Ban and Current US Missile Defenses In terms of understanding Chinese motives for a proposal in 2002 for a space weapons ban, that is, a decade after Chinese authors first recommended ASAT development, it is useful to keep in mind the relevant chronology.The American arms-control community has actively advocated a ban on space weapons systems since at least 1999, as can be seen in the appendix [Bibliography on Space Arms Control].It seems possible therefore that China's proposal in Geneva in 2002 may have been stimulated by three or more years of observing US arms-control community proposals for space weapons bans. If this hypothesis is correct, it helps to explain why China permitted the publication of three rather provocative books in 2001, 2002, and 2005 by military officers’ with their proposals for covert deployment of antisatellite weapons directed at US assets. The publication of these books and other explicit recommendations advocating future antisatellite programs may have been authorized as part of a larger design to influence the US policy debate in the Congress and the media. One goal would be to oppose the extensive proposal by Senator Sam Nunn for a national missile defense system of 100 interceptors. If China essentially is threatening to deploy a robust ASAT system in the decade or two ahead, it makes a powerful case against even the current modest 20 interceptor system of in the present program.
Chinese perception – even if inevitability of US weaponization is false, Chinese believes in developing their own space weapons to counter US developments

Pilsbury 07 [Prepared for the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission by Michael P. Pillsbury, Ph.D. Report submitted to the Commission by the author. “AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAM - POLICIES AND DOCTRINES”.]

China has assumed a leadership position in proposing bans of spaced based weapons, so advocacy of future space based weapons systems by Chinese authors may be seen as a contradiction.While the likelihood of Chinese hypocrisy, deception, or merely lack of uniform policy implementation must be considered, an aggressive analysis of US space vulnerabilities and possibly even covert systems development by the Chinese may be considered consistent with a Chinese view that the weaponization of space by the US is inevitable, requiring a counterstrategy.The Documentary Appendix contains the full text of an unusually insightful article in a Hong Kong journal close to the PLA that explains this apparent contradiction in Chinese space policy.In 2002 Chinaproposed a draft treaty to ban space weapons, but the US dismissed it as insufficient and unnecessary. The Hong Kong journal suggested that China will indeed have to develop and deploy space weapons to be ready as soon as [but apparently not before] the US proceeds with its own space weapons. The most recent US official position opposing the Chinese proposal is the August 2006 national space policy, and a more detailed speech by Under Secretary of State Robert Joseph December 12, 2006 that rejects the kind of agreement China proposed. [Joseph’s speech is in the Documentary Appendix.] China has begun to characterize space testing by the US of some non-weapon systems as “space weapons,” perhaps implying that China considers that the US has already crossed the line of the “inevitable” weaponization of space. 

China and U.S. Weaponization Inevitable – Chinese observation of operations like Desert Storm show why space is key to leadership perception. China remains interested because it wants to undermine U.S. ability during a U.S. Taiwanese conflict. 

Pilsbury 07 [Prepared for the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission by Michael P. Pillsbury, Ph.D. Report submitted to the Commission by the author. “AN ASSESSMENT OF CHINA’S ANTI-SATELLITE AND SPACE WARFARE PROGRAM - POLICIES AND DOCTRINES”.]
Current US Views on China’sASAT Policy A wide range of views exists among US scholars about China’s possible intentions and capabilities with respect to space weapons and ASATs, which is understandable in light of the limited evidence available from open sources. This survey of Chinese open sources and the identification of thirty recommendations may assist in resolving some of these differences, but only much greater Chinese transparency would resolve them all. One point on which everyone appears to agree is that the US military is extremely vulnerable in space and should develop plans for defense of its space assets.6 Everyone appears to disagree on the precise goals, pace, current capabilities and relationship between Chinese arms control proposals and their publicly stated R&D programs. Most agree that the US is highly vulnerable for over a decade. In 1996,Gen Thomas S. Moorman, USAF, former Vice CSAF and commander, Air Force Space Command, stated, “Desert Storm . . . was a watershed event in military space applications because for the first time, space systems were both integral to the conflict and critical to the outcome of the war.7 1. An early study by Mark Stokes in 1999 concluded that the open source literature “does not provide any clear indication that the Central Military Commission has directed the defense industrial complex to move toward ASAT testing or production stages. Technical writings do, however, clearly point to conceptual assessments on various ASAT systems and related technologies.” No author has challenged Stokes’ conclusion, but there is a range of American opinions on closely related issues of China’s plans and capabilities to deploy space weapons. 2. According to Ioannis Koskinas, China recognizes U.S. dependence on space assets and is bolstering its counterspace capabilities. He cites the DOD's 2004 report on Chinese military capabilities, stating “the PRC realizes that the US is so dependent on space and, thus, it remains interested in counterspace capabilities that can deny or degrade America's ability to react to a PRC-Taiwan conflict.”
SPW Inevitable: China- US Space War
Space War between China and the US is inevitable in the SQO
Clark 09 (Colin Clark, November 4 2009, editor of DoDBuzz and Pentagon correspondent for Military.com, “China Declares Space War Inevitable”, 
\“How will the US react to Chinese diplomatic efforts in light of the PLA's blunt statements on space warfare? This is something the Obama administration has to take into account,\” said Dean Cheng, China specialist at Washington's Heritage Foundation. \“Are we going to see outrage, any meaningful reactions to the Chinese statements or again that it was someone speaking out of school and we just aren't sure.\” Cheng was referring to what appears to mark a major shift in Chinese military and arms control strategy. The head of the PRC's air force has said in an official interview that military operations in space are an \“historical inevitability.\” \“As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space… this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back,\” said air force commander Xu Qiliang in an interview with the official People's Liberation Army Daily. \“Only power can protect peace,\” the commander said in an interview celebrating the 60th anniversary of the founding of the PRC's air force. For years, Chinese diplomats and military leaders have hewn to the line that the PRC pursued only peaceful uses of outer space. Chinese diplomats, working with Russia, pushed their own version of peaceful agreements on the uses of space, submitting a draft treaty in 2008 at the UN Conference on Disarmament that would have prohibited space-based missile defenses, among other things. Joan Johnson Freese, professor at the Naval War College and one of the top experts on Chinese miltiary space policy and capabilities, bemoaned the general's comments, saying they sound \“eerily like documents and statements from USAF Space Command.\” Freese said the only difference between the two sides is that \“the Chinese are still calling for superiority rather than dominance.\” The Bush administration's National Space Policy, released in October 2006, rejected new space arms control agreements if they would \“limit\” U.S. options in space. Some analysts believe China was reacting to this policy when it performed its January 11, 2007 anti-satellite test. However, Cheng of the Heritage Foundation said he does not think the general's statement \“is really much of a departure from what the PLA has been thinking for some time.… What you have is the PLA making that statement publicly.\” Cheng thinks the most significant fact about the general's declaration is that it came from an Air Force official. Unlike the United States, where the Air Force is inextricably linked to space policy and operations, \“until three or four years ago the [Chinese] Air Force did not have an overt role in space issues. What does this suggest about who actually runs China's space policy and military issues?\” he wondered. Cheng said the policy declaration did not necessarily indicate that the PLA was making new policy. After all, there have been clear indications that the PLA was leaning this way. After the Chinese anti-satellite test, Senior Colonel Yao Yunzhu of the PLA's Academy of Military Sciences said that \“outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime\” and that \“if there is a space superpower, it's not going to be alone, and China is not going to be the only one.\” But Cheng said, \“the PLA has never said they would not do military space operations. They just haven't been quoted at all. Now the silence has ended,\” he said. As an example of how the PLA sometimes makes policy — something the Foreign Ministry can rarely do since it does not have direct access to the PRC president, as does the military — without public declarations having been made, he pointed to the anti-satellite test. While China's Foreign Ministry hemmed and hawed about just why China performed the test, some of the people who designed the missile's seeker later received awards. 
" 
http://www.dodbuzz.com/2009/11/04/The Obama adminstration must react responsibly to China’s declaration that military operations in space are inevitable, a top China expert says. “How will the US react to Chinese diplomatic efforts in light of the PLA’s blunt statements on space warfare? This is something the Obama administration has to take into account,” said Dean Cheng, China specialist at Washington’s Heritage Foundation. “Are we going to see outrage, any meaningful reactions to the Chinese statements or again that it was someone speaking out of school and we just aren’t sure.” Cheng was referring to what appears to mark a major shift in Chinese military and arms control strategy. The head of the PRC’s air force has said in an official interview that military operations in space are an “historical inevitability.” “As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space… this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back,” said air force commander Xu Qiliang in an interview with the official People’s Liberation Army Daily. “Only power can protect peace,” the commander said in an interview celebrating the 60th anniversary of the founding of the PRC’s air force. For years, Chinese diplomats and military leaders have hewn to the line that the PRC pursued only peaceful uses of outer space. Chinese diplomats, working with Russia, pushed their own version of peaceful agreements on the uses of space, submitting a draft treaty in 2008 at the UN Conference on Disarmament that would have prohibited space-based missile defenses, among other things. Joan Johnson Freese, professor at the Naval War College and one of the top experts on Chinese miltiary space policy and capabilities, bemoaned the general’s comments, saying they sound “eerily like documents and statements from USAF Space Command.” Freese said the only difference between the two sides is that “the Chinese are still calling for superiority rather than dominance.” The Bush administration’s National Space Policy, released in October 2006, rejected new space arms control agreements if they would “limit” U.S. options in space. Some analysts believe China was reacting to this policy when it performed its January 11, 2007 anti-satellite test. However, Cheng of the Heritage Foundation said he does not think the general’s statement “is really much of a departure from what the PLA has been thinking for some time.… What you have is the PLA making that statement publicly.” Cheng thinks the most significant fact about the general’s declaration is that it came from an Air Force official. Unlike the United States, where the Air Force is inextricably linked to space policy and operations, “until three or four years ago the [Chinese] Air Force did not have an overt role in space issues. What does this suggest about who actually runs China’s space policy and military issues?” he wondered. Cheng said the policy declaration did not necessarily indicate that the PLA was making new policy. After all, there have been clear indications that the PLA was leaning this way. After the Chinese anti-satellite test, Senior Colonel Yao Yunzhu of the PLA’s Academy of Military Sciences said that “outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime” and that “if there is a space superpower, it’s not going to be alone, and China is not going to be the only one.” But Cheng said, “the PLA has never said they would not do military space operations. They just haven’t been quoted at all. Now the silence has ended,” he said. As an example of how the PLA sometimes makes policy — something the Foreign Ministry can rarely do since it does not have direct access to the PRC president, as does the military — without public declarations having been made, he pointed to the anti-satellite test. While China’s Foreign Ministry hemmed and hawed about just why China performed the test, some of the people who designed the missile’s seeker later received awards. 

SPM Inevitable

Militarization is inevitable

Schmidt 2/12/08, Klaus Schmidt, “ Space Militarization,” Space Fellowship,  http://spacefellowship.com/news/art4489/space-militarization.html
MOSCOW. (RIA Novosti political commentator Andrei Kislyakov) – Earlier this month, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced a new priority for his department – protection of America’s satellites. As if to underline the importance of the task, he demanded in early February that Congress allocate 10.7 billion dollars for the purpose in 2009. Russia has voiced similar concerns. Air Force Commander Col.-Gen. Alexander Zelin told a conference at the Academy of Military Sciences in mid-January that the biggest threats to Russia in the 21st century come from air and space. This concern about space raises several questions. First, why do satellites require protection? Second, does defense of space equate to the militarization of space? Third, how can sophisticated and expensive space hardware be protected from unwanted interference? Today satellites do require protection. To understand why, we have to understand how warfare has changed. Recent conflicts have shown that the ideas that dominated military thinking in the 20th century have become desperately obsolete. In the wars of today, and the future, the objective is to deal surgical strikes against an enemy’s sensitive facilities, rather than seize its territory. Massive use of ground troops and armor is already a thing of the past. The role of strategic aviation is similarly decreasing. In strategic arms, the emphasis is shifting from the classic nuclear triad to high precision weapons of different basing modes. This kind of precision warfare has only been made possible by orbital support vehicles – satellite-based reconnaissance, warning, forecasting and targeting systems. Much has been done in recent years for the development of “smart” weapons – guided bombs and missiles that are highly accurate over hundreds of miles. Military analysts say that by 2010 the leading military powers will have 30,000-50,000 such weapons between them, and by 2020 some 70,000-90,000. It is hard to imagine how many satellites will be required to support such a vast arsenal, but without them, the cruise missiles capable of hitting a mosquito at a hundred miles will be absolutely useless. Thus, hundreds of seemingly harmless “passive” space systems, which themselves are not designed to attack anything, are a crucial component of high precision weapons, the main armaments of the 21st century. But this very strength makes space systems the Achilles heel of the modern army. Disabling its satellites would effectively cripple the US military – and they are almost completely undefended. Hence Robert Gates’ demand for funds. As other nations follow America’a lead, and rush to protect their satellites from attack, we will see the development of a new arms race. Does this make the militarization of space inevitable? If we are talking about the deployment of attack weapons capable of independently destroying targets in space, the air and on the ground, the answer is “yes”. But this doesn’t necessarily mean that space will be turned into a gun turret with the whole planet in sight. Weapons carrying satellites are a nightmare that has so far been avoided, and I believe may still be avoided. It is not at all necessary to put combat stations into orbit, or arm reconnaissance and weather satellites. Satellites can be reliably protected by ground-based systems that Russia is currently developing. In early February 2007, First Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov set his defense department the task of developing an integrated system of air, space and missile defense. The air defense concern Almaz-Antei has been named the main developer of the project. Ivanov said that the project is “very serious, expensive, and unique in the use of innovation technology.” A timetable has been set for its implementation within the arms program up to 2015. The ministries and departments involved in the project have been ordered to draft a comprehensive program for the development of a unified system of air defense missiles. This will include a mobile system of air and space defense currently being developed by Almaz. Ivanov said that “it will consist of combat, information and other systems that would simultaneously guarantee three types of defense – air, space, and missile defense.” Considering the need to ensure close cooperation between the air and space forces in using the unified air and space defense systems, the commander of the Air Force has proposed that all aerospace forces should be unified under the Air Force Chief Command. How the United States will choose to protect its more than five hundred satellites is an open question. But it would be better for everyone if, following Russian example, such defense systems are launched from predictable ground sites, rather than space.

SPM Inevitable
Militarization is inevitable

Theresa Hitchens 05, Director of the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, “ Safeguarding Space: Building Cooperative Norms To Dampen Negative Trends,” Disarmament Diplomacy: Issue No. 81, Winter 2005
Up to now, humankind's exploitation of space has been relatively non-contentious and space has largely remained a zone of cooperation rather than a zone of conflict. But the possibilities for conflict in space are growing ever more worrisome. As civil society, commercial industry and, in particular, national militaries become more dependent on the use of space systems, there is a growing potential for tension, suspicions and outright disputes. This dependency is coupled with the fact that, physically, space systems are quite vulnerable to deliberate disruption, in large part due to the technological advances that have made space more useful. Increased perceptions of vulnerability have given rise to concerns about protecting those assets. In addition, the advantages that space systems have for civil activities, such as providing global telecommunications, make space systems more and more coveted by militaries for enhancing power projection. Under the administration of President George W. Bush, the US Air Force and Missile Defense Agency have begun to pursue the development of space weapons technologies - defined for the purposes of this essay as terrestrially-based anti-satellite weapons (ASATs)[3] to target on-orbit assets and weapons based in space aimed at targets on the ground, in the air and in space.[4] For example, the Missile Defence Agency has announced its intentions to pursue space-base kinetic energy interceptors to target ballistic missiles; the US Air Force is developing so-called guardian micro-satellites and manoeuvring micro-satellites that, while ostensibly for non-threatening purposes, could easily be deployed as ASATs. It is not surprising, therefore, that the US position against a space weapons ban has hardened. This is due both to a renewed interest in acquiring space weaponry for both offensive and defensive purposes, and to the current administration's deeply-held distrust of international treaties - although it must be noted that, up to now, most US administrations, including that of Democrat Bill Clinton, have been leery of a space weapons ban that would close off US military options in space. Nonetheless, it is apparent that the current campaign by the US Air Force's Space Command to garner domestic political approval for a space war strategy has reached a peak not seen since the darkest days of the Cold War. Further, for the first time in US history, a string of US Defence Department and Air Force documents have now been published[5] officially articulating US plans for war-fighting "in, from and through" space, based on a desired future arsenal of ASATs, space-based missile defences, and space-based weapons deployed against both terrestrial and on-orbit targets.[6] This, in turn, has led to renewed agitation on the part of many other nations about a dangerous arms race in space. Russia and China joined together in 2002 to push for revitalisation of talks in the Conference on Disarmament (CD) on the agenda item 'Prevention of an arms race in outer space' (PAROS). During the following years they have tabled draft treaty concepts and working papers and hosted meetings and seminars to discuss these issues. Canada too has been spearheading efforts to jump- start progress in preventing a space arms race, including urging the G-8 nations to support international discussions of a weapons ban. [7] Progress toward a treaty will be impossible, however, without US acquiescence. This is unlikely in the foreseeable future under any administration, because, as noted above, most US policymakers of any political stripe share concerns about closing off options in this strategic arena at a time when technological innovation may be providing others with improved military capabilities. Meanwhile, China seems to be pursuing a classic "two-track" approach to space arms control: promoting a treaty while pursuing research and development into weaponry either to hedge against a US deployment or to use as a bargaining chip. Some analysts, particularly in the United States, argue that, conversely, China is pursuing space weapons for offensive purposes while seeking to inhibit acquisition of similar weapons by the United States and other nations via its political stance promoting a weapons ban treaty. What is certain is that there are voices within China's military promoting the development of ASATs as a counter to both US space and power-projection capabilities.[8] In addition, there have been media reports that at least two other space powers, India and Israel, may be considering pursuit of their own space arsenals. The political climate for achieving a space weapons ban appears as grim as during the Cold War, when both the United States and Russia were actively testing ASAT weaponry. That said, no nation has yet committed to strong policies embracing space weapons, or major budget support for their development. And it is fairly certain that no nation currently has any such weapons in operation (although of course it is impossible to rule out that some nation has covertly acquired some type of simple ASAT or on-orbit weapon). Indeed, it is clear that many nations (and the general publics in nearly all nations) fear that the advent of space weapons will be catastrophic for the future of the human race. Because space is a global commons and most satellites are dedicated to civil and commercial functions, warfare in space could likely debilitate its use for near- and mid-term economic and social development here on Earth. The spectre of warfare could undercut the positive trend toward cooperative exploration of the universe - exploration that could lead to scientific developments of major benefit to future generations and, perhaps, even help make possible humankind's migration beyond the Earth's solar system some time in the future. 
SPW Inevitable

Space militarization is inevitable – the only question is effectiveness
Walker, 08 (Peter, The Guardian UK. “China and the arms race in space” 6-3-08. http://www.guardian.co.uk/news/blog/2008/jun/03/thearmsraceinspace)
Outside scrutiny of China has, understandably, been muted in the weeks following the Sichuan earthquake. But a new battle of strength between Asia's emerging superpower and the US is fast emerging - in the skies.  In comments reported this week, Chinese military bigwigs have warned that an arms race in space is "unstoppable".  China served notice of its capabilities in January when it used a ballistic missile to shoot down one of its own defunct satellites. The US is widely assumed to have parallel technology.  A new book issued by the state-run China Arms Control and Disarmament Association, dissected by Reuters, warns that this was only the start.  The buildup of weaponry in orbit "is already unstoppable", Wu Tianfu, of the 2nd Artillery Corps command college, which controls China's nuclear weaponry, says in the book.  Strategic confrontation in outer space is difficult to avoid. The development of outer space forces shows signs that a space arms race to seize the commanding heights is emerging.  Beijing remains officially set on drawing up secure multinational regulations to avoid a space arms race, but is clearly hedging its bets - something Washington is only too aware of.  Last month, Brigadier General Jeffrey Horne, from the US Strategic Command, told a congessional advisory group that China was "aggressively" developing its ability to shoot down satellites, technology he predicted could be used in a future showdown over Taiwan. The US in turn must "proactively protect our space capabilities", he insisted.  So that's that, it seems. The next time you think you see a shooting star in the heavens, it might be worth a second look. 
International space militarization has nothing to do with US policy –states will inevitably try to maximize their power. And, this is specifically true in the context of space
Lambakis, 01 (Steven, national security and international affairs analyst specializing in space power and policy studies, Managing Editor of Comparative Strategy, a leading international journal of global affairs and strategic studies, fellow at the National Institute for Public Policy. “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics” http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3479337.html)
The U.S.. and Soviet experience with MIRVs is often brought up to show how Washington’s "naïve" foray into missile madness provoked Moscow to respond in kind. But to arrive at this conclusion, one must suspend all awareness of the strategic context surrounding the MIRV decision and assume that America had (and still has) a monopoly on knowledge. While the United States appeared to lead the Soviet Union in mirv technology, throughout the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks of the early 1970s, which featured the MIRV negotiations, Soviet missile engineers were already busily integrating the technology into their systems. At the time, it was generally expected that Soviet planners, who demonstrated true MIRV technology as early as 1973, would fully exploit this new innovation. U.S. actions, in other words, do not deserve blame for having provoked a Soviet countereffort.  Could we stop the historical progression of weaponry at the edge of earth? From the perspective of the strategist, a "line" between outer space and the atmosphere is strictly conceptual. Nothing in the world of tactics, operations, or strategy, and nothing in the logic of deterrence or the grammar of warfare, says there must be such a line. This leaves only the possibility of political decision to make it so. But the absence of universal political will means there is no practical way to enforce supporting treaties, laws, and proclamations.  One may ask, just because the United States unilaterally refrains from developing antisatellite weapons or space-based lasers, why do we assume that other countries will pause right alongside Washington? After all, not all innovations in war stem from provocation. While weapons developed and deployed by rival states surely influence decision making, it is unlikely that states procure weapons systems primarily to achieve a balance in arsenals. Some states certainly may strive to have what we have, but they also will strive to acquire and master those weapons that meet their unique security requirements.  Washington’s very reliance on satellites for security, moreover, would appear to be a more plausible motivation behind any hostile state’s desire to acquire satellite countermeasures. While China might wish to integrate ASATs into its arsenal to offset Washington’s deployment of ASATs as part of a deterrence strategy ("you hit one of mine, I’ll hit one of yours"), Beijing is likely to be more inclined to acquire satellite countermeasures independently of what Washington does in order to degrade U.S. space advantages, which may be used to support Taiwan.  To argue that states must follow Washington and deploy space weapons out of self-interest is to ignore the fact that self-interest has many faces. In the end, foreign officials must weigh personal, national, and party priorities and strategic requirements, understand political tradeoffs, and assess whether the national treasury and domestic resources could support plans to "match" U.S. weapons. Haiti’s security needs will not match those of Serbia, Iran’s will not match Canada’s, and India’s will not match those of the United States. Space control weapons, one must conclude, would not fit very well in the defense strategies of many nations. Foreign leaders, in other words, are not automatons. Between action and reaction always lies choice.

***SQO Fails ***
SQO Fails

The SQUO fails
Lambakis 7

 [Steven. Managing editor for the Comprartive Strategy, International affairs analyst specializing space power, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6124] 
Political, strategic, and technological uncertainties could change the missile defense scenario by causing a shift in the threat from one region to another. Given that it takes years to field, test, and make operational new fixed interceptor and sensor sites, a shift in the threat could leave the nation vulnerable. Because many of the interceptors and sensors in the current system are fixed to geographic points, we are limited in our ability to defend the homeland, for example, against missiles launched from surprise locations such as a ship off our shoreline. We also might face an adversary tomorrow that deploys tens or even hundreds of ballistic missiles or one that has more sophisticated countermeasure and reentry technologies. Those, too, would be expected to stress the current system, which is designed at the moment to deal with more limited threats.
The US’s status quo Space Missile Defense is insufficient due to weather conditions and mediocre surveillance systems. 

Pfaltzgraff, 9 (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis. Independent Working Group, “Space and the US Security: A Net Assessment,” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Space_and_U_S_Security_Net_Assessment_Final_Dec15_08.pdf
However, U.S. SSA capabilities are insufficient for the current threat environment. Currently, the Air Force tracks space objects by means of ground based telescopes and radars comprising the Ground-based Electro-Optical Deep Space Surveillance (GEODSS) system. However, these sensors are inadequate at best. While offering good resolution on objects in low-Earth orbit, the system is far less useful for imaging objects in geosynchronous orbit. It is also limited by weather conditions. In particular, airmen on the ground can only collect data on satellites using the GEODSS at night when the sun is reflecting on the targeted satellite. The implications of poor SSA are widespread. This is primarily due to the fact that situational awareness forms the foundation of offensive and defensive counterspace measures. Indeed, without the ability to effectively monitor activity in the space environment, there is little hope of protecting vital national space assets from attack.

Obama administration blocking weaponization

Spring 11 [Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at the Heritage Foundation and masters degree in National Security Studies from Georgetown University, “Sixteen Steps to Comprehensive Missile Defense: What the FY 2012 Budget Should Fund” Heritage Foundation, May 3, 2011]

No clear commitment to a robust layered missile defense architecture. The Obama Administration policies toward the development and deployment of missile defense systems appear to deemphasize the U.S. commitment to a layered missile defense concept, which is designed to counter ballistic missiles in the boost and ascent, midcourse, and terminal phases of flight. A commitment to boost-phase capabilities is particularly lacking. The Administration backed away from boost-phase defenses by downgrading the Airborne Laser program and terminating the Kinetic Energy Interceptor (KEI) program in FY 2010. It has yet to propose a program for pursuing space-based interceptors, the most effective option for a boost-phase missile defense. 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]
SQO Fails

Obama is backing down on weaponization

Spring 10 [Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at the Heritage Foundation and masters degree in National Security Studies from Georgetown University, “Obama’s National Space Policy: Subordinating National Security to Arms Control

” Heritage Foundation, July 6, 2010]

As inappropriate as it is for President Obama to downplay the importance of national security in the National Space Policy, it is not surprising. During his presidential campaign, Obama famously promised not to “weaponize” space. Given that space has been weaponized since the dawn of the space age, his promise clearly meant that under his leadership the U.S. would move toward de-weaponizing and de-militarizing its uses of space. Such a policy, unfortunately, will force the U.S. in the direction of giving up its dominant position in terms of military and intelligence space capabilities, which provides the U.S. with enormous advantages over the enemy in the conduct and support of military operations. The National Space Policy shows that President Obama intends to use the tools of transparency, cooperation, and space arms control to fulfill this ill-advised campaign promise. This intention is made all the more clear by his decision last year to agree to a negotiating agenda at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament that includes an item on space arms control. Accordingly, the National Space Policy states, “The United States will consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable, and enhance the national security of United States and its allies.”
***Space Security Good ***

Space Security Good
Weakness of space defense systems increases the likelihood of attack

Morgan 10 [Forrest E, senior political scientist at the RAND corporation, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Maxwell Air Force; M.A. in computer systems management, Webster University; B.S. in business management, University of Maryland, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space A Preliminary Assessment” RAND corporation 2010]

Some of these thresholds are quite low today. An opponent in a confrontation with the United States that has not yet engaged in conventional terrestrial hostilities might consider reversible-efects attacks on U.S. space-based intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) and communication assets to be a promising means of degrading the United States’ ability to respond to the crisis, with relatively low risk of serious retribution compared to that of a destructive attack on one or more U.S. satellites. Fearing the onset of U.S. air strikes, the adversary might also begin jamming Global Positioning System (GPS) signals in areas around command-and-control nodes and other important facilities to degrade the accuracy of U.S. precision-guided weapons. Even after ighting has begun, a savvy adversary might continue to abstain from destroying U.S. satellites in a limited war for fear of escalating the conlict, particularly if the reversible-efects attacks continued to yield comparable levels of beneit. However, should the terrestrial conlict escalate, it would become increasingly diicult to deter an enemy with the appropriate capabilities from carrying out destructive attacks in space. At some point, the conlict would likely reach a threshold at which the growing beneits of transitioning to destructive attacks on certain space systems would overtake the dwindling costs of doing so. In fact, satellites used for reconnaissance and ocean surveillance—being high-value, low-density assets—might become targets even at relatively low levels of conlict, and the adversary might attempt to damage dedicated U.S. military satellite communication (MILSATCOM) assets as well. (See pp. 16–21.)
Offensive capabilities are key

Macdonald 9 [Bruce W, senior director of the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program with the USIP Center for Conflict Analysis and Prevention, testimony before the strategic forces subcommittee, March 18, 2009]

The U.S. and China have already crossed a space Rubicon of sorts. ASAT capabilities already developed cannot be un-invented, and missile defense, with inherent ASAT capabilities, is here to stay. This is reality. U.S. security crucially depends on space and will do so even more in the future, and such capabilities must be preserved. Defensive steps can help, but ultimately it is difficult to protect space assets. We also can and should decentralize our space assets, putting our space eggs in more baskets to reduce our vulnerability, which would help, but likely not resolve, our problem. Arms control and other diplomatic steps certainly have a larger role to play and can help limit some of these threats. But verification issues make a comprehensive diplomatic-only solution seem improbable at present, which means the U.S. may need at least some offensive space capabilities, though we should tread carefully and thoughtfully into this new, highly uncertain world. We need to know where the pitfalls are, and not just develop space weapons now and worry about the implications later. The real question is what kind abd level of offensive capability might we need, and to what purpose? Any offensive space capability should have at least seven characteristics: 1. Effectiveness – they should be able to negate hostile space assets to differing levels. 2. Temporary and reversible effects – the space targets should not be permanently destroyed, only rendered ineffective during the conflict. 3. Survivability – the systems themselves should be largely invulnerable to attack, and thus stabilizing in a crisis, which would tend to favor ground-based systems. 4. Cost-effectiveness – it should be cheaper to add a unit of offense than for the adversary to defend against it. 5. Resilience – systems should be capable of performing in multiple scenarios. 6. Credibility – systems must appear credible to an adversary. A space nuclear burst would be a very effective ASAT, but it would be so damaging to U.S. space assets that it would have no credibility as a U.S. weapon. 7. Minimal collateral damage – systems should have little/no effect on other satellites. We should not seek offensive counterspace capability at the expense of effective steps to protect U.S. space capabilities. We must be very careful, if we acquire offensive capabilities, to do so in a manner that other nations will find as unthreatening as possible. Otherwise, we could create a self-fulfilling prophecy: as nations like China or Russia see evidence of U.S. attempted space hegemony, they would accelerate their own efforts, just as we would if the roles were reversed. Above all, we want to avoid the space policy and doctrinal near-vacuum 5 we currently are in, where our space technology seems to shape our policy, rather than our policy shaping technical solutions.
Space Security Good
We need to take proactive measures to protect our space assets 
Macdonald 9 [Bruce W, senior director of the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program with the USIP Center for Conflict Analysis and Prevention, testimony before the strategic forces subcommittee, March 18, 2009]

Our space assets are exposed and fragile. They can’t run, they can’t hide, and today they can’t defend themselves. One small object traveling at orbital speeds can destroy them. Unless we take proactive measures, all these threats will grow, and we must bear in mind that the U.S. depends more on space than our potential adversaries. If we are not careful, the way we are currently thinking, planning, and investing, our space capabilities may only be available in peacetime, or against non-peer adversaries. We could lose them just when we need them most. At a minimum, we need far greater space situational awareness and space intelligence (SSA/SI) capabilities than today. Responsible officials have been saying this for years, but SSA/SI has never received the priority it deserves. If this fails to change, we can 2 expect more frequent space 
Space security is key to effective military operations and the economy

Lambakis 7 [Steven Lambakis, from the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense From Space” realclearpolitics, February 19, 2007]

Modern-day U.S. defense strategy, of necessity, is global in scope, and it will likely retain this character for decades. Fundamental to maintaining this global awareness and presence are satellite operations. National economic and commercial interrelationships thrive on the flow of invisible ones and zeros through space channels, so that timely, agile intercontinental trade is now taken for granted. U.S. and coalition forces routinely leverage earth-circling platforms to enhance military capabilities: the Global Positioning System for improved navigation and precision timing, reconnaissance and early warning sensors, and high-bandwidth communications. Space, moreover, is an open arena, a global commons increasingly used by many countries for military purposes. The proliferation of space technologies offers foreign governments and nonstate entities unparalleled opportunities to enhance diplomatic and military influence over the U.S. and strike with strategic effect. Potential enemies of the United States today have improved "vision" over the U.S. homeland and battlefield activities, a better sense of direction and geographic position, and an improved ability to mobilize forces and coordinate activities. With battle space now reaching up to at least 22,000 miles above the Earth -- the orbital altitudes for early warning and communications satellites -- protecting ourselves from future attacks will depend mightily on space power. But the country lacks a unified, coherent approach to expanding the use of space to improve combat effectiveness, a problem that is compounded by a politically charged debate over weapons in space.1 Critics contend that weapons in space would destabilize existing security relationships, precipitate an arms race, undermine U.S. foreign policy, and seed anti-American coalitions. Not only are such criticisms based on questionable assumptions,2 but they also have not persuaded the country to forgo the advantages of space weapons. The most one could say at this stage is that the American people are indifferent, noncommittal, and confused. Yet given the efficiencies space offers, and given the unpredictable, catastrophic, and global nature of threats we expect to face, it makes sense to explore the possible benefits of taking other combat missions to space. Once the benefits of active space defense programs and operations are made plain, the support of the American people will be forthcoming. 

Space Security Good

Not establishing missiles in space leaves it open for other countries and their ideologies. 
Spring 8

[Baker, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation. 33 Minutes, Weapons in Space, http://www.33-minutes.com/report/PDF/33_Minutes.pdf, 72]

Ultimately, those that protest the weaponization of space want to ignore history. Further, they would rather describe space as something that it is not. They want people to believe that space is a value: the concept of the sanctuary that is free of weapons. But space is not a value. It is a place, a geographic entity. As such, like any land mass, it will harbor the values of the humans that use and control it. The open question is which values will prevail in the geographic location called space. In the first “space” war, space was a transit point for furthering the Nazi values of Aryan racism. Which values should dominate the ultimate high ground in the future? Should they be the mercantilist values of China, the authoritarian values of Russia, the Islamist values of Iran, or the values of individual liberty honored by the United States? As it seeks to defend its people, territory, infrastructure, and institutions against the means of attack that transit space, the United States also needs to recognize that it is defending its core values.
The attack would cost the US $4 trillion 

Lambakis 7

 [Steven. Managing editor for the Comprartive Strategy, International affairs analyst specializing space power, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6124] 
And the stakes couldn’t be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7 The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids.8 The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying.
Space Securtiy Good: BMD Attack Kills Econ

Ballistic missile strike causes widespread death and devastates the economy
Lambakis 7 [Steven Lambakis, from the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense From Space” realclearpolitics, February 19, 2007]

The ballistic missile threat to the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends has been well defined.6 This is a threat we downplay at our peril. Nations such as North Korea and Iran -- which also have significant programs to develop nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons -- as well as nonstate groups can pose significant, even catastrophic, dangers to the U.S. homeland, our troops, and our allies. Russia and China, two militarily powerful nations in transition, have advanced ballistic missile modernization and countermeasure programs. Indeed, despite the reality that trade relations with China continue to expand, its rapid military modernization represents a potentially serious threat. Whether these nations become deadly adversaries hinges on nothing more than a political change of heart in their respective capitals. The intelligence community's ability to provide timely and accurate estimates of ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face. And the stakes couldn't be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7 The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids.8 The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying.
***Heg Impacts/Internals ***
SMD K2: Deterrance
SBMD key to effective deterrence and containment

Lambakis 7 [Steven Lambakis, from the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense From Space” realclearpolitics, February 19, 2007]

The policy benefits of a space-based missile defense layer are straightforward. A more effective missile defense system that fully leverages space would provide a true on-call global defensive capability, and this could lead to increased stability in the world. Defenses deter attacks by reducing confidence in the success of any attack. The more effective the missile defense system is, the greater will be its deterrence value, and the less likely will we be to have to use it at all. At some point, when the system is seen by other governments as highly effective, they could recognize a diminishing marginal rate of return in their own ballistic missile investments. As more allies invest in missile defense, U.S. space-basing activities could build on current missile defense cooperative activities and open up new avenues for international collaboration, both to develop elements of the space-based layer and to participate in operations. Moreover, because no state can have sovereignty over the space above its territory, we could operate up there free of political constraints. The need for negotiating basing rights to locate sensors or interceptor fields would become less pressing. Improved system performance would give the U.S. leadership a better array of options. In the face of attempted blackmail, for example, the president and his advisors would have confidence in the nation's capabilities to defeat a missile, which would make it possible to avoid more destabilizing moves, such as offensive preventive attacks on enemy territory. It is equally true that strong defenses would support necessary offensive action. Effective defenses can buy time to understand the strategic consequences and overall impact of military action. Our choices are fundamental to making moral judgments. The moral issues surrounding a national security crisis are tied to considerations of operational effectiveness. Are we doing our best to provide protection against some of the worst weapons imaginable? What would the consequences of not acting be, or of not being able to act because of a blackmail threat? What would be the result if Washington were unable to respond to increased terrorist activity worldwide or an upswing in the global weapons of mass destruction trade? A space-based layer would reinforce American strength, which in turn would allow the U.S. to better defend its interests and pursue its foreign policy goals. A powerful and influential United States is good for world peace, stability, and enforcing the rule of law internationally. 

Space based missile defense key to deterrence

Frederick 9 [Lorinda A. Frederick, Lt. Colonel in the USAF, BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies) is assigned to the Air Force Concepts, Strategy, and Wargaming Division, Headquarters US Air Force. She has served as a flight commander and instructor in intercontinental ballistic missile and missile warning squadrons., Air & Space Power Journal, Fall 2009]
After the Cold War, deterring ballistic missile threats became more complicated due not only to the increasing numbers of nuclear-capable states but also to the rise of hostile rogue elements within a state as well as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), along with missile technology and expertise.6 According to joint doctrine, “the predominant threat is not from a competing superpower, but more likely from the deliberate launch of a ballistic missile from a ‘rogue state,’ failed state, or terrorist group.”7 Yet, the United States has difficulty tracking ballistic missiles due to the shortage of accurate and reliable intelligence, having “been surprised in the past by an opponent’s earlier-than-expected military technology, including the testing of the Soviet hydrogen bomb, the testing of missiles by Iraq and North Korea, and the acquisition of Chinese missiles by Saudi Arabia.”8 Consequently, the “proliferation of advanced technologies for missiles, guidance systems, and WMD warheads has increased the potential missile threat to the homeland” (emphasis in original).9 Today, the United States must attempt to deter both state and nonstate actors.Nonstate actors and rogue elements complicate deterrence for a number of reasons.10 First, rogue elements’ decision makers are harder to identify and locate, let alone deter, than their state counterparts. Without the ability to attribute the use of WMDs to a rogue-element actor, or even its state sponsor, the United States may have difficulty deterring an attack. Leaders of rogue elements and proliferators threaten US, regional, and global security interests because they defy international laws or norms of international behavior and use asymmetric means to attack law-abiding nations.Second, the fact that states operate more in the open allows the United States to gauge their perceptions, based on their actions: “The objective of deterrence is to convince potential adversaries that courses of action that threaten U.S. national interests will result in outcomes that are decisively worse than they could achieve through alternative courses of action.”11 Because rogue elements do not operate in the open, the United States cannot accurately gauge their perceptions of capability and will.Third, the United States cannot threaten to inflict substantial costs on rogue elements that have few high-value assets, minimal territorial claims, and small populations, compared to their state counterparts.12 An adversary’s hidden calculation of cost, benefits, and risks complicates the US approach to deterrence.Fourth, it may prove difficult to discern what is important to rogue elements. The United States could easily assume that they share its goals and values—but this is a dangerous assumption.Fifth, the United States has neither established nor exercised communication channels 
SMD K2: Deterrance
[CARD CONTINUED…]

with rogue elements to the same extent that it has with state actors. Communication is a necessary component of deterrence strategy with regard to relaying the United States’ intent to respond to aggression. Even after receiving a clear message, rogue elements may not be deterred. BMD could help the United States deter aggression and respond should deterrence fail. BMD should primarily be considered a vital part of a deterrent strategy and secondarily an effective tool to protect against ballistic missile attacks. BMD is an integral part of deterrence because it makes escalation less likely. Confidence in BMD technology may allow US decision makers to accept an increased risk of attack and allow time for other instruments of power to defuse the situation. Adversaries must consider US defensive capabilities in relation to their offensive capabilities. Confident that inbound ballistic missiles will not reach the homeland, the United States could choose not to respond in kind to such provocation.Extending BMD to friendly states bolsters deterrence because it effectively conveys to potential aggressors the US commitment to defense. Extended deterrence can keep other states out of the conflict. For example, the United States provided Israel with theater missile defense (TMD) during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm to protect the Israelis and keep them out of the broader conflict. Extended deterrence may encourage allies to “forgo indigenous development or procurement of duplicative military capabilities, thereby enhancing US counterproliferation efforts.”13 BMD is more than just a defensive measure that the United States possesses to knock down threatening missiles. Decision makers should think of it as a vital part of deterrence to help restrain rogue elements and proliferators.
Space weapons key to credible deterrence

Morgan 10 [Forrest E, senior political scientist at the RAND corporation, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Maxwell Air Force; M.A. in computer systems management, Webster University; B.S. in business management, University of Maryland, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space A Preliminary Assessment” RAND corporation 2010]

Deterrence entails discouraging an opponent from committing an act of aggression by manipulating the expectation of resultant costs and beneits. Deterring attacks on U.S. space systems will require the United States to fashion credible threats of punishment against potential opponents, persuade adversaries that they can be denied the bene-Summary xiii its of their aggression, or some combination of both approaches. However, fashioning a space deterrence regime that is suiciently potent and credible will be dificult given that U.S. warfighting capabilities, much more so than those of any potential adversary, depend on space support. Threatening to punish aggressors by destroying their satellites might not deter them from attacking U.S. assets—a game of satellite tit-for-tat would likely work to the adversary’s advantage. Conversely, threats of punishment in the terrestrial domain may lack credibility in crises and at lower levels of limited war and would likely be irrelevant at higher levels of war, when heavy terrestrial attacks are already under way. Denial strategies face other hurdles. Efforts to deny adversaries the beneits of space aggression are hindered by the inherent vulnerability of some important U.S. space systems and the high degree of U.S. dependence on those assets. As long as those systems are vulnerable, the enemy’s beneit in attacking space assets is proportionate to the United States’ dependence on the capabilities they provide. (See pp. 24–33.) While these factors suggest that it may be dificult to deter potential enemies from attacking certain U.S. space systems in some circumstances, the task of strengthening first-strike stability in space is by no means impossible. As illustrated earlier, the orbital infrastructures of some U.S. systems are already suiciently robust that they present poor targets for prospective attackers. he challenge will be to ind ways to raise the thresholds of deterrence failure for those systems that are both vulnerable and important for force enhancement. Meeting this challenge will require the United States to develop and employ a coherent national space deterrence strategy. (See p. 35.)
SMD K2: Deterrance

Missile Defense key to deter North Korea and Iran 

Pfaltzglraff 7

[Robert  L. The Fletcher School President, the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis. “Space and Missile Defense”. http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/FedSoc_062007.pdf
As we contemplate the future, it is useful to draw lessons from the past. The key lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that in the absence of the U.S. missile defense deployment that was prohibited by the treaty, other states were nevertheless developing missile programs without having to take into account a robust U.S. missile defense. In this sense, paradoxically, the ABM Treaty may have had the reverse of the effect intended by its proponents. With little or no need to penetrate a nonexistent U.S. missile defense, missiles offer a relatively cheap option for states seeking an asymmetrical advantage over the United States. The thirty-year experience of the ABM Treaty does not lend credence to replacing the ABM Treaty with new international legal prohibitions against space-based missile defense. To judge from past experience, such efforts are more likely to place onerous restrictions on the United States, as happened with the ABM Treaty, than to provide universally accepted norms to govern the peaceful use of space. In short, assured access to space, as well as space control exercised by the United States with allies who share our 5 security interests, is key to future disincentives to states and terrorist organizations seeking access to such weapons. Therefore, space control, including space-based missile defense, is crucial to U.S. national security in the twenty-first century. Finally, we are entering a period in which additional countries are likely to acquire nuclear forces as well as their own space capabilities. We spend a great deal of time thinking and worrying about North Korea and Iran. If we cannot halt their respective nuclear programs, as appears to be the case, we will need to be able to counter them – to deter them from using such weapons or to defend ourselves if they are tempted to use them. Space not only affords the arena in which a missile defense could be deployed. It also provides the arena for essential reconnaissance, surveillance, communications, and other essential capabilities, as I have noted. Space will also be increasingly important as we update security assurances and guarantees to countries that may feel threatened by North Korea (especially Japan) or by Iran (Israel and NATO Europe). In other words, space-based missile defense offers a key component of a counterproliferation strategy. Therefore, the importance of space can only grow as we build new architectures to meet twentyfirstcentury security challenges.
Missile Defense increases relations and deterrence 

The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc. 9
[An independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues. “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century”. http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf.111]
However, what overseas partners often lack is the lev​el of investment necessary to move technologies from the drawing board to actual systems that could be deployed.70 Politically, the United States could strengthen its overall relationship with its allies by cooperative programs where the United States and its allies and coalition partners share threats and interests, and can benefit mutually from pool​ing their resources to produce a truly global layered missile defense that includes a space-based component, thus re​inforcing the extended deterrence provided by the United States to numerous allies and coalition partners.
NMD Solves – Rogue States
NMD solves rogue state aggression
Willie Curtis, Associate Prof of Poly Sci @The US Naval Academy. New England Law Review. 2002 l/n
Continued testing and eventual deployment of a limited NMD system has the potential to enhance deterrence and provide a basis for further reductions in strategic nuclear weapons, while shifting the focus of our deterrence from a reliance on MAD to an enhanced defensive oriented deterrence strategy. “Deployment of even a limited national missile defense system consisting of between 20 to 100 interceptors may discourage countries from acquiring ballistic missiles and help to persuade potential adversary that blackmailing or coercing the United States will not succeed.” 29 A limited national missile defense system of this nature would not present a threat to Russia or China. As Wirtz argues: this deployment option poses no realistic threat to Russian or Chinese ability to strike the United States with warheads carried by intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM). This option would provide the United States with significant denial capability, however, against an emerging North Korean missile threat to American territory. 30

NMD Solves – ABM Treaty
ABM is outdated – NMD is key to solve emerging threats like WMD proliferation

Willie Curtis, Associate Prof of Poly Sci @The US Naval Academy. New England Law Review. 2002 l/n
Critics of the National Missile Defense (NMD) system also argue that deployment would undermine the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which they see as the cornerstone of the nuclear relationship between the U.S. and Russia. They further insist that the ABM Treaty is critical to preserving strategic stability. The fact is that in the new strategic game, the ABM Treaty is rapidly becoming an anachronism that only permits the U.S. and Russia to mutually annihilate each other, thereby mutually deterring each other through the strategy of MAD. Indeed, the ABM Treaty perpetuates MAD because it prevents both the U.S. and Russia from protecting themselves against nuclear retaliation. In the new strategic environment where proliferation of WMD and ballistic missile technology is spreading, it is questionable if the MAD strategy is appropriate, and thus whether the ABM Treaty, which was devised to cope with a bipolar, rather than multipolar world, is appropriate as well. As Henry Kissinger suggests: Whatever, tenuous plausibility the MAD theory may have had in a twopower world evaporates when eight nations have tested nuclear weapons and many rogue regimes are working feverishly on development of nu-clear, chemical, and biological weapons of mass destruction, as well as on the ballistic missiles with which to deliver them. 16 He further argues, [t]he contrast between the security situation of 1972, when the ABM Treaty was signed, and today is stark. One signatory, the Soviet Union, has disappeared as a legal entity. Missile technologies have evolved in sophistication and proliferation [in] nations (North Korea, Iran, Iraq, India, Pakistan) not considered likely candidates for advance military technology when the agreement was concluded.” 17 Kissinger concludes, “[a]s for the argument that national missile defense runs counter to the long-standing strategic concept of Mutual Assured Destruction, a reassessment of that doctrine is long overdue, whatever the view regarding missile defense. 18 While not a common practice in nation-state relations during the twentieth century, it remains legal under international law to withdraw from a treaty when it no longer serves the interests of the contracting parties. 19 The ABM Treaty is a bilateral treaty between the Soviet Union (now its successor state, Russia) and the United States. Its provisions provided a framework for a measure of security in the bipolar era of the Cold War decades
SMD Solves China Threat

Only space missile defense can solve emerging missile threats from China, – it’s multilayered and equipped to deal with countermeasures

Mooney, 08 (Kevin, staff writer for CNS News. “Space-Based Missile Defense Needed to Counter Global Threats, Experts Say” http://www.cnsnews.com/public/Content/Article.aspx?rsrcid=36145)
Only a space-based missile defense system capable of intercepting and destroying incoming warheads in the “boost phase” (shortly after they are launched) can adequately protect America from emerging global threats, national security experts told a forum hosted the Heritage Foundation on Tuesday, Sept. 16, 2008.   The ground- and sea-based systems deployed by the U.S. over the past few years are a promising start that can help guard against limited strikes from rogue powers such as North Korea and Iran, the Bush administration maintains.   However, the existing system is not equipped to handle the more sophisticated weaponry and countermeasures that Russia and China are now developing, warned Amb. Hank Cooper, chairman of the missile defense research organization High Frontier.    Moreover, rogue states like Iran “who know how to play the game” also are testing new missile technology that could be deployed against the U.S. in unconventional ways, Cooper suggested. One nightmare scenario involves a ship-borne Scud missile that could be used to launch and explode a nuclear weapon in the atmosphere over the U.S., creating an electromagnetic pulse that would fry electronics, he warned.    The most compelling program design to date stems from President Reagan’s “Strategic Defense Initiative” (SDI), which was first spelled out in a March 1983 address, Cooper noted. Going back to the late 1980s and early 1990s, plans called for small, highly mobile, space-based interceptors called “brilliant pebbles” that would be housed in protective cylinders and armed with the ability to intercept and destroy incoming missiles.   Former President George H.W. Bush endorsed the idea, although it ultimately was discontinued under the Clinton administration and has not been reactivated since that time, Cooper lamented.     “We lost a generation of the best that came out of the SDI era in the early ‘90s and this has not been restored,” Cooper said. “This was an effective, affordable defense [concept] that could be used to stay ahead of countermeasures.”   While the idea of missile defense remains controversial inside the United States, the spread of missile technology and heightened availability of destructive weaponry has not gone unnoticed in parts of Asia and Europe, where policymakers now seem keen on the idea of employing a protective shield, Jeff Kueter, president of the George Marshall Institute, observed in response to a question from CNSNews.com.   “What we can see is a remarkable change in attitudes, particularly among some of our international partners, in recognizing the threat they face from ballistic missiles in their willingness to work with the U.S. to develop these capabilities,” he said.   Kueter credited Japan for working in close cooperation with the U.S. to help build up sea-based anti-missile systems on the U.S. Navy’s Aegis Vessels. He also said America’s European partners have been moving in a positive direction. As CNSNews.com previously reported, there are now 26 NATO countries expressing formal support for missile defense.   The multi-layered anti-missile system now in place includes a mix of ground- and sea-based systems that have the ability to attack incoming ballistic weapons in their mid-course and terminal phases, Kueter noted.   Currently, the U.S. has 24 ground-based mid-course interceptors stationed in Alaska and California, with 30 planned for the end of this year, according to the U.S. Defense Department’s Missile Defense Agency (MDA). There also are 12 Aegis ships equipped with the surveillance and tracking systems needed to perform mid-course missile defense missions at the present time, and an additional six are scheduled to become a part of the fleet over the next few months, the MDA reports.   Additional missile interceptors also will be installed as part of the Aegis system on 18 vessels in 2009, according to the MDA. The goal is to have 100 interceptors capable of engaging missiles in their terminal phase operating on Aegis before the end of next year, Kueter pointed out.   The European Site Initiative also has gained momentum recently. Current plans call for 10 U.S. ground-based interceptors to be installed in Poland where they will operate in conjunction with a radar system in the Czech Republic. The missile interceptors will be placed at the Redzikovo Polish military base close to the Baltic Sea in the northern part of the country.   Also on deck and ready for deployment in 2010 is the U.S. Army’s Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system. It can protect against both short- and medium-range missiles and can do so at longer ranges and higher altitudes than the interceptors now in use.   The THAAD system will complement existing anti-missile defenses – not replace them – adding another layer to America’s present multi-layered, anti-missile defense blanket.   These additional steps are effective as far as they go -- but, ultimately, there is no substitute for a space-based defensive layer that can target enemy warheads in their most vulnerable, earliest stages, Cooper argued.   “A space-interceptor system is actually multi-layered, in and of itself, because it has a global presence and is capable of intercepting a missile in the boost phase, or mid-course phase, or even in the high endo-atmosphere before the re-entry phase,” he said.   The boost phase is a “great time” to hit the target because the rocket is still burning, is easy to see, and can be destroyed before any decoys are deployed, Cooper observed.   In the absence of a space-based defense, there are two systems with boost phase implications currently in development: the Airborne Laser System and Multiple Kill Vehicles. The Airborne Laser is housed inside a modified 747, where it would target moving missiles. Multiple Kill Vehicles, which are much smaller versions of the current crop of anti-missile interceptors, are capable of launching several kill vehicles at one time.   “Neither system gets us where we need to be,” Kueter acknowledged in his talk. Still, he does see value in pursuing both systems as a way of sharpening and honing technology that can be more effectively applied as part of a larger missile-defense architecture over the long term.
SMD Solves China Threat

Absent Space missile defense, US-China space war will escalate to nuclear war 
Boston Globe, 03 The Boston Globe, October 28, 2003, Tuesday ,THIRD EDITION, Lexis-Nexis Academic
Two weeks ago China put a man in space, a signal of China's arrival - and of the arrival of this grave question. Beijing has invested heavily in commercial development of space and will become a significant economic competitor in that sphere. But such peaceful competition presumes a framework of stability, and it is inconceivable that China can pursue a mainly nonmilitary space program while feeling vulnerable to American military dominance. China has constructed a minimal deterrent force with a few dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs, but US "global engagement" based on a missile defense, will quickly undercut the deterrence value of such a force. The Chinese nuclear arsenal will have to be hugely expanded. Meanwhile, America's "high frontier" weapons capacity will put Chinese commercial space investments at risk. No nation with the ability to alter it would tolerate such imbalance, and over the coming decades there is no doubt that China will have that capacity. Washington's refusal to negotiate rules while seeking permanent dominance and asserting the right of preemption is forcing China into an arms race it does not want. Here, potentially, is the beginning of a next cold war, with a nightmare repeat of open-ended nuclear escalation.
SMD Solves Russian Aggression

The Status Quo Can’t Solve Russia’s Aggression, US’s surveillance systems aren’t advanced enough to detect an attack 

Burke 6 (Lt. Col. Alan W. Burke, command space professional with operational experience in missile operation space surveillance, space control, and space missile warning, “Space Threat Warning: Foundation for Space Superiority, Avoiding a Space Pearl Harbor,” p. 6, 4/17/2006

The inability to detect and assess space threats might allow adversaries to develop new weapon systems or conduct probing attacks on US space systems without our knowledge. Although US surveillance technology and systems are more sophisticated today, the US should not assume it will always be able to detect the development of a new weapon. Our experience in post-WW II with the Germans is one example. After the defeat of Nazi Germany, the US and Russia engaged in a race to uncover Germany’s scientific secrets. Major General Hugh-Knerr, deputy commander of the US Air Forces in Europe wrote: “The occupation of German scientific and industrial establishments has revealed the fact that we have been alarmingly backward in many fields of research.”53 Supersonic rockets, nerve gas, jet aircraft, guided missiles, stealth technology and hardened armor were just some of the technologies developed in WWII German 11 laboratories.54 The Soviet Sputnik launches and the deployment of the FOB system are modern examples of technological surprise. Today, other nations are working to develop new weapons to counter US dominance and to take the lead in what is termed Fourth Generation Warfare—information war. The current coverage gaps in our space surveillance network, a fragmented intelligence network, a lack of discipline in anomaly reporting, the current inability to rapidly detect an attack on on-orbit systems, and overall erosion over the last decade of the space defense mindset makes it more likely an adversary could develop anti-satellite weapons without our knowledge. Finally, without a credible space threat warning capability the US will not have the ability to execute stated US policy to counter an attack against US space assets. In 1999, President Clinton signed into law DoD Directive 3100.10, US Space Policy, which specifically declared an attack on US space systems, to include commercial space systems, an attack on US sovereignty.56

Only the US SMD Can Deter Russia’s Space Missile Aggression

Burke 6 (Lt. Col. Alan W. Burke, command space professional with operational experience in missile operation space surveillance, space control, and space missile warning, “Space Threat Warning: Foundation for Space Superiority, Avoiding a Space Pearl Harbor,” p. 6, 4/17/2006

The US is not the only nation that recognizes the implications of current American space dominance. Today, there are no weapons in space; however, the growing US reliance on space for national security and the inherent vulnerability of space assets make them a prime target for potential attack by states like Russia and China, and well-organized terrorist groups or rogue states. During the Cold War, the Soviet Union aggressively worked to develop an anti-satellite capability.29 In 1985, the Soviets were the only country to have a deployed capability to attack satellites in near-earth orbit and were working on satellite jammers, high-energy lasers, and antiballistic missiles with direct ascent ASAT capabilities.30 Today, Moscow advocates limiting these weapons and have ceased testing them publicly.31 However, US fielding of a counterspace communications system and an anti-ballistic missile system may provide the catalyst to change Moscow’s position. 
SMD Solves Asteroid Deflection
Space mil key to asteroid deflection

Britt, 02 (Robert, senior science writer for Space.com. “Space-Based Missile Defense Needed to Thwart Asteroid Attacks” 2-14-02. http://www.space.com/scienceastronomy/solarsystem/deflection_asteroids_020214.html)
Earth is little more than a sitting duck in a cosmic shooting gallery, the scientists tell us. But that doesn't mean we can't shoot back. If an asteroid is ever found to have our planet in its sights, a carefully aimed missile can simply knock the rock off course.  There's one little problem. It's hard to deflect something that's coming right at you.  Any boxer understands this. A slight bit of energy applied to a punch in the right way can turn a roundhouse into a harmless glancing blow. But if you try and stop an upper cut by driving your chin directly into it, you'll go down for the count.  Claudio Maccone at the Center for Astrodynamics in Turin, Italy, has a boxer's eye for asteroids, and he's developed what he claims is the best plan for protecting Earth.  Put missiles in space, Maccone says, and hit the asteroids at an angle. Some 587 large, potentially threatening asteroids have been found near Earth. All are bigger than 1 kilometer (0.6 miles), the threshold for what most researchers agree could cause global catastrophe. None of these rocks is on course to hit Earth. But there are about 500 more that have yet to be found, according to leading estimates.  Most of the remaining large asteroids should be detected by the end of the decade, NASA experts say. If one is ever determined to be a serious threat, chances are good there will be a decade or more to deal with it.  But thousands upon thousands of smaller rocks, each capable of destroying a city or even a state, will likely take much longer to find. Warning time might be just days or weeks. In one case last month, an asteroid that could have caused significant damage, and which passed Earth just twice the distance to the Moon, was first spotted barely a month before it flew by.  While a lot of energy and money goes into finding asteroids, almost no resources have been devoted to developing a plan of action to deal with one that could wipe out civilization. Deft deflection  Maccone says the best defense is a set of five missile launchers. Each would be located at a so-called Lagrangian point, spots where the gravity of Earth and the Moon roughly balances out, allowing for a spacecraft to maintain a nearly stable position.  By taking up posts at each of five Lagrangian points, any incoming asteroid could be hit at a 90-degree angle, Maccone explains. Little energy would be required, as when a boxer steps aside and deflects a punch with a deft flick of the wrist.  Maccone's idea is detailed in the journal Acta Astronautica and was reported yesterday by New Scientist magazine.  The weapons of choice would be nuclear, however, and Maccone worries in his journal article that there would be significant political hurdles to getting any plan approved. Cold War attitude  "Many people's minds are still too much in the Cold War attitude," Maccone writes. "Since nuclear weapons in space are forbidden by international treatises, a proposal to locate missiles with possible nuclear warheads at the Lagrangian points L3 and L1 would immediately be perceived as an attempt to revive the Cold War."  
Extinction

Whitesides, 08 (Executive director of the National Space Society. George, CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/7, lexis)
There are vast numbers of asteroids in near-Earth orbits. Though it may seem unlikely, if we do nothing, sooner or later we will be hit by an asteroid large enough to threaten life on Earth. Given the nature of this threat, the space program is a logical place to start developing strategies for overcoming it. This is environmental protection of the highest order. In October of 1990 a very small asteroid struck the Pacific Ocean with a blast about the size of the atomic bomb that leveled Hiroshima, killing roughly thousands of people in seconds. If this asteroid had arrived ten hours later, it would have struck in the middle of more than a million U.S. and Iraqi soldiers preparing for war. How would America have reacted to what looked like a nuclear attack? In 1908 a small asteroid (perhaps 50 meters across) hit Tunguska, Siberia and flattened 60 million trees. That asteroid was so small it never even hit the ground, just exploded in mid-air. If it had arrived 4 hours and 52 minutes later, it could have hit St. Petersburg. At the time, St. Petersburg was the capital of Russia with a population of a few hundred thousand. The city would have ceased to exist. As it was, dust from the blast lit up the skies of Europe for days. Asteroid strikes this size probably happen about once every one hundred years. There was another Tunguska-class strike in the Brazilian rain forest on August 13, 1930. Sixty-five million years ago a huge asteroid several kilometers across slammed into the Yucatan Peninsula in Mexico. This is the event that is thought to have caused the extinction of the dinosaurs (and many other species). The explosion was the equivalent of about 200 million megatons of dynamite. The blast turned the air around it into plasma a material so hot that electrons are ripped from the atomic nucleus and molecules cannot exist. This scenario has been repeated perhaps once every 100 million years or so. As many as two-thirds of all species that ever existed may have been terminated by asteroids hitting the Earth. We know about the asteroid that killed the dinosaurs because we found the crater. But when an asteroid hits the ocean, there may not be a crater. If a 
SMD Solves Asteroid Deflection
[Card Continued…]

400-meter (four football fields) diameter asteroid were to fall into the Atlantic Ocean, it would cause a tsunami 60 meters high. The only way to eliminate the threat of asteroids is to detect and divert them. A vigorous space-based civilization capable of reaching, exploring, and diverting asteroids into useful, safe orbits would have enormous economic incentives to find and use every asteroid passing near Earth. The asteroids could be found, diverted, and mined for their materials, including platinum-group metals, water ice, and iron, which could be used to make steel. This would defuse the threat, make a lot of people extremely rich, and keep an entire world safe.
SMD Solves Prolif
Effective space missile defense ends the proliferation of new offensive missile technologies

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)
In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. 

Space missile defense is key to counterproliferation

Pfaltzgraff, 08 (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis. “Protecting America in the New Missile Age – Chapter Four: The Cost of Missile Defense” 12-18-08. http://www.familysecuritymatters.org/publications/id.2054/pub_detail.asp)
For the moment, however, as we consider cost, it is important to link missile defenses to nonproliferation and counterproliferation. The numerous countries that have acquired missiles see them as relatively inexpensive avenues to military power. Together with nuclear warheads, such missiles may give a proliferant state “more bang for the buck” than it could get by deploying more costly conventional forces, such as armies. Missiles give longer-range reach to an emerging regional power such as Iran and are often regarded as potent “power projection” instruments. As long as the United States lacked any missile defense, missiles were an even more attractive option. The deployment of a robust U.S. missile defense increases the costs to any would-be proliferant and therefore may make missiles a less attractive option. In the absence of a U.S. missile defense, a would-be missile possessor would have little disincentive to forego such a capability.

SMD Solves Us-Sino War

Space BMD prevents US-Sino War 

Lewis 4

[Jeffery, postdoctoral fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security

Program and worked for an Internet start-up and in the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense

for Policy, “What if Space were Weaponized?”, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf, 18-19]
By 2010, China’s military likely will pose a much more credible threat to Taiwan. A recent Pentagon assessment concluded that China’s “offensive capabilities improve as each year passes, providing Beijing … with an increasing number of credible military options to intimidate or actually attack Taiwan.” In this context, Washington may be more worried that a Chinese military exercise will be used to provide cover for a surprise attack.17 Washington would also have to worry that Beijing’s nuclear arsenal might be used to deter the United States from coming to Taiwan’s defense. “In response to external intervention in a regional conflict involving China,” the Pentagon expects “the [People's Liberation Army] would attempt to weaken U.S. or other third party’s resolve by demonstrating the capability to hold at risk – or striking – high-value assets.”18 Many advocates of space weapons see these systems as a silver bullet to deal with Beijing’s nuclear arsenal. Mirroring the language in the Pentagon report, an influential architect of the Pentagon’s modernization plan suggests developing a “one-two punch” of conventional, offensive systems to attack enemy airfields and ballistic missiles on short notice; backed up by missile defenses to intercept any retaliation, which would be badly damaged and uncoordinated: “Perhaps the most limiting factor for Washington … is the obvious fact that U.S. intervention would risk escalation to a largescale theater war and Chinese ICBM threats against the U.S. homeland. Preserving the credibility of U.S. deterrence commitments in such circumstances would require Chinese leaders to believe that Washington would persevere despite their nuclear threats and possible regional nuclear use. … In sum, a U.S. deterrence policy for this case would focus on a “denial” deterrence threat, that is, a threat to defeat China militarily while significantly limiting potential U.S. civilian and military losses. The U.S. military posture supporting deterrence in this case would be capable of limiting prospective U.S. military and civilian losses, while also defeating China militarily, that is, a combination of offensive and defensive capabilities, including missile defense.”19
SMD K2: Hegemony
Space-based missile defense is inevitable – the US must lead the way or hegemony will collapse.
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)
Missile defense has entered a new era. The decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack has been settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. The rigid constraints of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which made the construction of effective anti-missile capabilities impossible during the decades of the Cold War, are now a thing of the past. What remains an open question is what shape the American missile defense system will take in the years ahead. Yet there is ample reason for concern. The threat environment confronting the United States in the twenty-first century differs fundamentally from that of the Cold War. An unprecedented number of international actors have now acquired – or are seeking to acquire – ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. Rogue states, chief among them North Korea and Iran, have placed a premium on the acquisition of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the means to deliver them, and are moving rapidly toward that goal. Russia and China, traditional competitors of the United States, continue to expand the range and sophistication of their strategic arsenals. And a number of asymmetric threats – including the possibility of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) acquisition by terrorist groups or the decimation of American critical infrastructure as a result of electromagnetic pulse (EMP) – now pose a direct threat to the safety and security of the United States. Moreover, the number and sophistication of these threats are evolving at a pace that no longer allows the luxury of long lead times for the development and deployment of defenses. In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. Instead, by the administration’s own admission, it is intended as a limited defense against a small, rogue state threat scenario. Left unaddressed are the evolving missile arsenals of – and potential missile threats from – strategic competitors such as Russia and China as well as terrorists launching short-range missiles such as Scuds from off-shore vessels. The key impediments to the development of a more robust layered system that includes space-based interdiction assets have been more political than technological. A small but vocal minority has so far succeeded in driving the debate against both space-based defense and missile defense writ large. The outcome has been that political considerations have by and large dictated technical behavior, with the goal of developing the most technologically-sound and cost-effective defenses subordinated to other interests. A symptom of this problem is the fact that, for all of its commitment to protecting the United States from ballistic missile attack, the administration has so far done little to revive the cutting-edge technologies developed under the administrations of Presidents Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush – technologies that produced the most effective, least-costly ways to defend the U.S. homeland, its deployed troops and its international partners from the threat of ballistic missile attack. The most impressive of these initiatives was undoubtedly Brilliant Pebbles. By 1992, that system – entailing the deployment of a constellation of small, advanced kill-vehicles in space – had developed a cheap, effective means of destroying enemy ballistic missiles in all modes of flight. Yet in the early 1990s, along with a number of other promising programs, it fell victim to a systematic eradication of space based technologies that marked the closing years of the 20th century and still plagues the opening years of the 21st century. The current state of affairs surrounding missile defense carries profound implications for the safety and security of the United States, and its role on the world stage in the decades to come. Without the means to dissuade, deter and defeat the growing number of strategic adversaries now arrayed against it, the United States will be unable to maintain its status of global leadership. The creation of effective defenses against ballistic missile attack remains central to this task. Historically, it is evident that the major geopolitical options that become available have been exploited by one nation or 
SMD K2: Hegemony
[Card Continued…]

another. Those nations that are most successful in recognizing and acting on such options have become dominant. Others who have failed or have consciously decided not to do so are relegated to inferior political status. A salient case-in-point is ocean navigation and exploration. The Chinese were the first to become preeminent in this retrospectively pivotal area during the early Ming dynasty. However, domestic politics – strongly reminiscent of missile defense politics in the United States of the past several decades – induced this great national lead to be dissipated, with historic consequences felt until the present day, a full half millennium later. The subsequent assumption by Portugal of this leading maritime role resulted in geopolitical preeminence that was eventually lost to other European powers. In the twenty-first-century maintenance of its present lead in space may indeed be pivotal to the basic geopolitical, military, and economic status of the United States. Consolidation of the preeminent U.S. position in space akin to Britain’s dominance of the oceans in the nineteenth century is not an option, but rather a necessity, for if not the United States, some other nation, or nations, will aspire to this role, as several others already do. For the United States space is a crucially important twenty-first-century geopolitical setting that includes a global missile defense. As American policymakers look ahead, new momentum and direction is needed in the pursuit of a truly global missile defense capability that incorporates both sea- and space-based interdiction capabilities and addresses the current and expected threats of the early twenty-first-century security setting.
No one would counter US space weapons, continues US heg 

Dolman 5

[Everett C. Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”. http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20%26%20Space.pdf. 4-5] 
And America would respond … finally. But would another state? If America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the infrastructure necessary is too high; hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment it would take to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the US to entrench itself in space, and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter US deployments in kind. They might oppose US interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the US deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote. This rationality does not dispute the fact that US deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. This would clearly be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so.
Heg U/X

US losing its pre-eminence in space

Morgan 10 [Forrest E, senior political scientist at the RAND corporation, Ph.D. in policy studies, University of Maryland; M.A.A.S. in airpower arts and sciences, Maxwell Air Force; M.A. in computer systems management, Webster University; B.S. in business management, University of Maryland, “Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space A Preliminary Assessment” RAND corporation 2010]

Space stability is a fundamental U.S. national security interest. Unfortunately, that stability may be eroding. Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. military forces have repeatedly demonstrated their dominance in conventional warfare, and future enemies will be well aware that the dramatic warighting advantage that U.S. forces possess is largely the result of support from space. With a growing number of states acquiring the ability to degrade or destroy U.S. space capabilities, the probability that space systems will come under attack in a future crisis or conlict is ever increasing. Deterring adversaries from attacking some U.S. space systems may be diicult due to these systems’ inherent vulnerability and the disproportionate degree to which the United States depends on the services they provide. Nevertheless, the United States can fashion a regime to raise the thresholds of deterrence failure in terms of destructive attacks on its space systems and thus achieve a measure of irst-strike stability in space during crises and at some levels of limited war. (See pp. 7–16.)
Taiwan War

Missile defense key to deter China from attacking Taiwan
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] 

In January 2010, President Obama announced the approval of an arms deal with Taiwan worth $6.7 billion that crucially included one-hundred and fourteen Patriot-3 anti-ballistic missiles (ABMs),[28] the purpose of which is clearly to deter the one thousand four-hundred Chinese offensive missiles and rockets currently deployed across the Strait.[29] For China, this considerably undermines hopes for eventual reunification and serves only to bolster Taiwanese self-confidence and give the U.S. more freedom of action in any conflict over Taiwan. For Rex Li, the U.S. sale of TMD systems to Taipei is part of a wider U.S. policy of “using Taiwan to constrain China” (yitai zhihua)[30] and undermines previous U.S. assurances of ‘strategic ambiguity’ over the Taiwan issue. For others, such a sale is “tantamount to a military alliance”[31] directed against China, and, because the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) arguably represents the most notable ‘nationalist’ or realist voice within China, will serve only to encourage escalatory moves such as incentivizing increased missile deployments opposite Taiwan – thus exemplifying a security dilemma. Further to this, China has serious concerns regarding the stability of various outlying provinces, like Tibet or Xinjiang, where secessionist, anti-government movements could be bolstered by an increasingly confident Taiwanese independence movement backed by U.S. weapons and support. Even though one-hundred and fourteen Patriot-3 missiles cannot defend Taiwan from a full-scale Chinese missile strike, sophisticated BMD technology in the hands of Taipei symbolizes a highly significant shift in the power balance. China has, as the result of one U.S. action, lost a crucial measure of strategic leverage over American regional power and will presumably have to respond counteractively.
***Exploration Internals***
Exploration Extensions

Command of space key to protect our ability to explore

Bellflower 10 [John W, writing for the Air Force Law Review, “The Influence of Law on Command of Space” Air Force Law Review, 2010, ProQuest]

Positive command of space is the freedom of action necessary to maintain unhindered access to outer space and the use of space lines of communication, and is predicated on America's commitment "to the exploration and use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes, and for the benefit of all humanity."105 This commitment flows from the free exploration and use principle contained in the Outer Space Treaty. As this freedom of action in outer space is vitally important to U.S. national interests, the U.S. National Space Policy "considers space systems to have the rights of passage through and operations in space without interference."106 Thus, America will "preserve its rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space."107

Space militarization key to future space exploration

Dolman 2 [Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force?s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University?s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence?s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award, Astropolitik, 2002]

If a case for extending the long-established and powerfully explanatory geopolitical body of theoretical thougllt into the twenty-first century is to be made, then it must also be shown that at least some aspects of the geo/astro­ political paradigm have already been at work. For this reason, a condensed discussion of the most expansive period of space exploration in the bricC history of space flight, the mid-Cold War period, is offereu. As the story unfolds, it wiil become apparent that astro/geostrategic principles and Realpolitik diplomacy provided the impetus for spectacular outward expan­ sion. In the process, a seconuary set of tentative assumptions is derived from the theoretical and historical developmellt of the model. These conjectures cluster around the hypothesis that without the re-establishment of a competi­ live, widely embraced, and recognizably astropolitical space regime (one that encourages space exploration on the basis of competition without confronta­ lion), future growth in outer-space exploration is likelyto be stunted.'10 help make the case, the rhetoric and reality of the Golden Age of Space Exploration is summarily described.

Space militarization key to space colonization 

Wall 3 

[Richard, Wall is a freelance translator, specializing in the social sciences, "Dreaming Space Power- Paving the Road to 21st Century Warfare”. http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig3/wall9.html]

The military applications of space exploration have been brought into much sharper focus over the last 2½ years. New York professor Karl Grossman, who has written extensively on the dangers of the use of nuclear power in space, wrote in an article in December 2000 for example, how US preparations to wage war in and from space would be getting a huge boost with the assumption of power by George W. Bush and Richard Cheney. But these concerns are not new. There has always been something of a military flavour to space exploration, even in the early years when ‘superpower rivalry’ was expressed in the ‘space race.’ Soothing noises were made about the value of scientific experiments and the aspirations of all humanity, but the underlying reality was, and is, that it is in the nature of nationalist-statist undertakings constantly to be seeking a power advantage over real or imagined rivals. This has historically been done through the combination of technological superiority and territorial control, which expanded to aerial control (command of the air), and now increasingly is seen as ‘spatial’ or ‘universal’ control (command of space). Greater emphasis on the military usefulness of space programs would be consistent with a bureaucratic tussle scenario in which, sooner rather than later, the monies spent on the ageing shuttle (ineffective in terms of actual weaponry although still militarily useful for tests of ancillary equipment such as long-range cameras), could be re-allocated to funding some faster and sexier form of rocket propulsion, thereby facilitating the aggressive military aim of the “conquest of space” in the future. 

Exploration Extensions

Space exploration will foster international cooperation

Dolman 2 [Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force?s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University?s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence?s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award, Astropolitik, 2002]

The foregoing is not meant to be an endorsement of continued and per- manent nationalist exploitation of space. Once all of humanity is invigorated by space exploration, nationalist rivalry should diminish as we begin to see ourselves as citizens of Earth, separate perhaps from spacefarers (as the astrodeterminist model implies) but united in the source of our common planet heritage. The more diversity we discover in space, the more in common we will feel with every thing and with everyone of Earth. Should life be dis- covered in the cosmos, especially intelligent life. then on that day we will see the petty differences that divid e us into nationaliti es for the fine points th at they are. In the vast ocean of space. we have more in common with each other - no matter how culturally or socially arart - than with any conceivable species from light years away. It seems further obvious that the maximum long-term benefit to be gained from the riches of space will ultimately come as the result of a globally coorerative effort. In this view, it will be necessary to raise the wealth of all people in all states so that the poorest of them can contributetothefullestextent(theimageofAthenianrowersisrenewed).;\11 humans have a right to support, and defend if need be, the next great era of our species. The sooner the better. and if that means a nationalist foray into near-Earth space to stimulate exploration and speed the process, then so be it. The current pace is excruciatingly slow, and shows little value returned.

Militarization fosters exploration

Dolman 2 [Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force?s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University?s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence?s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award, Astropolitik, 2002]

Astropolitics and Astropolitik provide a military strategy and a legal- institutional blueprint that should ignite a new srace race almost at once. It is not the only possibility. but it follows long-established political traditions and taps into the most dynamic capacities of people and states. The changes promoted are simple, inexpensive, and should prove remarkably effective. There will be complaints, numerous no doubt, that it advocates dooming the fut ure of humanity to a state-centric model that has produced an historically abysmal wnr record on Eal-th. Why spread this paradigm out to infect every- thing we touch in space? The objections are valid. but generally at odds witb the wishes of those who would make them. The ultimate goal of astropolitics and Astropolitilc is not the militarization of space. Rather, the militarization of space is a means to an end. part of a longer-term strategy. The goal is to reverse the current international malaise in regard to space exploration, and to do so in a way that is efficient and that harnesses the positive motivations of individuals and states striving to better their conditions. It is a neoclassical. market-driven approach intended to maximize efficiency and wealth.

Colonization Solves Econ

Space colonization solves the economy- employment and space tourism

W. H. Siegfried 2003 The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World” http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf

There are also many sociological benefits of Space Colonization. We must remember that such an endeavor cannot be implemented by one any agency or single government. A world policy would be needed. In the United States, the combined efforts of NASA, DOE, DOI, DOT, DOC, and others would be focused in addition to our broad industrial base and the commercial world. It should be noted that the eventual space tourism market (tapping in to the world annual $3,400 billion market or the United States $120 billion per year “adventure travel” market) (Reichert, 1999) will not be based on the work of isolated government agencies but, rather, evolve from a synergistic combination of government, travel industry, hotel chains, civil engineering, and, yes, a modified version of industry as we know it today. The change in emphasis from our present single-objective missions to a broadband Space Colonization infrastructure will create employment here on Earth and in space for millions of people and will profoundly change our daily life on Earth. This venue, initiated by short suborbital followed by short orbital and then orbital hotel stays (Collins, 2000) has already begun with brief visits to the ISS. Once systems evolve that can reduce the cost of a “space ticket” to some $10,000 to $50,000 US, the market will grow. Fig 2 is typical of studies on space tourism passengers that could be expected vs. costs of the trip.

Global war

Mead -09 (Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” February 4 2009.  http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09) 

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. 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. 

Colonization Solves Enviro

Space Colonization Key to Ecological Preservation 

Marshall Savage, Founder of the Living Universe Foundation, 1994, The Millenial Project, p. 267-268

Prophets of doom are currently in fashion. Some of these Cassandras strike me as being decidedly anti-human. A few of them seem to think the world—even the universe—might be a better place without us. This is so wrong. Humans are the source of all light: poetry, music, art, love, laughter, hope, dreams; none of these would exist without us. Without us, the universe itself might not even exist. Reality may depend on our consciousness to perceive it and give it tangible form. Without us, all might be without form, and void; and darkness would remain upon the face of the deep. I believe that humans are good, and that more humans are better. True, a population explosion, within the confines of a single ecosphere, is certainly suicidal. But we need not remain restricted to our present land mass. We can expand. First, into the unsettled frontiers of the world’s oceans. Then, into space. Once we are out of the bottle, we need never turn back. As we expand our presence in space, the importance of Earth as the tap-root and well-spring of all Life will become ever more compelling. Preserving and maximizing natural diversity and ecological complexity is sure to become one of mankind’s top priorities. Within the next Millennium, we will come into an era when the Earth is actually benefited by the growing magnitude of man s powers. When we have entered such a phase, the continued growth of our species will become an unmitigated anti-disaster. Our maturing powers will allow us to repair the ravages of the past. We can restore our Mother planet to health and then protect her— forever.

Extinction

Bruce E. Tonn, Urban Planning Prof @ Tennessee, November 2007, Futures v. 39, no. 9, “Futures Sustainability”, ln

The first principle is the most important because earth-life is needed to support earth-life. Ecosystems are composed of countless species that are mutually dependent upon each other for nutrients directly as food or as by-products of earth-life (e.g., as carbon dioxide and oxygen). If the biodiversity of an ecosystem is substantially compromised, then the entire system could collapse due to destructive negative nutrient cycle feedback effects. If enough ecosystems collapse worldwide, then the cascading impact on global nutrient cycles could lead to catastrophic species extinction. Thus, to ensure the survival of earth-life into the distant future the earth's biodiversity must be protected.

***SMD Off-Case Answers ***

A2: SMD Fails

SBMD is the most effective and politically viable missile defense system

Frederick 9 [Lorinda A. Frederick, Lt. Colonel in the USAF, BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies) is assigned to the Air Force Concepts, Strategy, and Wargaming Division, Headquarters US Air Force. She has served as a flight commander and instructor in intercontinental ballistic missile and missile warning squadrons., Air & Space Power Journal, Fall 2009]
Many characteristics of SBMD could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve their aims.48 Space provides access to threats in areas that terrestrial, maritime, and airborne defenses cannot reach. SBMD is capable of destroying ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before they release multiple reentry vehicles or countermeasures designed to thwart defenses.The constant forward presence of SBMD could allow the United States to limit its military footprint on foreign soil and support many military operations simultaneously. Land- and sea-based interceptors have to be placed in areas where they can provide credible protection from ballistic missile attacks. Pre-positioning infrastructure, supplies, and equipment may shorten response times when hostilities erupt, but they are costly and difficult to sustain. SBMD allows a nonintrusive forward presence because it does not require the pre-positioning of assets on other territories.Furthermore, employing SBMD is not contingent on approval from another nation. The continued presence of US assets on foreign soil depends on the host nation’s accepting or approving the mission that those assets support. If defenses are not in position, deterrence is reduced. Stationed in the right orbits in the right quantities, SBMD could deter or defend against attacks around-the-clock, especially if used in concert with other sea- and land-based missile defenses.
Monetary and performance deficiencies deter countermeasures – ensures SBMD effectiveness
Frederick 9 [Lorinda A. Frederick, Lt. Colonel in the USAF, BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies) is assigned to the Air Force Concepts, Strategy, and Wargaming Division, Headquarters US Air Force. She has served as a flight commander and instructor in intercontinental ballistic missile and missile warning squadrons., Air & Space Power Journal, Fall 2009]

Potential adversaries may develop countermeasures in response to the US fielding of an SBMD because the latter would make their capabilities ineffective. R&D of countermeasures, which takes time and money, may result in reduced payload and/or range of the missile. These monetary and performance costs may be enough to deter an adversary from attempting countermeasures.One countermeasure against nonkinetic SBMD capabilities—hardened missiles—could have a reduced payload due to the added weight of the hardening material and additional fuel needed to reach the required distances. The adversary could also field more missiles to saturate the missile defense architecture.49 The saturation point depends upon the numbers of both space-based and terrestrially based interceptors deployed. Because decoys and countermeasures are deployed after boost phase, SBMD could lighten the load for midcourse and terminal-phase defenses.The adversary could also shift from ballistic missiles to cruise missiles but would pay a penalty in terms of speed, reach, and destructive potential. These penalties, in combination with existing cruise missile defenses, could make an attack less likely to succeed. Space sensors designed to trigger SBMD could also trigger TMD to intercept cruise missiles. SBMD could increase the effectiveness of the current BMD architecture even if the adversary employs countermeasures. Credible capabilities have the potential to deny an adversary’s objectives and therefore may deter him from employing ballistic missiles altogether. Key political decisions help explain the progress (or lack thereof) made towards exploring and developing the potential of SBMD.
Only SMD provide a total coverage of the Earth 

The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc. 9
[An independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues. “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, & the Twenty-First Century”. http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf.111]
Another issue is the failure to connect the emerging glob​al missile threat to an adequate understanding of the re​quirements for an effective defense against such threats. This means that confining a U.S. missile defense to a few fixed land-based interceptors, together with a limited sea-based capability, provides only limited coverage. Whatev​er global coverage is furnished by ground- and sea-based systems could be vastly augmented by space-based missile defenses.

A2: I-Law Good
No Link: The OST/I-Law does not hinder the plan 
Lambakis 7

 [Steven. Managing editor for the Comprartive Strategy, International affairs analyst specializing space power, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6124] 
Washington supports exploration and use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes. “Peaceful purposes,” states U.S. policy, allow defense and intelligence-related activities in pursuit of national security and other goals. Determining peaceful purposes, in other words, is done not by looking at whether an activity is military or nonmilitary. The determining factor, rather, is more directly tied to aggressive intent. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty enshrines the principle that outer space shall be free for exploration and use by all states in accordance with international law. The United States has consistently endorsed and abided by this treaty. Washington was among the first to endorse plans for a treaty banning weapons of mass destruction in space. This treaty puts celestial bodies off-limits to nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, and it prohibits the stationing of such systems in orbit. The United States also sponsored in 1963 a treaty to ban nuclear testing in space, the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Nuclear tests in space simply posed too many risks to our own communications and reconnaissance satellites, so it made sense to ban them. Space debris can create hazardous conditions for astronauts and hinder access to space, so Washington also has been an advocate of establishing responsible practices that minimize the impact of debris, although we must balance this too with the obligation to ensure national security. Our love of freedom, in other words, does not mean we have a love of anarchy. The United States has long recognized that freedom of action in space is not without limitation. Yet there are some who believe that the current space law regime is insufficient — insufficient, that is, for constraining U.S. arms development in that arena.11 The bottom line is this: There are currently no legal restrictions on developing and deploying space-based interceptors that rely on hit-to-kill technologies to execute the missile defense mission.
International Law Does Not Prohibit Space Ballistic Missiles 

The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis 7 (The Institute for Foreign Policy analysis, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st century,” 

Nearly two generations ago, as the United States and other na​tions recognized that space was becoming an important are​na for national security, an effort was made to regulate the utilization of space for military purposes in the form of the Outer Space Treaty.20 This treaty contains several provisions directly related to military activities and weapons in outer space – none of which, however, would preclude the United States from deploying space-based missile defense.21 Specifi​cally, the parties agreed not to place in earth orbit any object carrying nuclear weapons or other types of WMD, and not to install such weapons on celestial bodies or station them in outer space. The treaty further prohibits the establishment of bases, installations, and fortifications, the testing of weap​ons, and the conduct of military maneuvers on the moon or other celestial bodies. However, because the Treaty does not place prohibitions on the use of space for the transiting of bal​listic missiles that fly part of their trajectory through space, it follows that the Treaty does not prohibit the United States from building a space-based defense against ballistic missiles. Likewise, there is nothing to suggest that the United States would be prevented by the Outer Space Treaty or by custom​ary international law from defending itself on earth or in space so long as these activities fall within its inherent and long​standing right of self-defense. As laid out in a 1985 report by the UN Secretary General, “military activities which are con​sistent with the principles of international law embodied in the Charter of the United Nations, in particular with Article 2, paragraph 4, and Article 51 [the right of individual and col​lective defense] are not prohibited by the Convention on the Law of the Sea.”
ILAW in the squo fails 

Blazejewski 8

[Kenneth S.  Blazejewski is inprivate practice in New York City, focusing primarily on international

corporate and financial transactions. “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations” http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2008/Spring/blazejewski.pdf. 51 ] 
Finally, any agreement that limits the United States' ballistic missile defense options must account for the possibility that the missile technology of the true target states of its BMD, such as Iran and North Korea, might one day improve to the point of outstripping the negotiated limits on BMD. To avoid a future US abandonment of the agreement, as in the case of the US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, any agreement on space weapons should incorporate some flexibility by recognizing the potential need for future negotiations and requiring ongoing dialogue on missile threats. If it becomes necessary for the United States to deploy a more robust BMD system, it might seek to defuse Chinese concerns by pursuing BMD as a more open and transparent initiative with dis- crete and limited opportunities for Chinese participation. Such an initiative may lay the groundwork for deeper forms of collaboration in the future.
Non- unique: We’ve violated other treaties
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
The nuclear peril that the world faced throughout the Cold War was contained in part by treaties that limited the size of nuclear arsenals and the development of the most destabilizing new weapons systems, such as anti‐ballistic missiles (ABM), and that maintained dialogue and communications between American and Soviet leaders. Yet the US withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002, the first formal unilateral withdrawal by a major power from a nuclear arms control treaty. Preventing the proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons is the pre‐eminent security concern of the US today, but our ability to bar or dissuade other countries from developing nuclear weapons is hurt by our failure to comply with our own disarmament obligations under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). Our reputation also suffered when we failed to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), which was rejected by the Senate in 1999, the only national legislature to do so. The US rejection of the CTBT prevents it from coming into force and deprives the US of the leadership role it has traditionally exercised in the field of nonproliferation. While ratifying the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC), US Congress barred compliance with the inspection provisions of the CWC. The US also opposed development of a protocol to verify compliance with the BWC, weakening the global effort to eliminate these weapons of mass destruction.
U.S.violates other treaties

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

The nuclear peril that the world faced throughout the Cold War was contained in part by treaties that limited the size of nuclear arsenals and the development of the most destabilizing new weapons systems, such as anti‐ballistic missiles (ABM), and that maintained dialogue and communications between American and Soviet leaders. Yet the US withdrew from the ABM Treaty in 2002, the first formal unilateral withdrawal by a major power from a nuclear arms control treaty. Preventing the proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons is the pre‐eminent security concern of the US today, but our ability to bar or dissuade other countries from developing nuclear weapons is hurt by our failure to comply with our own disarmament obligations under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). Our reputation also suffered when we failed to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), which was rejected by the Senate in 1999, the only national legislature to do so. The US rejection of the CTBT prevents it from coming into force and deprives the US of the leadership role it has traditionally exercised in the field of nonproliferation. While ratifying the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BWC), US Congress barred compliance with the inspection provisions of the CWC. The US also opposed development of a protocol to verify compliance with the BWC, weakening the global effort to eliminate these weapons of mass destruction.
A2: Ground Base Solves

Ground Missiles are and will be inefficient to solve 

Dolman 5

Everett C. Dolman Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “A Case For Weaponization in Space,” September 2010, PDF 

Indeed, space is the only location that would allow a state intent on preventing opposing weapons from reaching space to do so comprehensively and efficiently. Ground-based interceptors engage in the unpowered mid-course, where they are vulnerable to decoys and other counter-targeting deceptions, or worse, in the re-entry phase. Moreover, such systems must be placed along expected lines of approach (they are not adaptive), and are vulnerable to conventional and terrorist attacks. Sea and air-launched anti-satellite weapons can engage SLVs in the boost phase if they are already operating close to a launch point at the time of attack. Destroying an enemy’s rockets and missiles in the boost phase has many additional advantages, to include ensuring that any debris caused by the engagement falls onto the launching state. Doing so effectively, over the entirety of the earth’s surface, is a capacity best based in space.

A2: Debris DA

SMD would be able to solve for Debris 

Dolman 5 Everett C. Dolman Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “A Case for Weapons in Space,” September 2010 
Maybe. The future is not determined or even determinable. I have argued elsewhere the practicality of controlling space. I will not add to that argument here. I have also pointed out that the theory that animates these conclusions is precise and well-developed, but the real world is too complex to mirror theory. The political will necessary to weaponize space and follow up with a regime capable of ensuring commercial and cooperative development of space is not yet evident, and such a pure astropolitik vision is not currently viable. But support for the common or collective good that could come from a properly weaponized space force may change that. There are some potential missions for space weapons that do not detract from their primary purpose but complement the goal of space control that may justify its expense. The desire to clean up debris from high traffic orbits could theoretically be done by nuclear-powered space-based lasers—good target practice for their operators. Assured access to space provided by a robust space control force could pave the way for clean, permanent nuclear and toxic waste disposal, as such items currently stored on earth could be sent into the sun. These scenarios are more likely with the monitoring and protection provided by a space-based military or police power.
International Cooperation Solves for Space Debris 
Space.com 11 Space.com Staff Our team of experienced reporters, editors and video producers explore the latest discoveries, missions, trends and futuristic ideas, interviewing expert sources and offering up deep and broad analysis of the findings and issues that are fundamental to or understanding of the universe and our place in it, 3/22/11 http://www.space.com/11191-space-debris-international-response.html

The United States needs to team up with other countries and the private sector to track the huge volume of potentially dangerous space debris circling the Earth, according to a U.S. military official. More than 22,000 pieces of space junk are being tracked today as they zip around our planet, posing a collision threat to valuable satellites and other spacecraft. But there's far too much of the stuff for the U.S. government to keep track of on its own, so cooperation is required to improve the country's space situational awareness (SSA) capabilities, said Lt. Gen. Susan Helms, commander of the U.S. Strategic Command's Joint Functional Component Command for Space. "We must partner with other nations and enterprises to achieve mutually beneficial goals, and at the top of our priorities is the development of comprehensive SSA," Helms said during a recent trip to Israel. [The Worst Space Debris Events of All Time] A big problem Helms articulated the need for cooperation at the Sixth Annual Ilan Ramon International Space Conference in Tel Aviv, and again shortly after she returned to the U.S. last month. Her statements echo recommendations laid out in the U.S. National Space Policy, which was announced by President Obama last June. A key component of SSA is tracking and cataloguing objects in space, which help prevent collisions with spacecraft. However, with 22,000 pieces of trackable space junk and more than 60 nations operating in space, the U.S. will have a tough time going it alone, officials said. The National Space Policy acknowledges that fact, stating that no single country has the resources to precisely track every object in space. [Video: Expanding Threat of Space Debris] "It directs us to collaborate with other nations, the private-sector and intergovernmental organizations to improve our space situational awareness — specifically to enhance our shared ability to rapidly detect, warn of, characterize and attribute natural and man-made disturbances to space systems," Helms said. Partnerships developing The National Space Policy is essentially a vision document. As a result, it's a little short on specifics about how exactly to develop and maintain the necessary partnerships, officials said. "There are many technical and operational details that have to be worked out before we at JFCC-Space could begin incorporating data from allies and partners, but we are definitely moving in that direction," Helms said. These partners aren't limited to other sovereign nations. JFCC-Space currently has 19 SSA sharing agreements with private industry to help support safe space-flight operations, officials said. As a result of this data sharing, satellite owners maneuvered their craft 126 times last year to avoid collisions with other satellites or on-orbit debris. "The United States is committed to safe, responsible and peaceful uses of space," Helms said. "Public provision of space situational awareness data through the SSA Sharing Program is evidence of the U.S. government's commitment to provide SSA data to the world, free of charge, in order to enhance safe and responsible space operations and promote transparency."

A2: Space Race DA

A Race into Space wouldn’t escalate: other countries don’t perceive it to be territorial expansion 

Dolman 5 Everett C. Dolman Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “A Case for Weapons in Space,” September 2010 
It is an even more difficult dilemma for those who oppose weapons in general, and space weapons in particular. Ramifications for the most critical current function of the Army, Navy, and Marines—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory—are profound. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the ability to do all three would wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light of the continuing commitments to the occupation and stabilization of Afghanistan and Iraq, space weapons proponents must advocate reduction of these capabilities in favor of a system that will have no direct potential to do so. Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is further eroded. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. But they offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less intimidating to the international environment than any combination of conventional weapons employed in their stead. What would be more threatening to a state in opposition to American hegemony: a dozen lasers in space with pinpoint accuracy, or (for about the same price) a dozen low-tech infantry divisions massed on its border? A state employing offensive deterrence through space weapons can punish a transgressor state, but it is in a poor position to challenge that state’s sovereignty. A transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives that its national survival is not at risk. Over time, the world of sovereign states may recognize that the United States could not and would not use space weapons to threaten another country’s internal self-determination. The United States would still maintain the capacity to challenge any attempts to directly intervene in the politics of others, and it would have severely restricted its own capacity to do so. Judicious and non-arbitrary use of a weaponized space eventually could be seen as a net positive, an effective global police force that punishes criminal acts but does not threaten to engage in an imperial manner. 

Fear of a Space Race will prevent the militarization of space 

Moltz 7

[James Clay. Clay Moltz joined the National Security Affairs faculty of the Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) in June 2007. Since November 2008, he has held a joint appointment with the Space Systems Academic Group at NPS. "Protecting Safe Access to Space: Lessons from the First 50 Years of Space Security." http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=MImg&_imagekey=B6V52-4PXP0Y1-2-1&_cdi=5774&_user=655954&_pii=S0265964607000860&_origin=&_coverDate=11%2F30%2F2007&_sk=999769995&view=c&wchp=dGLzVlb-zSkzV&md5=344f87eea734d5a74e1e24972b00e3bf&ie=/sdarticle.pdf .  203]

Another factor that has thus far worked against promoters of space-based defenses and other types of orbital weapons has been the threat of hostile international reactions. This point is related to the issue raised above, but has different implications. Specifically, given that space currently has no weapons, supporters of space sanctuary arguments have the power of precedent on their side in observing that the start of a space arms race by any country (based on the ample experience of such contests in other fields, from machine guns to nuclear weapons) is going to be met eventually by adversaries. The result is likely to be reduced (not enhanced) security for all countries. During the Cold War, critics of space weapons could very credibly argue that whatever the USA did in space would eventually be matched by the USSR, if not directly then by other means. Indeed, this important concept became embodied in the so-called "Nitze criteria" for evaluating the costs of the SDI program. Former senior Reagan administration official Paul Nitze argued that it only made sense to continue with the highly expensive effort to field space-based defenses if it could be done more cheaply than the Soviets could deploy countermeasures. The failure of SDI to come even close to meeting this costefficiency metric--according to the administration's own criteria--proved to be an important nail in its coffin in the late 1980s.
A2: Politics – GOP supports
GOP supports missile defense

Brinton 10 [Turner, Space News International, “GOP Pledges to Fully Fund Missile Defense” spacenews.com, September 27, 2010]

Republican members of the U.S. House of Representatives on Sept. 23 unveiled a new “Pledge to America” policy agenda that includes freezing nonmilitary spending and restoring missile defense funding that it says is needed to protect the United States from a ballistic missile attack from Iran. “There is real concern that while the threat from Iranian intercontinental ballistic missiles could materialize as early as 2015, the government’s missile defense policy is not projected to cover the U.S. homeland until 2020,” the document states. “We will work to ensure critical funding is restored to protect the U.S. homeland and our allies from missile threats from rogue states such as Iran and North Korea.”

Budget cuts show the GOP supports weapons spending

AP 6/14 [Associated Press, http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9NRQ1NO0.htm, “Analyst: GOP's proposed cuts spare defense bigs” June 14, 2011]
Defense cuts sought by House Republicans in fiscal 2012 are unlikely to hurt "modernization, readiness" or the bottom lines of top aerospace contractors, an analyst said Tuesday. In a plan released Monday, the GOP-controlled panel that approves defense budgets barely touched major programs and cut modestly from others compared to the president's budget request, Jeffries analyst Howard Rubel said in a research note. "Based on what we see, we still like the positions of" Boeing Co., General Dynamics Corp. and Northrop Grumman Corp., Rubel said. Shares of all three companies rose in afternoon trading, outpacing the Standard & Poor's 500 index, as the broader market rallied on news of strong retail sales. Republicans proposed spending of $107.6 billion to buy weapons and other systems compared to the Obama administration's request of $114.4 billion; and $73 billion on research and development, compared to President Barack Obama's request of $75.3 billion. The proposed weapons spending is a small increase over the $102.1 billion funded for the current fiscal year 2011. The research and development spending is a modest decrease from this year's $75 billion.
The GOP loves missile defense

Korb 8 [Lawrence J, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress. He is also a senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information and an adjunct professor at Georgetown University. “Republicans, missile defense, and the Reagan legacy” April 25, 2008, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/republicans-missile-defense-and-the-reagan-legacy]
When developing a weapons program for the Defense Department, there is normally an orderly and somewhat rational process to be followed: First, a threat is identified; research is then conducted on how best to deal with said threat; and finally, a weapon system is developed and eventually produced. If at any time in this process the threat changes or the research demonstrates that no available technology exists to deal with the threat, or a weapon system cannot be developed in a cost-effective manner, the research is stopped, slowed down, or canceled. There is no doubt that sometimes bias, organizational culture, or ideology becomes a part of the process. Threats can be hyped, research and development skewed, and the capabilities of a new weapons system exaggerated. But rarely does this process become completely irrational. It is possible to have a reasonable, rational debate about whether the United States should purchase the F-22 fighter aircraft, the DDG-1000 destroyer, or V-22 helicopter. But this is not the case with national missile defense, which owes its origin to President Ronald Reagan's 1983 Strategic Defense Initiative speech challenging the country to develop a defense system that would provide the United States with the ability to destroy any and all nuclear-equipped intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) launched against Washington by the former Soviet Union. Reagan believed that a successful missile defense could both end the nuclear arms race and make nuclear weapons obsolete. He even went so far as to promise to share the technology with the Soviets. In what would be a harbinger of things to come, Reagan did not consult with either the military or Defense's civilian leadership before unveiling his proposal. In the 25 years since Reagan's speech, the United States has spent hundreds of billions of dollars on missile defense, the Soviet Union has collapsed, and the national missile defense system has not undergone a realistic test. Yet, ground-based national missile defense systems have been deployed, most Republicans argue that it should be the Pentagon's top priority, and the Bush administration continues to pour tens of billions of dollars into missile defense each year. National missile defense is the only weapons system mentioned in the last three Republican presidential platforms and the Contract with America, the Republican manifesto that led to the party assuming control of Congress in 1994. Why? For starters, it has become a litmus test of loyalty to the Reagan legacy. President Reagan has assumed the same iconic place for Republicans that Franklin Delano Roosevelt had for so many years for Democrats. For example, John McCain, the presumptive Republican presidential nominee, often refers to himself as a foot soldier in the Reagan Revolution, as did his former opponents Mitt Romney and Rudolph Giuliani. This revolution was based on three pillars--pro-life as opposed to pro-choice; government as the cause of society's problems as opposed to the solution; and a robust national missile defense as opposed to arms control negotiations or disarmament. Some Republicans have difficulty completely supporting the first two pillars: The majority of Americans want to place only a few restrictions on a woman's right to choose and view government as a solution to many of our economic and social problems. But there is no political downside for a Republican to embrace missile defense. Most Americans either believe we already have a missile defense capability or really do not care much about it now that the Cold War has ended. National missile defense may be mentioned in the Contract with America or the Republican platform, but nobody reads these documents, let alone votes based on their contents. In addition, a foolproof national missile defense would enable Republicans to go it alone in the world and not have to rely on other nations or international treaties to provide security. This philosophy can be summed up as "unilateral if we can, multilateral if we must." Thus, if national missile defense can protect the United States against North Korean, Iranian, or Chinese missiles, why negotiate or make concessions? Or if the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty with Russia prevents Washington from forging ahead with national missile defense, why not just scrap the treaty regardless of how it affects U.S.-Russian relations? Or why ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty or the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty? Instead, move ahead with the development of the bunker-buster or the reliable replacement warhead. Consequently, when the Republicans are in power, they push missile defense relentlessly. After the Republicans won both the Senate and House of Representatives in 1995, they passed a law, the National Missile Defense Act, which said that it was U.S. policy to deploy national missile defense as soon as possible. Never mind that the Soviet Union had collapsed, that the Clinton administration had just concluded an agreement with North Korea to freeze its development of plutonium at Yongbyon, or that there was no evidence then that Iran was violating the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.
A2: Politics – Dems

Democratic opposition to missile defense isn’t strong

Sieff, ’07 (Martin, Senior News Analyst @ UPI, UPI, 5/14, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Missile_Defense_Funding_Reaches_Compromise_Point_999.html)
There is certainly no perfect bipartisan consensus on BMD on Capitol Hill. Indeed, the GOP-Democrat infighting over the BMD markup stood in striking contrast to the impressive bipartisan cooperation both parties displayed in the markup process on defense appropriations legislation in the other subcommittees of the House Armed Services Committee.  Nevertheless, the markup debate on BMD showed that the difference between the two parties on the issue is far narrower than was commonly thought. There is a clear national consensus that BMD is necessary, affordable and practicable. And even the cuts that the Democrats did demand were a much smaller slice of the BMD budget pie than many had expected or feared. The bottom line of the debate was clear: BMD is here to stay. 

A2: Politics – Not perceived

Missile defense is not perceived

Korb 8 [Lawrence J, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress. He is also a senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information and an adjunct professor at Georgetown University. “Republicans, missile defense, and the Reagan legacy” April 25, 2008, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/republicans-missile-defense-and-the-reagan-legacy]

But there is no political downside for a Republican to embrace missile defense. Most Americans either believe we already have a missile defense capability or really do not care much about it now that the Cold War has ended. National missile defense may be mentioned in the Contract with America or the Republican platform, but nobody reads these documents, let alone votes based on their contents.
A2: Politics – SBMD is secret 
Plan is secret 

Hays 2002 

(March, Lt. Col, Ph.D., Paths Toward Space Weaponization, http://www.isanet.org/noarchive/hays.html)
Consideration should also be given to the degree of openness and development sequencing of any space weapon system.  Developing space weapons in secret or hidden within an open project might help to avoid political tensions and the difficulties and pressures created by testing exotic technologies under the type of intense scrutiny that any space weapon deployment is likely to face.  
THE PLAN BOOSTS BUSH’S POLITICAL CAPITAL-SPACE WEAPONIZATION IS POPULAR

Barnes 2006 (July 31, Going on Offense for Missile Defense, Yahoo News, Online)
There are two lessons here. One is that Democrats, having kept spending for missile defense at anemic levels during the Clinton years, and having sought to block deployment of an effective system under are vulnerable on the issue. And this is an election year in which Republicans, embattled and minimally popular, need every issue they can find. The other lesson is that an election campaign, with the American people paying attention, is the perfect time to debate missile defense and generate national support for a system on land, at sea, and in space. At the least, Democrats would be put on the defensive. There's no doubt about either the popularity of missile defense or the urgency in deploying a full-blown system to protect America. 
Military space operations are top secret – won’t get perceived
Milstrat.com [http://www.milstrat.com/?p=329, April 27, 2011]
It sounds like the stuff of science fiction – ray guns, lasers and death rays from outer space – but it is not. It is real. On April 22nd, the United States Air Force launched a secret earth-orbiting vehicle intended for military purposes. But the details and mission are, of course, classified as top secret. It is said to be experimental. Maybe it is. Maybe it is not. After all, the art of war is all about deception. (YouTube video of actual Atlas launch and animation of deployment.) But it is no secret that since the 1950’s scientists in the United States have been working on space based weaponry (not necessarily nuclear) but literal Star Wars stuff – kinetic energy and lasers. The use of kinetic energy directed from low Earth orbit has been dubbed rods from God. Supposedly, the actual development of kinetic weapons is still a few years off. Maybe that is true and maybe it is not. Also, this year the Boeing Company successfully tested the first airplane-mounted laser beam. It has the capability of destroying a missile just as soon as it leaves the launch pad – almost instantaneously. Remember, lasers are just a form of intense light and light travels at 186,000 miles per second. That is pretty darn fast. It is the intent of the US military to mount lasers on navy ships in order to protect them from supersonic missiles, such as the Sunburn missile that Russia and China have developed and rumored to have sold to Iran, which has been thought to be the great neutralizer of U.S. naval superiority. Sunburn cruise missiles streak above the ground at Mach 3, which is three times the speed of sound, over 2,000 miles an hour, and if fired from close range can strike a vessel before the radar operator can even blink. Ship mounted laser beams effectively nullify supersonic weaponry.

A2: Politics – Bipartisan Support
Space weapons are bipartisan – contractor contributions to campaign funds
Cox 7 [Stan, from the Center for Research on Globalization, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?co ntext=va&aid=7373, “Real-Life Star Wars: The Militarization of Space” November 19, 2007]
More than half of the Rumsfeld Commission members had current or former ties to the aerospace industry. In the wake of that report, five of the top space-weapon and missile-defense contractors -- Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Boeing, SAIC, and General Dynamics -- shelled out a total of $13 million in political campaign contributions from 2001 to 2006. Congressional support for space weapons is bipartisan, led by a Space Power Caucus established in 2003. The top 15 House and top 15 Senate recipients of campaign funds from missile defense contractors are split almost evenly between the two major parties. Three of the top four House recipients are Democrats, the champion being John Murtha of Pennsylvania with $319,000 in contributions between 2001 and 2006. Rep. Murtha famously turned against the Iraq war in 2005, but he continues working hard to bring missile-defense pork projects to his state.

Missile defense enjoys broad support

Independent Working Group 11 [Independent working group, “A Fiscal Year 2012 Missile Defense Agenda” 2011, 
http://ndupress.ndu.edu/space-Ch21.html]
Missile defense has entered a new era. With the initial missile defense deployments, the decades-long debate over whether to protect the American people from the threat of ballistic missile attack was settled – and settled unequivocally in favor of missile defense. What remains an open question is how the American missile defense system will evolve in the years ahead to take maximum advantage of technological opportunities to meet present and emerging dangers. The immediate question is what steps the 112th Congress should take to evolve the system during its consideration of the fiscal year 2012 (FY 2012) defense legislation.
Missile defense is immensely bipartisan

Carrafano 4/20 [James Jay, Ph.D, Deputy Director, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Director, Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, “Resetting Missile Defense – Analysis” http://www.eurasiareview.com/resetting-missile-defenses-analysis-20042011/, Eurasia Review, 4/20/2011]
What’s changed in the last few years? Pretty much both political parties now agree that missile defenses are integral to America’s national security. They serve to protect and defend the homeland from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Defenses cover US deployed forces and assets overseas. They also safeguard friendly and allied nations. There is consensus as well that there are threats worth defending against. Currently, at least 30 countries in the world have ballistic missile technologies. True, some of these nations are our friends. The mere fact, however, that ballistic programs have become so ubiquitous demonstrates that robust defenses should now also be axiomatic. Sadly, they are not. Today the trend in Washington is to accept “just enough” missile defense. That is a trend that needs to change or America will end the Obama years more at risk to missile threats than at any time since the end of the Cold War.
A2: Politics – Public suport
Public supports the plan

Reuters 8 [“Poland and the US Sign Missile Defense Agreement to Provide NATO and Europe Protection...” August 20, 2008, http://www.reuters.com/article/2008/08/20/idUS103753+20-Aug-2008+PRN20080820]

Public support is strong both in Poland and the United States. 63% of the Polish public in a poll released today by the largest newspaper, Gazeta, in Warsaw are in support of the agreement. 87% of the Polish public believes that the agreement will strengthen Poland's relationship with the United States. This follows a poll by opinion research in the United States that shows 72% of the United States public support the agreement with the Polish government.
A2: Politics – Defense Lobby

Defense industry controls congress

Christian Science Monitor 4/09/09 lexis 


The secretary is actually up against a vast industrial-congressional complex, with intertwined and entrenched interests. Over the decades, the defense industry has spread into so many congressional districts that it's virtually impossible to shut anything down without a Hooah! battle cry from key lawmakers. The targeted F-22 fighter jet, for instance, is assembled with components built in 44 states.

No matter what one thinks of the Gates budget, the military-industrial-congressional network actually undermines national security. It encourages waste, as federal funds feed military lobbies that in turn feed politicians who keep the funds flowing - regardless. Federal campaign contributions from defense-related donors have nearly doubled since 2000.

Defense industry lobby key – control most powerful congressional votes

Priest 8 (Dana, Washington Post National Security and Intelligence Reporter, WP, 11/13)

Dana Priest: Well, frankly, some of the biggest ticket items are the least important in this world in which threats come less from states than from non-state organization. And our equipment, generally speaking, so far out-paces any adversary you have to question why were still building so much. So, spending pressures could force the government to further transform the military into the lighter, more agile and, incidentally less expensive, force that it needs to be. That said, the state-by-state lobbying effort to make sure this does not happen (defense contractors and subcontractors are conveniently sprinkled throughout the congressional districts of the most powerful lawmakers) will be huge.
Defense industry lobby key

What the Papers Say, ’06 (8/15)

But she will have to intervene soon. The sanctions threaten the profits of some major American corporations in the defense sector. The arms-makers have one of the most powerful lobby groups in Congress. What's more, in legal terms, the State Department's ban on cooperation with the Russian companies can only apply to government agencies and companies. The private companies that control the lion's share of the American defense sector are not at all dependent on State Department memos.

Defense lobby most powerful – controls congress

Earthside.com ’07 (1/3)

A New York Times article called "Heady Days for Makers of Weapons" notes that military contractors are profiting more than ever as Pentagon spending has reached record levels. Nobody expects the Democrats, now in charge of the Senate and House Armed Services Committees, to interfere with the lucrative deal making. With an eye toward 2008 elections, Democrats want to establish their cooperation with the most powerful lobby on Capitol Hill, the "defense" lobby. "I think the Democrats will be on good behavior," commented an analyst with JSA Securities in Newport, R.I... "as long as the war continues and we have 150,000 troops in Iraq." (NYT, December 26, 2006).

A2: Politics – Jon Kyl

Jon Kyl loves missile defense

Kyl no date [Jon, US Senator from Arizona, http://kyl.senate.gov/legis_center/defense.cfm]
The proliferation of ballistic missiles, which can carry nuclear, chemical, or biological payloads, is a serious concern. Roughly two dozen countries, including North Korea and Iran, now have or are developing such weapons. Iran and North Korea have successfully tested medium-range ballistic missiles, which can reach many of our allies and U.S. soldiers deployed overseas, and are working on longer-range systems that could strike the United States. According to the Secretary of Defense, North Korea could possess a missile capable of striking the United States within five years. Likewise, U.S. intelligence agencies believe Iran is pursuing long-range missile capabilities through its existing space program. China has also developed advanced ballistic missiles that are specifically designed to destroy U.S. aircraft carriers – the primary instrument of U.S. military power in Asia and the Pacific regions. The United States must be prepared for these threats, including with a robust missile defense system that can protect American forces, our citizens, and our allies from attack. I support the development of missile defenses, and great strides in that direction have been made in recent years. The Missile Defense Agency, for example, developed, deployed, and integrated ground- and sea-based interceptors, Patriot units, and sensors based on land, at sea and in space. Regrettably, these gains are now at risk under the budgets that President Obama has proposed. President Obama has reduced funding for missile defense by about $4 billion compared to the previous Administration’s plans; eliminated advanced projects like the Kinetic Energy Interceptor and Air-Borne Laser; and drastically altered U.S. agreements with Poland and the Czech Republic, which would have deployed missile defenses for the protection of the United States. Moreover, he has completely overlooked space-based missile defense, which could substantially reduce the threat posed by ballistic missiles. It is imperative that we provide sufficient funding to ensure a robust and effective missile defense.
A2: Spending

The US Economy is dependent on space technology and weaponization, if it’s not us, the economy will crumble

Office For Strategic Communications 8 Oxford Analytica harnesses the intellectual capital of the major universities and research institutions to undertake timely and authoritative analysis of world developments, drawing on a global scholar-expert network of over 1,000 contributors. It serves over 220 clients including 40 governments and 180 financial institutions, multi-national corporations and professional services firms as well as major international institutions including the World Bank, UN, and the EU Commission, “The Space Economy: A Study for NASA,” June, 2008, http://spaceeconomy.gmu.edu/studies/judgments.pdf
Space makes the global economy what it is: universal, dynamic and productive. Remove the space dimension, and the world would lose much of the growth that it has experienced in the last 50 years. Looking forward, in the absence of continuing investment in space technology and space-based services, the prospects for maintaining economic growth over the next half century -- even the prospects of holding on to the current standard of living in the developed world -- would be bleak. In addition, and perhaps more importantly, efforts to raise the living conditions of more than half the world’s population to a viable level would be severely hampered without the contribution of the space economy and the services that it enables. Without the space industry and the services it provides, the modern globalised world economy would not function as it does. 1. The space sector is a “hybrid economy”. Experience shows that only governments can afford to develop the tools and let the contracts that will kick-start the private sector, as in the case of the early days of space-based telecommunications and now remote sensing. Experience also shows that the rewards for doing so are not just better delivery of the benefits from the space economy to consumers but also the creation of new jobs, new businesses and new skills. In addition, the links between space and the wider economy mean that a country that plays a central role in space is well positioned on the high ground of global competitiveness. 2. In recent years, opportunities have grown for channelling public sector investment through private sector enterprises. This has strengthened rather than weakened the reasons why the government’s role is so crucial. Nurturing these new enterprises, which at present are focused on delivering better services to the downstream consumers in the space economy, will be the foundation of leadership not only in the space sector but also in the wider global economy over the coming decades. This is why taking the space economy into the next phase of its evolution will demand another surge of public commitment. Within 15 years the global space industry is expected by some specialists to be worth over one trillion dollars.* Winning a large share of this business will generate direct returns to a national economy. But the benefits of developing space technology, the first application of new services and the creation of whole new businesses based on space, cascade throughout the whole society. 4. Many of the things we take for granted – global telecommunications, instant worldwide TV coverage, accurate weather forecasts, and precision navigation systems – would be impossible without access to space and orbital satellites. Space makes a massive contribution to national security and the physical well being of billions of people. 5. Getting to space and staying there is not cheap. Public funding has been essential since the dawn of the space age. While the private sector plays an increasing role in expanding the space economy, many areas will still require public funding and market testing by public sector players such as national and regional space agencies. 6. Space is a strategic arena. It is not just because of the national security dimension, but because many states want to claim a leading role in exploiting space. They do so for economic and wider social benefits such as improved terrestrial transport, national resource management and the catalytic effects of developing space technology. 7. While the US is presently the leading space player, others, notably Russia, China, Japan and India, as well as Europe, are determined to expand their presence. Space offers each one the potential to aggregate political and economic power – both hard and soft – at the domestic, regional and global level. But serious government investment is essential to optimize development of the space economy. Adopting this expanded view of the scope of commercial space activity is to grasp the point that holding a central role in the space economy is to command the high ground of global competitiveness. Its breadth of impact ranges from telecommunications, navigation and broadcasting to weather forecasting, earth observation and security. To ensure a place at the heart of this activity rather than on its periphery -- to ensure the ability to influence and shape events -- is at the crux of 21st century economic power.
Space Weaponization is Crucial to the economy 

Quinn 8 New Age of Space Law: The Outer Space Treaty and the Weaponization of Space, The [notes] 

 Minnesota Journal of International Law, Vol. 17, Issue 2 (Summer 2008), pp. 475-502 http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/mjgt17&id=481&type=text&collection=journals

The possibility of space becoming another forum for warfare has long been a fear of the international community." Although many treaties have addressed weapons in space,4 space actors have been testing the limits of these treaties more and more frequently. The United States has stated that space warfare is inevitable.5 This possibility is especially troubling because the global economy depends heavily on outer space. National defense, global communications, an ever growing commercial space industry, international flights, and the internet all depend on satellites orbiting in outer space.'7 These satellites make obvious first targets for any space arms race.8 The Outer Space Treaty is the last defense against weaponization of space, making it one of the most crucial treaties at this time.9 In light of its importance, the Outer Space Treaty deserves a critical review. Part I of this Note discusses the evolution of the current body of space law, Part II argues that the current body of space law is inadequate, and Part III presents principles necessary in any international instrument on space law that hopes to successfully delay the introduction of weapons to space. 
Turn- DOD Spending is essential to the economy in the long run, it boosts and keeps jobs 

Executive Government 2/11 ExecutiveGov, published by Executive Mosaic, is a site dedicated to the news and headlines in the federal government. ExecutiveGov serves as a news source for the hot topics and issues facing federal government departments and agencies such as Gov 2.0, cybersecurity policy, health IT, green IT and national security. We also aim to spotlight various federal government employees and interview key government executives whose impact resonates beyond their agency, “DOD to Boost Space Spending?”  2/11/11, http://www.executivegov.com/2011/02/dod-to-boost-space-spending/ 
One of the biggest stories to come blasting out of the defense budget, which will be released next week, could be the increases in Defense Department spending on space and rocket programs, The Wall Street Journal reported. That’s because despite the uncertain economic climate and the vigilance of deficit hawks, the Pentagon is actually expected to increase space-technology spending by buying in bulk in the upcoming year. WSJ reports Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and other department leaders hope that by buying satellites and rockets in higher volumes, rather than one at a time (as DoD has historically done) the department will actually save money over the long haul. The benefits are three-fold: It allows for more streamlined payments to subcontractors, keeps a stable of necessary equipment at the ready and heads off production-line delays and bottlenecks. DoD’s acquisition chief Ashton Carter told WSJ the new purchasing plan could help end the inefficient “boom-and-bust” cycles that often plague defense space companies. Boeing and Lockheed Martin, two government-contracting firms that provide the Air Force with rockets, would also stand to gain from the purchasing changes. But because the increased spending will be especially magnified in the first couple years, observers predict Congress, with its eye on trimming back across government, might draw the line.
A2: China DA

China rise is good 
Washington Post 1-19-11

[ Washington Post, major US newspaper, “Obama: China’s rise ‘good for the world’”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jan/19/obama-receives-hu-white-house/] 
Hu said he and Obama had agreed to “share expanding common interests.” “We both agreed to further push forward the positive cooperative and comprehensive China-U.S. relationship and commit to work together to build a China-U.S. cooperative partnership based on mutual respect and mutual benefit, so as to better benefit people in our own countries and the world over,” Hu said. Hu, speaking through a translator, said both countries should “respect each other’s sovereignty, territorial integrity and development interests.” Obama said, “I absolutely believe China’s peaceful rise is good for the world, and it’s good for America.”

Chinese soft power good, South East Asia proves 
CSIS 9

[CSIS provides strategic insight and practical policy for decision makers. “Chinese Soft Power and Its Implications for the United States” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090305_mcgiffert_chinesesoftpower_web.pdf. 6]
Southeast Asia is the area of the world where China’s use of soft power has been most significant, especially in the mainland Southeast Asian countries of Vietnam, Thailand, and Laos. China’s concern for maintaining a peaceful, stable periphery drives this effort. The focus of Chinese initiatives in many states is ensuring access to viable energy sources, and soft power plays a significant role in solidifying energy relationships in the Middle East, Africa, and elsewhere. In Latin America, China has actively leveraged soft power and economic power to maintain access to energy resources and markets as well as to gain support for its one-China policy.
American Soft power fails 

Cronin and Lord 10

[Patrick and Kristen, writers for Defense News. “Deploying Soft Power”. http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4577402] 

Yet again, a senior military official has argued that "U.S. foreign policy is still too dominated by the military." Yet again, the defense community has cried out for more robust diplomacy and development and the greater use of "soft power" - the ability to attract and persuade rather than force. The most recent plea came March 3 from U.S. Navy Adm. Mike Mullen, America's highest-ranking military officer, in a speech at Kansas State University. Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, echoed other uniformed officers such as Gen. David Petraeus and Adm. James Stavridis, as well as civilian leaders such as Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates, who made a similar case at Kansas State three years ago. Despite this unprecedented commitment to soft power, the U.S. government still lacks the ability to translate words into action. America remains strangely ill-equipped to combine hard power and soft power. The U.S. military filled this void over the last nine years while fighting two wars, but it is time to fix what is broken. Unless the U.S. government strengthens its diplomatic, informational and economic tools of power, this admirable new commitment to soft power will fail.
A2 China DA: Africa Turn
Chinese soft power helps Africa  
Pan 6

[Esther, a diplomat at the United States Consulate in Guangzhou, China. “China's Soft Power Initiative” 
http://www.cfr.org/china/chinas-soft-power-initiative/p10715]

China has also intensified its trade and energy ties with Africa. China's practice of building roads, hospitals, and bridges in countries where it has made substantial energy investments—like Sudan, Angola, and Equatorial Guinea—has drawn both approval from local governments and criticism from human rights groups, which accuse China of propping up dictators and selling arms to authoritarian governments. On the continent, the reaction to China's increasing presence is mixed, Lyman says. "People appreciate the fact that the Chinese go into sectors the United States doesn't, and don't attach any political conditions to their involvement," he says. The Chinese have a reputation for finishing infrastructure projects quickly and on budget. On the other hand, Chinese companies bring their own laborers in for projects, raising objections that they should be creating more jobs locally. And Chinese goods are flooding the African market and competing with African products.
Africa key to solve energy problems  

Stratsis Incite 4-25-11

[Stratsis incite a news medium focused on Africa. “Africa, key to world’s energy problems?” http://stratsisincite.wordpress.com/2011/04/25/africa-key-to-worlds-energy-problems/]

But it is in Africa that many believe the most potential lies for boosting energy supplies. Over the next two decades, 90% of new resource development in oil and gas will be in the developing world, and much of that in Africa. Industry experts are asking whether Africa’s transformation into an energy powerhouse could offer an answer to the energy conundrum – both as an oil producer and a testing ground for large-scale clean energy. But potential investors need also to be aware of the risks. Africa already accounts for 10% of the world’s oil supplies but a second generation of oil production has emerged in the last three years, most recently off Ghana’s coast. This has been spurred in part by rapid advances in drilling technology which have prized open new reserves. “Everyone knew the Guinea basin was a very rich deposit for hydrocarbons, but until recently all the attention focused on a small group of countries that were seen as worthwhile investments,” says Philippe de Pontet, an analyst at political risk consultant Eurasia Group. ” [But today] even countries that were totally off the radar are getting a fresh look.”
A2 China: Soft Power K2 Sino-Russian Relations
Chinese soft power key Sino-Russian Relations
Williamson 8 
[Craig S. Political writer. “CHINESE-RUSSIAN RELATIONS: An examination of China's growing soft-power in Russia” http://sites.google.com/site/sinisterpapers/Home/chinese-russian] 
In Conclusion, China has a strong interest in maintaining stable relations with all countries along its border. As the Sino-Russian border is the longest of the Chinese borders, it is particularly important. Russia is also the most powerful nation that China is bordering, which adds greater need to ensure stable and predictable relations. China has built up these relations through her skilful use of soft-power. This has allowed China to convince Russia that each of these countries have compatible goals. China has long ago identified Russia, (and the Soviet Union that preceded the current Russian Federation) as the single most important bordering nation. During the cold war, China viewed Russia as the greatest threat to her sovereignty. Today, that threat has morphed into opportunity. 

Only soft power can solve relations 
Williamson 8 
[Craig S. Political writer. “CHINESE-RUSSIAN RELATIONS: An examination of China's growing soft-power in Russia” http://sites.google.com/site/sinisterpapers/Home/chinese-russian] 
It will be shown that soft power, rather than hard power is being used by China in Russia and is a significant factor in the overall relationship between these two countries. Soft power is a very broad concept and can be defined as everything from a nation's diplomatic posture, to it's business relationship. This term can also include activities by non-state actors in the fields of education, the arts or nearly any other institution in a given country. For the purposes of this paper, we will be limiting our use of the term 'soft-power' to define deliberate state actions by China. These actions include formal diplomacy, state sanctioned business activities, and regional organizations where both China and Russia are participants.
Relations key stability 

Want China Times 6-17-11

[Newspaper in China. “China and Russia to establish closer security relationship

“ http://www.wantchinatimes.com/news-subclass-cnt.aspx?cid=1101&MainCatID=&id=20110617000097
Chinese President Hu Jintao pledged to support Russia over security risks while his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev promised to form a "strategic partnership" with China to uphold the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific region during their meeting on June 16. The declaration emphasized the common principles of "non-interference" and "less military action" in solving situations in global hotspots, including the Korean Peninsula, the Middle East and North Africa. It also addressed the competition in the Asia-Pacific region, and called for building a regional security and cooperation landscape characterized by openness, transparency and equality. Speculation has been increasing in some quarters that the United States wishes to counterbalance the rising regional clout of China. US interference in bilateral disputes between China and some Southeast Asian countries has fueled the speculation. Hu and Medvedev said in the declaration that their "strategic partnership has been a key factor in the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific region".

A2: Privatization CP
Private Companies can’t solve military Technologies on Their Own 

Elizabeth Waldrop 4, Senior Staff Writer at Institute for Space Law

 “Space Assets: Legal and National Security Implications,” July 2003, http://digitool.library.mcgill.ca:80/webclient/StreamGate?folder_id=0&dvs=1309206097619~125

Recently a U.S. Congressionally-mandated government commission assessing space issues recognized that the U.S. is "increasingly dependent on the commercial space sector to provide essential services for national security operations," and that it will continue to rely on the commercial sector for the same reason.30 This reliance is not limited to a single type of space service; instead, examples of such services provided by commercial entities include satellite earth imagery, communications, and launch services. However, U.S. policy goes further than mere recognition of the interdependence of the commercial and the government sectors and openly encourages it. Current DOD guidance, for instance, describes a "Preference for Commercial Acquisition," prohibiting development of systems for national security "unless suitable and adaptable commercial alternatives are not available Commercial systems and technologies shall be leveraged and exploited whenever possible."31 DOD policy also encourages military-industrial partnerships, outsourcing and privatization of DOD space-related functions and tasks. The government even extends a promise of "[s]table and predictable U.S. private sector access" to DOD space-related hardware, facilities, and data. The goal of the U.S. government to promote commercial-governmental interdependence is furthered by requiring that government space systems be based on widely accepted commercial standards to ensure future interoperability of space services.33 Despite the quick maturation of the U.S. commercial space sector, it has not achieved independence from military and civilian governmental programs.34 In particular the commercial sector has been criticized for failing to capitalize on potential markets before ground-based systems filled a niche.35 The trend of deregulation that contributed to the initial growth of commercial space services also appears to have slowed, stopped, and even reversed for 29 Defense Daily, U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO), Report to the Ranking Minority Member, Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, Committee on Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, Critical Infrastructure Protection: Commercial Satellite Security Should Be More some space applications, stunting further rapid growth. As a result, many commercial companies rely heavily on military and civilian governmental customers. In addition, the space industry depends on governmental funding for technology at the research and development level.37

Even with prizes private space efforts fail

Whittington 11 

(Mark R. Whittington is the author of Children of Apollo and The Last Moonwalker, "Newt Gingrich Prefers Space Prizes Over NASA Projects to Continue Exploration", 5/12/11, news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110512/pl_ac/8463287_newt_gingrich_prefers_space_prizes_over_nasa_projects_to_continue_exploration//avi)

Second, there is a question of whether even $20 billion and $5 billion are adequate incentives to jump start a private space race to Mars and the Moon respectively. Boasting of certain space entrepreneurs aside, cis-lunar and interplanetary flight are orders of magnitude more challenging than even launching people into low Earth orbit. A $50 million orbital space prize offered by Bigelow Aerospace went with no takers. Current commercial orbital space efforts are dependent on massive government subsidies and promise of lucrative government contracts.
Space Weapons Solve NW
U.S. SPACE WEAPONS SOLVE FOR THE FOUR MOST LIKELY SCENARIOS FOR NUCLEAR WAR

Miller 2002 (National Review, July 15, Online)

Imagine that the United States currently maintained a battery of space-based lasers. India and Pakistan could inch toward nuclear war over Kashmir, only to be told that any attempt by either side to launch a missile would result in a boost-phase blast from outer space. Without taking sides, the United States would immediately defuse a tense situation and keep the skies above Bombay and Karachi free of mushroom clouds. Moreover, Israel would receive protection from Iran and Iraq, Taiwan from China, and Japan and South Korea from the mad dictator north of the DMZ. The United States would be covered as well, able not merely to deter aggression, but also to defend against it.

Finally, US space dominance would preclude any nuclear weapons launch and undermine opponent attempts to militarize space

Lorenzini 2001 (March 21, Space Power Doctrine, Online)

A space weapon system being considered today is the space-based, directed-energy battle station.8 This hypothetical system would be capable of destroying ICBMs and sea-launched cruise missiles (SLBMs) during their vulnerable boost phase and strategic bombers during transit flight. Such a system, once completed, could degrade the effectiveness of the current generation of strategic systems.

Perhaps even more significant is the fact that once they were placed in orbit, these battle stations could destroy all enemy satellite systems and prevent an opponent from reentering the space arena for any reason. The nation that is able to achieve a space-based global defense system first has the potential for freezing other nations out of the high ground of space, thus achieving total military dominance.
SPACE DOMINANCE SOLVES BACK ALL YOUR DISAD IMPACTS-IN A WORLD WHERE THE US CONTROLS THE HEAVENS ALL CONFLICTS IN SPACE, SEA, LAND, AND AIR CAN BE PREVENTED 

Grossman 2001 (Karl Grossman, June 2001, Third World Traveler, Space Corps, Online) 

"We know from history that every medium-air, land and sea-has seen conflict," declares the report. "Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual certainty, the U.S. must develop the means both to deter and to defend against hostile acts in and from space. This will require superior space capabilities." The report continues a PR spin o f citing a need for a "National Missile Defense" as a pretext for space military expansion -indeed it warns several times of a "Space Pearl Harbor." Media accounts of the report went along with this spin. But, in fact, the report reflects a far wider program of space warfare. It is "possible to project power through and from space in response to events anywhere in the world," it stresses. "Unlike weapons from aircraft, land forces or ships, space missions initiated from earth or space could be carried out with little transit, information or weather delay. Having this capability would give the U.S. a much stronger deterrent and, in a conflict, an extraordinary military advantage.
Space colonization enables nuclear survival

Fred Koschara, computer programmer, 2001, http://www.l5development.com/fkespace/financial-return.html, 

Potentially one of the greatest benefits that may be achieved by the space colonies is nuclear survival, and the ability to live past any other types of mass genocide that become available. We have constructed ourselves a house of dynamite, and now live in fear that someone might light a match. If a global nuclear war were to break out, or if a deadly genetic experiment got released into the atmosphere, the entire human race could be destroyed in a very short period of time. In addition, many corporate attitudes seem concerned with only maximizing today's bottom line, with no concern for the future. This outlook leads to dumping amazingly toxic wastes into the atmosphere and oceans, a move which can only bring harm in the long run. Humanity has to diversify its hold in the universe if it is to survive. Only through space colonization is that option available, and we had all best hope we're not to late.

A2: Kritiks – General

Use of the state is key to garner benefits of space exploration 

Major Willson 2001 (B.A., C.W. Post College; J.D., Touro School of Law; LL.M., The Judge Advocate General School, An Army View of Neutrality in Space: Legal Options for Space Negation, lexis) 

The State is ultimately responsible for all space activities originating or controlled from its territory. This section discusses who may be held responsible for the activities of satellites in space. With reference to our hypothetical example, it is important to establish Passivaland's responsibility for the activities of the commercial company HERCULES located within the borders of Passivaland. Under the laws of neutrality the Nation-State is normally not held responsible for the activities of commercial companies located within its borders. International law only requires the neutral State to restrict the actions of its citizens or commercial entities in very limited circumstances. If Passivaland, under the laws of neutrality, were able to claim immunity from responsibility for the actions of HERCULES, the U.S. would be limited in its recourse against HERCULES. This is because the ground components are located within Passivaland's borders and the satellite is considered to be under the jurisdiction and control of Passivaland.  Establishing that Passivaland is responsible for the activities of HERCULES may allow the U.S. to claim Passivaland has breached its status as a neutral and attack its territory or assets, including a satellite in space.Under international law, the protection afforded neutral territory is "inviolability." In addition to this provision, several other principles emerge from an analysis of the four relevant treaties dealing with outer space. The next two sections analyze these other principles, drawn from the following treaties: The Multilateral 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); the Convention on Registration of Objects Launched Into Outer Space (Registration Convention); the Convention on the International Liability for Damage Caused By Space Objects (Liability Convention); and the Agreement on the Rescue of Astronauts, the Return of Astronauts, and the Return of Objects Launched Into Outer Space (Rescue Agreement). These treaties constitute the neartotality of law relating to outer space. An analysis of these treaties reveals the signatories' clear intent to hold the State, and not the individual or commercial entity, responsible for all activities in and from space. The Outer Space Treaty, the first treaty relating exclusively to space, was the precursor for the other treaties listed above, as well as others. This Treaty is important because it holds States responsible for supervision, jurisdiction, control, and damage caused by all space objects the State has registered regardless of who owns and operates the object. Article VI imposes upon States the responsibility to supervise all "national" activities conducted in space by a government or private entity. This article ensures "parties cannot escape their international obligations under the treaty by virtue of the fact that activity in outer space or on celestial bodies is conducted through the medium of non-governmental entities or international organizations." Additionally, Article VI requires authorization and supervision by the State of registry for non-governmental activities in space. This article supports the conclusion that States are ultimately responsible for space objects, thus allowing the U.S. to hold Passivaland directly responsible for the space activities of the commercial companies located within its borders, such as HERCULES. These concept is similar those developed in the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea III (UNCLOS III). Under UNCLOS III, all ships shall sail under the flag of one State only, and every "State shall effectively exercise its jurisdiction and control in administrative, technical and social matters over ships flying its flag." This includes the State maintaining a register of all ships, which fly its flag. The drafters of the Outer Space Treaty clearly intended to hold States responsible for supervising all space activities, outer space being akin to international territory similar to the high seas, just as States are responsible for the conduct of ships flying their flag. Finally, according to Article VIII, regardless of where in space an object is, the State on whose registry it appears retains jurisdiction and control over it. The registry, discussed below under the Registration Convention, is the document created by a State upon launching an object into space. 

THE PERM SOLVES-Space colonization causes the decentralization of government power and provides a radical shock to authoritarianism, allowing for the humanist attention of dignity

Daniel Ust, author, libertarian, humanist, 2004 Freedom above or tyranny below? http://uweb1.superlink.net/~neptune/SpaceFreedom.html

My chief argument about why space settlement for libertarians and other freedom lovers was actually toward the end of “For a Free Frontier.” In a nutshell, it has to do with the nature of space itself making personal liberty much easier to attain and maintain than on any planet. I would like to revisit this argument, since I believe it’s one that none of my critics have managed to counter and for the most part it has been ignored.This argument is that space enhances freedom because it enhances mobility and stealth. Unlike the surface of the planet, with space there is no edge. It is virtually infinite, so increased mobility in space means an increased ability to move away from any power centers. (This happened on Earth as well. Edge societies tent to be freer than central societies. America comes to mind, but other cases include Iceland during its anarchic phase and Anglo-Saxon England. 1 The problem is, though, that eventually, the central powers either expand out into the edge or the edge societies themselves become new central powers. The former happened in the case of Iceland and the latter in the case of America.)It’s not just the mobility factor, but the mobility combined with the three-dimensional movement in an edgeless volume. This introduces high costs to those who would track-down anyone fleeing centralized control. In simple mathematical terms, unless the fleeing parties tell you where they are, you have to search ever more space. To give an idea of how much, think of hiding a moving encampment on Earth. The surface of the Earth is about 185 million square miles. That might seem like a lot, but, chances are, if an existing powerful government wants to find that moving encampment, it will, given enough time. 2 Increases in mobility – faster aircraft, faster ships, vehicles able to travel over rough terrain – and advances in detection technology – better spy satellites, better surveillance equipment, un-piloted drones – will only make this task easier. Imagine instead, that using the same level of technology, the government in question had to search the entire volume of the Earth. That would be about 237 BILLION cubic miles of space to search. That’s a much larger space to search. (The surface can still be considered a space. Let’s not quibble over geometrical terms. The point is searching the volume would be much harder – several orders of magnitude harder – than searching the surface or just the thing sliver of volume around the surface. Let's also leave aside the fact that anything in that volume will probably be on an orbit.) Let’s transfer this example to space. Imagine having to search the entire volume that contains the Earth out to the Moon’s orbit. That’s 240 thousand miles out.   The volume is some 51 quadrillion cubic miles – over 200 thousand times the volume of the Earth. Note the Earth’s radius is about 4 thousand miles while the radius of this volume is 240 thousand miles – in other words, only 60 times the radius of Earth. The difference is that the volume varies with the cube of the radius. That’s a lot more space to search, but unlike Earth, this volume has no clear boundary. In fact, there is no physical limit to movement of the kind there is on the Earth’s surface. This is not to say space settlements can violate the laws of physics, but their freedom of movement is much higher. In this context, they are not constrained to that space. One can easily imagine, e.g., that a central government would get better at moving about in space and at tracking settlements and spacecraft. However, settlements and craft that don’t want to be tracked can just move farther out. No matter how good the technology, it still faces the same geometric problem: the increase in distance increases the volume of space by the third.  Put another way, double the distance one can move around in a given time and someone tracking you must monitor not twice as much space, but 8 times as much. The geometry is against the central power, against the would-be controller. (This applies to pirates and criminals as well. So, law enforcement would be harder overall. This can rightfully be seen as a downside.)   Space, thus, is on the side of those who don’t want to be monitored or controlled. Naturally, this does not guarantee that space settlement societies will be perfect in every respect, but higher freedom of movement and a higher de facto ability to secede will allow social and cultural evolution to move more in the direction of freedom because individuals and small groups can break away from larger political and social units. Even merely the higher potential for such secessions will likely make the larger units more tolerable of dissent, diversity, and experimentation. It also ruins the chances of individuals or small groups that desire to wield power over larger ones. Lacking any centralized machinery of power, there will be not as much destructive outlet for the power-hungry and the busy bodies. The Future on Earth Some might look at this from the angle of the potential for freedom in space alone. This is, after all, my main point – that freedom will be greater in space. However, the other side of this is that freedom on Earth is very limited. The more transportation and monitoring technology progresses on Earth, the more limited freedom will be barring no outlet into space or no other checks on centralized power. Over time, even cultural and constitutional checks erode. Absent any external shocks to the world-system on Earth or off world expansion, there seem to be only two paths that will be taken. Either the level of freedom will rise and fall as governments rise and fall or it will reach a steady state. In either case, the total amount of freedom is likely to be a lot less than even now – and now is hardly ideal. This is because there are no checks on governmental power save for the stark ones that governmental power must not be abused to the point that people either openly rebel or to the point where society generally declines. (Even rebellion or a general decline and collapse only amount to a temporary period of decentralization of the worst sort before centralization gets back on track.) Settling space solves this problem because it will not only allow people to move away from power centers, but will also provide an external shock to the system. This shock will likely not topple existing governments, but it will act to check their power. Why? Those governments that are less exploitative, less controlling will likely have better economies, more immigrants, more talented people and this translates into stability and stronger militaries. Absent an external shock of this sort, the disaffected have nowhere to turn to and there’s no competition. The space frontier, too, unlike any terrestrial one is inexhaustible. It will be the ultimate edge society, since the edge is highly mobile and practically infinite. Once settlements are established in Earth orbit, people will eventually migrate beyond there out into the solar system, then out into the galaxy and beyond. There is no physical limit to movement, save the need for energy and time.
Looked at this way, the option to settle space is not some pie in the sky dream, but likely the best option for the future of humanity and the future of civilization. In other words, those interested in freedom in the long-range, in the survival of humanity, and in the survival of civilization should think seriously about space migration and settlement.
Space colonization leads to a transformation of consciousness that solves war and opens new space for societal and political dialogue

Frank White, SETI researcher, 1990, The SETI Factor

Many scholars and scientists see benefits in opening up the “space frontier.” It provides an opportunity to divert nationalistic energies away from war and toward peaceful cooperation ventures; it also offers an expanded range in which to work out new forms of societal and political interaction. In the Overview Effect, I pointed out that space exploration also provides an opportunity for human awareness to evolve and transform itself because it provides us with a new perspective on the earth, the universe, and ourselves. The defining feature of the space development subculture is a refusal to consider the future of humanity as confined to the surface of one planet. While members of the space development community may be concerned about the future of Earth, it is not because they plan to stay here. They see themselves as the leaders in creating a “spacefaring civilization,” and making humanity into a “multi-planet species.”

Technological advancement can be used for greater freedom in space colonization, freeing us from oppressive government structures

Daniel Ust, author, libertarian, humanist, 2001 For a Free Frontier: The Case for Space Colonization, http://uweb1.superlink.net/~neptune/SpaceCol.html
For those who have a problem conceiving of how space colonization would enhance freedom, look at the following situation on Earth and in space. On Earth, real estate is currently easily accessible, while in space it's very inaccessible (under the current controls and space programs). However, there's very little real estate on Earth that isn't claimed and controlled by some government. In space, there's very little that is claimed and almost none that is controlled by any government. Also, as one expands out into space – e.g., as better transportation and life support technology becomes available – the harder it is for centralized control. This does not rule out local tyrannies, but it does merit looking into. On Earth, as better transportation technologies become available (in the past, these included trains, planes, and automobiles) because of the limited space centralized control has been enhanced. Thus, the same technological innovations can lead to a liberating effect in space, while on Earth they have merely up the ante with fighting the State.
Space exploration is key to preserve the democratic, diverse essence of humanity, upholding humanism and dignity and preventing extinction

Robert Zubrin, President of the Mars Society, September/October 1994The Significance of the Martian Frontier, Ad Astra, http://209.52.189.2/external_link.cfm?elink=http://spot.colorado.edu/~marscase/cfm/articles/frontier.html
To see best why 21st Century humanity will desperately need an open frontier on Mars, we need to look at modern Western humanist culture and see what in it makes it so much more desirable a mode of society than anything that has ever existed before. Then we need to see how everything we hold dear will be wiped out if the frontier remains closed. 

The essence of humanist society is that in it human beings are valued, that human life and human rights are held precious beyond price. Such notions have been for several thousand years the core philosophical values of Western civilization, dating back to the Greeks and the Judeo-Christian ideas of the divine nature of the human spirit. Yet they could never be implemented as a practical basis for the organization of society until the great explorers of the age of discovery threw open a New World in which the dormant seed of medieval Christendom could grow and blossom forth into something the likes of which the world had never seen before; something so wonderful that for 400 years millions of men and women all over the world have abandoned everything they had, traveled thousands of miles, braving incredible dangers and hardships to make themselves parts of it, and millions of others have conspired and fought, often against tremendous odds, to bring it to their homelands. 

The problem with Christendom was that it was fixed, it was a play for which the script had been written and the leading roles both chosen and assigned. The problem was not that there were insufficient natural resources to go around - medieval Europe was not heavily populated, there were plenty of forests and other wild areas - the problem was that all the resources were owned. A ruling class had been selected and a set of ruling institutions, ideas and customs had been selected, and by the law of "Survival of the Firstest," none of these could be displaced. Furthermore, not only the leading roles had been chosen, but also those of the supporting cast and chorus, and there were only so many such parts to go around. If you wanted to keep your part, you had to keep your place, and there was no place for someone without a place. 

The New World changed all that by supplying a place in which there were no established ruling institutions, an improvisational theater big enough to welcome all comers with no parts assigned. On such a stage, the players are not limited to the conventional role of actors, they become playwrights and directors as well. The unleashing of creative talent that such a novel situation allows is not only a great deal of fun for those lucky enough to be involved, it changes the view of the spectators as to the capabilities of actors in general. People who had no role in the old society could define their role in the new. People who did not "fit in" in the old world could discover and demonstrate that far from being worthless, they were invaluable in the new, whether they went there or not. 

The New World destroyed the basis of aristocracy and created the basis of democracy, it allowed the development of diversity by allowing escape from those institutions that were imposing uniformity, it destroyed a closed intellectual world by importing unsanctioned data and experience, it allowed progress by escaping the hold of those institutions whose continued rule required continued stagnation, and it drove progress by defining a situation in which innovation to maximize the capabilities of the limited population available was desperately needed. It raised the dignity of man by raising the price of labor and by demonstrating for all to see that human beings can be the creators of their world, and not just its inhabitants. 

Now consider the probable fate of humanity in the 21st Century under two conditions, with a Martian Frontier and without it. 

In the 21st Century, without a Martian Frontier, there is no question that human diversity will decline severely. Already, in the late 20th Century, advanced communication and transportation technologies have been eroding the healthy diversity of human cultures on Earth, and this tendency can only accelerate in the 21st. On the other hand, if the Martian Frontier is opened, then this same process of technological advance will also enable us to establish a new branch of human culture on Mars and eventually worlds beyond. The precious diversity of humanity can thus be preserved on a broader field, but only on a broader field. One world will be just too small a domain to allow the preservation of the diversity that is needed not just to keep life interesting, but to assure the survival of the human race. 

Space exploration builds common interest in achieving new global ends which builds peaceful coalitions among states – empirically proven by the Civil War

Isaac Asimov, prolific author, 2000 Our Future in the Cosmos—Space, speech given @ Rutgers Univ., http://www.wronkiewicz.net/asimov.html
Beyond all these material things that space exploration can bring us, there is something completely immaterial that counts more than anything else. One thing that can stop us from going into space, from realizing what I consider a glorious possible future for humanity, is the fact that here on Earth, most people, especially those in power, are far more concerned with the immediate threat from other countries than they are with the possible dangers to civilization as a whole. How much of any country’s mental energy, money, effort, and their emotion is directed towards saving civilization from destruction by pollution, overpopulation, or war, and how much is spent maintaining armed forces because of the danger from neighboring countries? You know the answer; the world is now spending 500 billion dollars every year for war and preparations for war. That’s half a trillion dollars every year spent on forces that we don’t dare use, or if we do use them, it is only to wreak destruction. The United States and the Soviet Union quarrel over differences that may be extremely important, but if the quarrel extends to the point of a nuclear war that destroys civilization, the differences become inconsequential.

How are we to prevent this whole thing from happening? There is one example in history that is very unusual. From 1861 to 1865, the United States fought the War Between the States, and many of its most epic battles were fought on Virginia’s soil. One side lost; one side won. For a period of years, the winners showed no mercy as far as the losers were concerned, and the losers lived under occupation forces. The South has lived with this loss ever since, and yet the bitterness passed. This is not to say that the South has forgotten the Confederacy (of course it hasn’t), but it’s not forever laying plans to reestablish it. It hasn’t maintained an attitude of unforgiveness; it doesn’t say, We will never forget. It doesn’t always try to find allies abroad to help it reestablish itself. We have reunited into a single nation. How did we manage to do that, when there are other places on Earth in which the mutual hatred has continued undiminished because of things that happened thousands of years ago, and people refuse to forget? My theory is that after the Civil War there was a period of the development in the West, in which the North and the South could take part indiscriminately. People from both sides traveled westward and established the new states, and in the positive task of developing the western half of the United States, the old quarrels were forgotten. What was needed was something new, something great, something growing into which the old problems would sink into insignificance. It was just our good fortune that we had the development of the West to occupy our minds in the half century after the Civil War.

I have a feeling that if we really expanded into space with all our might and made it a global project, this would be the equivalent of the winning of the West. It’s not just a matter of idealism or preaching brotherhood. If we can build power stations in space that will supply all the energy the world needs, then the rest of the world will want that energy too. The only way that each country will be able to get that energy will be to make sure these stations are maintained. It won’t be easy to build and maintain them; it will be quite expensive and time-consuming. But if the whole world wants energy and if the price is world cooperation, then I think people are going to do it.

We already cooperate on things that the whole world needs. International organizations monitor the world’s weather and pollution and deal with things like the oceans and with Antarctica. Perhaps if we see that it is to our advantage to cooperate, then only the real maniacs will avoid cooperating and they will be left out in the cold when the undoubted benefits come in. I think that, although we as nations will retain our suspicions and mutual hatreds, we will find it to our advantage to cooperate in developing space. In doing so, we will be able to adopt a globalist view of our situation. The internal strife between Earthlings, the little quarrels over this or that patch of the Earth, and the magnified memories of past injustices will diminish before the much greater task of developing a new, much larger world. I think that the development of space is the great positive project that will force cooperation, a new outlook that may bring peace to the Earth, and a kind of federalized world government. In such a government, each region will be concerned with those matters that concern itself alone, but the entire world would act as a unit on matters that affect the entire world. Only in such a way will we be able to survive and to avoid the kind of wars that will either gradually destroy our civilization or develop into a war that will suddenly destroy it. There are so many benefits to be derived from space exploration and exploitation; why not take what seems to me the only chance of escaping what is otherwise the sure destruction of all that humanity has struggled to achieve for 50,000 years? That is one of the reasons, by the way, that I have come from New York to Hampton despite the fact that I have a hatred of traveling and I faced 8 hours on the train with a great deal of fear and trembling. It was not only The College of William and Mary that invited me, but NASA as well, and it is difficult for me to resist NASA, knowing full well that it symbolizes what I believe in too.

***SMD Add-Ons ***
Economy Add-On

Ballistic missile strike causes widespread death and devastates the economy

Lambakis 7 [Steven Lambakis, from the National Institute for Public Policy, “Missile Defense From Space” realclearpolitics, February 19, 2007]

The ballistic missile threat to the United States, its deployed forces, and allies and friends has been well defined.6 This is a threat we downplay at our peril. Nations such as North Korea and Iran -- which also have significant programs to develop nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons -- as well as nonstate groups can pose significant, even catastrophic, dangers to the U.S. homeland, our troops, and our allies. Russia and China, two militarily powerful nations in transition, have advanced ballistic missile modernization and countermeasure programs. Indeed, despite the reality that trade relations with China continue to expand, its rapid military modernization represents a potentially serious threat. Whether these nations become deadly adversaries hinges on nothing more than a political change of heart in their respective capitals. The intelligence community's ability to provide timely and accurate estimates of ballistic missile threats is, by many measures, poor. Our leaders have been consistently surprised by foreign ballistic missile developments. Shortened development timelines and the ability to move or import operational missiles, buy components, and hire missile experts from abroad mean the United States may have little or no warning before it is threatened or attacked. There is no escaping the uncertainty we face. And the stakes couldn't be higher. A ballistic missile delivering a nuclear payload to an American city would be truly devastating. For comparison, the Insurance Information Institute estimates total economic loss so far from Hurricane Katrina at more than $100 billion. By some calculations, it is going to take New Orleans 25 years to recover fully, and the cost of rebuilding the city is predicted to be as high as $200 billion. The direct cost to the New York City economy following the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks was between $80 billion and $100 billion. These figures do not include indirect costs or the incalculable human losses. Now just imagine the costs imposed by a ballistic missile nuclear strike against a U.S. city. The economic toll from a single nuclear attack against a major city, which would involve extensive decontamination activities and impact the national economy, could rise above $4 trillion.7 The economy could also be devastated by the electromagnetic pulse generated by a high-altitude nuclear explosion. The resulting electromagnetic shock would fry transformers within regional electrical power grids.8 The interdependent telecommunications (including computers), transportation, and banking and financial infrastructures that people and businesses rely on would be significantly damaged. Such an event would leave us, in some cases, with nineteenth-century technologies. This situation could jeopardize the very viability of society and the survival of the nation. Moreover, the paralysis leaders would experience would leave the country and its allies exposed to highly lethal twenty-first century threats. The blackmail possibilities of these weapons are as mind-numbing as they are terrifying.

Asteroid Add-On

And most recent studies show a high risk of an incoming asteroid

Easterbrook, 8 [Gregg,  American writer, lecturer, and a senior editor of The New Republic June 2008, Atlantic Magazine, “ The Sky Is Falling,” http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2008/06/the-sky-is-falling/6807]
Breakthrough ideas have a way of seeming obvious in retro­spect, and about a decade ago, a Columbia University geophysicist named Dallas Abbott had a breakthrough idea. She had been pondering the craters left by comets and asteroids that smashed into Earth. Geologists had counted them and concluded that space strikes are rare events and had occurred mainly during the era of primordial mists. But, Abbott realized, this deduction was based on the number of craters found on land—and because 70 percent of Earth’s surface is water, wouldn’t most space objects hit the sea? So she began searching for underwater craters caused by impacts rather than by other forces, such as volcanoes. What she has found is spine-chilling: evidence that several enormous asteroids or comets have slammed into our planet quite recently, in geologic terms. If Abbott is right, then you may be here today, reading this magazine, only because by sheer chance those objects struck the ocean rather than land. Abbott believes that a space object about 300 meters in diameter hit the Gulf of Carpentaria, north of Australia, in 536 A.D. An object that size, striking at up to 50,000 miles per hour, could release as much energy as 1,000 nuclear bombs. Debris, dust, and gases thrown into the atmosphere by the impact would have blocked sunlight, temporarily cooling the planet—and indeed, contemporaneous accounts describe dim skies, cold summers, and poor harvests in 536 and 537. “A most dread portent took place,” the Byzantine historian Procopius wrote of 536; the sun “gave forth its light without brightness.” Frost reportedly covered China in the summertime. Still, the harm was mitigated by the ocean impact. When a space object strikes land, it kicks up more dust and debris, increasing the global-cooling effect; at the same time, the combination of shock waves and extreme heating at the point of impact generates nitric and nitrous acids, producing rain as corrosive as battery acid. If the Gulf of Carpentaria object were to strike Miami today, most of the city would be leveled, and the atmospheric effects could trigger crop failures around the world. What’s more, the Gulf of Carpentaria object was a skipping stone compared with an object that Abbott thinks whammed into the Indian Ocean near Madagascar some 4,800 years ago, or about 2,800 B.C. Researchers generally assume that a space object a kilometer or more across would cause significant global harm: widespread destruction, severe acid rain, and dust storms that would darken the world’s skies for decades. The object that hit the Indian Ocean was three to five kilometers across, Abbott believes, and caused a tsunami in the Pacific 600 feet high—many times higher than the 2004 tsunami that struck Southeast Asia. Ancient texts such as Genesis and the Epic of Gilgamesh support her conjecture, describing an unspeakable planetary flood in roughly the same time period. If the Indian Ocean object were to hit the sea now, many of the world’s coastal cities could be flattened. If it were to hit land, much of a continent would be leveled; years of winter and mass starvation would ensue. At the start of her research, which has sparked much debate among specialists, Abbott reasoned that if colossal asteroids or comets strike the sea with about the same frequency as they strike land, then given the number of known land craters, perhaps 100 large impact craters might lie beneath the oceans. In less than a decade of searching, she and a few colleagues have already found what appear to be 14 large underwater impact sites. That they’ve found so many so rapidly is hardly reassuring. Other scientists are making equally unsettling discoveries. Only in the past few decades have astronomers begun to search the nearby skies for objects such as asteroids and comets (for convenience, let’s call them “space rocks”). What they are finding suggests that near-Earth space rocks are more numerous than was once thought, and that their orbits may not be as stable as has been assumed. There is also reason to think that space rocks may not even need to reach Earth’s surface to cause cataclysmic damage. Our solar system appears to be a far more dangerous place than was previously believed. The received wisdom about the origins of the solar system goes something like this: the sun and planets formed about 4.5 billion years ago from a swirling nebula containing huge amounts of gas and dust, as well as relatively small amounts of metals and other dense substances released by ancient supernova explosions. The sun is at the center; the denser planets, including Earth, formed in the middle region, along with many asteroids—the small rocky bodies made of material that failed to incorporate into a planet. Farther out are the gas-giant planets, such as Jupiter, plus vast amounts of light elements, which formed comets on the boundary of the solar system. Early on, asteroids existed by the millions; the planets and their satellites were bombarded by constant, furious strikes. The heat and shock waves generated by these impacts regularly sterilized the young Earth. Only after the rain of space objects ceased could life begin; by then, most asteroids had already either hit something or found stable orbits that do not lead toward planets or moons. Asteroids still exist, but most were assumed to be in the asteroid belt, which lies between Mars and Jupiter, far from our blue world. As for comets, conventional wisdom held that they also bombarded the planets during the early eons. Comets are mostly frozen water mixed with dirt. An ancient deluge of comets may have helped create our oceans; lots of comets hit the moon, too, but there the light elements they were composed of evaporated. As with asteroids, most comets were thought to have smashed into something long ago; and, because the solar system is largely void, researchers deemed it statistically improbable that those remaining would cross the paths of planets. These standard assumptions—that remaining space rocks are few, and that encounters with planets were mainly confined to the past—are being upended. On March 18, 2004, for instance, a 30-meter asteroid designated 2004 FH—a hunk potentially large enough to obliterate a city—shot past Earth, not far above the orbit occupied by telecommunications satellites. (Enter “2004 FH” in the search box at Wikipedia and you can watch film of that asteroid passing through the night sky.) Looking at the broader picture, in 1992 the astronomers David Jewitt, of the University of Hawaii, and Jane Luu, of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, discovered the Kuiper Belt, a region of asteroids and comets that starts near the orbit of Neptune and extends for immense distances outward. At least 1,000 objects big enough to be seen from Earth have already been located there. These objects are 100 kilometers across or larger, much bigger than whatever dispatched the dinosaurs; space rocks this size are referred to as “planet killers” because their impact would likely end life on Earth. Investigation of the Kuiper Belt has just begun, but there appear to be substantially more asteroids in this region than in the asteroid belt, which may need a new name. Beyond the Kuiper Belt may lie the hypothesized Oort Cloud, thought to contain as many as trillions of comets. If the Oort Cloud does exist, the number of extant comets is far greater than was once believed. Some astronomers now think that short-period comets, which swing past the sun frequently, hail from the relatively nearby Kuiper Belt, whereas comets whose return periods are longer originate in the Oort Cloud. But if large numbers of comets and asteroids are still around, several billion years after the formation of the solar system, wouldn’t they by now be in stable orbits—ones that rarely intersect those of the planets? Maybe not. During the past few decades, some astronomers have theorized that the movement of the solar system within the Milky Way varies the gravitational stresses to which the sun, and everything that revolves around it, is exposed. The solar system may periodically pass close to stars or groups of stars whose gravitational pull affects the Oort Cloud, shaking comets and asteroids loose from their orbital moorings and sending them downward, toward the inner planets. Consider objects that are already near Earth, and the picture gets even bleaker. Astronomers traditionally spent little time looking for asteroids, regarding them as a lesser class of celestial bodies, lacking the beauty of comets or the significance of planets and stars. Plus, asteroids are hard to spot—they move rapidly, compared with the rest of the heavens, and even the nearby ones are fainter than other objects in space. Not until the 1980s did scientists begin systematically searching for asteroids near Earth. They have been finding them in disconcerting abundance. Click here to find out more! In 1980, only 86 near-Earth asteroids and comets were known to exist. By 1990, the figure had risen to 170; by 2000, it was 921; as of this writing, it is 5,388. The Jet Propulsion Laboratory, part of NASA, keeps a running tally at www.neo.jpl.nasa.gov/stats. Ten years ago, 244 near-Earth space rocks one kilometer across or more—the size that would cause global calamity—were known to exist; now 741 are. Of the recently discovered nearby space objects, NASA has classified 186 as “impact risks” (details about these rocks are at www.neo.jpl.nasa.gov/risk). And because most space-rock searches to date have been low-budget affairs, conducted with equipment designed to look deep into the heavens, not at nearby space, the actual number of impact risks is undoubtedly much higher. Extrapolating from recent discoveries, NASA estimates that there are perhaps 20,000 potentially hazardous asteroids and comets in the general vicinity of Earth. There’s still more bad news. Earth has experienced several mass extinctions—the dinosaurs died about 65 million years ago, and something killed off some 96 percent of the world’s marine species about 250 million years ago. Scientists have generally assumed that whatever caused those long-ago mass extinctions—comet impacts, extreme volcanic activity—arose from conditions that have changed and no longer pose much threat. It’s a comforting notion—but what about the mass extinction that occurred close to our era? About 12,000 years ago, many large animals of North America started disappearing—woolly mammoths, saber-toothed cats, mastodons, and others. Some scientists have speculated that Paleo-Indians may have hunted some of the creatures to extinction. A millennia-long mini–Ice Age also may have been a factor. But if that’s the case, what explains the disappearance of the Clovis People, the best-documented Paleo-Indian culture, at about the same time? Their population stretched as far south as Mexico, so the mini–Ice Age probably was not solely responsible for their extinction. A team of researchers led by Richard Firestone, of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, in California, recently announced the discovery of evidence that one or two huge space rocks, each perhaps several kilometers across, exploded high above Canada 12,900 years ago. The detonation, they believe, caused widespread fires and dust clouds, and disrupted climate patterns so severely that it triggered a prolonged period of global cooling. Mammoths and other species might have been killed either by the impact itself or by starvation after their food supply was disrupted. These conclusions, though hotly disputed by other researchers, were based on extensive examinations of soil samples from across the continent; in strata from that era, scientists found widely distributed soot and also magnetic grains of iridium, an element that is rare on Earth but common in space. Iridium is the meteor-hunter’s lodestar: the discovery of iridium dating back 65 million years is what started the geologist Walter Alvarez on his path-breaking theory about the dinosaurs’ demise. A more recent event gives further cause for concern. As buffs of the television show The X Files will recall, just a century ago, in 1908, a huge explosion occurred above Tunguska, Siberia. The cause was not a malfunctioning alien star-cruiser but a small asteroid or comet that detonated as it approached the ground. The blast had hundreds of times the force of the Hiroshima bomb and devastated an area of several hundred square miles. Had the explosion occurred above London or Paris, the city would no longer exist. Mark Boslough, a researcher at the Sandia National Laboratory, in New Mexico, recently concluded that the Tunguska object was surprisingly small, perhaps only 30 meters across. Right now, astronomers are nervously tracking 99942 Apophis, an asteroid with a slight chance of striking Earth in April 2036. Apophis is also small by asteroid standards, perhaps 300 meters across, but it could hit with about 60,000 times the force of the Hiroshima bomb—enough to destroy an area the size of France. In other words, small asteroids may be more dangerous than we used to think—and may do considerable damage even if they don’t reach Earth’s surface. Until recently, nearly all the thinking about the risks of space-rock strikes has focused on counting craters. But what if most impacts don’t leave craters? This is the prospect that troubles Boslough. Exploding in the air, the Tunguska rock did plenty of damage, but if people had not seen the flashes, heard the detonation, and traveled to the remote area to photograph the scorched, flattened wasteland, we’d never know the Tunguska event had happened. Perhaps a comet or two exploding above Canada 12,900 years ago spelled the end for saber-toothed cats and Clovis society. But no obvious crater resulted; clues to the calamity were subtle and hard to come by. Comets, asteroids, and the little meteors that form pleasant shooting stars approach Earth at great speeds—at least 25,000 miles per hour. As they enter the atmosphere they heat up, from friction, and compress, because they decelerate rapidly. Many space rocks explode under this stress, especially small ones; large objects are more likely to reach Earth’s surface. The angle at which objects enter the atmosphere also matters: an asteroid or comet approaching straight down has a better chance of hitting the surface than one entering the atmosphere at a shallow angle, as the latter would have to plow through more air, heating up and compressing as it descended. The object or objects that may have detonated above Canada 12,900 years ago would probably have approached at a shallow angle. If, as Boslough thinks, most asteroids and comets explode before reaching the ground, then this is another reason to fear that the conventional thinking seriously underestimates the frequency of space-rock strikes—the small number of craters may be lulling us into complacency. After all, if a space rock were hurtling toward a city, whether it would leave a crater would not be the issue—the explosion would be the issue. A generation ago, the standard assumption was that a dangerous object would strike Earth perhaps once in a million years. By the mid-1990s, researchers began to say that the threat was greater: perhaps a strike every 300,000 years. This winter, I asked William Ailor, an asteroid specialist at The Aerospace Corporation, a think tank for the Air Force, what he thought the risk was. Ailor’s answer: a one-in-10 chance per century of a dangerous space-object strike. Regardless of which estimate is correct, the likelihood of an event is, of course, no predictor. Even if space strikes are likely only once every million years, that doesn’t mean a million years will pass before the next impact—the sky could suddenly darken tomorrow. Equally important, improbable but cataclysmic dangers ought to command attention because of their scope. A tornado is far more likely than an asteroid strike, but humanity is sure to survive the former. The chances that any one person will die in an airline crash are minute, but this does not prevent us from caring about aviation safety. And as Nathan Myhrvold, the former chief technology officer of Microsoft, put it, “The odds of a space-object strike during your lifetime may be no more than the odds you will die in a plane crash—but with space rocks, it’s like the entire human race is riding on the plane.” 
A Federally funded weapon system is key to detect and Deflect Asteroids 

Douglas Kaupa and Peter Garretson 8 Major Kaupa, stationed at Edwards AFB, California, is an operational test pilot and test director for the chief of staff of the Air Force’s top-priority acquisition program—the KC-45A, Lieutenant Colonel Garretson is chief, Future Science and Technology Exploration Branch, Headquarters USAF Future Concepts and Transformation, Washington, DC, “Planetary Defense: Potential mitigation Roles for the Department of Defense,” Air and Space Power Journal, Fall 2008, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj08/fal08/garretson.html
Both NASA and the DOD have expertise in space matters and operate space assets, but NASA’s core mission is space exploration. The DOD’s core missions are maintaining US security, protecting American lives, and ensuring the security of our allies. Expertise aside, planetary defense is clearly a defense mission. Further, since the DOD maintains a robust space mission, the proposed mission appears more closely aligned with the strengths and scope of the DOD than with those of the DHS. Within the DOD, possible options might include AFSPC, the National Security Space Office, the Missile Defense Agency, and STRATCOM. Several reasons make STRATCOM the best option. For one, STRATCOM’s mission calls for “provid[ing] the nation with global deterrence capabilities and synchronized DOD effects to combat adversary weapons of mass destruction worldwide.”18 The command coordinates DOD capabilities to thwart weapons of mass destruction. We can consider an inbound Earth-impacting rock a weapon, despite the absence of an adversary. A combatant command, STRATCOM has the established lines of communication and the authority to react to strategic-level threats. It already maintains global vigilance and space situational awareness. The former US Space Command has been dissolved and subsumed by STRATCOM. Through AFSPC, the command already maintains daily space surveillance for detecting launches of ballistic missiles and tracking artificial satellites and Earth-orbital debris. Although AFSPC maintains space assets, operational control falls under STRATCOM’s authority. It also controls all military nuclear capability, perhaps the only option in certain minimum-warning scenarios. Moreover, STRATCOM is well practiced and competent with respect to disseminating rapid warnings to civilian leadership and civil defense networks. Finally, the command has years of experience in negotiating and executing collective security arrangements, such as that of the North American Aerospace Defense Command with Canada and those involving the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

Asteroid strikes cause extinction

Lt. Colonel Kunich, Staff Judge Advocate, 50th Space Wing, Falcon Air Force Base, ‘97
(John C., “Planetary Defense: The Legality of Global Survival,” Air Force LR, 41 A.F. L. Rev. 119, lexis)

 The prospect of large exogenous objects crashing into Earth is, quite unfortunately, not science fiction. As hinted at by the near-misses previously described, it has happened many times during our planet's known history, and there is every reason to believe that it will happen again.  Clear scientific evidence currently exists of approximately 140 "hypervelocity impact craters" on Earth, and this number is increasing by about 3 to 5 new craters each year. 9 As indicated in the Table in the appendix to this article, these craters are found in virtually every part of the globe, with many located within areas in the United States and Western Europe that are now heavily populated. It is reasonable to presume that a large number of impacts remain undiscovered, because these impacts would have occurred in oceans and  [*121]  seas or in relatively inaccessible terrestrial areas such as Siberia or the interior of Greenland or Alaska. Given that a great preponderance of the Earth's surface is covered by water, there is no reason to believe that these regions have received any less than their proportionate share of impacts. In many cases of an ocean strike from space, the only evidence we would be likely to have would be an otherwise unexplained tsunami or tidal wave.  For most of the known impact craters, we can only estimate the nature of the collision from what remains of the crater after erosion, human activity, and other factors have taken their toll. The size of these impact craters ranges up to 200 kilometers in diameter or more; it is likely that many of these were once much larger. 10 Moreover, some extremely destructive incidents may not have involved actual contact with the Earth; a space object may explode in the atmosphere prior to "landing," with nonetheless devastating effects on the planet from the shock wave and collateral phenomena. 11  It is difficult to estimate with much confidence the frequency with which Earth has been struck. The problem is partially due to the probability of many impacts occurring in water and remote land regions, or prematurely terminating in mid-air explosion. Also, the obscuring effects of erosion and other processes may render many small craters unrecognizable over time. There is an ongoing debate within the scientific community on several key points: (1) the rate at which this planet has been hit; (2) whether that rate has increased in more recent times; and (3) whether there have been periods of greatly intensified impact activity. 12  Irrespective of the ultimate resolution of these controversies, it is beyond dispute that planet Earth has experienced hundreds of collisions with large objects from space. Moreover, there is no reason to presume that these events are forever relegated exclusively to the distant past. Comparatively small-scale, yet still phenomenally destructive strikes have occurred quite recently.  For example, on June 8, 1908, a pale blue fireball appeared in the Siberian sky, moving rapidly northward. The object exploded about 6 kilometers above the forest, creating a column of flame and smoke more than  [*122]  20 kilometers high. 13 Although no crater was formed, the blast caused the destruction of more than 2,000 square kilometers of Siberian forest in the Tunguska region. This immense area was flattened and burned by the superheated air and the shock wave that literally was felt around the world. It is believed that the source of this devastation was a stony asteroid about 80 meters in diameter, hurtling toward Earth at Mach 45. When it entered the atmosphere at this incredible velocity, it created a shock wave in front of it, which resulted in a pressure gradient that eventually blew the asteroid apart. 14 With this recent, relatively minor incident in mind, the probable consequences of more major collisions will be explored.  Currently, astronomers estimate that at least 200 asteroids are in orbits that cross the Earth's orbit, and the number of such known asteroids is rapidly increasing as detection methods improve. 15 Most of these asteroids are larger than 500 meters in diameter (several times larger than the Tunguska asteroid) and would cause massive damage if they were to collide with this planet. In  [*123]  addition, long-period comets, 16 although less numerous than asteroids, pose a significant threat due to their greater velocities relative to Earth. 17  The history of life on Earth includes several devastating periods of mass extinction 18 during which the vast majority of species then in existence became extinct within a relatively short span of time. 19 The best known of these mass extinctions found the dinosaurs tumbling all the way from their throne as the kings of all living things to the bone pile of archeological history. 20 No less significant, however, were the extinction spasms that wiped out approximately 70 and 90 percent of marine species, respectively. 21 Even the species that survived often experienced catastrophic reductions in their populations.  Several scientific studies have linked mass extinctions to collisions between Earth and large objects from space. The hypothesis that these extinction spasms were caused by these collisions and their aftermaths       is supported (1) by the discovery of the now well-documented large impact event at the [Cretaceous/Tertiary] boundary...; (2) by calculations relating to the catastrophic nature of the environmental effects in the aftermath of large impacts; (3) by the discovery of several additional layers of impact debris or possible impact material at, or close to, geologic boundary/extinction events; (4) by evidence that a number of extinctions were abrupt and perhaps catastrophic; and (5) by the accumulation of data on impact craters and astronomical data on comets and asteroids that provide estimates of collision rates of such large bodies with the Earth on long time scales. 22      [*124]  There are at least six mass extinctions that have been linked with large impacts on Earth from space. 23 But how and why did these impacts have such a profoundly devastating effect on such a vast spectrum of living things?  Some scientists maintain that the greatest natural disasters on Earth have been caused by impacts of large asteroids and comets. Although rare compared to "ordinary" floods and earthquakes, they are infinitely more dangerous to life. There are several reasons for this.  Initially, of course, a giant object hitting the Earth at spectacular, hypersonic velocity would utterly destroy the local area around the impact. An explosive release of kinetic energy as the object disintegrates in the atmosphere and then strikes the Earth generates a powerful blast wave. The local atmosphere can be literally blown away. If the impact falls on ocean territory, it may create a massive tidal wave or tsunami, with far-reaching effects. 24  When tsunamis strike land, their immense speed decreases, but their height increases. It has been suggested that tsunamis may be the most devastating form of damage produced by relatively small asteroids, i.e., those with diameters between 200 meters and 1 kilometer. "An impact anywhere in the Atlantic Ocean by an asteroid more than 400 meters in diameter would devastate the coasts on both sides of the ocean with tsunami wave runups of over 60 meters high." 25  Horrific as such phenomena are, they are dwarfed by a potentially far greater hazard. The impact of a sufficiently large object on land may cause       a blackout scenario in which dust raised by the impact prevents sunlight from reaching the surface [of the Earth] for several months. Lack of sunlight terminates photosynthesis, prevents creatures from foraging for food, and leads to precipitous temperature declines... Obviously even much  [*125]  smaller impacts would have the potential to seriously damage human civilization, perhaps irreparably. 26     In addition to the dust raised from the initial impact, smoke and particulate matter from vast, uncontrollable fires may greatly exacerbate this blackout effect. A large space object generates tremendous heat, regardless of whether it is destroyed in the atmosphere or physically hits the surface of the Earth. 27 These fires can reach far beyond the impact area, due to atmospheric phenomena associated with the entry of a huge, ultra-high speed object. 28  A huge mass of dust, smoke, and soot lofted into Earth's atmosphere could lead to effects similar to those associated with the "nuclear winter" theory, 29 but on a much larger, much more deadly scale. Such effects are now widely believed to have been a major factor contributing to the mass extinction spasms. 30  These cataclysmic effects may have been worsened still further by other collateral phenomena associated with the impact. For example, acid rain, pronounced depletion of the ozone layer, and massive injections of water vapor into the upper atmosphere may be indirect effects, each with its own negative consequences for life on Earth. 31  It is true that destructive impacts of gigantic asteroids and comets are extremely rare and infrequent when compared with most other dangers humans face, with the        [*126]  intervals between even the smallest of such events amounting to many human generations... No one alive today, therefore, has ever witnessed such an event, and indeed there are no credible historical records of human casualties from impacts in the past millennium. Consequently, it is easy to dismiss the hazard as negligible or to ridicule those who suggest that it be treated seriously. 32     On the other hand, as has been explained, when such impacts do occur, they are       capable of producing destruction and casualties on a scale that far exceeds any other natural disasters; the results of impact by an object the size of a small mountain exceed the imagined holocaust of a full-scale nuclear war... Even the worst storms or floods or earthquakes inflict only local damage, while a large enough impact could have global consequences and place all of society at risk... Impacts are, at once, the least likely but the most dreadful of known natural catastrophes. 33     What is the most prudent course of action when one is confronted with an extremely rare yet enormously destructive risk? Some may be tempted to do nothing, in essence gambling on the odds. But because the consequences of guessing wrong may be so severe as to mean the end of virtually all life on planet Earth, the wiser course of action would be to take reasonable steps to confront the problem. Ultimately, rare though these space strikes are, there is no doubt that they will happen again, sooner or later. To do nothing is to abdicate our duty to defend the United States, and indeed the entire world, and place our very survival in the uncertain hands of the false god of probabilities. Thus, the mission of planetary defense might be considered by the United States at some point in time, perhaps with a role played by the military, including the United States Air Force. 

Even a small impact triggers global panic and nuclear war 

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]

Crucial to the politics of NEO searches is the size-frequency distribution, which until the past two or three years has statistically indicated that the next significant impact is not likely for maybe 1,000 years, enough time for the groundbased community to find most of the NEOs with diameters roughly larger than 100 meters. However, M. Boslough (2009), of Sandia National Labs, has recently changed this argument by applying supercomputing-based numerical codes, used to model nuclear detonations, to the enigma of the Libyan Desert Glass (LDG) event. Boslough concluded that a 100-meter-class NEO disintegrated in the air far above the Saharan desert, with all of its kinetic energy and momentum continuing downwards as something informally referred to as an “air hammer.” When this air hammer struck the Earth’s surface, the entrained fireball initially had core temperatures on the order of 5,000 kelvin. The fireball portion of this complex event then spread laterally to about 20 kilometers in diameter. The air hammer also produced a hypersonic blast wave that extended radially for perhaps 50 kilometers. The fireball portion of the interaction remained on the ground for about 40 seconds and melted a patch of sand some 15 kilometers in diameter and several centimeters thick to produce the Libyan Desert Glass. Occasional expeditions to the site collect 100s of kilograms of the glass and sell it on the internet for a few dollars a gram. Boslough (2009) also modeled the 1908 Tunguska event and rescaled the estimated size of the Tunguska body downwards from ~80 meters to ~30 meters. At this new size, the mean interval between impacts is 150 years. Here is where the astrosociology of this paper’s contents becomes pertinent— This newly recognized threat régime (diameter >30 meters) contains far more objects than the diameter >140 meter NEOs. This 140-meter threshold arose circa 2003 when the United States Congress set the goal of compiling a catalogue complete to 90% by 2020 of all NEOs larger than 140 meters in diameter. This 90%, 140 meter, 2020 set of goals was named in honor of George E. Brown (GEB). Merging the GEB goals to Boslough’s (2009) work gives two results. The first is that all the 1,000-year-interval arguments no longer work. Instead, the mean interval between serious impacts is roughly 150 to 200 years. This shortened mean-interval forcefully argues for an efficient and timely NEO survey being completed in the next few years. Next (and this point is both subtle and powerful), typical arguments against performing a spacebased survey usually begin by a person saying something like-- “Yes, an event similar to Tunguska might happen in the next 100 years, but so what? Roughly six percent of the Earth’s surface is populated, so the next event is likely to be a non-event in terms of fatalities.” However, even though ~6% of the Earth’s surface is populated, the world’s widely distributed infrastructure is vastly larger and extremely vulnerable to the physics of Boslough’s (2009) modeled airbursts. A typical LAA airburst could create a cascade of failures across many distributed and interconnected networks which would be extensive, unpredictable, and impossible to quantify. Additionally consider the following: Suppose a large-scale airburst occurred above the Indian Ocean and killed no one. The resulting psychological trauma around the world could create panic on an unprecedented scale, panic which would at least ripple though the global financial markets. And if such an airburst happened without warning in places like the Middle East, or the much larger, and nuclear armed areas of Asia or Russia, the resulting response could initiate a chain of human events resulting in severe military action. It’s this nonlinear psychological aspect that needs addressing in this conference because its message has been overlooked in the past. Most risk analyses done to date have only considered what can be quantified—the immediate body count and all the property damage arising from the initial impact. Perhaps this conference should place an added emphasis on the world’s vastly extended infrastructure and its interdependency, as well as the realities of large-scale human reaction to a sudden and catastrophic airburst event. 

Asteroid Impacts
An asteroid collision that will destroy all life on Earth is inevitable unless we develop Space Weapons to blow the asteroids out of the sky

Campbell, US Air Force Colonel, 2000 (December, Using Lasers in Space, Laser Orbital Debris Removal and Asteroid Deflection)

Astronomical telescopes and deep space radar systems have observed the existence of at least 2000 Near Earth Objects (NEO), such as asteroids and comets, which potentially could destroy most life on Earth. An asteroid with a diameter of 0.2 km would strike the Earth with a power rivaling the strength of a multiple warhead attack with the most powerful hydrogen bombs. This strike would throwí up a cloud of dust rivaling the most powerful volcanic explosion, which would seriously affect climate on the scale of two to three years. A strike by a larger asteroid, say 1 km, (especially in the ocean) would create a gigantic tsunami that would flood and obliterate coastal regions. More significantly it would eject a massive dust cloud that would alter cur biosphere to the point that life as we know it would cease to exist with no chance of recovery within the near term. The consensus in the astronomical and astrophysics community was that most of the known NEOs do not pose a near term threat, and therefore that these objects do not present any dancer to the Earth and its biosphere in the foreseeable future. However, the recent collision of a comet Iauki with Jupiter and the discovery of an uncatalogued asteroid, that passed near Earth without any advanced warning, have increased concerns. Several schemes have since been discussed for dealing with NEO on collision courses with the earth. ïThese include blowing them up with nuclear weapons or landing on them and using small, shaped nuclear detonations to steer the asteroid into a passing orbit. However, fragmentation may not be a solution because the center of mass of the resulting cloud of debris would continue on the original collision trajectory. Also, we presently do not have the lift capability to land and place nuclear devices on asteroids without extremely long lead times. The research and development of a nuclear deflection system would cost billions and would still require sufficient warning of an impact to be implemented. A better system would he one that is ìon stationî and could he used routinely to shape asteroid orbits over long periods of time so that they do not pose a potential threat. Phased Array Laser Systems (PALS) could he developed and orbited. Space-based laser constellations (SBL) are presently under development and will he flow-n during the next decade.Using Lasers in SpaceÖ.14 Coupling PALS with powerful telescopes, such as those being developed under the Next Generation Space Telescope (NGST) project, would provide long-term warning for implementation of an overall NEO avoidance system. The feasibility of this system is discussed below. The lasers that would he used in Project Orion have demonstrated sufficient capability for orbital debris removal for objects in the size range from 1-10 cm diameter. Ground based experimental data, using a 20 kW pulsed laser, show that the impulse imparted to aluminum targets due to the ejected plasma cloud gives an average surface pressure p = 6.5 x 10 -4 N/cm 2 , or equivalently, an acceleration, a = l.25x 10 -6 m/s 2 With present technology, a laser phased array can be aimed at the asteroid with sufficient power to ablate its surface. Assuming that a laser array can be scaled up to operate on a 1 km diameter iron asteroid, this would require a 200 GW power grid. Several alternate potential power sources are available, including nuclear or electric generation and solar power arrays.

AN asteroid WILL COLLIDE WITH EARTH in 2019 RESULTING IN A MASS EXTINCTION – a space laser program is needed to deflect it

ABC News, No Author Cited, 2002 (July 30, Laser Could destroy asteroid: scientist, ABC News Online, http://www.abc.net.au/news/scitech/2002/07/item20020727052635_1.htm
A Russian scientist says a massive asteroid said to be heading for Earth could be destroyed with the help of a powerful laser. Space experts are warning this week that an asteroid spotted from several different countries, could hit Earth in 2019, destroying life as we know it. Boris Kartogin, general director and designer at rocket producer Energomash, says the asteroid could be thwarted using a powerful laser installation based in space. "Defences for the Earth can be designed," Mr Kartogin said. Lasers in space were hugely controversial during US President Ronald Reagan's term in office in the 1980s. His scheme to shoot down Soviet nuclear missiles was dubbed "Star Wars", after the cult science fiction film series. The two kilometre-wide asteroid was first detected earlier this month by the United States Linear sky survey program. But NASA scientists are downplaying the danger of a collision, saying the odds are very minimal. Mr Kartogin says the laser defence scheme would require the assembly of 10 to 12 platforms in Earth's orbit, which would then be equipped with powerful, chemical lasers capable of destroying the approaching asteroid.
Energy Add-on
SPSs are bred from space weapons 

Pop 2000

[Virgiliu. a Romanian space lawyer and author. “Security Implications of Non-Terrestrial Resource Exploitation”. http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/security_implications_of_non_terrestrial_resource_exploitation.shtml] 

Although Solar Power Satellites were envisioned as an energy program, their use raises significant military implications[2]. Concerns have been expressed regarding the lawfulness of solar power satellites ( SPS

) under the 
Outer Space Treaty

 HYPERLINK "http://www.spacefuture.com/cgi/glossary.cgi?gl=doc&term=Outer%20Space%20Treaty" 

 in the context of their possible use as weapons of mass destruction and under existing arms control treaties in the context of their use as prohibited means of warfare. At the same time, given the significant importance and value of a SPS

 system, its use raises also the issue of vulnerability[3], hence self defence[4]
SBSP prevents resource wars 
Betts 7

[Mitch, an award-winning journalist and an aspiring futurist, “Pentagon studying space-based solar power platforms to prevent energy wars” http://corpintel.wordpress.com/2007/09/28/space-based-solar-power/] 

Space-based solar power has been studied since the 1970s but the U.S. Department of Defense is giving it a new look, according to an article at Space.com (19 September 2007). The deployment of space platforms that capture sunlight for beaming down electrical power to Earth is under review by the Pentagon, as a way to offer global energy and security benefits – including the prospect of short-circuiting future resource wars between increasingly energy-starved nations. A proposal is being vetted by U.S. military space strategists that 10% of the U.S. baseload of energy by 2050, perhaps sooner, could be produced by space-based solar power (SBSP). Furthermore, a demonstration of the concept is being eyed to occur within the next five to seven years.

Proliferation Add-On [1/2]
*Effective space missile defense ends the proliferation of new offensive missile technologies

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)
In order to address these increasingly complex and multifaceted dangers, the United States must deploy a system that is capable of comprehensive protection of the American homeland as well as its overseas forces and its allies from the threat of ballistic missile attack. Over the long term, U.S. defenses also must be able to dissuade would-be missile possessors from costly investments in missile technologies, and to deter future adversaries from confronting the United States with WMD or ballistic missiles. Our strategic objective should be to make it impossible for any adversary to influence U.S. decision-making in times of conflict through the use of ballistic missiles or WMD blackmail. These priorities necessitate the deployment of a system capable of constant defense against a wide range of threats in all phases of flight: boost, midcourse, and terminal. A layered system – encompassing ground-based (area and theater anti-missile assets) and sea-based capabilities – would provide multiple opportunities to destroy incoming missiles in various phases of flight. A truly global capability, however, cannot be achieved without a missile defense architecture incorporating interdiction capabilities in space as one of its key operational elements. In the twenty-first century, space has replaced the seas as the ultimate frontier for commerce, technology and national security. The benefits of space-based defense are manifold. The deployment of a robust global missile defense that includes space-based interdiction capabilities will make more expensive, and therefore less attractive, the foreign development of technologies needed to overcome it, particularly with regard to ballistic missiles. Indeed, the enduring lesson of the ABM Treaty era is that the absence of defenses, rather than their presence, empowers the development of offensive technologies that can threaten American security and the lives of American citizens. And access to space, as well as space control, is key to future U.S. efforts to provide disincentives to an array of actors seeking such power. So far, however, the United States has stopped short of putting these principles into practice. Rather, the missile defense system that has emerged since President Bush’s historic December 2002 announcement of an “initial set” of missile defense capabilities provides extremely limited coverage, and no global capability. 
Proliferation Add-on [2/2]
*Space missile defense is key to counterproliferation

Pfaltzgraff, 08 (Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraf, Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University and President Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis. “Protecting America in the New Missile Age – Chapter Four: The Cost of Missile Defense” 12-18-08. http://www.familysecuritymatters.org/publications/id.2054/pub_detail.asp)
For the moment, however, as we consider cost, it is important to link missile defenses to nonproliferation and counterproliferation. The numerous countries that have acquired missiles see them as relatively inexpensive avenues to military power. Together with nuclear warheads, such missiles may give a proliferant state “more bang for the buck” than it could get by deploying more costly conventional forces, such as armies. Missiles give longer-range reach to an emerging regional power such as Iran and are often regarded as potent “power projection” instruments. As long as the United States lacked any missile defense, missiles were an even more attractive option. The deployment of a robust U.S. missile defense increases the costs to any would-be proliferant and therefore may make missiles a less attractive option. In the absence of a U.S. missile defense, a would-be missile possessor would have little disincentive to forego such a capability.

Space weapons prevent the proliferation of nuclear arms 

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis 9 

[The Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis is an independent, nonpartisan research organization specializing in national security, foreign policy, and defense planning issues. We help senior government policy makers, industry leaders, and officials in the public policy community make informed decisions in a dynamic and unpredictable global security environment. “Missile Defense, the Space Reationship & the Twenty-First Century, 2009 Edition. http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf. 95]

To begin with, arms races stem from competition for offensive weapons and while it is true that some of these are designed in part to overcome someone's defenses, the converse that no defenses breed no offensive weapons is without historical basis. Indeed, this proposition is supported by irrefutable evidence that the United States never has had missile defenses for its population, much less its military installations (save for selective use of limited "point" defense, such as the Patriot). But that reality has not prevented either nuclear proliferation or nuclear arms buildups; it has in all probability been the reverse.The evidence also is clear that the past forty years, most especially the last decade, have seen relentless buildups and bold moves to spread the use of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, as witness evolving events in Russia, China, North Korea, and Iran (discussed elsewhere in this report). One of the few times there has been a significant slowing of momentum was in the brief period 1985-1993, which was the height of missile defense development in the United States.In other words, if anything, a credible missile defense – even in development stage – is much more likely to help slow an arms race and discourage proliferation, because it raises the costs and lowers the chances of success for aggressor nations or terrorist groups to try to find ways to overwhelm an effective missile defense system with their offensive weapons. In this sense, it can become a deterrent and thus contribute to stability. Arguably, there is some evidence of this likelihood, in that at least some of the reasons for the Soviet Union collapse was due to an inability to keep up with U.S. technological developments in this field, and even as the USSR was scaling itself down, it was engaging in ways to share missile defense technology and use – an effort that was discontinued by the U.S. government after 1993.

***Misc. Aff ***
Defense Systems Distinct from weaponization

Space control won’t cause nuclear war – history shows large-scale conflict never results from one cause. And US development of space technology increases world stability
Lambakis, 01 (Steven, national security and international affairs analyst specializing in space power and policy studies, Managing Editor of Comparative Strategy, a leading international journal of global affairs and strategic studies, fellow at the National Institute for Public Policy. “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics” http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3479337.html)
The case against deploying weapons in space rests on a number of assumptions, often unstated. A careful look at the validity of these assumptions reveals serious problems — in many cases undermining the conclusions the critics draw.  One such assumption is that military developments over the past 50 years have created a security environment in which certain tactical events or localized crises run an unacceptably high risk of triggering a general, possibly even nuclear, war. We are therefore more secure when we do nothing to upset the global military balance, especially in space — where we station key stabilizing assets.  Yet we have little experience in reality to ground this freely wielded and rather academic assumption. By definition, anything that causes instability in armed relationships is to be avoided. But would "shots" in space, any more than shots on the ground, be that cause?  When we look at what incites war, history instructs us that what matter most are the character and motivation of the states involved, along with the general balance of power (i.e., are we in the world of 1914, 1945, or 2001?). Fluctuations in national arsenals, be they based on earth or in space, do not determine, but rather more accurately are a reflection of, the course of politics among nations. In other words, it matters not so much that there are nuclear weapons, but rather whether Saddam Hussein or Tony Blair controls them and in what security context. The same may be said for space weapons.  The sway of major powers historically has regulated world stability. It follows that influential countries that support the rule of law and the right of all states to use orbits for nonaggressive purposes would help ensure stability in the age of satellites. The world is not more stable, in other words, if countries like the United States, a standard-bearer for such ideas, "do nothing." Washington’s deterrence and engagement strategies would assume new dimensions with the added influence of space weapons, the presence of which could help bolster peacemaking diplomacy and prevent aggression on earth or in space.  Insofar as we have no experience in space warfare, no cases exist to justify what is in essence a theoretically derived conclusion — that space combat must be destabilizing. We do know, however, that the causes of war are rarely so uncomplicated. Small events, by themselves, seldom ever explain large-scale events. When ardent Israeli nationalist Ariel Sharon visited this past fall the holy site around the Al Aksa Mosque at Jerusalem’s Temple Mount, his arrival fired up a series of riots among impassioned Palestinians and so widened the scale of violence that it kicked up the embers of regional war yet again. Yet the visit itself would have been inconsequential were it not for the inveterate hostility underlying Israeli-Palestinian relations.  Likewise, World War I may have symbolically begun with the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand in Sarajevo. Yet a serious student of history would note that the alliances, the national goals and military plans, and the political, diplomatic, and military decisions of the major European powers during the preceding years and months were the true causes of the erosion in global strategic stability. By extension, if decisions to go to war are set on a hair-trigger, the reasons for the precarious circumstances extend far beyond whether a communications or imaging platform is destroyed in space rather than on earth.  Those who believe we run extraordinary risks stemming from clouded perceptions and misunderstandings in an age of computerized space warfare might want to take a look at some real-world situations of high volatility in which potentially provocative actions took place. Take, for example, the tragedies involving the USS Stark and USS Vincennes. In May 1987, an Iraqi F-1 Mirage jet fighter attacked the Stark on patrol to protect neutral shipping in the Persian Gulf, killing 37 sailors. Iraq, a "near-ally" of the United States at the time, had never before attacked a U.S. ship. Analysts concluded that misperception and faulty assumptions led to Iraq’s errant attack.  The memory of the USS Stark no doubt preoccupied the crew of the USS Vincennes, which little over a year later, in July 1988, was also on patrol in hostile Persian Gulf waters. The Vincennes crew was involved in a "half war" against Iran, and at the time was fending off surface attacks from small Iranian gunboats. Operating sophisticated technical systems under high stress and rules of engagement that allowed for anticipatory self-defense, the advanced Aegis cruiser fired anti-aircraft missiles at what it believed to be an Iranian military aircraft set on an attack course. The aircraft turned out to be a commercial Iran Air flight, and 290 people perished owing to mistakes in identification and communications.  To these examples we may add a long list of tactical blunders growing out of 
Defense Systems Distinct From Weaponization

[Card Continued…]

ambiguous circumstances and faulty intelligence, including the U.S. bombing in 1999 of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade during Kosovo operations. Yet though these tragic actions occurred in near-war or 
tinderbox situations, they did not escalate or exacerbate local instability. The world also survived U.S.-Soviet "near encounters" during the 1948 Berlin crisis, the 1961 Cuban missile crisis, and the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli wars. Guarded diplomacy won the day in all cases. Why would disputes affecting space be any different?  In other words, it is not at all self-evident that a sudden loss of a communications satellite, for example, would precipitate a wider-scale war or make warfare termination impossible. In the context of U.S.-Russian relations, communications systems to command authorities and forces are redundant. Urgent communications may be routed through land lines or the airwaves. Other means are also available to perform special reconnaissance missions for monitoring a crisis or compliance with an armistice. While improvements are needed, our ability to know what transpires in space is growing — so we are not always in the dark.  The burden is on the critics, therefore, to present convincing analogical evidence to support the notion that, in wartime or peacetime, attempts by the United States to control space or exploit orbits for defensive or offensive purposes would increase significantly the chances for crisis instability or nuclear war. In Washington and other capitals, the historical pattern is to use every available means to clarify perceptions and to consider decisions that might lead to war or escalation with care, not dispatch.
Space missile defense doesn’t result in the deployment of offensive space weaponry

Gruselle, 07 (Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, served in the policy department of the French Ministry of Defence for more than 10 years. Bruno, “The final frontier: missile defence in space?” UN Institute for Disarmament Research, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2600.pdf)

Space-based assets could clearly play a role in both responses. Space-based sensors could give the necessary alert and tracking data to the interception network that land-based sensors would not be able to obtain. More important, space-based interceptors could be the most appropriate means to target long-range missiles fired from deep within a country’s territory or to rapidly destroy the launch capabilities of a rogue state set on defeating limited land-based interception system inventories. The latter clearly lies at the core of the debate on the nonweaponization of space as it means the deployment of a space-to- Earth strike capability. However, it is doubtful that weapon platforms will be deployed in space in the near future. Orbiting weapons capable of striking land-based systems are neither economically nor technically interesting for the moment, and other means to conduct anti-launcher operations already exist, such as piloted or unmanned airborne systems. Indeed, the proponents of missile defence are not asking for space-to-Earth strike systems. Rather, they are advocating the development of space-based interception capabilities,23 which would have only a very marginal—and probably no—offensive potential against Earth targets.

Satellites Good

Military utilizes satellites for information relay

Glen Elfers and Stephen B. Miller, 2002 “ Future U.S. Military Satellite Communication Systems,”, Crosslink, http://www.aero.org/publications/crosslink/winter2002/08.html
Advances in information technology are fundamentally changing the way military conflicts are resolved. The ability to transmit detailed information quickly and reliably to and from all parts of the globe will help streamline military command and control and ensure information superiority, enabling faster deployment of highly mobile forces capable of adapting quickly to changing conditions in the field. Satellite communications play a pivotal role in providing the interoperable, robust, "network-centric" communications needed for future operations. Military satellite communications (or milsatcom) systems are typically categorized as wideband, protected, or narrowband. Wideband systems emphasize high capacity. Protected systems stress antijam features, covertness, and nuclear survivability. Narrowband systems emphasize support to users who need voice or low-data-rate communications and who also may be mobile or otherwise disadvantaged (because of limited terminal capability, antenna size, environment, etc.). Milsatcom is a system of systems that provides balanced wideband, narrowband, and protected communications capability for a broad range of users across diverse mission areas. The anticipated implementation of advanced architectures, supported by heightened connectivity in space as well as on the ground, will enable national security space communications to take advantage of commercially developed Internet-like communications, but with greater assurance and security. For wideband communication needs, the Wideband Gapfiller Satellite program and the Advanced Wideband System will augment and eventually replace the Defense Satellite Communications System (DSCS). These satellites will transmit several gigabits of data per second—up to ten times the data flow of the satellites being replaced. Protected communications will be addressed by a global extremely high frequency (EHF) system, composed of the Advanced Extremely High Frequency System and Advanced Polar System. These systems are expected to provide about ten times the capacity of current protected satellites (the Milstar satellites). Narrowband needs are supported by the UFO (Ultrahigh-frequency Follow-On) constellation, which will be replaced by a component of the Advanced Narrowband System (see Milsatcom Timeline). Capacity gains in these systems will also be matched by improved features, such as multiple high-gain spot beams that are particularly important for small terminal and mobile users. Satellite, terminal, control, and planning segments will utilize emerging technology to ensure the best capability for the cost. Coordination among ground, air, and space segments and between government and commercial assets will help ensure deployment of the most efficient, effective, and affordable communications systems.
Proven empirics – GPS satellites proved crucial in navigation for tactical warfighting purposes 

Bates & Singer 03 Space News [Bates, Jason Bates and Jeremy Singer, “GPS Devices Proving Key

to Avoiding Fratricide,” Space News, September 15, 2003,pp. 25–27.
Since the cold war, the United States has increasingly used satellite assets for tactical warfighting purposes in wars against Iraq, Serbia, and the Taliban in Afghanistan. Space systems, notably the global positioning system (GPS) satellite constellation, were used to help American soldiers navigate in the featureless desert starting most notably in the 1991 war against Iraq. GPS satellites are employed to synchronize operations in time as well, with remarkable accuracy. They are also increasingly used to pinpoint the locations of enemy targets and help guide precision-strike munitions, such as cruise missiles and the GPS-guided joint direct attack munition (JDAM), to those targets. Hundreds of JDAMs were used in the Kosovo war of 1999. More than 5,000 were employed in the Afghanistan war of 2001–02, striking as close as five meters from their aimpoints, and a comparable number were used in Operation Iraqi Freedom in 2003.3 GPS devices are also integral to the “blue force” tracking systems that keep tabs on friendly units in a given region to reduce fratricide. Such systems still have only limited capabilities and use, and present challenges for filtering data so that users are not swamped by information they do not need, but they are quite useful nonetheless.

Weapon Definitions
Non-lethal capabilities in space can be used as   weapons.

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

The legal review of new weapons, means or methods of warfare is considered a customary obligation of all states, (2) yet the decision to conduct such a review of some advanced technology capabilities, such as those associated with the space and cyberspace domains, remains a difficult one. (3) Countries are, and have been for many years, creating non-lethal, bloodless capabilities in the space and cyberspace domains, capabilities these countries may well employ during any future conflict. In fact, some of these capabilities are designed so that they can even be used in peacetime with "plausible deniability" against an adversary. (4)

The legal dilemma created by such bloodless capabilities is whether they should actually be considered "weapons, means or methods of warfare" at all. An affirmative answer to that question has many complicated implications. First and foremost, it would require a legal review of that capability to determine if its employment would, in some or all circumstances, be prohibited by the laws of armed conflict (LOAC). It would also raise questions as to whether its use would cross the thresholds of Articles 2(4) or 51 of the United Nations (U.N.) Charter, and what and where an appropriate response, if any, would be to a nation's use of that capability. Additionally, it could implicate civilians as direct participants in hostilities, making them legitimate targets. Improperly using such a bloodless capability could criminally implicate any civilian or military user. An affirmative answer could also fuel debates about weaponization of space and cyberspace, and it could restrict the flow of knowledge, technology and expertise under laws governing foreign military sales. Unfortunately, the current international legal framework fails to provide clarity in this area. Many authors who have considered the subject appear to find answers in analyzing the effects the capability can cause. (5) Ostensibly, under such an effects-based analysis, the more deaths or bodily harm a capability can cause, the easier it becomes to determine that such a capability is a weapon. The question begged, however, is this: Does the converse also follow--that non-lethal, bloodless capabilities are therefore not weapons? One argument that such non-lethal, "bloodless" space and cyberspace capabilities are not "weapons, means or methods of warfare" attractively co-exists with the highest ideals and the very raison d'etre of international humanitarian law: preventing unnecessary human suffering. (6) If the newer, high-tech space and cyberspace capabilities suffice, by themselves, (7) to settle differences between belligerents (8) without drawing blood, should international humanitarian law apply at all? If not, then arguably the international humanitarian law requirement to conduct a legal review would not exist in such a situation. Yet, to focus only on the bloodless potential of space and cyberspace capabilities would seem to miss the point, because their other potential effects are still quite frightening. These space and cyberspace capabilities may well leave a financial sector in ruins; seriously disrupt the provision of medical and emergency services to the sick and injured, or those in distress; endanger safe air, rail and marine navigation; silence the press and provide misinformation; undermine the government, including its national defense posture. (9) When used in such a way, these space and cyberspace capabilities may breach the international peace and security the U.N. Charter was designed to maintain. (10)

Weapon Definitions
Any technology with the capability to purposely cause damage to other people or property is a weapon
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Due to the lack of an overarching definition of the term, the United States military services have been left to create their own definitions of the word “weapon.” In the United States Army, the word “weapon” is defined to mean “chemical weapons and all conventional arms, munitions, materiel, instruments, mechanisms, or devices which have an intended effect of injuring, destroying, or disabling enemy personnel, materiel, or property.”62 The United States Navy defines a “weapon” to mean “all arms, munitions, materiel, instruments, mechanisms, devices, and those components required for their operation, that are intended to have an effect of injuring, damaging, destroying, or disabling personnel or property, to include non-lethal weapons.”63 These definitions also focus on the intended effect of a device. The U.S. Air Force, however, defines the term “weapon” to mean “devices designed to kill, injure, or disable people, or to damage or destroy property” but explicitly excludes “electronic warfare devices”64 “The definition also differentiates between effects on people and effects on property, failing to include devices that ‘disable’ property.”65 In contrast, both the U.S. Army and Navy classify weapons to specifically include devices that “disable” property.66 By comparison, Australia defines “weapon” to be “an offensive or defensive instrument of combat used to destroy, injure, defeat or threaten” or “any device, method or circumstance that can be used either directly or indirectly to destroy, injure or defeat an enemy.” 67 A note to the definition adds that a “computer expressly designed as a new weapon to offensively target enemy computer systems for destruction is covered.”68 Comparing words used in Articles 35 and 36 of Additional Protocol I to the 1949 Geneva Conventions may add some clarity. The phrase “weapons, means or method of warfare” in Article 36 differs from the language of Article 35, which uses the phrase “weapons, projectiles and material and methods of warfare” in paragraph two.69 As such, the drafters arguably intended Article 36 to encompass more than just material, projectiles, or kinetic kill vehicles, thus including bloodless weapons.
Non-lethal capabilities should be consided weapons 
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These experts make a very valid point. Defining the term “weapon” should be relatively straightforward. The term should connote any capability, offensive or defensive, which can be applied against a military object or enemy combatant. The key word here is “capability,” which would include non-lethal, bloodless space and cyberspace capabilities, as it should. Even, however, if one were to argue that such capabilities were not “weapons,” they would surely fall under the definition of “means or methods of warfare.” Such capabilities can and do provide (by their very usage) a direct impact on the ability of a military force to engage in operations, and they should be reviewed before use.

Weapon Definitions
Nanotechnology is a weapon
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Like the other capabilities previously discussed, nanotechnology has the potential to revolutionize modern and future warfare without the blood normally associated with conventional weapons, but nanotechnologies can also create special problems and dangers of their own.148 Nanotechnology is essentially “the principle of atom manipulation atom by atom, through control of the structure of matter at the molecular level.” 149 This type of capability would provide militaries across the world with “the ability to build molecular systems with atom-by-atom precision, yielding a variety of nanomachines.”150 Nanotechnology “contains many far-reaching visions that would have vast impacts on individuals, societies and the international community.” 151 The U.S. Department of Defense, China and Russia are openly investing significant amounts of money in nanotechnology, and some see this developing capability as “the next step in biological and chemical warfare or, in extreme cases, as the opportunity for people to create the species that will ultimately replace humanity.”152 Nanotechnology “would provide capabilities for qualitatively new means and methods of warfare.”153 Scientists believe nanotechnology can be used to develop controlled and discriminate biological and nerve agents; invisible, intelligence gathering devices that can be used for covert activities almost anywhere in the world; and artificial viruses that can enter into the human body without the individual’s knowledge. 154 So called “nanoweapons” have the potential to create more intense laser technologies as well as self-guiding bullets that can direct themselves to a target based on artificial intelligence. 155 Some experts also believe nanotechnology possesses the potential to attack buildings as a “‘swarm of nanoscale robots programmed only to disrupt the electrical and chemical systems in a building,” thus avoiding the collateral damage a kinetic strike on that same building would cause. 156 With such potential, nanotechnology can profoundly impact the very nature of futuristic warfare.157 States should not be allowed to use such a capability in international armed conflict with impunity. Because of its potential impact, any use of nanotechnology capability in modern warfare should first undergo a rigorous legal review.
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