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Weaponization Bad

1NC Hair-Trigger

Turn – Hair trigger stance – Weaponization causes it and it results in extinction 

Mitchell, 01 – Associate Professor of Communication and Director of Debate at the University of Pittsburgh

(Dr. Gordon, ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence, “Missile Defence:  Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads”, No. 6 July, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)

A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34  The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere.  The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.  Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'.  It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.

2NC Hair-Trigger

Extend 1NC 1 (__) – The Mitchell Evidence – Hair trigger posturing outweighs

A. Magnitude – We access the biggest internal link into conflict escalation. Hair triggers on space weapons cause rapid accidental launches of chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons, plunging the world into the worst conflict in history. 

B. Timeframe / Probability – Space warfare causes a “use or lose” mindset, ensuring hair trigger responses to conceivable action a country could take. Weapons would be entirely based on accident-prone computers, literally making massive war inevitable.

C. Inevitability – Space weapons collapse early warning systems which magnifies the risk of hair trigger posturing – the impact is a nuclear war with Russia

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

That’s the ONLY scenario for extinction

Bostrum, 02 (Nick, Ph.D., Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, March 2002)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4] Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

2NC Conflict

We control the internal link to conflict escalation – Mitchell makes a multiple arguments that are separate from the hair-trigger claim

A) Weapons create a use or lose mentality – that’s highly probable

Rosenberg, 04 – Journalist (Barry, Carnegie Challenge, “The Weaponization of Space: Divided Viewpoints, Uncertain Directions http://www.carnegie.org/pdf/weap_space_chal_paper.pdf)

Like ground-based nuclear weapons, space-based weapons are first-strike “use-them-or-lose-them” as​sets. The inclination would be to use such weapons if they were threatened, which could escalate small conflicts into larger, more serious ones possibly in​volving the use of nuclear weapons. 

B) Weapons cause arms races in space – that’s highly probable 

Cox, 07 (Stan, Alternet.com, “Real-Life Star Wars: The Militarization of Space”, 11-15-07, http://www.alternet.org/audits/67699/?page=2&ses=bc840069826945d72d02af984b214a450)
Would [outer space] be the venue for wars and synchronized killings, or the common space for a complex of cooperative peaceful efforts benefiting our species? The two uses of space could not exist side by side." They stress that the first deployment of weapons will set off a multi-trillion-dollar arms race, risk littering orbital space with enough debris to make it unusable for any civilian purpose, and possibly trigger a nuclear war.
C) Weapons cause fears of ASAT attacks – that causes global nuclear war

Schwab, 05 – Director of the Homeplanet Defense Institute (Martin, Homeplanet Defense: Strategic Thought for a World in Crisis, chapter 1)

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

D) Independently domination of space causes US nuclear lash out 

Krepon and Heller, 04  Co-founder of The Henry L. Stimson Center and Director of the Center's Space Security Project  AND ** Research Assistant on the Stimson Center's Space Security Project (Michael and Micheal, Disarmament Diplomacy, “A Model Code of Conduct for Space Assurance”, May/June, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd77/77mkmh.htm)
The rejection of mutual deterrence in space has profoundly destabilising prospects. In order to seize dominion in space, those who deploy ASAT weapons or weapons designed to strike targets on earth would need to prevent potential adversaries from responding in kind. This would require preemptive strikes against the facilities of a state believed to be preparing an ASAT launch, or killing the launch vehicle or its payload en route to space. This hard logic is driven by cold facts: Dominion in space cannot be achieved if a potential adversary's ASATs are trailing satellites that are essential for the execution of war plans. Nor can dominion be established if anti-satellite warfare produces debris fields.
1NC Accidental War

Turn – Accidental War – Weaponization causes it and ensures preemptive nuclear attacks

Rosenberg, 04 – Journalist (Barry, 2004, Carnegie Challenge, “The Weaponization of Space: Divided Viewpoints, Uncertain Directions http://www.carnegie.org/pdf/weap_space_chal_paper.pdf)

War games have shown that the introduction of space-based anti-satellite weapons contributes to what is called “crisis instability,” which means that the use of such weapons tends to propel the crisis to greater dan​ger. Destroying a nation’s surveillance and commu​nications satellites is equivalent to taking out its eyes and ears, and would likely lead to a desperate military response by the nation “in the dark.” “A nation without its eyes and ears would have to as​sume the worst, and could resort to the use of nuclear weapons,” says Hitchens. “Anti-satellite weapons are proactive weapons, and people will respond [at the very least] by developing asymmetric systems such as computer hacking and terror attacks.” The eyes-and-ears argument is graphically illustrated when examining how greatly the U.S. military relies on satellite-guided missiles for conventional warfare. For the most part, such weapons use the orbiting Global Positioning System for guidance and targeting. 

And, hair trigger responses cause accidental nuclear attack from Russia

Graham, 05 – Former special representative of the president for arms control, nonproliferation, and disarmament (Thomas, Arms Control Today, December, “Space Weapons and the Risk of Accidental Nuclear War”,  http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2005_12/Dec-spaceweapons.asp)

The United States and Russia maintain thousands of nuclear warheads on long-range ballistic missiles on 15-minute alert. Once launched, they cannot be recalled, and they will strike their targets in roughly 30 minutes. Fifteen years after the end of the Cold War, the chance of an accidental nuclear exchange has far from decreased. Yet, the United States may be contemplating further exacerbating this threat by deploying missile interceptors in space. Both the United States and Russia rely on space-based systems to provide early warning of a nuclear attack. If deployed, however, U.S. space-based missile defense interceptors could eliminate the Russian early warning satellites quickly and without warning. So, just the existence of U.S. space weapons could make Russia’s strategic trigger fingers itchy.  The potential protection space-based defenses might offer the United States is swamped therefore by their potential cost: a failure of or false signal from a component of the Russian early warning system could lead to a disastrous reaction and accidental nuclear war. There is no conceivable missile defense, space-based or not, that would offer protection in the event that the Russian nuclear arsenal was launched at the United States.
Escalates to full scale nuclear war – kills billions

PR Newswire, 98 (4/29, lexis)
Launching nuclear missiles on false warning is the most plausible contemporary 'accident' scenario, according to the authors. More than mere conjecture, this scenario almost played out to horrifying results in 1995 when a U.S. scientific rocket launched from Norway led to activation of the nuclear suitcases carried by the top Russian command -- the first time ever in Soviet- Russian history. It took eight minutes for the Russian leadership to determine the rocket launch was not part of a surprise nuclear strike by Western nuclear submarines -- just four minutes before they might have ordered a nuclear response based on standard launch-on-warning protocols.  An 'accidental' nuclear attack would create a public health disaster of an unprecedented scale, according to more than 70 articles and speeches on the subject, cited by the authors and written by leading nuclear war experts, public health officials, international peace organizations, and legislators. Furthermore, retired General Lee Butler, Commander from 1991-1994 of all U.S. Strategic Forces under former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, has warned that from his experience in many "war games" it is plausible that such an attack could provoke a nuclear counterattack that could trigger full-scale nuclear war with billions of casualties worldwide.

2NC Accidental War

Extend 1NC (__) – The Rosenberg and Graham Evidence – Accidental War outweighs

A. Magnitude – Rationality prevents most scenarios for conflict from going nuclear. Accidental war guarantees horizontal and vertical escalation on an unknown scale. War with Russia is the ONLY scenario for extinction

Bostrum, 02 (Nick, Ph.D., Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, March 2002)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4] Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

B. Timeframe / Probability – Space weapons cause crisis instability which causes greater danger as military responses occur in the dark causing irrational nuclear launch. This magnifies the risk of conflict as the US and Russia are prone to accidental war making nuclear conflict inescapable.

And, False alarms guarantee escalation – prefer the magnitude of our internal link to conflict escalation

Lewis, 04 – Post doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program, (Jeffery, July “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf)

All of these incidents have a common theme – that confidence is often the difference between war and peace. In times of crisis, false alarms can have a momentum of their own. As in the second scenario in this monograph, the lesson is that commanders rely on the steady flow of reliable information. When that information flow is disrupted – whether by a deliberate attack or an accident – confidence collapses and the result is panic and escalation. Introducing ASAT weapons into this mix is all the more dangerous, because such weapons target the elements of the command system that keep leaders aware, informed and in control. As a result, the mere presence of such weapons is corrosive to the confidence that allows national nuclear forces to operate safely.
1NC China War

Turn – China War – Space weaponization causes the US to strike China

Lewis, 04 – Post Doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program (Jeffery, July “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf)

At the same time, he refrained from striking other targets “rationalizing that the preemptive strike was only protecting high-value space assets, not initiating hostilities.”26 The Blue Team was stunned when Red viewed the strike on targets deep inside its territory as an act of war and retaliated — causing a general war. One flabbergasted participant, sounding not completely convinced of what had just happened, reportedly explained: “We thought these preemptive strikes might very well have stopped the crisis situation. But there were some who had a different point of view — that the strikes may have been provocative.” 27  It is important to note that the Chinese don’t even have to actually acquire ASATs for this nightmare scenario to happen. The Pentagon’s assessments of Chinese ASATs are based largely on circumstantial evidence — a Hong Kong newspaper report here; a commercial purchase by a Chinese company there. In fact, the Pentagon admits that “specific Chinese programs for a laser ASAT system have not been identified” and that press reports of a so-called “parasitic” microsatellite “cannot be confirmed.” 28 Such gaps in U.S. knowledge are dangerous, given the natural tendency of defense planners to assume the worst. Although Blue claimed that it had acted on “unambiguous warning” of a threat to space assets, the mere fact that the Chinese might already have such system — or could improvise a crude ASAT in a pinch — would create a strong incentive to use U.S. space systems before they were lost. It is not too far fetched to imagine the president, faced with a crisis over Taiwan, deciding — as he did with Iraq — that “we cannot wait for the final proof — the smoking gun —that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.
Extinction

Straits Times, 2K (“Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” June 25, Available Online via Lexis-Nexis)
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. 

2NC China War

Extend 1NC (__) – The Lewis Evidence – China war outweighs

A. Magnitude – We access the biggest internal link into global conflict. A war over Taiwan causes East Asia to be set on fire and causes global nuclear conflict involving Russia, India, Pakistan, and Europe. That causes nuclear Armageddon. 

B. Timeframe / Probability – A conflict over Taiwan is inevitable – space weapons ensure miscalculation over ASAT capabilities of both sides causing China and the US to engage in preemptive strikes

Independently, SPS causes a Chinese nuclear attack on Cape Canaveral – causing it to never be launched

Rako, 08 – Technical Editor of Electronics Design Strategy and News (Paul, “Solar power in space, a really stupid idea,” 7/25, http://www.edn.com/blog/1700000170/post/1830030583.html
I will try to summarize the basic arguments: SPS Pro Solar flux density in space is 1.37 kW/m2 as opposed to 1 kW/m2 in Arizona at noon. The solar collector can work all day since a geostationary orbit is 24,000 miles up, directly over the equator, and the earth does not shadow the collector. There are no clouds in space. SPS Con Economics. This is just madness, bat-shiat crazy stuff if your goal is to generate commercial electric power. Launch costs, maintenance costs, safety costs are, literally, astronomical. Politics. Like the commentator said, this is a weapon, and by the time we develop it China will have the technology and international standing to nuke Cape Canaveral to keep us from putting it in space.
1NC Diversion

Turn – diversion – Weaponization diverts resources from efforts to solve proliferation and terrorism 

Grego, 07 – Staff scientist in the Global Security Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists in Washington DC (Laura, New Scientist, “A Mess in our Own Backyard,” 09-14-07, Vol, 195, Issue 2620, Pg. 24, Proquest) 

Sputnik demonstrated that whoever could operate in space could reach around the world - a fearsome prospect in the nuclear age. Since then, humanity has enjoyed an uneasy relationship with space. On the one hand, our ventures beyond Earth have the potential to bring stability and prosperity. On the other, space technology can be used for threatening and destructive military purposes. The possibility of space-based weapons ready to strike from the heavens generates apprehension and mistrust. Technical, financial and political constraints are likely to keep such weapons on the drawing board for the foreseeable future, but that hasn't stopped various states from experimenting with approaches to control the use of space. Both the US and the USSR developed anti-satellite weapons during the early years of the space age - testing began in the 1960s. In the 1980s, the US started an enormous research effort into ballistic missile defence, popularly known as the "Star Wars" programme. It was rich in ideas and funding but poor in results. Its descendants are mainly ground-based, although small space-based missile-defence research projects still exist. The development of such destructive capabilities highlights the fact that satellites are vulnerable: they travel on predictable orbits and are generally unprotected. What's more, computer simulations of war show that the loss of an important satellite, such as one used for reconnaissance, can quickly spark an escalation in conflict. Threatening satellites or building space-based weapons could trigger a space arms race with damaging and far-reaching consequences, including diverting economic and political resources from other pressing issues and hindering international cooperation necessary to make progress on important challenges such as nuclear non-proliferation, climate change and terrorism. 

Proliferation causes extinction

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

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

Terrorism causes extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 04 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers. 

2NC Diversion

Extend 1NC (__) – The Grego Evidence – Proliferation and Terrorism outweigh

A. Magnitude – Proliferation leads to extinction because of occasional shoot outs that will escalate as countries are forced to retaliate. Terrorism causes extinction because it would speed up the arms race and nations would not be diplomatic because of rogue actors that are difficult to cooperate with. 
B. Timeframe / Probability – Space weapons cause an arms race that diverts economic and political resources from multilateral proliferation and counter terrorism operations. Prolif is most probable because the risk of escalation is higher due to the sheer number of nuclear weapons. 

1NC Hegemony

1. Turn – U.S. control of space guts hegemony and risks nuclear escalation*****

Bruce M. DeBlois, Council on Foreign Relations, “The Advent of Space Weapons,” ASTROPOLITICS v. 1 n. 1, Spring 2003, p. 43-45, pp. 29-53.

The migration of weapons to space is likely to create more military problems for the host country than it will solve. From a military perspective, the price of localized and global instability coupled with incentives for pre-emption and escalation may well be a weakened military posture. Global instability is the core issue in an international context. One country’s pursuit and deployment of space weapons is destabilizing from the perspective of both foe and friend. Weaponization could prompt adversaries to develop ASAT or space-based weapons. In the extreme case, a peer competitor might engage in an escalatory arms race. Probably a greater threat, however, is dispersed, low-level proliferation. A number of countries are capable of building limited ASAT or rudimentary space weapons, and might choose to do so. The wide proliferation of micro-satellites or other ASAT weapons would threaten all space assets, due to the varying (and perhaps unpredictable) motivations of countries that could obtain them. Those countries capable of posturing space weapons are generally those that have the most assets to lose in a space war. The acquisition of such weapons might well present an irresistible first-strike opportunity for a country unlikely to win in a conventional conflict. Other adversarial states, especially those incapable of building space weapons or achieving parity in conventional forces, might increase their efforts to acquire nuclear, biological or chemical weapons, or pursue other asymmetric activities (e.g. terrorism). Beyond adversarial responses, allies and partners abroad might also react unfavorably. Any unilateral decision to weaponize space might have negative consequences for diplomatic relationships worldwide. The European Union has been a consistent and vocal critic and, as validated by multiple resolutions in the UN regarding the prevention of an arms race in outer space (PAROS), reflects the opinions of the larger international community. In response to proposed US tests of its mid-infrared advanced chemical laser (MIRACL), an official from the European Space Agency commented: ‘The world space community is confused as to the need for the US to develop space weaponry now, and is dismayed that the US is planning to test a high-powered laser against a satellite target’ 31 Although it is unlikely that weapons in space would threaten or sever strong existing diplomatic ties, simple unpopularity might prompt a shift in the international center of gravity. Countries opposing or alienated by one states’ space policy might gravitate to other alignments, possibly creating an international coalition to oppose the space-weaponizing country on these and other issues within international organizations such as the UN or the World Trade Organization (WTO). A decision to posture weapons in space might also diminish the ability of the space-weaponizing country to assemble international coalitions. In the case of the United States, such international political clout has been crucially [44] important to the military, political, judicial and economic conduct of the war on terrorism. These forms of diplomatic influence might be more important than hard power in the maintenance of global stability in the twenty-first century. 32 The simple unilateral posturing of space weapons creates global instability in the form of encouraging adversaries to respond symmetrically or asymmetrically, heightening tensions, while at the same time crippling alliances. In this less stable global environment, there is also the prospect of space weapons causing less stable regional environments. Integrating space weapons into military operations could have unexpected consequences for the progression of conflict situations, prompting significant regional instability. In most war games that include space assets, commanders discover that preemptively destroying or denying an opponent’s space-based assets with space weapons is appealing, yet often leads to rapid escalation into full-scale war, even triggering nuclear weapons use. One commander commented: ‘[If] I don’t know what’s going on, I have no choice but to hit everything, using everything I have’. 33 That this conclusion surprised strategists suggests that the full implications of space weapons have not yet been fully explored. What is common knowledge, derived from years of experience in futuristic war games, is that permanently based space weapons invite pre- emption and escalation. Local to a specific situation of heightened tensions, the existence of space weapons on one side, the other, or both could be the determining catalyst for escalatory war. In this view, a space-weaponizing country creates both the powder keg of global instability (where it has weakened its own international posture) as well as the spark of regional instability (where it has made itself a target of pre- emption and escalation). Coupled with this very unstable environment, it can also be argued that the same country that weaponizes space may actually damage its own military power. Much of the impetus behind space weaponization stems from perceived military utility, to include national missile defense applications for boost-phase intercept, time-critical targeting, and defense mechanisms for critical space systems. Ironically, the posturing of more military assets in space could actually weaken the military posture of those that seek further military advantage in that domain. Space assets are already a center of gravity (CoG), or at least a critical concentration of military force enhancement assets. To deploy more systems in space in an attempt to protect this CoG only complicates the problem. In spite of the added defenses, the preponderance of threats will remain: denial and deception, electronic warfare (e.g. uplink and downlink jamming), ground facilities disruption, micro-satellites (e.g. space mines), direct ascent interceptors or even a nuclear detonation in space. 34 In addition to limited utility to defeat these threats, the new space-based weapon systems would also be vulnerable to those same threats. There are more logical alternatives, many of which de-emphasize reliance on centralized space assets (e.g. alternatives offering redundancy in space or with terrestrial systems). In a briefing to the George Washington University’s Space Policy Institute Workshop, Dr Karl Mueller of RAND summarized a comprehensive set of responses to foreign space threats that do not require space-based weapons (Figure 4). [45] In short, for the countries that could weaponize space, doing so would only amplify an extant and vulnerable CoG, and they would do so in the midst of many better and less costly alternatives. Perhaps more significant than extending the space CoG (i.e. making it more vulnerable) is exposing it (i.e. revealing it). A move toward space weapons is likely to prompt competitors to build ASAT systems, systems that will also threaten robust communications intelligence gathering systems that, to date, have been protected by an open-skies environment. Additionally, it could be strongly argued that the countries currently able to posture space weapons are those that currently hold military advantages in many other realms, and this begs the question: why would powers that currently hold military advantage in the air, land and sea realms open a new realm in space that could conceivably level the playing field for others?

2. Plan trades off with terrestrial military capability.

Michael Krepon, arms control expert and President Emeritus, The Stimson Center, with Chrisopher Clary, SPACE ASSURANCE OR SPACE DOMINANCE: THE CASE AGAINST WEAPONIZING SPACE, 2003, Henry L. Stimson Center, p. 107.

The argument presented here is that terrestrial U.S. military dominance would be impaired, rather than enhanced, by American initiatives to weaponize space. While the United States clearly has the ability to outspend competitors, and to produce more advanced types of space weaponry, weaker adversaries will have affordable, asymmetric means to counter U.S. initiatives in space, as well as on earth. The net result of an uneven competition to weaponize space would be that prudent U.S. defense planners could not count on protecting space assets, and that weaker adversaries could not count on the negation of U.S. advantages. Neither could be certain of the outcome of space warfare, but both adversaries would have to fear the worst. Because of the vulnerability of space assets to ASATs, both would need to assume a dangerous “hair-trigger” posture in space—unless the United States employed preemptive military means to prevent the launch or deployment of presumably hostile space assets belonging to other states.
3. Earth-based weapons solve the case.

Bruce M. Deblois et al., Direction Systems Integration, BASE Systems, with Richard L. Garwin, IBM Fellow Emerius, Thomas J. Watson Research Center, R. Scott Kemp, research staff, Program on Science and Global Security, Princeton University and Jeremy C. Marwell, Furman Scholar, New York University School of Law, “Star Crossed,” IEEE SPECTRUM, March 2005, www.spectrum.ieee.org/WEBONLY/publicfeature/mar05/0305star.html 

RETURN NOW TO THE THREE POTENTIAL ROLES for space weapons: protecting existing satellites, denying the hostile use of space, and projecting force worldwide. It is difficult to identify a space weapon that is more attractive than its competing terrestrial alternatives. Offensive space weapons face inherent limitations, including long distances to targets and high energy requirements, which suggest in many circumstances a non-space-based alternative, such as forward-deployed missiles and conventional ICBMs. In nearly every case, space weapons are more complex, more costly, and less effective than Earth-based weapons.

2NC Hegemony

Extend our 1NC Hegemony Turn number 1:

a. Magnitude: US attempt at space dominance will create more military problems than it can solve. Adversaries will develop ASATS that would threaten weapons in space and terrestrially. Countries will realign against the United States destroying unipolarity and causing the preemptive strike against space weapons which causes full-scale nuclear weapon use in space, leading to extinction. 

b. Probability/ Timeframe: Unipolarity declining now – it’s only a question of how much the US causes the fall.  

2. Perceived US weapons cause other nations to attempt military modernization – this undercuts the ability of US forces to operate effectively on the ground – that outweighs their solvency mechanism

Kagan, 06 – Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (Frederick, Jul/August 2006, Foreign Affairs, 85.4, EbscoHost)

Ground forces perform a wide variety of tasks. It is the ability to control territory and populations, however, that is land power's unique contribution to war in this high-tech age. Only soldiers are discriminating enough, in terms of both judgment and the capabilities of their weapons, to mix with an enemy's population, identify the combatants intermingled with that population, and accomplish the critical tasks of governance and reorganization that are so essential in persuading an enemy government to surrender. These are not functions that can be usurped by airpower, by computerization, or by mechanization in any way--at least not until robots with real cognitive abilities can be fielded.  In the meantime, military occupation and population control will remain human endeavors and will be less amenable to technological enhancement than any other aspect of war. The idea that technological improvements in the U.S. ground forces, such as the army's Future Combat Systems, will be able to reduce dramatically the number of soldiers necessary for missions similar to those in Iraq or Afghanistan is therefore illusory and unrealistic. As long as war remains a process of human beings interacting with one another--as all irregular warfare is--the land-power "market" will require a heavy investment in people.  Airpower and long-range land-based firepower have been helpful in killing insurgents quickly and with minimal collateral damage, but they have played an entirely supporting role. The speed with which Iraqi soldiers can be trained; the number of villages in which the coalition can conduct its strategy of "clear, hold, build"; and the ability of coalition troops to restore and defend Iraqi infrastructure, polling places, and borders have been directly proportional to the number of coalition soldiers in Iraq, not to the quality of their equipment. And there is no  reason to imagine that this situation will change in any future counterinsurgency or stability operation. The recently released Quadrennial Defense Review insisted that the U.S. military should remain able to conduct such operations in the future on a large scale and for prolonged periods. Making that possible, however--not to mention ensuring U.S. preeminence in conventional warfare--means maintaining large ground forces. Indeed, Washington will need a large pool of trained and ready soldiers for all sorts of conflicts at every point along the spectrum for decades to come.

3. Perceived US weapons cause attacks on US commercial satellites – that’s the largest internal link to hegemony

Hartung, 05  (William, senior research fellow at the World Policy Institute at the New School, “Weapons in space put the world at risk”, 7/13, Seattle Post Intelligencer, http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/opinion/232239_spacewea pons13.html)

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

1NC Economy

Turn – Economy – Weaponization destroys commercial satellite infrastructure

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

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

That collapses the economy 

Augustine, 05 – retired chairmen and CEO of Lockheed Martin Corp., charied National Academics Committee on Prospering in the Global Economy of the 21st Century (Norman R., Aviation Week and Space Technology, “US Science and Technology is on a Losing Path” Pg. 70 Vo. 163 No. 17 10-31-05, LN)

This transition to a borderless economy provides great opportunities for companies that are prepared to take advantage, as the history of the aerospace industry amply demonstrates. But in any dynamic, technology-intensive industry, leadership can be lost very quickly. Thus, many other industries are now joining the aerospace industry in learning to compete in an uncertain and quickly changing world. Today, candidates for many jobs that currently reside in the U.S. are just a mouse click awa in y Ireland, India, China, Australia and dozens of other countries. At first, manufacturing jobs were the ones most susceptible to moving overseas. I recently traveled to Vietnam, where the hourly cost of low-skilled workers is about 25 cents, less than 1/20th of the U.S. minimum wage. But the competitive disadvantage is not confined to so-called low-end jobs. Eleven qualified engineers can be hired in India for the cost of just one in the U.S. At the same time, other countries are rapidly enlarging their innovation capacity. They are investing in science and technology and encouraging their highly trained citizens who are working abroad to return home. Even more important, these countries are creating the well-funded schools and universities that will produce future scientists and engineers. The U.S. is not competing well in this new world. Other nations will continue to have the advantage of lower wages, so America must take advantage of its strengths. But those strengths are eroding even as other countries are boosting their capacities. Throughout the 20th century, one of America's greatest strengths has been its knowledge-based resources--particularly its science and technology system. But today, that system shows many signs of weakness. This nation's trade balance in high-technology goods swung from a positive flow of $33 billion in 1990 to a negative flow of $24 billion in 2004. In 2003, foreign students earned 59% of the engineering doctorates awarded by U.S. universities. In 2001, U.S. industry spent more on tort litigation and related costs than on research and development. A major factor determining U.S. competitiveness is the quality of the workforce, and the public school system provides the foundation of this asset. But that system is failing specifically in the fields most important to the future: science, engineering and mathematics. In a recent international test involving mathematical understanding, U.S. students finished 27th among the participating nations. In China and Japan, 59% and 66% of undergraduates, respectively, receive their degrees in science and engineering, compared with 32% in the U.S. In the past, the U.S. economy benefited from the availability of financial capital. But today it moves quickly to wherever a competitive advantage exists, as shown by the willingness of companies to move factories to Mexico, Vietnam and China (see p. 18). One of America's most powerful assets is its free enterprise system, with its inherent aggressiveness and discipline in introducing ideas and flushing out obsolescence. But other nations have recognized these virtues and are seeking to emulate the system. The aerospace industry is especially susceptible to these broader economic trends. Without well-educated scientists and engineers, the industry will not be able to compete with well-organized programs in countries with abundant engineering talent. In addition, security issues in the industry highlight its reliance on homegrown talent, as opposed to importing its people from abroad. Troubles in the aerospace industry also could have implications throughout the U.S. economy. In particular, the industry has been especially effective at making use of and producing systems engineers, some of whom eventually move to other industries. If aerospace were to decline, a considerable portion of these valuable individuals would be lost.

Nuclear War

Ockham Research, 08 – Ockham Research is a Geopolitical Consulting Group Located in Atlanta Georgia (“Economic Distress and geopolitical risk”, Accessed @ Seeking Alpha)

The economic turmoil roiling world markets right now brings with it plenty of pain. Jobs are being lost, people’s savings decimated, retirement plans/goals thrown out the window, etc. Hard times bring with them harsh consequences. However, it is perhaps useful to be mindful of the geopolitical risks that accompany economic dislocation. Many analysts are eager to compare the difficulties now confronting the global economic system with those of the Great Depression. While I do not believe that the world is facing a second Great Depression, it might be worthwhile to recall from history that the Great Depression spawned geopolitical turmoil that lead to the Second World War. The incoming Obama administration—and Democratic members of Congress who talk of implementing massive defense cutbacks—may want to remember the lessons of the past as they stand on the threshold of power.  The hardship and turmoil which impacted the world during the Great Depression provided fertile ground for the rise of fascist, expansionist regimes in Germany, Italy and Japan. Hard times also precluded the Western democracies from a more muscular response in the face of growing belligerence from these countries. The United States largely turned inward during the difficult years of the 1930s. The end result was a global war of a size and scale never seen by man either before or since. Economic hardship is distracting. It can cause nations to turn their focus inward with little or no regard for rising global threats that inevitably build in tumultuous times. Authoritarian regimes invariably look for scapegoats to blame for the hardship affecting their populace. This enables them to project the anger of their citizenry away from the regime itself and onto another race, country, ideology, etc.  Looking at the world today, one can certainly envision numerous potential flashpoints that could become problematic in a protracted economic downturn. Pakistan, already a hotbed of Islamic extremism and armed with atomic weapons, has been particularly hard hit by the global economic crisis. An increasingly impoverished Pakistan will be harder and harder for its new and shaky democratically-elected government to control. Should Pakistan’s economic troubles cause its political situation—always chaotic—to spin out of control, this would be a major setback in the global war on terror.  Russia, whose economy, stock markets and financial system have literally imploded over the past few months, could become increasingly problematic if faced with a protracted economic downturn. The increasingly authoritarian and aggressive Russian regime is already showing signs of anger projection. Its invasion of Georgia this summer and increasing willingness to confront the West reflect a desire to stoke the pride and anger of its people against foreign powers—particularly the United States. It is no accident that the Russians announced a willingness to deploy tactical missile systems to Kaliningrad the day after Barack Obama’s election in the U.S. This was a clear “shot across the bow” of the new administration and demonstrates Russian willingness to pursue a much more confrontational foreign policy going forward. Furthermore, the collapse in the price of oil augers poorly for Russia’s economy. The Russian budget reputedly needs oil at $70 per barrel or higher in order to be in balance. Russian foreign currency reserves, once huge, have been depleted massively over the past few months by ham-fisted attempts to arrest the slide in both markets and the financial system. Bristling with nuclear weapons and nursing an ego still badly bruised by the collapse of the Soviet Union and loss of superpower status, an impoverished and unstable Russia would be a dangerous thing to behold.  China too is threatened by the global economic downturn. There is no doubt that China has emerged during the past decade as a major economic power. Parts of the country have been transformed by its meteoric growth. However, in truth, only about a quarter of the nation’s billion plus inhabitants—those living in the thriving cities on the coast and in Beijing—have truly felt the impact of the economic boom. Many of these people have now seen a brutal bear market and are adjusting to economic loss and diminished future prospects. However, the vast majority of China’s population did not benefit from the economic boom and could become increasingly restive in an economic slowdown. Enough economic hardship could conceivably threaten the stability of the regime and would more than likely make China more bellicose and unpredictable in its behavior, with dangerous consequences for the U.S. and the world.  Economic hardship invariably has consequences that can dwarf the original impact of those troubles. With the U.S. already at war and facing an increasingly troubled world, it is probably not a good time to make large reductions to the defense budget. With the U.S. government carrying massively greater amounts of debt now as a result of the financial carnage of the past few months, there will be increased pressure to wring savings out of almost every element of government. However, given past experience in tough economic times, it would be wise for our new government to understand the dire need to maintain a strong national defense. 

2NC Economy 

Extend 1NC (__) – The Hitchens Evidence – Economic collapse outweighs

A. Magnitude – Regional flashpoints will escalate as countries vie for resources. Pakistan will be a hotbed for nuclear weapons and Russia and China will be unpredictable which guarantees extinction.

B. Timeframe / Probability – Economic recession in the status quo supercharges the risk of short term war and irrationality. 

ASAT’s independently wreck the commercial space industry

Krepon and Heller, 04  - Co-founder of The Henry L. Stimson Center and Director of the Center's Space Security Project  AND ** Research Assistant on the Stimson Center's Space Security Project (Michael and Micheal, Disarmament Diplomacy, “A Model Code of Conduct for Space Assurance”, May/June, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd77/77mkmh.htm)

The flight testing and deployment of ASATs would also poison relations between major powers and further weaken America's ties with its allies. If advocates of space power are right, and if military conflict follows commerce, then there would be no sanctuary in deep space for revenue-generating satellites. Debris resulting from warfare in space would exponentially increase hazards to satellites. Subsequently, insurance rates would skyrocket, and consumers would pay more for services that could easily be disrupted.

AT: Deters War

1. Status quo solves deterrence – The US is still the leader in space – weaponization inevitable claims are irrelevant as people will still look to us for guidance 

2. Space militarization would result in an arms race and killing hegemony- outweighing any potential short term benefits of developing first

Hitchens, 02 – CDI Vice President (Theresa, April 18 “Weapons in Space: Silver Bullet or Russian Roulette? The Policy Implications of U.S. Pursuit of Space-Based Weapons”, http://www.cdi.org/missile-defense/spaceweapons.cfm)
China and Russia long have been worried about possible U.S. breakout on space-based weaponry. Officials from both countries have expressed concern that the U.S. missile defense program is aimed not at what Moscow and Beijing see as a non-credible threat from rogue-nation ballistic missiles, but rather at launching a long-term U.S. effort to dominate space. Both Russia and China also are key proponents of negotiations at the UN Conference on Disarmament to expand the 1967 Outer Space Treaty to ban all types of weapons. The effort to start talks known as PAROS, for "prevention of an arms race in outer space," has been stalled due in large part to the objection of the United States. For example, in November 2000, the United States was one of three countries (the others were Israel and Micronesia) to refuse to vote for a UN resolution citing the need for steps to prevent the arming of space. It is inconceivable that either Russia or China would allow the United States to become the sole nation with space-based weapons. "Once a nation embarks down the road to gain a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural tendency of others is to close that gap. An arms race tends to develop an inertia of its own," writes Air Force Lt. Col. Bruce M. DeBlois, in a 1998 article in Airpower Journal. Chinese moves to put weapons in space would trigger regional rival India to consider the same, in turn, spurring Pakistan to strive for parity with India. Even U.S. allies in Europe might feel pressure to "keep up with the Joneses." It is quite easy to imagine the course of a new arms race in space that would be nearly as destabilizing as the atomic weapons race proved to be. Such a strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that would outweigh the obvious (and tremendous) short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. There would be direct economic costs to sustaining orbital weapon systems and keeping ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities — raising the proverbial question of whether we would be starting a game we might not be able to win. (It should be remembered that the attacker will always have an advantage in space warfare, in that space assets are inherently static, moving in predictable orbits. Space weapons, just like satellites, have inherent vulnerabilities.) Again, the price tag of space weapons systems would not be trivial — with maintenance costs a key issue. For example, it now costs commercial firms between $300 million and $350 million to replace a single satellite that has a lifespan of about 15 years, according to Ed Cornet, vice president of Booz Allen and Hamilton consulting firm. Many experts also argue there would be costs, both economic and strategic, stemming from the need to counter other asymmetric challenges from those who could not afford to be participants in the race itself. Threatened nations or non-state actors might well look to terrorism using chemical or biological agents as one alternative. Karl Mueller, now at RAND, in an analysis for the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, wrote, "The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states' significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power." Spurring other nations to acquire space-based weapons of their own, especially weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would certainly undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a worldwide basis — negating what today is a unique advantage of being a military superpower.
3. Militarization decreases cooperation which outweighs deterrence – they have no evidence that speaks to the question of deterrence being more effective in preventing conflict – here’s evidence that speaks to cooperation 

Nye, 02 – Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government (Joseph S., “Unilateralism vs. Multilateralism: America Can't Go It Alone”, International Herald Tribune, http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/peacekpg /us/2002/0613uni.htm)

Without cooperation, the problem is beyond American control.  The same is true of a long list of items: the spread of infectious diseases, the stability of global financial markets, the international trade system, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, narcotics trafficking, international crime syndicates, transnational terrorism. In addition, multilateralism is a means to get others to share the burden of providing public goods. Sharing also helps foster commitment to common values.  Even militarily, the United States should rarely intervene alone. (Polls show that two-thirds of Americans prefer multilateral actions.) It pays a minority share of UN and NATO peacekeeping operations, and the legitimacy of a multilateral umbrella reduces collateral political costs.  In choosing between multilateral and unilateral tactics, Washington should consider the effects of the decision on U.S. soft power, which can be destroyed by excessive unilateralism and arrogance.  In balancing whether to use multilateral or unilateral tactics, or to adhere to or refuse to go along with particular multilateral initiatives, Americans have to consider how to explain their actions to others and what the effects will be on their soft power.  In short, American foreign policy should have a general preference for multilateralism, but not all multilateralism. At times, America will have to go it alone. When it does so in pursuit of public goods which benefit others as well as Americans, the nature of the ends may substitute for the means in making U.S. power acceptable in the eyes of others.  If America first makes an effort to consult others and try a multilateral approach, its occasional unilateral tactics are more likely to be forgiven. But if it succumbs to the unilateralist temptation too easily, it invites the criticisms that the Bush administration now faces. Moreover, America will often fail because of the intrinsically multilateral nature of transnational issues in a global age, and there will be costly effects on U.S. soft power.  In general, even a sole superpower should follow the rule of thumb "Try multilateralism first." 

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

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

The problem is that satellites are also vulnerable to elimination by enemies. A Space Commission report chaired by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld considers the threat so real it warned of a ``Space Pearl Harbor." Naturally, Americans want to protect these assets, so why not pursue space weapons? The most compelling reason is that they would actually make the situation worse. This is due to the technical ease of ground-based anti-satellite systems. Adversaries wouldn't need to go to the trouble of building space-based weapons systems. Simple and inexpensive, ground-based systems could shoot these satellites out of the sky. More than 25 nations already have the missile capability to reach the altitude at which the satellites orbit. More significantly, powerful lasers able to kill a satellite in low orbit through heating are available commercially in more than 50 nations. If the United States deploys ground-based anti-satellite technology, or ASATs (which it can do technically now), then others will follow suit. America has the most assets in orbit to lose in such a game. If the United States deploys space-based weapons -- like interceptors for missile defense (which it is on course to deploy within about 6 years) -- an adversary could simply take them out from the ground. If any security advantage afforded by such a weapon is easily negated, then one is left with the prospect of other nations moving toward developing ground-based ASAT capabilities. This would severely jeopardize America's precious satellites, all of them. Also, the capabilities provided by each proposed space-based weapon can be achieved with ground-based alternatives that are generally 100 to 1,000 times cheaper. In addition, the United States is planning to release a new National Space Policy within weeks, tweaks to the language of which could give the green light for US deployment of space-based weapons. Instead, the United States should send a sign to other nations by taking space-based weapons off the books once and for all. America can still protect its satellite systems -- in less-threatening ways.

AT: Diplomacy

Turn – Space weaponization blinds policymakers to diplomatic options

Lewis, 04 – Post doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program (Jeffery, July “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf)

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

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

We Americans are inclined to believe that our nation's virtues are endless. Given that, why would any law-abiding nation be alarmed by ownership-of-space rhetoric? Why should other nations, other than rogue states, worry about the U.S. capacity for "instant engagement anywhere in the world"? The rhetoric of space warriors, the Defense Department, and the White House (whether occupied by Democrats or Republicans) seems driven by a worldview that says the values of the United States represent the end state in human development. If the United States chooses to develop a space-control capability and to place weapons in space, it will have done so because in this troubled world only it can be trusted to do it right. U.S. space-power partisans define space control as having the capability to grant access to space to the good guys and deny access to the bad guys. That power is framed in the language of deterrence; it would be used only when necessary. However, this goal ignores the predictable political impact of possessing such power. A nation able to deny access to space to hostile states in a time of conflict would have the latent capability to deny access to anyone at any time. Why would any nation-state that values its own sovereignty be content with that? The people of many nations already hate, fear or mistrust the United States, in part because of its staggering lead in high-tech warfare, which has been repeatedly demonstrated not only in war games, but in actual battle. One suspects most countries already have come to terms with the fact that the United States will continue indefinitely to be the most powerful state the world has ever known, militarily, economically, and culturally. But is there a tipping point? A line beyond which even a nation as relatively benign as the United States cannot go without provoking reactions that ultimately would compromise the security of its own citizens? [End Page 178] U.S. control of space, says Everett C. Dolman of the Air Force's highly influential School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, would place "as guardian of space the most benign state that has ever attempted hegemony over the greater part of the world." It would be a bold and decisive step, and "at least from the hegemon's point of view, morally just."4 Morally just? That phrase lies at the heart of the debate over space control and weapons in space. This debate is not just about whether such courses of action would be prudent or imprudent. It is also about America's message to the world. The United States is a free and open society, with a commitment to liberty and the rule of law. We have a generosity of spirit that is uncommon in history, which we advertise widely. On balance, this sounds like a nation concerned with morality and justice. But modern America has at times demonstrated an unseemly imperial arrogance in its foreign policy. Americans sometimes ask, "Why do they hate us?" One answer comes easily: We are the world's richest and most powerful nation, a nation that—on the whole—lives well. This fact incites envy. Another easy answer: Many tens of millions of people hate America because they live in an intellectual dark age and are culturally incapable of understanding the extraordinary values that make the United States great. One would not describe jihadists as children of the Enlightenment. Yet there is another, harsher answer. Perhaps some men and women hate us because they know America well. They resent the common belief among Americans that the United States—alone among nations—is nearly always right. Indeed, righteous. For more than a century, dozens of U.S. interventions—hundreds, really—in the internal affairs of other states have been driven, at least in part, by that sense of righteousness.  

AT: Pearl Harbor

The threat is exaggerated – the impact would be minimal

Perera, 08 (David, “'Space Pearl Harbor' overstated,” Government Computer News, 2/22, http://www.gcn.com /online/vol1_no1/45866-1.html?topic=geospatial#)

The Navy’s use of an anti-ballistic missile to shoot down a falling U.S. satellite Feb. 20 did not inaugurate a new era of vulnerability for high-bandwidth military communications, said David Mosher, a Rand Corp. senior policy analyst specializing in issues related to the militarization of space and ballistic missile defense. Any concern “about a space Pearl Harbor is way overstated,” Mosher told Defense Systems in an interview Feb. 21. As the military edges closer to achieving its network-centric vision of warfare, it is becoming more dependent on high-bandwidth communications routed through satellites. That makes satellites an increasingly attractive target despite a near-universal condemnation of the militarization of space. Defense Department officials said this week’s satellite operation was not a show of force or a response to China’s destruction of one of its own weather satellites in January 2007. However, even if the United States should find itself fighting an enemy with the will and capacity to destroy U.S. satellites, high-bandwidth communications would continue to operate, Mosher said. “The key here is not to protect satellites. The key is to protect the function,” he added. That could be accomplished many ways, including ensuring that satellite systems are robust enough to survive the loss of some of their units.  A prime example is the Global Positioning System, which consists of at least 24 satellites in medium Earth orbit. “It would take a whole lot to significantly degrade GPS,” Mosher said. “You’d have to shoot a lot of satellites.”  Increased use of transoceanic fiber-optic cables could also make the military less dependent on satellites. Such cabling has already proven to be reliable and has done a great deal to reduce satellite use in the private sector, Mosher said.  In any event, if a satellite-shooting war occurs, air vehicles with sensors and routers located lower in the atmosphere than satellites would already be active. “That just makes sense in regional warfare anyway,” he said.  A shot-down satellite would be a loss because alternatives would not perfectly compensate for the missing capacity, “but it’s not the end of the world,” Mosher said.

The space Pearl Harbor threat is hyped nonsense

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

But even if a military and economic rivalry develops, would that necessarily lead to one of the many Pearl Harbor scenarios spun out by space warriors?12 The answer is almost surely no. Any substantive antisatellite threat to U.S. space assets would have to be preceded by extensive testing, including tests in space. The United States would quickly detect any such tests. The kindest thing that can be said about space Pearl Harbor scenarios is that they are classic scare tactics, the latest installment in a string of scenarios trotted out by hardliners throughout the Cold War.13 Pearl Harbor allusions trigger potent images for Americans, visions of a sleepy Sunday morning that turn into a nightmare of roaring aircraft and staccato gunfire, of exploding bombs and torpedoes, of roiling smoke and foundering ships, of death in a fire-flooded bay. They also bring to mind a nation that was woefully unprepared for global war despite the Roosevelt administration's desperate attempts to get the country into some sort of fighting trim. Yet on closer inspection Pearl Harbor analogies seem to be little more than dramatic devices chosen for their emotional impact rather than for their correspondence to actual probability.

AT: Inevitable

Militarization is not inevitable

1) Political opposition, technical challenges, high launch costs, and other countervailing pressures

Hitchens, 08 – President of the Center for Defense Information (Theresa, “Space Wars - Coming to the Sky Near You?”, Scientific American, February, http://www.sciam.com/article.cfm?id=space-wars-coming-to-the-sky-near-you) 

Obstacles to Space Weapons What, then, is holding the U.S. (and other nations) back from a full-bore pursuit of space weapons? The countervailing pressures are threefold: political opposition, technological challenges and high costs. The American body politic is deeply divided over the wisdom of making space warfare a part of the national military strategy. The risks are manifold. I remarked earlier on the general instabilities of an arms race, but there is a further issue of stability among the nuclear powers. Early-warning and spy satellites have traditionally played a crucial role in reducing fears of a surprise nuclear attack. But if antisatellite weapons disabled those eyes-in-the-sky, the resulting uncertainty and distrust could rapidly lead to catastrophe. One of the most serious technological challenges posed by space weapons is the proliferation of space debris, to which I alluded earlier. According to investigators at the air force, NASA and Celestrak (an independent space-monitoring Web site), the Chinese antisatellite test left more than 2,000 pieces of junk, baseball-size and larger, orbiting the globe in a cloud that lies between about 200 kilometers (125 miles) and 4,000 kilometers (2,500 miles) above Earth’s surface. Perhaps another 150,000 objects that are a centimeter (half an inch) across and larger were released. High orbital velocities make even tiny pieces of space junk dangerous to spacecraft of all kinds. And ground stations cannot reliably monitor or track objects smaller than about five centimeters (two inches) across in low Earth orbit (around a meter in geostationary orbit), a capability that might enable satellites to maneuver out of the way. To avoid being damaged by the Chinese space debris, in fact, two U.S. satellites had to alter course. Any shooting war in space would raise the specter of a polluted space environment no longer navigable by Earth-orbiting satellites. Basing weapons in orbit also pre­sents difficult technical obstacles. They would be just as vulnerable as satellites are to all kinds of outside agents: space debris, projectiles, electromagnetic signals, even natural micrometeoroids. Shielding space weapons against such threats would also be impractical, mostly because shielding is bulky and adds mass, thereby greatly increasing launch costs. Orbital weapons would be mostly autonomous mechanisms, which would make operational errors and failures likely. The paths of objects in orbit are relatively easy to predict, which would make hiding large weapons problematic. And because satellites in low Earth orbit are overhead for only a few minutes at a time, keeping one of them constantly in range would require many weapons. Finally, getting into space and operating there is extremely expensive: between $2,000 and $10,000 a pound to reach low Earth orbit and between $15,000 and $20,000 a pound for geostationary orbit. Each space-based weapon would require replacement every seven to 15 years, and in-orbit repairs would not be cheap, either.

b. Recent vote to end space plans

Rash 6/30 (Wayne Rash is a writer for eweek news in the IT infrastructure column, 6/30/10, “NASA Space Flight Funding Plan Stymies Congress, Obama Administration” accessed 7/1/10 http://www.eweek.com/c/a/IT-Infrastructure/NASA-Space-Flight-Funding-Plan-Embroils-Congress-Obama-Administration-503112/ aes)

The House Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science and Related Agencies Appropriations voted June 29 to withhold all funding for the Obama administration's manned space plans, and to refer the problem to the House Committee on Science and Technology. The White House's plans for NASA's manned space program have been encountering strong objections from both Democrats and Republicans. Members of Congress have repeatedly said the White House and Congress need to find a way to pay for continued space exploration by NASA. The current plans would effectively gut NASA's manned space program, eliminate planned manned-rated heavy-lift boosters and only direct long-term funding for manned space flight to private industry. In addition, the administration has delayed any decision on government-funded heavy-lift booster development programs for at least five years. In the meantime, NASA's current space shuttle fleet would be retired and any travel to the International Space Station would be either outsourced to startup space launch companies or to the Russian space program, or would simply be eliminated. 

2) Hold them to a high threshold – Space weaponziation is not inevitable even if militarization is – this evidence proves the distinction is more than semantics

Logsdon, 01 – Director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairs (John, “Just Say Wait to Space Power”, Issues in Science in Technology)

Some definitions may be useful here. The most general concept--space power--can be defined as using the space medium and assets located in space to enhance and project U.S. military power. Space militarization describes a situation in which the military makes use of space in carrying out its missions. There is no question that space has been militarized; U.S. armed forces would have great difficulty carrying out a military mission today if denied access to its guidance, reconnaissance, and communications satellites. But to date, military systems in space are used exclusively as "force enhancers," making air, sea, and land force projection more effective. The issue now is whether to go beyond these military uses of space to space weaponization: the stationing in space of systems that can attack a target located on Earth, in the air, or in space itself. Arguably, space is already partially weaponized. The use of signals from Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites to guide precision weapons to their targets is akin to the role played by a rifle's gunsight. But there are not yet space equivalents of bullets to actually destroy or damage a target.

3) Inevitability is irrelevant – even if it’s true —the US has the advantage and the plan accelerates the pace of extinction

Mueller, 02 (Karl, analyst at the Rand Corporation, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?”, Prepared for presentation at the International Studies Association Annual Convention, http://www.isanet.org/noarchive/mueller.html)

On the other hand, it is also clear that space weaponization is not inevitable in the very near term for the simple reason that only the United States possesses the resources and capabilities that would be required to deploy space weapons in a serious way before the end of the decade, and probably for some years beyond 2010.  In many of the historical precedents that tend to be compared to space weaponization, such as the development of ironclad warships in the 1860s, Dreadnought battleships after 1900, or atomic weapons in the 1940s, the same technology was being eagerly developed in several major countries at once, so the leading state simply faced a choice between leading the revolution and following in its wake.[11]  In this case, in contrast, the United States can unilaterally choose whether space will be weaponized, at least for a while.

b. their inevitability argument prove the world is at a crossroads – this is true – but that does not mean militarization is certain 

Hitchens, 08 – President of the Center for Defense Information (Theresa, “Space Wars - Coming to the Sky Near You?”, Scientific American, February, http://www.sciam.com/article.cfm?id=space-wars-coming-to-the-sky-near-you) 

Alternatives to Space Warfare Given the risks of space warfare to national and international security, as well as the technical and financial hurdles that must be overcome, it would seem only prudent for spacefaring nations to find ways to prevent an arms race in space. The U.S. focus has been to reduce the vulnerability of its satellite fleet and explore alternatives to its dependence on satellite services. Most other space-capable countries are instead seeking multilateral diplomatic and legal measures. The options range from treaties that would ban antisatellite and space-based weapons to voluntary measures that would help build transparency and mutual confidence. The Bush administration has adamantly opposed any form of negotiations regarding space weapons. Opponents of multilateral space weapons agreements contend that others (particularly China) will sign up but build secret arsenals at the same time, because such treaty violations cannot be detected. They argue further that the U.S. cannot sit idly as potential adversaries gain spaceborne resources that could enhance their terrestrial combat capabilities. Proponents of international treaties counter that  lure to negotiate such agreements entails real opportunity costs. An arms race in space may end up compromising the security of all nations, including that of the U.S., while it stretches the economic capacities of the competitors to the breaking point. And whereas many advocates of a space weapons ban concede that it will be difficult to construct a fully verifiable treaty—because space technology can be used for both military and civilian ends—effective treaties already exist that do not require strict verification. A good example is the Biological Weapons Convention. Certainly a prohibition on the testing and use (as opposed to the deployment) of the most dangerous class of near-term space weapons—destructive (as opposed to jamming) antisatellite systems—would be easily verifiable, because earthbound observers can readily detect orbital debris. Furthermore, any party to a treaty would know that all its space launches would be tracked from the ground, and any suspicious object in orbit would promptly be labeled as such. The international outcry that would ensue from such overt treaty violations could deter would-be violators. Since the mid-1990s, however, progress on establishing a new multilateral space regime has lagged. The U.S. has blocked efforts at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to begin negotiations on a treaty to ban space weapons. China, meanwhile, has refused to accept anything less. Hence, intermediate measures such as voluntary confidence-building, space traffic control or a code of responsible conduct for spacefaring nations have remained stalled. Space warfare is not inevitable. But the recent policy shift in the U.S. and China’s provocative actions have highlighted the fact that the world is approaching a crossroads. Countries must come to grips with their strong self-interest in preventing the testing and use of orbital weapons. The nations of Earth must soon decide whether it is possible to sustain the predominantly peaceful human space exploration that has already lasted half a century. The likely alternative would be unacceptable to all.

Weaponization GOOD

Militarization Good Generic 1NC

1. The militarization of space is inevitable – globalization, aerospace competition, and dual-use technologies. Unchecked militarization results in miscalculations and global nuclear war 

Ross 2009 (Sherwood Ross is a reporter for the Chicago Daily News and Rueters, “Space Race Hikes Risk of Nuclear War” accessed 7/4/10 http://www.opednews.com/articles/Space-Race-Hikes-Risk-of-N-by-Sherwood-Ross-090330-417.html aes) An unchecked race to militarize space is underway that is “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises,” an authority on space warfare says. By 2025, the space capabilities of the leading space powers---the U.S., Russia, India and China---will be roughly equal “due to information sharing in a globalized economy,” says noted space researcher Matt Hoey in an exclusive interview. Hoey is international military space technology forecaster who provides analysis on issues related to technology proliferation and arms control. He is also a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies and has contributed to publications such as the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists and the Space Review. Through their military and commercial research facilities, the world’s military powers are pursuing development of a reusable, unmanned, hypersonic, space-strike delivery platform that “would permit rapid precision strikes worldwide in 120 minutes or less,” Hoey said. The strike platform could loiter in near-space or in low earth orbit and assault terrestrial targets at incredible speed “with a nuclear or conventional payload and then return to any base in the world on demand,” he explained. While “there will not be a dedicated ‘space war’ in our lifetimes or our children’s,” Hoey said, “we are likely to witness acts of space warfare being committed…in concert with other theatres of combat” on land, sea, and air and cyber space.” Hoey said his research analysis suggests, “Back and forth escalation regarding military space capabilities would fuel each nation’s respective space industries as would commercial space races driven by national pride.” “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades,” Hoey continued. “The military space race will serve the defense industry much like the cold war and this is already being witnessed in relation to missile defense systems.” Hoey pointed out the arms control community “is still trying to put the nuclear genie from decades ago back in the bottle” and adds “once this new genie(space war) is out it is not going back in anytime soon, either.” The five treaties governing space “are highly outdated,” Hoey said, notably the milestone “Outer Space Treaty” of 1967. Theoretically, the U.S. is also bound by The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 that declares our “activities in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.” (Rep. Dennis Kucinich(D-Ohio), in introducing a bill to ban the weaponization of space, charged the Bush administration with breaking with that policy by “putting weapons in outer space to give the U.S. the power to control the world.” Kucinich charged “the Air Force is seeking permission to put both offensive and defensive weapons in space.”) Hoey said the research community is expecting space warfare systems to come from the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency(DARPA) and the Air Force Research Laboratories (AFRL). But instead of doing straight military R&D in-house, the Pentagon is funding civilian research that has dual-purpose use capabilities---civilian applications as well as military. Because military space race technologies are the same as those needed to explore the heavens, service the international space station and defend against threats from near earth objects, the civilian-military partnerships “present the most challenging dilemma for the arms control community,” Hoey said. That’s because arms control proponents cannot object to their military applications without also opposing “technologies that benefit [hu]mankind.” And he warned this will continue to be the case as long as existing treaties fail to differentiate between commercial and military space technology. 

b. We solve and no risk of offense: the U.S. militarizing space would be benevolent, reassuring nations and deterring arms races - our evidence is comparative 

Dolman 2005 (Everrett C. Dolman is an Associate of Comparative Military Studies  at the US Air Force School of advanced and space studies, September 14, 2005, “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” accessed 7/4/10 http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf aes)

Indeed, it is concern for the unanticipated arrival of technology X that initially motivates my own preference for a policy advocating immediate deployment of space weapons. So long as America is the state most likely to acquire a breakthrough technology in this area, my concern is limited to the problem of letting technology take us where it will. But what if an enemy of democratic liberalism should suddenly acquire the means to place quickly and cheaply multiple weapons into orbit? The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any liberal state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to our already-dependent military force could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the US dithers on its responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-earth orbit before America could respond. 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. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the status quo, there is also a sense that it is at least tolerable to the majority of states. A continuation of it is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working towards its demise. So long as the US does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. The action would be a challenge to the status quo, not a perpetuation of it. Such an event would be disconcerting to nations that accept the current international order (including the venerable institutions of trade, finance, and law that operate within it) and intolerable to the US. As leader of the current system, the US could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside. There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that space weaponization will in time be less threatening to the international system than without it. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand uses that are more beneficial for the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, or housing, or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. And so the question should not be directed at particular weapons, but at all weapons. Immediately we see that the impact on the budget of significant increases in space weapons will be decreases in funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This creates a dilemma for both pro and anti-space weaponization camps. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities foregone. This is a mighty task. The tens (likely hundreds) of billions of dollars needed to develop, test, and deploy a minimal space weapons system with the capacity to engage a few targets around the world could displace a half a dozen or more aircraft carrier battle groups, entire aircraft procurement programs (such as the F-22), and several heavy armored divisions. This is a tough sell for supporters of a strong military. 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 are profound—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the ability of the US to do all three will wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light of the no-end-in-sight occupation of Iraq and Afghanistan, 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 misplaced. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. They offer no advantage if the target set considered is not global. But they also offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of weapons employed in their stead. A state employing offensive deterrence through space-weapons can punish a transgressor state, but is in a poor position to challenge its sovereignty. The transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons inhibits their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states will recognize that the US does not threaten self-determination internally, though it challenges any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and has severely restricted its own capacity to do so. America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable, and deadly. At the same time, the US must forego some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because its capacity to do so will have been diminished in the budgetary trade-offs required. Transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The limited requirement for collateral damage, need for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high value, time sensitive targets. Whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor is not necessary to an opposing state’s calculation of survival. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a spacedominant American military will subside. The US will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire. Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the US is unchallenged in space, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race is space. From low-Earth orbit (LEO), the enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space, or to readily engage and destroy terrestrial ASAT capacity, makes the possibility of large scale space war and or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote. Moreover, if the US were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the US use its advantage to police the heavens (assuming the entire cost on its own), and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of LEO could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. Much in the manner that the British maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights , the US could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. Conclusions: Space weaponization is a critical and necessary component in the process of transformation well under way, a process that cannot be reversed. Once America demonstrated the capacity to strike precisely, it could only go back to the kind of indiscriminant targeting and heavy collateral damage that characterized pre-space warfare if it were engaged in a war of national survival. And if there are future technological, economic, and perhaps social benefits to be derived from developing and deploying weapons, they will certainly not come from increasing the stock of current systems. They will only come, if at all, from the development of new, highly complex and scientifically heuristic space, stealth, precision, and information systems. As leader of the international community, the United States finds itself in the unenviable position that it must make decisions for the good of all. On the issue of space weaponization, there appears no one best option. No matter the choice selected, there are those who will benefit and those who will suffer. The tragedy of American power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. And yet, in the process of choosing, it has a great advantage—the moral ambiguity of its people regarding the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is a dangerous thing, but perhaps only Americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for selfrestraint. It is this introspection, this self-angst that makes America the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. It is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible. 

Militarization Good Generic 2NC

Hegemony 1NC

Space militarization key to hegemony

Waller 2001 (J. Michael Miller is a reporter for Insight on the News, published March 9 2001, “Militarizing Space” accessed 7/8/10 http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1571/is_11_17/ai_72274730/ aes)

The nation with military control of space will have the capability to control international communications and access to land, sea and air. If the U.S. should lose its present control of space, it will mark the end of its status as a global superpower. Sen. Robert Smith, R-N.H., was grimly serious. "Whoever controls space will control the destiny of the Earth," he declared. "And when you look at the options out there, I would ask you, who do you want it to be? Iran? Russia? Iraq? China?" Smith was raising those tough questions at a recent seminar on space power at the prestigious Center for Security Policy in Washington. Not given to flamboyant rhetoric, the plainspoken New Hampshireman continued, "To those who say we can't militarize space, I must say, `Do you want somebody else to do it?'" China and Russia want to. So do likely or incipient nuclear powers Pakistan, India, Iraq and North Korea. And it isn't just those with military ambitions, say leading defense authorities. Now, thanks to commercialization of many space technologies, any individual or group with the cash can buy the hardware and software to cause havoc for U.S. security interests in space. Space holds the key to U.S. communications -- not only for the military, but for every single citizen whose news and entertainment, telephone calls, Internet surfing, banking and financial services depend on satellites. Vulnerable to attack is the entire communications system on which the U.S. economy now depends. Equally vulnerable is the U.S. mainland itself. Any defense against incoming ballistic missiles -- be they short-range or strategic rockets with nuclear warheads -- must rely heavily on space-based sensors and, in some cases, space-based weapons to shoot down the missiles or warheads before they land. 

Extinction

Zalmay Khalilzad, Rand Corporation, The Washington Quarterly 1995 

What might happen to the world if the United States turned inward? Without the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), rather than cooperating with each other, the West European nations might compete with each other for domination of East-Central Europe and the Middle East. In Western and Central Europe, Germany -- especially since unification -- would be the natural leading power. Either in cooperation or competition with Russia, Germany might seek influence over the territories located between them. German efforts are likely to be aimed at filling the vacuum, stabilizing the region, and precluding its domination by rival powers. Britain and France fear such a development. Given the strength of democracy in Germany and its preoccupation with absorbing the former East Germany, European concerns about Germany appear exaggerated. But it would be a mistake to assume that U.S. withdrawal could not, in the long run, result in the renationalization of Germany's security policy. The same is also true of Japan. Given a U.S. withdrawal from the world, Japan would have to look after its own security and build up its military capabilities. China, Korea, and the nations of Southeast Asia already fear Japanese hegemony. Without U.S. protection, Japan is likely to increase its military capability dramatically -- to balance the growing Chinese forces and still-significant Russian forces. This could result in arms races, including the possible acquisition by Japan of nuclear weapons. Given Japanese technological prowess, to say nothing of the plutonium stockpile Japan has acquired in the development of its nuclear power industry, it could obviously become a nuclear weapon state relatively quickly, if it should so decide. It could also build long-range missiles and carrier task forces. With the shifting balance of power among Japan, China, Russia, and potential new regional powers such as India, Indonesia, and a united Korea could come significant risks of preventive or proeruptive war. Similarly, European competition for regional dominance could lead to major wars in Europe or East Asia. If the United States stayed out of such a war -- an unlikely prospect -- Europe or East Asia could become dominated by a hostile power. Such a development would threaten U.S. interests. A power that achieved such dominance would seek to exclude the United States from the area and threaten its interests-economic and political -- in the region. Besides, with the domination of Europe or East Asia, such a power might seek global hegemony and the United States would face another global Cold War and the risk of a world war even more catastrophic than the last. In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony. Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons. If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies. Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oil-importing nations. Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis.The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. Turmoil in Asia and Europe would force major economic readjustment in the United States, perhaps reducing U.S. exports and imports and jeopardizing U.S. investments in these regions. Given that total imports and exports are equal to a quarter of U.S. gross domestic product, the cost of necessary adjustments might be high. The higher level of turmoil in the world would also increase the likelihood of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means for their delivery. Already several rogue states such as North Korea and Iran are seeking nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. That danger would only increase if the United States withdrew from the world. The result would be a much more dangerous world in which many states possessed WMD capabilities; the likelihood of their actual use would increase accordingly. If this happened, the security of every nation in the world, including the United States, would be harmed. Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Hegemony 2NC

All your turns are non unique – weaponization of space is inevitable and it is only a question of who dominates it. Our Waller evidence says that space control is the biggest internal link to maintaining global leadership on earth. We must act now to militarize space. We’ll outweigh:

a. magnitude – Us withdraw as the hegemon guarantees conflict as nations previously under our umbrella must react to the shifting balance of power. Our evidence indicates that this global war would include all nations and be catastrophic.

b. probability and timeframe – militarization now, the united states must act now to ensure their place as the hegemon both here and in space. Rising tensions caused by things like proliferation mean that the conflict will escalate quickly. 

Here’s more evidence:

At best your impact turns are inevitable – we’ll win a risk of ours because space mil. Is inevitable it’s only a question of who can control it to secure their hegemony.

MILLER 7 / 15 / 2002 (John J., “Our ‘Next Manifest Destiny’: America should move to control space – now, and decisively”, National Review, l/n)

Space power is now in its infancy, just as air power was when the First World War erupted in 1914. Back then, military planes initially were used to observe enemy positions. There was an informal camaraderie among pilots; Germans and French would even wave when they flew by each other. Yet it wasn't long before the reality of war took hold and they began shooting. The skies were not to be a safe haven.   The lesson for space is that some country inevitably will move to seize control of it, no matter how much money the United States sinks into feel-good projects like the International Space Station. Americans have been caught napping before, as when the Soviet Union shocked the world with Sputnik in 1957. In truth, the United States could have beaten the Soviets to space but for a deliberate slow-down strategy that was meant to foster sunny relations with the world's other superpower.   The United States is the world's frontrunner in space, with about 110 military satellites in operation, compared with about 40 for Russia and 20 for the rest of the world. Yet a leadership role in space is not the same as dominance, and the United States today lacks the ability to defend its assets against rudimentary ASAT technology or to deny other countries their own weapons in space. No country appears to be particularly close to putting weapons in orbit, though the Chinese are expected to launch their first astronaut in the next year or two and they're working hard to upgrade their military space capabilities. "It would be a mistake to underestimate the rapidity with which other states are beginning to use space-based systems to enhance their security," says the just-released annual report of the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute. At a U.N. disarmament conference two years ago, Chinese officials called for a treaty to keep weapons out of space -- a possible sign that what they really want is some time to play catch-up.

Weaponization key to US primacy

Smith 2007 (Jack A Smith is former editor of the (US) Guardian Newsweekly and editor of the Hudson Valley (New York) Activist Newsletter, March 13, 2007, “The militarization of outer space” accessed 7/9/10 http://www.worldproutassembly.org/archives/2007/03/the_militarizat_1.html aes)

The Defense Department's Global Strike Integration policy seeks to "gain and maintain both global and theater space superiority and deliver tailored, integrated, full-spectrum space support to the theater commander, while maintaining a robust defensive global counter-space posture". This means occupying space with surveillance and reconnaissance satellites and anti-satellites, ballistic missiles, missile or kinetic interceptors, and other advanced technology weapons to assist US land, sea and air forces in maintaining military hegemony throughout the world. It also means preventing any other country, by force if necessary, from using space for similar purposes, including self-defense. Aside from the satellites, which have become key to the Pentagon's battle plans, most of the other technology is in the research and development stage or awaiting deployment decisions from the White House that are complicated by political complexities. The George W Bush administration - especially the Defense Department and particularly the US Air Force (USAF) - is anxious to launch a full-scale militarization of space, regardless of its enormous expense and the fact that it will inspire worldwide condemnation, generate a dangerous arms race in outer space, and undoubtedly enhance prospects for major wars in this century. The rightists and neo-conservatives are not unaware of these potential consequences but they are confident the US will prevail because of its overwhelming power. In effect, "It's worth the price." But that mindset is not shared so far by most Americans outside the hard right, particularly in the absence of any other country that could come near to threatening the United States for global primacy. In addition, virtually every other nation in the world, including Washington's close allies in Canada and the European Union, opposes the weaponization of space, as is evident from repeated votes at the United Nations. What this means is that the US is clearly heading toward space militarization - more slowly during the Bill Clinton administration, more swiftly during the Bush administration - but not yet with the acceleration the war hawks demand or the Bushites would prefer. The annual US space budget amounts to about US$36 billion. This constitutes 73% of what the world's nations collectively spend on space, including China, Russia, the European Union, Japan and India, according to the Space Security Project. At a certain point, perhaps in the not distant future, one Washington administration or another may be able to convince the American people, and particularly the elite that rules the country, that Russia, China or both have become such grave threats to US hegemony that survival depends on extending the reach of Fortress Americana into the heavens. Since the Second Cold War against both these countries is getting under way, the pretext is in the process of becoming established. The plan to use outer space as part of America's war preparations was put forward by the right wing during the vehemently anti-Soviet years of the 1980s, resulting in president Ronald Reagan's "Star Wars" anti-missile program and the creation of the Air Force Space Command in 1982, the mission of which is to "defend North America through its space and intercontinental-ballistic-missile operations - vital force elements in projecting global reach and global power". By the 1990s, the neo-conservatives were developing ideas for projecting US power throughout the world, including the militarization of space - resulting in an influential document published in 2000 by the Project for the New American Century titled Rebuilding America's Defenses. A year after the September 11, 2001, attacks on the Pentagon and New York's World Trade Center, President Bush included most of these ideas in a new National Security Strategy for the United States. At about the same time, Bush withdrew the US from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which had barred development of missile defenses and space-based systems. 

Militarization key to hegemony

Chomsky 2001 (Noam Chomsky is an Institute Professor and professor emeritus of linguistics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and He is a member of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, the National Academy of Sciences, and the American Philosophical Society. In addition, he is a member of other professional and learned societies in the United States and abroad, and is a recipient of the Distinguished Scientific Contribution Award of the American Psychological Association, the Kyoto Prize in Basic Sciences, the Helmholtz Medal, the Dorothy Eldridge Peacemaker Award, the 1999 Benjamin Franklin Medal in Computer and Cognitive Science, and others.[99] He is twice winner of The Orwell Award, granted by The National Council of Teachers of English for "Distinguished Contributions to Honesty and Clarity in Public Language," in an interview with Yifat Susskind, August 2001, “On Racism, Colombia, and the Militarization of Outer Space” accessed 7/9/10 http://www.chomsky.info/interviews/200108--.htm aes) NC: There are a lot of differences in style, attributable mostly to the public relations industry. Clinton's style is partly a reflection of his own personality, whereas Bush is mostly manufactured. There are also some differences of substance, which I attribute less to the individual men than to the people around them, who represent somewhat different interests. One major difference under Bush is an in increase in unilateralism, meaning, "America first and to hell with anybody that gets in our way." Take what's called the Missile Defense Program, which I think is mislabeled. It's actually a "militarization of space" program. The missile defense component is a minor feature that nobody takes very seriously. Nobody really believes that the US is trying to protect itself from North Korea. That's not serious. But the militarization of space is quite serious. Like a lot of Bush's policies, this one goes back to the Clinton period, but it's being enhanced. We are looking at the extension of military force from armies, to navies, to the air and now to outer space. You know, the development of space technology, including space warfare today, is similar in its technological-industrial significance to the development of navies a hundred years ago. If you look at say, England and Germany a century ago, which had the most advanced navies then, they were dealing with extremely tricky technological problems. Putting a huge gun on a moving platform and ensuring that it could hit another moving target was one of the hardest technical problems of the early twentieth century. In fact, Clinton-era publications of the US Space Command describe control over space as a parallel to control over the oceans a century ago. Then, countries built navies to protect and enhance their power in commercial and strategic interests. Today, the militarization of space is intended to protect US investments and commercial interest and US hegemony around the world. 

Indo Pak War 1NC

Effective militarization deters Indo-Pak war and aggression against the U.S. 

Miller 2002 (John J. Miller is a national political reporter for the National Review and a Bradley fellow at the Heritage Foundation, “Our 'Next Manifest Destiny': America should move to control space -- now, and decisively” accessed 7/8/10 http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/714383/posts aes)

With the right mix of intellectual firepower and political muscle, the United States could achieve what Dolman calls "hegemonic control" of space. The goal would be to make the heavens safe for capitalism and science while also protecting the national security of the United States. "Only those spacecraft that provide advance notice of their mission and flight plan would be permitted in space," writes Dolman. Anything else would be shot down. That may sound like 21st-century imperialism, which, in essence, it would be. But is that so bad? 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. 

India-Pakistan war means extinction

Ghulam Nabi Fai, Executive Director, Kashmiri American Council, WASHINGTON TIMES, September 8, 2001, p. 1

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. 

China War 1NC

A. All qualified sources point toward Chinese space weaponization – Codes of Conduct are utopian solution. Action is critical to preventing a space pearl harbor and war with China. 

Stone 2007 (Christopher Stone is a space and missile officer and has a BA from the University of Missouri, “Chinese intentions and American preparedness” accessed 7/8/10 http://www.thespacereview.com/article/930/1 aes)

On January 11, 2007 the Chinese launched a missile from a mobile transporter-erector launcher (TEL) armed with a kinetic kill vehicle and destroyed the Fengyun-1C weather satellite. This satellite was orbiting the earth in a low, polar orbit. This missile was launched with no advanced warning from the Chinese Foreign Ministry, and they didn’t respond to the test until much later. According to Air Force Space Command, 700 spacecraft in low Earth orbit are now at risk due to the debris cloud created. I would say in addition to the debris cloud, all of our satellites and manned spacecraft, within range of these weapons, are endangered and the Chinese ASAT interceptor program should be taken seriously. While some people find the intentions of the Chinese ASAT test an “enigma”, I find it hard to understand what is so difficult for them to understand. Finding these answers are easier than some think. Any person who takes the time to read the open source materials alone can get a firm grasp of what Chinese military leaders and government officials are advocating through their ASAT and space weapons programs. Concerns about this ASAT program are not new. The Department of Defense has been publicly stating since 1998 that the Chinese were developing this capability. These assertions were unfortunately doubted by many, as is historically the case regarding threats to the security of the United States. These weapons endanger not only intelligence and military satellites that are critical to providing tracking and targeting for rapid reaction of our armed forces during a conflict, but civilian networks as well. This, as we will see later, is precisely the reason they have been developing and testing these weapons, to counter the United States military and as Chinese Colonel Yuan Zelu stated, “bring the opponent to its knees.” Any person who takes the time to read the open source materials alone can get a firm grasp of what Chinese military leaders and government officials are advocating through their ASAT and space weapons programs. According to some, the intentions and reasons for conducting this test are elusive. These “experts” are in a state of denial. If anyone wanted to know what the Japanese were planning to do in the 1930s, all they had to do was read their plans and training documents. These plans were then being executed across the Asia-Pacific region. Many in America viewed claims about the increasing threat of the Japanese military as preposterous because they were committed to a peaceful rise. The Chinese are claiming a peaceful rise as well, coupled with a large increase in their armed forces and weapons. All that is needed now, as then, is to take a hard look at the policy and doctrine of the Peoples’ Liberation Army (PLA) with respect to our nation’s space capabilities and armed forces and what they plan to do, which is counter our space superiority. Admiral Timothy Keating, commander of US Pacific Command has stated, “An anti-satellite weapon is not necessarily a clear indication of a desire for peaceful utilization of space… it’s a confusing signal shall we say for a country who desires, in China’s words, a peaceful rise.” In a recently published paper from SAIC’s Strategic Assessment Center, Chinese military documents advocate the covert deployment and use of ground- and space-based ASAT weaponry. The Chinese state that they view our space systems as the “lynchpin” of American power with respect to C4ISR (Command and Control, Communications, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance) and, to address it one step further, key to the precision targeting of our weapons. Chris Lay, one of the paper’s authors, stated, “The capability to negate US space based C4ISR is very important to China if they are to deter, dissuade and /or defeat US power projection into their region. The ASAT capability probably fits with their concept of ‘assassin’s mace’. My view is that they will deploy.” The “Assassin’s Mace” concept is a form of space warfare devised by Colonel Jia Junming in his book Integrated Space Campaigns and is studied at the various Chinese war colleges. It is a term used for a two-phased approach where space combat support in space is first, followed by the covert deployment of space weapons and a “limited space deterrence”. Some examples of the goals of the Chinese in this approach, with respect to the American space systems, can be best summed up by Colonel Li Daguang’s book Space Warfare: “Destroy or temporarily incapacitate all enemy satellites above our territory, [deploy] land based and space based ASAT weapons, counter US missile defense systems, maintain our good international image [by covert deployment], space strike weapons concealed and launched only in time of crisis.” Colonel Daguang’s position in his book is “one of space control using space weaponry, equipment and systems to achieve this control, and use space based assets to coordinate all other subsequent military operations.” Many of these recommendations and plans have been predicted by space officers and analysts for many years, yet have been dismissed by groups who are opposed to space-based weapons or defenses. I can agree with them that in an ideal world, space should be a sanctuary from war, however it just isn’t the reality of the situation. Throughout history, all areas that have been explored or utilized by mankind (land, sea, air) have eventually seen conflict. Due to the dependency of the Western world—especially the United States—on space-based assets, an enemy can “crush” us by taking out our space-based networks. There are many questions that people are asking with regards to the reason the Chinese tested this ASAT and what to do in response. First, do we need more military-to-military dialogue with the Chinese? While this is a good thing, note that Chinese ASAT and some other space weapons experts of the PLA are off-limits to the United States with our current military exchange program. They have never been a part of the program and due to the sensitive nature of the Chinese space program militarily, I cannot see why they would allow those experts to be added if requested. Would you want to tell your enemy what your intentions were with respect to achieving victory over them in a future conflict? I think not. That would give the enemy a chance to build countermeasures and negate the military advantage gained by such a program. Second, was the Chinese responding to the Bush Administration’s new National Space Policy? No. According to a recent article in Defense News, the Chinese had conducted two or more tests of this weapon prior to the issuance of the new policy. Our policy is aimed at defense and exploration, not conquest. The fact that this kind of technology can be produced by the Chinese and exported to nations such as North Korea, Iran, or even well-funded global terrorist groups, makes it clear that this is a threat that cannot be wished away by hopes alone. Third, should we take this as a hint to kowtow to the Chinese ability to threaten our space capabilities? No. President Bush is correct: capitulating to such arms agreements, such as Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) or a space code of conduct, in a position of weakness, wouldn’t change the situation. After all, the weapon test launched by the Chinese was ground-based, not space-based, and would get around current and many proposed space treaties. Furthermore, Chinese plans indicate a push to eventually deploy weapons in space. As Chris Lay stated, “I suspect that they have plans (including development and test plans) for more sophisticated and advanced ASAT capability that could include high-orbit and/or GEO capable systems.” Even though space warfare hasn’t truly happened yet, is it really wise to dismiss the open source documents from the Chinese military colleges and doctrine centers just because we haven’t seen mass attacks on our GPS constellations or other spacecraft? The experts who have put together sound analysis of the situation don’t think so and neither does this author. The advocates of engaging in arms control agreements due to the test are pursuing a course of appeasement that, in the age of light-speed information and short-notice weapons, is unwise. Many people who have commented on the test consider the weapons to be a “primitive system”. However, as Desmond Ball from the Australian National University stated, “it is the sort of capability available to any country with a store of MRBM/IRBM (Medium Range Ballistic Missiles/Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles) or satellite launch vehicles, and a long range radar system, such as Japan, India, Pakistan, Iran and even North Korea. American satellites are lucrative targets in the Chinese strategy of asymmetric warfare.” Regardless of the primitive nature of the technology used, the fact that this kind of technology can be produced by the Chinese and exported to nations such as North Korea, Iran, or even well-funded global terrorist groups, makes it clear that this is a threat that cannot be wished away by hopes alone. I feel that we must prepare at least a sound counterspace system, ground based at first, then space based to counter this threat. The system could become layered as the missile defense program will become. There are many ideas out there—political, diplomatic, and military—to address this situation. However, one thing is certain: the era of just writing about counterspace and space control doctrine is over. The time to act is now, before we lose crucial space situational awareness and the functionality of our space system, military or civilian, in a surprise attack by a future space aggressor. 

Extinction

Straits Times, June, 25, 2000, No one gains in war over Taiwan] (PDNSS2115)

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

China War 2NC

Our inability to outpace China in space makes war inevitable: We would lash out based on perception. 

Tellis 2007 (Ashley J. Tellis is a Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Adviser to the Undersecretary of State of Public Affairs and former Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND corporation, published 01 September 2007, “China's Military Space Strategy” accessed 7/8/10 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf aes)

Finally, US military planners worry about non-directional attacks involving nuclear explosions in space.63 A high-altitude nuclear detonation affects the ground segment of a space system by generating an electromagnetic pulse that rapidly degrades and permanently damages unprotected electrical systems within its range. It can also have a devastating effect on all kinds of spacecraft: satellites in line of sight of the explosion could be destroyed immediately, as  direct radiation damages their electronics or key components. Satellites outside line of sight would also be susceptible to damage because excitation of the Earth’s Van Allen radiation belts would result in an increase in the ambient electron flux levels, reducing spacecraft life. The radiation released from a single high-yield nuclear weapon detonated in low Earth orbit, for example, would destroy every satellite at that altitude over a few weeks to a few months. In the interim, many of these spacecraft could cease operating entirely.64 Chinese capabilities and intentions in this regard have been a subject of great speculation in the analytical community.65 There is little doubt that Beijing is technically capable of prosecuting such operations, but it is unlikely to do so except in extreme conditions because of the indiscriminate effects of such attacks, including the consequences for China’s own space systems. Anti-satellite operations involving high-altitude nuclear explosions thus truly represent a counterspace ’Samson option‘. They might be justified on the grounds that they produce no direct casualties, but their serious consequences suggest that they would most likely occur along the pathway to a general all-out war, possibly involving wider use of nuclear weapons. Directed-energy weapons As part of a larger effort to develop ’new concept weapons’,66 China has devoted considerable resources to directed-energy systems, particularly ground-based high- and low-energy lasers, for counterspace purposes. Other technologies that have been discussed in China for such missions include radiofrequency weapons, high-power microwave weapons, electromagnetic railguns and particlebeam systems. Unlike these more exotic technologies, however, China’s laser programme is mature and its domestic research and development efforts, which have focused on developing different kinds of chemical and solid-state lasers, associated optical systems, and beam directors and other control elements, have long been recognised as world class. Public reports have repeatedly identified the Dalian Institute of Chemistry and Physics, the Southwest Institute of Fluid Physics, the Shanghai Institute of Optics and Fine Mechanics, the Anhui Institute of Optics and Fine Mechanics, the Institute of Optoelectronics, the Institute of Applied Physics and Computational Mathematics, the China Academy of Engineering Physics and the Northwest Nuclear Weapons Research and Design Academy as being at the forefront of laser research and development, adaptive optics and theoretical modelling of atmospheric effects for ground-based laser weapons.67 Ground-based lasers are particularly attractive counterspace weapons because they give an attacker the flexibility to cause varying levels of damage.  A low-power laser, for example, could be used to temporarily blind or, under some conditions, damage an imaging intelligence collector by over-saturating the receptors on the focal plane of its electro-optical or infrared sensors. For such attacks to be effective, however, the laser must be located within the sensor’s field of view and its wavelength must lie within the sensor’s pass band. Appropriate intercept geometry thus becomes critical when an attacker seeks to dazzle or damage the sensor rather than physically destroy the satellite.68 A high-power laser, on the other hand, is not limited by the elements of intercept geometry that matter in the case of sensor dazzling. Such systems could be used to inflict structural damage on a spacecraft by irradiating it with sufficient persistent energy to cause catastrophic failures to key subsystems like power generation, thermal management and communications. Inflicting such ‘out-ofband’ damage merely requires the target satellite to pass within the broader arc of reach of the attacking laser system, which for all practical purposes means in proximity to the ground-based laser complex. Satellites in any orbit could be attacked by ground-based lasers, though the power required would vary with the altitude of the spacecraft, on the assumption that beam quality, the aperture of the director, and atmospheric distortion effects are not at issue.69 China is known to have lased US reconnaissance satellites, and its capability to inflict damage will only grow over the next decade.70 Electronic attack Chinese military planners have concentrated on electronic attack methods to stymie critical US space assets located in medium, geosynchronous and eccentric Earth orbits where these other technologies are less effective. The most important targets are the tactical communications platforms in geosynchronous orbit and the Global Positioning System (GPS) constellation in medium Earth orbit.71 The latter provides location and timing data to diverse military operators and enables precise weapon system employment, targeting and terminal guidance. China’s emphasis on electronic attack in the case of such platforms is not simply a function of their orbital altitude, because many of China’s current direct-attack systems could reach distant orbits without great difficulty if dedicated to that purpose. It is more likely that cost and mission effectiveness as well as political considerations have driven Chinese planners towards electronic attack methods in such instances. To begin with, the number of spacecraft in the tactical communications and navigation and positioning constellations is relatively large. The US military, for example, uses at least five separate dedicated satellite constellations for its defence connectivity needs, each with several primary platforms and associated relays.72 In recent years, American dependence on allied, commercial and civilian space satellites for military communications has also increased tremendously, confronting Chinese planners with a plethora of targets that must be neutralised to comprehensively disrupt the tactical communications of their potential adversary.73 Because the US tactical military communications network is highly diversified, with numerous alternative and redundant channels of connectivity, the most effective option for a Chinese military strategist is not discrete anti-satellite attacks but large-scale ’sky clearing’ operations. Such actions would of necessity embroil the People’s Republic of China not merely in a war with the United States, but with the entire international community, and are unlikely to be the military option of first resort. A similar situation obtains with regard to physically neutralising the global positioning system constellation. The precision navigation and timing data provided by this system are vital for military and civilian purposes worldwide. Both rely on the system for accurate location information, but military users also depend on it for accurate weapons delivery, synchronisation of operations requiring precise coordination, and successful search and rescue. Highly accurate three-dimensional location information requires four or more satellites to be within the field of view of the receiver. Since the global positioning system constellation comprises 24 spacecraft (plus spares) at 20,000km, where it takes each satellite 12 hours to complete one orbit, at any given time there are usually 5–12 satellites in view of most users, depending on topography. Physically destroying the constellation to deny the US military the precision navigation and timing data it has come to rely on would, therefore, require more than discrete attacks on a few satellites. Even more substantial attacks would only deny navigation and timing data for a part of the day.74 The United States could, albeit painfully, compensate for spacecraft losses by either changing the orbits of the surviving satellites, or by relying on other positioning constellations, such as those operated by the Russians or eventually the Europeans, or by minimising the use of coordinate-seeking weapons in favour of other precision systems. Any loss of capabilities that compelled the United States to rely on such alternatives would no doubt be extremely costly in military terms, but it would not be pain free for China either: it would make Beijing the object of international opprobrium and would increase the prospect of American escalation, both of which China would presumably want to avoid.75  China’s current research, development and acquisition programmes therefore seek to neutralise the space-based US tactical communications and global positioning constellations not by physical attacks but by a ’denial of service’ approach. This has the advantage of avoiding larger conflicts with the international community while promising to impede the US military’s ability to communicate tactically and secure precision navigation and timing data effectively. Chinese tacticians have focused their efforts on neutralising the uplinks and downlinks (and, possibly, even the crosslinks) of these space-based systems through diverse forms of electronic attack.76 Tactical communications and navigation systems dominate the UHF band that provides the backbone for military operations. Beijing has relentlessly focused on acquiring sophisticated jamming technologies operating in this band that would permit it, firstly, to enforce information blackouts at critical moments and, secondly, to prevent US global positioning system receivers from acquiring or reacquiring the data stream.77 Electronic attack is a transitory yet potent form of ’mission kill’ that Chinese military planners seem determined to exploit in instances where counterspace ‘hard kill’ capabilities appear disadvantageous or beyond reach. Ground attack Perhaps the easiest form of counterspace operation consists not of exotic attacks on space systems but rather mundane physical assaults on the ground segments associated with telemetry and control; data reception, analysis and distribution; and assembly and launch facilities. Since these nodes are usually fixed, identifiable and vulnerable to a range of instruments from computer network penetration to physical interdiction, it is not surprising that Chinese military theorists consider kinetic and non-kinetic attacks on ground installations to be a particularly effective form of space denial.78 Given that many of the important ground elements associated with US military space, especially the situational awareness and satellite control network components, are located outside the continental United States, on allied territories or isolated islands, they are particularly inviting targets for China’s highly accurate late-generation conventional ballistic and cruise missiles.79 Kinetic attacks using these instruments, other general-purpose military forces, or unconventional delivery methods, especially on space-related sites in the East Asian and Indian Ocean regions, do not have the same escalatory risk as attacks on the US heartland and must at least be anticipated in any putative  Sino-American conflict over Taiwan. Because the unpredictability of escalation will weigh heavily on the minds of Chinese military planners, however, it is likely they would seek to avoid such attacks to the maximum extent possible. The most probable method would be computer network and electronic attacks on all elements of the US space system, whether within the continental United States or overseas. The US Department of Defense has already asserted that ’the PLA is … building capabilities for information warfare, computer network operations [CNO], and electronic warfare, all of which could be used in preemptive attacks’.80 It further notes that China’s CNO concepts include computer network attack, computer network defense, and computer network exploitation. The PLA sees CNO as critical to achieving ‘electromagnetic dominance’ early in a conflict. Although there is no evidence of a formal Chinese CNO doctrine, PLA theorists have coined the term ‘Integrated Network Electronic Warfare’ to prescribe the use of electronic warfare, CNO, and kinetic strikes to disrupt battlefield network information systems. The PLA has established information warfare units to develop viruses to attack enemy computer systems and networks, and tactics and measures to protect friendly computer systems and networks. In 2005, the PLA began to incorporate offensive CNO into its exercises, primarily in first strikes against enemy networks.81 The US intelligence community tends to be sanguine that the most secure American communication and data-exchange networks are immune to penetration by attacks of the kind commonly mounted by individual Chinese hackers or patriotic collectives.82 This is likely true today. Yet it is equally certain that, as China’s current investments in information warfare bear fruit, Beijing’s capacity to develop customised penetration tools to infiltrate the presently secure American networks, perhaps aided by insider elements, will only increase.83 This avenue of attack on the ground elements of America’s space system poses the greatest potential risk, even as Beijing’s capabilities for executing precise kinetic strikes on this segment also expand. Implications China is by no means certain to wrest control of space during any future war with the United States. These programmes, while real, are not all mature and will not end up being equally successful. Moreover, the United States still has immense counter-counterspace capabilities, and many of these emerging threats  can be countered, albeit at significant cost. China’s recent anti-satellite test is not an anomaly, however, but an exemplar of a wide-ranging endeavour to develop multiple warfighting instruments to constrain America’s ability to exploit space to produce a rapid and decisive terrestrial military victory over China. When viewed in their entirety, these programmes reveal China’s counterspace investments to be diverse, comprehensive, rapidly improving and deadly serious, exceeding even those of the Soviet Union at its peak. They should leave no doubt that Beijing is determined to negate as far as is possible the operational advantages that accrue from Washington’s space-enabled conventional military dominance. Although the strategic consequences of China’s emerging counterspace capabilities will only be appreciated over time, as current programmes succeed or fail in warfighting terms, three important policy repercussions stand out immediately. Firstly, the history and focus of Chinese investments in counterspace technologies clearly indicate that they are rooted in strategic necessity and not capricious state choices. A programme of such complexity, employing the resources and personnel of some of China’s best scientific institutions and state enterprises, cannot be rationalised as the unintended product of either bureaucratic politics or inefficient state planning. When all is said and done, the United States, and its superior military power, remains the biggest objective constraint on China’s ability to secure its own political interests, whether related to immediate concerns over Taiwan or more remote challenges of constructing a Sinocentric order in Asia and perhaps globally. It should not be surprising that Chinese leaders, who have demonstrated a remarkable capacity for strategic rationality since at least Deng Xiaoping, if not earlier, have tasked their military forces to develop means to defeat the power-projection capabilities of the United States, and thereby protect their national interests. Given that the effectiveness of the American warfighting machine depends heavily on its superior space capabilities, which include assets that are both highly sophisticated and relatively defenceless, preparing to attack these nodes is, from Beijing’s point of view, an operationally optimum solution and the acme of good strategy. In this light, the administration ought to treat cautiously admonitions like Congressman Edward Markey’s that Bush move urgently to guarantee the protection of American space assets ‘by initiating an international agreement to ban the development, testing, and deployment of space weapons and anti-satellite systems’.84 Although well intentioned, such recommendations are illusory, because China, its rhetoric notwithstanding, will not conclude a space-control agreement that eliminates the best chance it may have of asymmetrically defeating American military power.  Beijing’s attitude to space arms control will change only when one or more of the following conditions are met: • China acquires the capacity to defeat the United States despite America’s privileged access to space. • The investments in Chinese counterspace begin to yield diminishing returns because the United States consistently nullifies these capabilities through superior technology and operational practices. • China’s own strategic and economic dependence on space intensifies to the point where the threats posed by any American offensive counterspace programmes exceed the benefits accruing to Beijing’s own comparable efforts. • Sino-American rivalry disappears entirely and the risks of war between China and the United States (or any other conventionally superior military power) approaches zero. Because none of these conditions will be realised any time soon, Washington should not invest time, energy and resources in attempting to negotiate spacecontrol arrangements of the kind advocated by Markey and others. Such regimes are destined to be stillborn because the larger strategic logic conspires against them. This does not imply that the United States should not discuss space security with China and others. Far from it: Washington should seek a better understanding of China’s intentions and the details of its counterspace programmes through conversations with Beijing. It should also encourage other spacefaring nations in Asia – Russia, Japan and India – and elsewhere whose space assets are also at risk because of China’s evolving counterspace capabilities to enter into a dialogue with Beijing about its strategic direction. If the United States is ambitious, it could even contemplate negotiating informal ’rules of the road’ or ’codes of conduct’ governing activities in space, but these mechanisms ought to be appreciated for what they are.85 They are, and will always be, primarily confidence-building measures, not verifiable agreements that would in any way limit China’s evolving space warfare programmes. Even if all sides invested in the endeavour, however, it is not at all clear that a meaningful space arms-control agreement could be consummated. As Cold War experience suggests, any global attempt to ban the development and deployment of space weapons is likely to fail, first and foremost, because of the elementary problem of defining what these artefacts actually are. If US–Soviet  conversations are any indication, advanced powers like the United States are likely to affirm the position that space ‘weapons’ are those, and only those, which are built with destructive intent and deployed in space with the objective of attacking other space objects or terrestrial targets.86 Weaker powers, in contrast, are likely to take the position that any space technology that has the capacity to support military operations ought to be treated and regulated as a space weapon, leading quickly to the reductio ad absurdum that communication satellites, intercontinental ballistic missiles, and space transportation systems, among others, ought to be considered ’space weapons’.87 Even if all such problems of definition could be satisfactorily resolved, the challenge of verifying any space arms-control agreement involving China would be formidable and could result in an environment where the reciprocal fear of counterspace breakout led both Beijing and Washington to covertly engage in the destabilising actions they were publicly committed to abjure. As the former Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, Robert G. Joseph, argued in his remarks during the release of the Bush administration’s 2006 National Space Policy, ‘this is a case where no arms control is better than bad arms control’.88 Moreover, the successful Chinese anti-satellite test serves as a stark reminder that the US dominance of space, which underwrites both America’s civilian and military advantages, and which is often taken for granted, is at serious risk like never before. Chinese space-denial programmes exceed those pursued by Moscow at the height of the Cold War in diversity, depth and comprehensiveness. Beijing’s reliance on such operations to provide a prospect of military victory has no precedent in the Soviet case, given the Soviet Union’s conventional capabilities and its own considerable reliance on space for the effectiveness of its strategic nuclear deterrent and conventional forces. The two superpowers then enjoyed a rough equivalence of overall military capabilities and could pursue ’attrition’, where battlefield victory ultimately derived from how adroitly strategy, firepower and manoeuvre were combined to overwhelm the comparable resources possessed by the adversary, as opposed to ’asymmetric’ military strategies. Both nations were also highly dependent on space for verifying various arms-control agreements. Neither side had an incentive to attack the other’s space systems, even though both developed modest instruments for this purpose, because the costs to each individually far outweighed the benefits. Finally, when the Cold War began, the United States and the Soviet Union were full-blown peer competitors, each gradually acquiring the capacity to inflict comprehensive societal destruction upon the other. Neither country was hostage to the fears that accompany the power transition that could occur in the case of China and the United States, where both the dominant and the  rising power have good, albeit different, reasons for concern: the former because it fears incipient loss of power, standing and influence, and the latter because it fears being denied the opportunity to finally secure hegemonic status.89 This has led some observers, such as US Senator Jon Kyl, to conclude that the solution to redressing emerging American space vulnerabilities in the context of competition with China lies in developing, among other things, US offensive counterspace capabilities.90 These will almost certainly be required, if for no other reason than to deter Beijing’s use of anti-space weaponry and to hold at risk its own emerging assets in space, which are likely to become even more important for both economic and military purposes as China evolves into a great power.91 Offensive American counterspace instruments serve the limited but critical purpose of raising the costs of China’s evolving space-denial strategy, increasing the probability that Beijing will desist from asymmetric attacks on US space assets. The United States must also accelerate investment against the possibility that such deterrence might fail. The kinds of solutions relevant to the defensive counterspace mission are diverse and numerous, but three elements stand out. Firstly, the United States must improve its space situational awareness to be able to comprehensively identify and assess all orbiting objects, better anticipate the sources and capacity for counterspace attacks, and effectively identify the origin of any attack. Secondly, a programme to enhance the survivability of space platforms though systems hardening, increased manoeuvrability, autonomous operations options, integrated organic attack-reporting technologies, and possibly on-board active defences, is long overdue. Thirdly, the United States must increase its capacity to recover from space attacks by investing in reserve satellites either on-orbit or on the ground, in rapid and responsive space-launch capabilities, and in redundant, preferably mobile, control stations capable of seamlessly managing space operations in case of damage to primary control centres.92 Above all is the need for a longer-term change in the American approach to space. Recognising that this ’final frontier’ will no longer remain the sanctuary it has been, the United States must move away from reliance on a few, large, highly specialised space platforms supported by a complex but narrow ground segment – all of which are disproportionately vulnerable to enemy action and are difficult and costly to replace in case of interdiction – and shift towards smaller and flexible distributed capabilities both in space and terrestrially. Such investments would offer Washington the highest payoffs even in comparison to  offensive capabilities, which are more useful for deterring attacks rather than for nullifying them or remedying their consequences.93 Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a ‘space Pearl Harbor’94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signalled that conventionally armed Trident submarinelaunched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.96 * * * The emergence of potent Chinese counterspace capabilities makes US military operations in Asia more risky than ever. The threat has not arisen due to a lack of a space arms-control regime, or because of the Bush administration’s disinclination to negotiate an accord that bans the weaponisation of space. Rather, it is rooted entirely in China’s requirement that it be able to defeat the United States in a regional conflict despite its conventional inferiority. This strategic challenge has compelled Beijing to exploit every anti-access and battlespace-denial technology potentially available. The threat posed by this Chinese effort cannot be neutralised by arms-control agreements, even though all countries stand to profit from the absence of threats to their assets in space. There is a temptation, especially in the United States, to view China’s counterspace programmes in moralistic terms. This approach is undesirable and best avoided: Beijing’s desire to defeat the stronger by asymmetric means is not a reflection of its deviousness, nor provoked by mendacity on the part of the United States or the Bush administration. It is grounded in the objective conditions that define the relationship between the two countries: competing political goals, likely to persist whether or not the Taiwan conflict is resolved. In such circumstances, the United States should seek, as the Bush administration’s own National Space Policy declares,  to protect the ’use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all humanity’. But if this fundamental goal is threatened by Chinese counterspace activities aimed at American space assets, the United States has no choice but to run an offence–defence arms race, and win. 
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Safety in space, which the United States, as also China, each in their own way claim to wish to maintain, also corresponds to the position of France and Europe. China, like India and Japan, has been speaking for a long time in favour of disarmament in space. A possible reading of the technological demonstration of last January is that it is attempting to convince the Western powers by a show of strength apparently contrary to its professed aims. The United States, whose economy and global defence network depends more than any other country on its space systems, seems clearly to be moving towards a reopening of discussions on security in space so as to reunite around it those wishing to codify and control space security, resulting in something like what already exists for air traffic. The recent attempts by the Chinese, including that denounced by the Americans, to illuminate one of their satellites with a laser beam, proves that most space powers which possess satellites or manned spacecraft in orbit are interested in providing space with a real framework for control which guarantees its security. Very many analyses and recommendations have been made in past years by States, in the appropriate multilateral bodies, and beyond this arena by "think tanks" and academic research groups with a view to suggesting ways and means to make outer space safe, to make up for the legal shortcomings of the treaties, or in fact to amend or complete them, or even to propose new institutions and measures which aim at increasing trust among partners. But the recent events demonstrate the unilateral character of the foreign policy of the United States and China in their use of space to increase their power. China’s demonstration of destruction may be interpreted as a response to the American doctrine of the military use of space. As an asymmetric strategy, it finds in the inherent vulnerability of space systems which are increasing in number and have a key role in the conduct of military operations an Achilles heel which can clearly be seen to be fragile. 

