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Ground CP

History Lesson:

We currently have ground-based BMD systems in Alaska, Aegis 3 missile defense on navy destroyers (close to China)

Ballistic Missile Defense protects against ballistic missiles (no shit). It can intercept them at one of three phases:

1. Boost phase – near where it was launched

2. Mid-course phase – when it be flying in duh air

3. Terminal phase – when it be coming down from dat sky

They will probs say that BMD is too far away and that you have to intercept in boost phase – you just be like “nah man”, and explain alternatives

It’s not really designed to defend against a full scale attack so don’t try to win that way – take a more soft-power-ish approach and say we prevent wars from happening

No country really wants ground-based BMD because they would be targeted in war

In 2009, there was a whole bunch of hullabaloo over US BMD in Poland and the Czech Republic. Obama stopped plans to build BMD there and focused on Aegis.

So the CP doesn’t necessarily build more BMD defense, but announces that the US will not pursue a space-based missiles defense which solves other countries’ concerns

If you say you build new BMD, say it’s at Diego Garcia (a little island in the Indian Ocean) where we already have some missile defense but that’s not really what the CP says

Addons

Most addons answers are in Impact D

_______________________
***Soft Power Turn***

1NC

Middle East challenges put soft power on the brink now

Nye 3/13 (Joseph Nye, 3/13/11founder of the international relations theory neoliberalism, currently Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University, “Obama’s tightrope” http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2011/03/13/2003498044/1)

According to a US State Department official, the concept of “smart power” — the intelligent integration and networking of diplomacy, defense, development and other tools of so-called “hard” and “soft” power — is at the heart of US President Barack Obama’s foreign-policy vision. Currently, however, Obama’s smart-power strategy is facing a stiff challenge from events in the Middle East. If Obama fails to support the governments in Egypt, Bahrain, Saudi Arabia or Yemen, he may jeopardize important foreign-policy goals such as Middle East peace, a naval base in the Persian Gulf, stability in oil markets or cooperation against al-Qaeda terrorists. On the other hand, if he merely supports such governments, he will antagonize those countries’ new information-empowered civil society, thus jeopardizing longer-term stability. Balancing hard-power relations with governments with soft-power support for democracy is like walking a tightrope. The Obama administration has wobbled in this balancing act, but thus far it has not fallen off. Because the Obama administration has used the term “smart power,” some people think that it refers only to the US, and critics complain that it is merely a slogan, like “tough love,” used to sugarcoat US foreign policy. However, smart power is by no means limited to the US. Combining hard and soft power is a difficult task for many states — but no less necessary for that. In fact, some small states have proven highly adept at smart-power strategies. Singapore has invested enough in its military defense to make itself seem as indigestible as “a poisoned shrimp” to neighbors that it wishes to deter. At the same time, it has combined this hard-power approach with attractive soft-power activities in ASEAN, as well as efforts to use its universities as hubs of regional non-governmental activities.

Space weaponization kills US soft power

Brown '09

(Trevor Brown, space author, "Soft Power and Space Weaponization", March 2009, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html// ASpomer)
The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance.7 In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power—the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them—which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce).8 The United States should not take its soft power lightly since decreases in that attribute over the past decade have led to increases in global influence for strategic competitors, particularly Russia and China. The ramifications have included a gradual political, economic, and social realignment, otherwise known as “multipolarism” and translated as waning US power and influence. “Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. . . . When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries’ domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions. . . . And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs.”9 Due to US losses of soft power, the international community now views with suspicion any legitimate concerns that the United States may have about protecting critical assets in space, making it far more difficult politically for the Air Force to make plans to offer such protection. The Necessity of Defenses Without a doubt, we must guard at all costs the celestial lines of communications that link society and the military. Consider the consequences if satellites that we use every day for military operations, financial transactions, communications, weather forecasting, and air navigation failed without warning. Devastating strikes on critical nodes in space not only could place the lives of millions at serious risk, but also could result in incalculable economic losses to the nation. Throughout the Cold War, the United States struggled to obtain a position of military superiority over the Soviet Union in order to protect American values and interests. A legacy of that struggle is the United States’ current space capability. Should the United States permit security for its values and interests to lapse by discontinuing attempts to retain the military superiority that it has achieved? Are we to believe that US security could somehow increase by forgoing military supremacy?

Soft Power key to stop terrorism

Chertoff '08

(Michael Chertoff, US Secretary of Homeland Security, Summer 2008, "Prevting terrorism: a case for soft power", http://www.entrepreneur.com/tradejournals/article/184710761_1.html// ASpomer)

Since its establishment five years ago, the Department of Homeland Security has played a pivotal role in mobilizing the efforts of the United States government to prevent and deter terrorists and other dangerous people from attacking the country. These efforts have yielded positive results: By any fair measure, the United States is safer and more secure today. Yet it would be a mistake to conclude that the threat posed by terrorism has entirely disappeared or has ceased to be of critical concern. In the words of the July 2007 National Intelligence Estimate, "[W]e face a persistent and evolving terrorist threat over the next three years." In al Qaeda and like-minded organizations, the United States and its allies confront a relentless and resourceful adversary rooted in a violent, extremist ideology. Its adherents continue to wage war against civilization, including mainstream Muslims, while seeking to harness further the power of modern technology and globalization to achieve dominance and far greater destructive capabilities in the future. [ILLUSTRATION OMITTED] Consequently, it is imperative that over the next decade, the United States, in concert with its friends and allies, retain every option at its disposal and apply every available tool or strategy where appropriate against this threat. Certainly that includes the effective use of military options when necessary as well as other tools that may reduce the ability of terrorists to carry out attacks. Most importantly, however, in order to prevent the growth of terrorist groups themselves, the United States must pursue strategies to win nations and peoples to its side. Use of such "soft power"--a term coined by Harvard University professor Joseph Nye--can help the United States and its allies reduce the appeal of terrorist organizations and deter individuals from joining them. A Multi-Faceted Fight against Terrorists The use of military action in recent years against the terrorists has included deposing the Taliban in Afghanistan and combating al Qaeda in Iraq. During this time, the United States and its allies have also acted to frustrate three key enablers of terrorism--communications, finance, and travel. They continue to intercept and disrupt communications and actively work to freeze the assets of groups and individuals that support terrorism. When it comes to travel, the United States employs three key strategies: collecting limited bits of commercial information in order to identify travelers warranting closer scrutiny, screening incoming individuals through biometrics, and building a system of secure travel documentation through the Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative. Taken together, these measures constitute a layered approach: deterring terrorists from entering the United States, capturing or killing them before they embark on the journey, and stopping them during their travel. Unfortunately, such measures, while necessary, will likely leave us short of a lasting victory in the safeguarding of the country. To prevail, we must not only work hard to prevent terrorists from attacking, but we must also expend equal effort to prevent people from becoming terrorists in the first place. That requires addressing the two major factors that are driving the growth of terrorism in the 21st century: the continued presence of failed political and economic systems in parts of the developing world, and the emergence of violent Islamic extremism as the most visible competing ideology for those mired in that dismal status quo. The True Nature of the Fight Given these two factors, the course ahead should be clear. The United States must fight not only the extremists, but the ideology of their extremism. It must stand firmly against malignant ideas which can only cause further poverty, degradation, and hopelessness by turning the clock back centuries. It must offer the alternative ideals of liberty and democracy, ideals which have brought more progress to more people over the past few centuries than in all the prior centuries combined. In other words, as during the Cold War, the situation must be seen as a war against an ideology, a contest of ideas, and a battle for the allegiance of men and women around the world. It is not a struggle that we began; it is, however, one that we must win. The security of the United States and the world depends on it. The Soft Power Solution To stand on the sidelines would be to allow this extremist ideology to win by default. So what must we do to counter it? When proposing an alternative to radical ideology, the use of soft power becomes key. Part of this effort must involve providing immediate humanitarian aid to those who need it the most. This is not an unfamiliar task for the United States; the nation has been doing this throughout its history. In December 2004, for example, the United States responded to the series of catastrophic tsunamis that killed more than 225,000 people in Indonesia, India, Thailand, and Sri Lanka. The government acted immediately by committing US$350 million in relief funding to meet a wide array of human needs, ranging from food and water and health and sanitation assistance to education and cash-for-work programs. It sent 16,000 sailors and airmen to evacuate the injured and deliver aid to hundreds of thousands of people in the affected countries. According to the Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University, US private tsunami donations--cash and in-kind--exceeded US$1.8 billion. The overwhelming majority of casualties occurred in Indonesia, the world's most populous Muslim country. While Indonesia is a democracy, the forces of Islamist extremism have been trying to gain a foothold, making it an important ideological battleground. In the wake of the tsunami, the reaction of Indonesians to US aid is instructive. Polls conducted by Terror-Free Tomorrow, a non-profit, non-partisan organization, indicate that 65 percent of Indonesians now harbor attitudes that are "more favorable" to the United States than before its response to the tsunami, with the highest percentage occurring among people under 30. A separate poll conducted by the Pew Global Attitudes Project in Indonesia reports that nearly 80 percent of Indonesians affirm that the donations gave them a more positive view of the United States. It is also worth noting that at the same time the United States was extending its hand to Indonesia, its people were turning decisively against the al Qaeda-allied extremists responsible for the horrific bombings in Bali in 2002 and in Jakarta in 2003 and 2004. As a result, according to the Pew Research Center, support for Osama Bin Laden plummeted and has yet to recover. In 2002, nearly 60 percent of Indonesians supported him. By 2006, only 33 percent had favorable views of al Qaeda's leader. Indonesia is but one example of how soft power in the form of practical compassion can influence attitudes and cast this nation in a favorable light compared to its enemies. There can be little doubt that other actions, such as President George W. Bush's US$1.2 billion initiative against malaria, and his US$15 billion initial commitment to fight HIV/AIDS, have sown good seeds in areas like sub-Sahara Africa. This is yet another region where radical Islamists are attempting to capitalize on disaffection with the status quo. [ILLUSTRATION OMITTED] The Role of Humanitarian Aid Elsewhere More obvious examples of the potential effectiveness of foreign aid are Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as Pakistan and Lebanon. In Iraq, as in Indonesia, the extremists' reign of terror has turned many of their supporters against al Qaeda and its affiliates. Even many of the Sunnis in Iraq now back the surge, and its continued successes have led to further support for our actions. This virtuous cycle is being strengthened by developmental and reconstruction efforts. From business development to local governance, from literacy campaigns to bank reform, from rural development to school construction, the United States is quietly laying the foundation for lasting progress. Iraq remains a volatile place, but this continued work on the ground, especially when contrasted with al Qaeda's atrocities, can only produce greater good will toward the United States. Afghanistan also remains volatile, but as in Iraq, the United States has been engaged in building the institutions of civil society, including education, from the ground floor. During the Taliban's reign, girls were locked out of the educational system. With the help of the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), one of the largest girls' schools opened in northern Afghanistan in 2002, enabling five thousand to attend classes. More than 600 schools have been built or repaired, and textbooks have been distributed to five million students--3.2 million boys and 1.8 million girls. In Pakistan, the United States has been increasing its investments in primary education and literacy. This not only promotes education, but also creates potential alternatives to the radical madrassas run and funded by extremists who teach hatred and intolerance and condone violence in Islam's name. Though many madrassas--the Arabic term for "schools"--are neither radical nor religious, in a number of regions, extremist-oriented ones are the only form of education available. Maintaining the status quo will only ensure radical Islam's dominance over the next generation of Pakistanis by default. Helping Pakistan invest in alternatives is a wise and sensible response. Finally, in Lebanon, since the 2006 war, the United States government has pledged US$230 million in humanitarian and reconstruction assistance. Lebanon is a democracy that is threatened by Syria from without and by Hezbollah from within. For years, Hezbollah has provided an array of social services to the areas of Lebanon under its sway. By helping Lebanon, the hand of pro-democracy forces is strengthened, potentially challenging Hezbollah's hold over hearts and minds in certain areas. In each of these instances, the United States is sending an unmistakable message: While extremists routinely slaughter innocent civilians, especially fellow Muslims, we help feed, clothe, heal, and educate the neediest among them. This is action that speaks volumes. It is a way of introducing ourselves by offering a real alternative, beyond an unacceptable status quo on the one hand and the forces of terror on the other. Financial Challenges and Solutions All of this inevitably involves money, of course. While the United States spends tens of billions of dollars in foreign assistance each year, a number of thoughtful observers, including Defense Secretary Robert Gates, make a compelling case for investing more. Gates correctly notes that foreign-aid spending is a minute fraction of what the Pentagon spends each year. His point is that foreign aid can be as essential to homeland security as military spending. It helps us fight the ideological battle across the world against our enemies. [GRAPHIC OMITTED] Secretary Gates is right, but he would undoubtedly agree that spending more money, while important, is not enough. The money must reach its intended recipients and be used effectively. One way of ensuring this is to provide aid not only to governments but to worthy non-profit organizations that operate at the community level. These groups often have the grass-roots connections and dedicated core of volunteers that make them excellent providers of humanitarian and developmental assistance and good stewards of aid money. Through its Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, USAID links the United States with such providers across the globe. This allows for more people to be helped in a more effective way by channeling influential soft power directly into towns, cities and villages in some of the most troubled corners of the world.

Terrorism risks extinction
Alexander ‘03
(Yonah, Prof and Director of Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, August 28, lexis)

Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."

**Uniqueness

Diplomacy high now – wikileaks prove

Newsweek '10

("Not Dead Yet", 12/5/10, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/12/05/not-dead-yet.html// ASpomer)

One of the great ironies of the latest WikiLeaks dump, in fact, is that the industrial quantities of pilfered State Department documents actually show American diplomats doing their jobs the way diplomats should, and doing them very well indeed. When the cables detail corruption at the top of the Afghan government, the Saudi king’s desire to be rid of the Iranian threat, the personality quirks of European leaders, or the state of the Russian mafiacracy, the reporting is very much in line with what the press has already told the public. There’s no big disconnect about the facts; no evidence—in the recent cables at least—that the United States government is trying to deceive the public or itself. And when it comes to taking action, far from confirming the increasingly commonplace image of a waning superpower and a feckless State Department, the WikiLeaks cables show that American diplomats draw on the full range of tools at their disposal, the soft power of persuasion and the hard power of economic and even covert military action, especially in the fight against Al Qaeda. “Diplomacy is about a mix,” says Joseph Nye, a former head of the National Intelligence Council, who coined the term “soft power.” “The cables reveal how effective most American diplomats really are.” Do they always get what they want? No. There are endless compromises and work-arounds. But Harvard’s cold-eyed realist Stephen M. Walt notes that the cables leaked so far show that, still, “everybody around the world wants Uncle Sucker to solve their problems.” As Walt wrote on ForeignPolicy.com, “It is still striking how many pies the United States has its fingers in, and how others keep expecting us to supply the ingredients, do most of the baking, and clean up the kitchen afterwards.” Sir Christopher Meyer, former British ambassador to Washington, suggests with typical reserve that “the chaps in the field are doing pretty well,” while Roger Cohen, the veteran foreign correspondent and columnist for The New York Times, is absolutely frank in his admiration for the people writing those cables: “Let’s hear it for the men and women of the U.S. Foreign Service!”

Soft power is on the brink – Obama is being challenged 

Hallams 11 (Ellen Hallams, writing in the European Journal of American Studies, peer reviewed, 2011 “From Crusader to Exemplar: Bush, Obama and the Reinvigoration of America’s Soft Power” http://ejas.revues.org/9157)

The election of Barack Obama in November 2008 appeared to signal a rejuvenation of soft power ideas first articulated in the early 1990s by former Clinton official Joseph Nye. Obama rejected his predecessors crusading tone and style, seeking instead to reposition America firmly back into the exemplary tradition of US exceptionalism. He projected an image of the United States as a country that seeks to lead by example, viewing America as one nation amongst many, aware of the limitations to US power and pledging to reinvigorate America’s soft power. This paper seeks to examine the rhetorical revitalization of this concept in the Obama Administration’s early foreign policy and asks whether the debate over hard and soft power has now become outdated, given the Obama administration’s emerging emphasis on “smart power” and the challenges of providing national security in a dangerous and unstable world. Despite promising a sharp break from the Bush Administration, Obama has found himself constrained by the realities of the international system; a deeply ingrained mistrust of the United States, resistance to US power, and the rise of emerging power centres have all served to expose the challenges of translating rhetoric into reality. The paper concludes by arguing that Obama’s idealism and soft power instincts often conflict with the pragmatism that is at the heart of the President’s approach to foreign policy, and what is often perceived as the malevolent nature of America’s global power, but that he should be credited for putting soft power at the centre of US foreign policy, and demonstrating a genuine – if sometimes imperfect – commitment to leading by example.
Soft power high now – Obama pushing tolerance

Hallams 11 (Ellen Hallams, writing in the European Journal of American Studies, peer reviewed, 2011 “From Crusader to Exemplar: Bush, Obama and the Reinvigoration of America’s Soft Power” http://ejas.revues.org/9157)

Unlike his predecessor, Obama does not seek to defend and promote an assertive US global hegemony predicated on America’s unrivalled military dominance. Obama acknowledged in his inauguration address that “the world has changed” and that claims to American global leadership are often counter-productive. The “post-American” world is one in which there are significant constraints on the exercises of American power, some of them caused by his predecessor, others that are more structural and rooted in changes to world order. US influence in the world has declined, in part because of growing anti-Americanism and resentment at American policies over the eight years of the Bush Administration, but also because America is no longer the behemoth it once was. As Barry Buzan notes, not only has America’s capacity for global leadership been weakened by the rise of emerging powers such as China, India and Brazil and the economic crisis Obama inherited, but also because “there is a general turn within international society against hegemony and therefore against the global leadership role itself.” The challenge for the US then is that it has “to learn to live in a more pluralist international society where it is no longer the sole superpower but merely the first among equals.”84  Just over a year on from his election, it would seem Obama is neither the aggressive advocate of US hegemony of his predecessor, but nor has he discarded claims to US global leadership. Rather, he accepts the limits to American power and seeks to return to an ideal of US exceptionalism in which the US is an exemplar state, leading by example, but which also looks to others to share the burdens of global leadership. He does not reject US exceptionalism – but in many ways he seeks to move beyond interpretations of it that have became deeply entrenched in the US political psyche. As he proclaimed in his inauguration address America was “ready to lead once more”; gone would be the crusading hegemon of the Bush years, and in its place would emerge a more tolerant, respectful and humble nation, a nation whose “power grows through its prudent use,” whose “security emanates from the justness of our cause, the force of our example, the tempering qualities of humility and restraint.”
**Links

Weaponization kills soft power – European backlash

Dinerman '09

(Taylor Dinerman, author and staff writer for The Space Review, "Space Weapons: soft power versus soft politics", 3/2/09, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1317/1// ASpomer)

The 2006 US Space Policy would not have been better received in Europe if it had been promulgated by a president more popular than George W. Bush, though the hysterical media reaction might have been less. Europe’s dislike of US space power is not based on America’s lack of soft power, but on the reality of its hard power. This is not something that better public relations or better public diplomacy can ever change. Trevor Brown believes that “The United States would do well to keep a low profile for its military space program and burnish its technological image by showcasing its commercial and scientific space programs. Doing so would enable it to accumulate rather than hemorrhage soft power.” To a very limited extent this is useful advice, but in fact there is little, short of censorship, the US can do to keep its military space operations under wraps. The debates over space power and space weaponization are going to continue under the new administration, and perhaps even gain in public prominence.

Space weaponization kills US soft power

Krepon et al 07 (Michael Krepon, co-founder of Stimson, and director of the South Asia and Space Security programs, Theresa Hitchens, Director of World Security Institutes Center for Defense Information @ Marshall Institute, Michael Katz-Hyman, Henry L. Stimson Center, May 2007, “Preserving Freedom of Action in Space: Realizing the Potential and Limits of US Spacepower” http://www.stimson.org/space/pdf/ SpacePower-051007.pdf ACC 7/29/11)

Soft spacepower is nowhere more evident than in the commercial realm, where economic competition is  sometimes fierce but multinational cooperation is required. The world relies at present on five major multinational  corporations for the provision of global telecommunications. Global and national reliance on space assets  have become intertwined not only for communications, but also for banking, disaster monitoring, weather forecasting, positioning, timing and navigation, and myriad other activities central to modern life. Indeed,  most satellites are primarily used for commercial and civil uses, although they also can serve military purposes.  The use of space for commercial and economic development, as well as for other soft power applications can  be jeopardized if the deployment and use of weapons in space occurs. This is because once weapons in space  are used, weapon effects may not be controllable, as it is difficult to dictate strategy and tactics in asymmetric  warfare. Consequently, weapon effects may not be limited to a small subset of satellites, or satellites of a  particular nationality. In this sense, hard and soft spacepower cannot be decoupled. The misapplication of hard  spacepower could therefore have indiscriminate effects, particularly if a destructive strike against a satellite  results in significant and long-lasting debris.

Deployment of space weapons would decrease US soft power

Coffelt 05 (CHRISTOPHER A. COFFELT, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF, June 2005 “THE BEST DEFENSE: CHARTING THE FUTURE OF US SPACE STRATEGY AND POLICY” pdf ACC 7/29/11)

Advocates of this line of thinking argue that the us should capitalize on its great technological advantage and assert itself in space on behalf of free peoples everywhere, acting as the benevolent, hegemonic trustee of the medium. The argument contends that the us should immediately deploy sufficient weapons in low earth orbit to secure all of space and assure access to it for peaceful peoples, and deny similar attempts by those 286 with hostile intentions. While compelling and well-argued, the weaknesses are profound. First, trustee advocates assume away the consequences back here on earth. Even if the us was capable of successfully executing a hegemonic grab of low earth orbit, thereby advancing itsability to single-handedly control an important medium, life continues on or in the other three mediums. It is highly unlikely that the rest of the world would perceive that the us action was in everyone’s best interests. Truman believed the us would be the benevolent trustee of atomic power, which did little to soothe the soviet’s anxieties over how the us would behave. This is not to suggest that the us should allow itself to be held hostage to the will of the international community. The us must reserve the option to act in self defense or to secure its vital interests, but unilateral acts to secure interests oftentimes incur negative costs in other areas. Specifically, while other nations may be powerless to stop a hegemonic space grab, they can still exert power and influence over the us through diplomatic and economic means. There would be a subsequent loss of legitimacy for this and other us actions and an accompanying decrease in soft power which enables the us to influence other nations short of resorting to violence or the threat of violence. Analysis of the case studies does not give any indication that other state’s ever put faith in benevolent hegemonic control of something that all could benefit from. Therefore, the us should expect a similar response to any offensive actions in space.

Space weaponization guts US soft power and leadership – we should not weaponize first even if it’s inevitable

Coffelt 05 (CHRISTOPHER A. COFFELT, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF, June 2005 “THE BEST DEFENSE: CHARTING THE FUTURE OF US SPACE STRATEGY AND POLICY” pdf ACC 7/29/11)

Weaponizing space also decreases the united states’ ability to influence adversaries and achieve policy objectives short of military action (soft power). It undermines the legitimacy of the united states’ actions and its role as the leader of the free world. How can the united states assume the mantle of world leadership if it continues to act unilaterally at the expense of the international cooperation, peace, and interests it claims to value? Putting weapons in space is the ultimate unilateral act and affords no opportunity to form “coalitions of the willing.”289 the united states currently enjoys a significant superiority in air/land/sea combat power, robustly enhanced and enabled by space capabilities. In this position of advantage, it makes little strategic sense to disrupt the status quo with the deployment of destabilizing, offensive weapons in space. Putting weapons in space or pursuing an offensive space strategy upsets an advantageous status quo and overplays the united states’ hand, shortening the period of advantage. Moreover, if, as some believe, the world is on a path to the inevitable weaponization of space, there are clear advantages in assuming the follower role.

**Impacts

China

Soft Power key to containing China

Lalwani '07

(Sameer Lalwani, Research Fellow with the American Strategy Program and a contributor to the popular political blog The Washington Note, "China Rises as US Soft-Power Declines: Recalling the Uses of Trade and Civilians", 7/20/07, http://www.ypfp.org/content/china-rises-us-soft-power-declines-recalling-uses-trade-and-civilians//ASpomer)
The debate over China has been heating up most recently with finger-pointing over lax food safety provisions, accusations of currency manipulation, and a growing concern—evidenced by their tiptoeing around the Sudanese government and Darfur—that China will not become a responsible stakeholder in the global order. And while some have taken that as a cue to swap engagement for confrontation (see the Baucus-Graham-Grassley-Schumer currency legislation) an article in The National Interest penned by professor Steve Weber and two of his graduate students contends that the binary choice of engaging or confronting China entirely misses what is actually taking place: rather than join our liberal internationalist order—one created and framed by the US post-WWII—China is seeking to build its own international order, a “A World Without the West”.China has been rather successful at courting a good portion of the world that we have neglected or forgotten about (namely central and southeast Asia, Africa, and the GCC states), primarily due to our all-consuming fixation with the Middle East, and Iraq in particular. Nevertheless, once we have recognized that the US needs to diversify its foreign policy portfolio beyond Iraq, we are still forgetting the lessons of the Cold War about how to forge and retain alliances as well as maintain a soft power that is essential to our national security. Two areas of recent controversy and inquiry illustrate this point. The first dwells within the realm of trade. Though Congressional Democrats have largely recognized the strategic consequences of the Iraq war, the lesson of trade as a geopolitical tool seems to be lost on them. Economist David Hale writes in Wednesday’s Financial Times that scuttling the South Korea Free Trade Agreement would cede regional leadership to China:The loss of the South Korean FTA will also undermine the ability of the US to play a leadership role elsewhere in Asia. China is now busily promoting regional free-trade agreements with other Asian countries, regarding trade as an important diplomatic tool for projecting its soft power. South Korea had $134.3bn of trade with China last year. Korean economists are projecting it could grow to $200bn by 2012. The rapid growth of trade can only bolster China’s political influence throughout east Asia, at the expense of the US.The Democrats have turned protectionist because they regard trade as an opportunity to exploit domestic concerns about issues such as income inequality and manufacturing job losses. Their strategy is extremely risky, because trade policy has long been one of the most important pillars of US foreign policy. It played an important role in cementing alliances during the cold war. The US will find it difficult to compete with China for influence in east Asia if it cannot use trade as an instrument of foreign policy. How strange that the final legacy of the east Asian financial crisis should be a protectionist America protesting against a current account deficit made possible by the ease of US access to the region’s surplus liquidity. South Korea was once a protectionist country closed to many imports, but it is using the pending FTA to accelerate its transition to an open free-market economy. The US should be encouraging this development rather than letting two sick auto companies in Detroit derail it. The price of defeating the South Korean FTA will be a significant erosion of US influence in east Asia.Scuttling the South Korea FTA will only feed China’s ascendance and development of a more robust “world without the west.” In recent years, domestic concerns have been allowed to trump national geopolitical interests because trade has somehow been decoupled from strategic concerns and politicians have forgotten how to sell it as a part of our global leadership. We’ve forgotten that economic instruments, namely aid and trade, were once strategic tools we leveraged during the Cold War to pursue our interests and cement critical alliances. My colleague Anatol Lieven recently elaborates:…Why, even after Iraq, do so many US analysts instinctively reach for military means? And why are they so indifferent to using economic aid to help prevent crises in the first place? During the cold war, Democratic and Republican administrations alike recognised that economic development was at least as important as military spending in resisting the spread of communism.Generous US development aid from the 1950s to the 1970s, and openness to exports from key states, helped transform economies across east and southeast Asia. Indeed, it continues to pay dividends in the resistance of populations in Malaysia and Indonesia to Islamist extremism…Today, US aid even to such a vital state as Pakistan remains pitiful by comparison to cold war figures; in Afghanistan, meanwhile, US spending on the war there from 2001-2006 was nine times the level of spending on economic development.The pattern is not restricted to the Muslim world and the “war on terror." In other important parts of the world, US geopolitical ambitions are running far ahead of its willingness to aid regional allies. Last year, Chinese aid to the Philippines -- a former US colony -- exceeded that of the US four times over… The same narrow vision is true of trade policy. In the cold war, the US deliberately kept its markets open to South Korean, Taiwanese and Thai imports even when these markets were largely closed to US goods, so as to strengthen these countries against the communist threat. Today, US trade officials negotiating with Muslim allies insist on full free trade and often on US advantages. There are of course real US economic interests to defend -- but this approach does not help countries such as Pakistan to develop their economies and resist Islamist unrest.A second reason for China outmaneuvering us in “the great game” is our own failure to accord sufficient attention to soft power, an essential ingredient in harmonizing other countries’ national interests with our own international order, best orchestrated through civilian instruments like the state department/embassies and USAID. Our imbalanced priorities—exemplified by the fact that that we out-fund our military over civilian capacities by a factor of 12:1—have exposed a soft-power deficit that not only creates missed-opportunities for our national security interests but has also opened up space for China to step in. A report commissioned by former Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Richard Lugar (R-IN) that was published in December of 2006 details an emerging mission creep, or more precisely “scope creep,” where DOD and military personnel are increasingly tasked to non-combat areas overseas to take on perceived gaps in our soft-power architecture as a result of under-funded civilian sectors (like the State Dept. and USAID).The report details a number of problems with this trend. Among them are:

North Korea/ Iran

US Diplomacy solves problems with Iran and North Korea

Newsweek '10

("Not Dead Yet", 12/5/10, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/12/05/not-dead-yet.html// ASpomer)
Assange finds discretion suspect, as if its sole purpose were to conceal information. And it is certainly worth considering that argument, given the way some American administrations used secrecy to lead the public astray with tragic consequences in Vietnam, Nicaragua, and Iraq. But, in fact, the WikiLeaks documents revealed so far show diplomats doing just the opposite: using their reporting skills to try to illuminate the complexities of the countries where they serve, and their negotiating skills to reduce the threat of war, whether with North Korea or in the Middle East. The Iranian case offers the most detailed and complex picture of American diplomacy revealed by WikiLeaks so far. China, Russia, Turkey, Arab allies, and European partners are all part of the picture. To push tougher sanctions on Iran through the U.N. Security Council, for instance, the United States had to bring Beijing on board. But China looks to Iran for critical supplies of oil. So the Obama administration went to the Saudis. Did King Abdullah want Uncle Sucker to “cut off the head of the snake” by unleashing a military strike? Well, maybe it would be smarter for Abdullah to guarantee oil for China if Iran threatened to cut off the supply following China’s approval of tougher sanctions. The deal was sealed. As president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations Les Gelb sums up the strategy: “If the world wants to slow or even prevent Iran’s march to nuclear weaponry, this is a key path to doing so.” Despite the barrage of headlines shouting over how sour their relationship has become, the cables reveal Washington and Moscow working on intimate terms to blunt Iran. The account of an exchange between top Russian and American officials in February paints a portrait not of Cold War–era adversaries who can barely sip vodka together, but of intelligence comrades cooperating closely. In Washington, a member of the Russian Security Council offered a senior State Department official an analysis of Iran’s latest efforts to improve the accuracy and range of its medium-range Shahab-3 ballistic missiles. A ranking member of the FSB (Russia’s intelligence service) recounted how his agency uncovered sham companies set up by both Iran and North Korea to buy military hardware such as “measuring devices, high precision amplifiers, pressure indicators, various composite materials, and technology to create new missile engines.” What’s clear from such cables is that the much-discussed “reset” of American relations with Russia has gone far deeper than just about anyone outside government understood. The campaign to isolate Iran continued in Turkey. Also in February U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, whose CIA background includes a lot of diplomacy, met with his counterpart in Ankara. In the run-up to the meeting, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan had made public statements playing down concerns over Iran’s nuclear ambitions, saying they were just “gossip,” but in the private talks with the head of the Pentagon, the Turkish defense minister, Mehmet Vecdi Gonul, dispensed with the posturing. Ankara was “concerned about the Iranian threat,” he said. And contrary to public statements by Turkish officials playing down the need for a Europe-wide missile defense shield, the Turks and the U.S. appear in the cables to be horse-trading over possible sites for a program on Turkish soil.

Prolif

Soft power key to solving prolif-diplomacy is the best way to regulate security

Poe, 11
(Lieutenant, United States Navy B.S., Savannah State University, 2005. Masters thesis for fufilment of master of science in information systems operations (Carl P., “An Influence Analysis Of Dissuading Nation States From Producing And Proliferating Weapons Of Mass Destruction (WMD).” Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of MASTER OF SCIENCE IN INFORMATION SYSTEMS OPERATIONS from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL March 2011, approved by Steven J. Iatrou Thesis Co-Advisor Dr. Anthony Pratkanis Thesis Co-Advisor Dr. Dan C. Boger Chair, Department of Information Sciences. March 2011 http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2011/March/11Mar_Poe.pdf) 

Total elimination of a nation-state’s nuclear facilities out of fear that the nationstate may one day decide to create a divergent path within the program to produce nuclear weapons would not be a practical approach due to the complexities presented by globalization. Instead, a more practical means to prevent the production and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction among emerging nation-states would through early engagement. Working with other adjacent nation-states through diplomatic exchange to reduce the threat perceived by the emerging nation-state would be just one approach to lowering the security threshold. This could be through the creation of a nuclear free zone within a given region and increasing the level of transparency of military and governmental programs among regional nation-states. Also, persuading the emerging nation-state to sign documentation such as the NPT and the CTBT would also be a key step in deterring and dissuading the nation-state not to produce and proliferate WMD. Couple these strategic approaches with the social influence tactics discussed in Chapter V and more formidable measures such as sanctions, resolutions, and fear tactics may not have to be invoked.

Heg

Soft power key to Heg
Nye 5-30 (University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University and former dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard Power and foreign policy.” Journal of Political Power 4:1, 5/30 2011, http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/2158379X.2011.555960) 

Some analysts regard all these distinctions as useless abstractions that can all be collapsed into the first face of power (Baldwin 2002, p. 179). If we succumb to this temptation, however, we are likely to limit what we see in terms of behavior and that tends to limit the strategies that policy-makers design to achieve their goals. Command power (the first face) is very visible and readily grasped. It is the basis for hard power – the ability to get the outcomes one wants through coercion and payment. The co-optive power of faces 2 and 3 is more subtle, and less visible. It contributes to soft power, the ability to get preferred outcomes through the co-optive means of agenda setting, persuasion, and attraction. All too often policy-makers have focused solely on hard command power to compel others to act against their preferences, and ignored the soft power that comes from preference formation. But when co-opting is possible, one can save on carrots and sticks.

In global politics, some goals that states seek are more susceptible to the second and third than to the first face of power. Arnold Wolfers once distinguished between what he called possession goals – specific and often tangible objectives – and milieu goals which are often structural and intangible (1962, p. 73). For example, access to resources or basing rights or a trade agreement are possession goals, while promoting an open trade system, free markets, democracy, or human rights are milieu goals. In the terminology used above, we can think of states having specific goals and general or structural goals. Focusing solely on command power and the first dimension of power may mislead us about how to promote such goals. For example, military means alone are less successful than when combined with soft power approaches in promoting democracy – as the United States discovered in Iraq. And the soft power of attraction and persuasion can have both agentic and structural dimensions. For example, a government can try to attract others through its actions like public diplomacy, but it may also attract others through the structural effects of its example or what can be called the ‘shining city on the hill’ effect.

Soft power is a pre-requisite for U.S. hegemony-it’s key to the “bandwagoning effect”   

Gallarotti 11 (Guilio M., Prof of Government, Wesleyan University “Soft Power: what it is, why it’s important, and the conditions for its effective use.” Division II Faculty Publications, Wesleyan University. http://wesscholar.wesleyan.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1056&context=div2facpubs&sei-redir=1#search=%22Soft%20power%3A%20what%20is%2C%20why%20its%20important%2C%20conditions%20its%20effective%20use%22) 

While Realists have traditionally looked at a nation’s influence in the world as a function of these tangible and coercive sources of power (threat and force), Nye has highlighted the influence that derives from a more intangible and enlightened source: a positive image in world affairs that endears nations to other nations in the world polity. This positive image derives from a number of sources: the domestic and foreign policies that nations follow, the actions they undertake, and/or national qualities that are independent of specific policies or actions (e.g., such as culture). 9 This positive image generates respect and admiration, which in turn render nations that have soft power more endearing in the eyes of other nations. The endearment can be so strong that other nations may even attempt to emulate the policies and/or actions of soft power nations, domestic and/or foreign. 10 Endearment serves to enhance the influence of soft power nations as other nations will more readily defer to their wishes on international issues, and conversely avoid confrontations. Hence, decisions about issues affecting the soft power nations will be bounded within a somewhat favorable range of options for the soft power nations. 11 In a similar vein, emulation creates a system of nations that are comporting themselves (actions, policies, goals) in a manner consistent with the interests of the role-model nations. In these ways, soft power ultimately configures the context within which other nations make decisions in ways that favor the interests soft power nations (i.e., meta-power, discussed below). 12 The principal difference between hard and soft power can be understood in the following way: hard power extracts compliance principally through reliance on tangible power resources—more direct and often coercive methods (either their symbolic use through threat or actual use), soft power cultivates it through a variety of policies, qualities, and actions that endear nations to other nations—more indirect and non-coercive methods. In this respect, hard power exhibits a greater conflict of interests relative to soft power. Hard power contemplates nations compelling other nations to do what the latter would ordinarily not otherwise do (Dahl’s [1957] classic definition of power). Soft power, on the other hand, conditions the target nations to voluntarily do what soft power nations would like them to do, hence there is far less conflict of interests in the process of soft power. Soft power represents a form of meta-power. Meta-power describes situations in which power relations themselves are embedded within some greater constellation of social relations that influence those relations and thereby influence final outcomes that derive from the interactions among actors. The structures of the bargaining boundaries are determined by the processes going on in the greater social relations within which they are embedded (i.e., endogenous rather than exogenous). To quote Hall (1997, p. 405) “Meta-power refers to the shaping of social relationships, social structures, and situations by altering the matrix of possibilities and orientations within which social action occurs (i.e., to remove certain actions from actors' repertoires and to create or facilitate others).” (Italics in original) Under conditions of meta-power, little can be inferred about the balance of power in a bargaining process merely by simply looking at the equilibria within the existing bargaining space. One actor may seem to be moving the other actor closer to his/her preferred position within the a bargaining space without in fact enjoying much influence over the seemingly compliant actor. Since the preferences or objectives are endogenous, and therefore the result of some greater constellation of social relations, the bargaining space itself can be the outcome of some greater configuration of power that has set possible equilibria in a range highly consistent with the interests or preferences of the seemingly compliant actor. Hence, even losing a struggle for immediate power within the prevailing bargaining space may in fact still be winning the bargaining game if some greater set of social relations can skew the bargaining space in favor of the compliant actor. This would be a case of losing a battle but winning the war. Meta-power is often equated with agenda control. Nye (2004b, p. 9) himself refers to soft power as a control over the “political agenda” and attributes the origin of the concept to the work of Bachrach and Baratz (1962 and 1963). Agenda control, in its more precise context, would indeed represent a subset of meta-power. Within some collective bargaining process that is guided by a formal agenda, outcomes are circumscribed by the range of issues and strategic possibilities configured by the agenda setter him/herself. The agenda defines what issues will be raised, and in doing so therefore sets the bargaining boundaries. 13

Nye (e’ry thang)
Hard power is always high – integration of soft power lets the smart power doctrine stop global economic collapse, disease, terror, and climate change

Nye 9 (Joseph S. Nye, former US Assistant Secretary of Defense, professor of International Relations at Harvard University, 9/10/9, “American Power in the Twenty-First Century”, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/nye74/English)

 CAMBRIDGE – The United States government’s National Intelligence Council projects that American dominance will be “much diminished” by 2025, and that the one key area of continued American superiority – military power – will be less significant in the increasingly competitive world of the future. Russian President Dmitri Medvedev has called the 2008 financial crisis a sign that America’s global leadership is coming to an end. The leader of Canada’s opposition Liberal Party, Michael Ignatieff, suggests that US power has passed its mid-day. How can we know if these predictions are correct? One should beware of misleading metaphors of organic decline. Countries are not like humans with predictable life spans. For example, after Britain lost its American colonies at the end of the eighteenth century, Horace Walpole lamented Britain’s reduction to “as insignificant a country as Denmark or Sardinia.” He failed to foresee that the industrial revolution would give Britain a second century of even greater ascendency. Rome remained dominant for more than three centuries after the apogee of Roman power. Even then, Rome did not succumb to another state, but suffered a death of a thousand cuts inflicted by various barbarian tribes. Indeed, for all the fashionable predictions of China, India, or Brazil surpassing the US in the coming decades, the classical transition of power among great states may be less of a problem than the rise of modern barbarians – non-state actors. In an information-based world of cyber-insecurity, power diffusion may be a greater threat than power transition. So, what will it mean to wield power in the global information age of the twenty-first century? What resources will produce power? In the sixteenth century, control of colonies and gold bullion gave Spain the edge; seventeenth-century Holland profited from trade and finance; eighteenth-century France gained from its larger population and armies; and nineteenth-century British power rested on its industrial primacy and its navy. Conventional wisdom has always held that the state with the largest military prevails, but in an information age it may be the state (or non-state) with the best story that wins. Today, it is far from clear how the balance of power is measured, much less how to develop successful survival strategies. In his inaugural address in 2009, President Barack Obama stated that “our power grows through its prudent use; our security emanates from the justness of our cause, the force of our example, the tempering qualities of humility and restraint.” Shortly thereafter, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said, “America cannot solve the most pressing problems on our own, and the world cannot solve them without America. We must use what has been called ‘smart power,’ the full range of tools at our disposal.” Smart power means the combination of the hard power of command and the soft power of attraction. Power always depends on context. The child who dominates on the playground may become a laggard when the context changes to a disciplined classroom. In the middle of the twentieth century, Josef Stalin scornfully asked how many divisions the Pope had, but four decades later, the Papacy was still intact while Stalin’s empire had collapsed. In today’s world, the distribution of power varies with the context. It is distributed in a pattern that resembles a three-dimensional chess game. On the top chessboard, military power is largely unipolar, and the US is likely to remain the only superpower for some time. But on the middle chessboard, economic power has already been multi-polar for more than a decade, with the US, Europe, Japan, and China as the major players, and others gaining in importance. The bottom chessboard is the realm of cross-border transactions that occur outside of government control. It includes diverse non-state actors, such as bankers electronically transferring sums larger than most national budgets, and, at the other extreme, terrorists transferring weapons or hackers threatening cyber-security. It also includes new challenges like pandemics and climate change. On this bottom board, power is widely dispersed, and it makes no sense to speak of unipolarity, multipolarity, hegemony, or any other cliché. Even in the aftermath of the financial crisis, the giddy pace of technological change is likely to continue to drive globalization and transnational challenges. The problem for American power in the twenty-first century is that there are more and more things outside the control of even the most powerful state. Although the US does well on military measures, there is much going on that those measures fail to capture. Under the influence of the information revolution and globalization, world politics is changing in a way that prevents America from achieving all its international goals acting alone. For example, international financial stability is vital to Americans’ prosperity, but the US needs the cooperation of others to ensure it. Global climate change, too, will affect Americans’ quality of life, but the US cannot manage the problem alone. In a world where borders are more porous than ever to everything from drugs to infectious diseases to terrorism, America must help build international coalitions and institutions to address shared threats and challenges. In this sense, power becomes a positive sum game. It is not enough to think in terms of power over others. One must also think in terms of power to accomplish goals. On many transnational issues, empowering others can help to accomplish one’s own goals. In this world, networks and connectedness become an important source of relevant power. The problem of American power in the twenty-first century is not one of decline, but of recognizing that even the most powerful country cannot achieve its aims without the help of others.

Runaway warming causes extinction

Henderson 06.  (Bill, “Runaway Global Warming – Denial”, CounterCurrents, August 19, countercurrents.org/cc-henderson190806.htm)

The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction. If impossibly Draconian security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of man's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share. Runaway global warming: there are 'carbon bombs': carbon in soils, carbon in warming temperate and boreal forests and in a drought struck Amazon, methane in Arctic peat bogs and in methane hydrates melting in warming ocean waters. For several decades it has been hypothesized that rising temperatures from increased greenhouse gases in the atmosphere due to burning fossil fuels could be releasing some of and eventually all of these stored carbon stocks to add substantually more potent greenhouse gases to the atmosphere.. Given time lags of 30-50 years, we might have already put enough extra greenhouse gases into the atmosphere to have crossed a threshold to these bombs exploding, their released greenhouse gases leading to ever accelerating global warming with future global temperatures maybe tens of degrees higher than our norms of human habitation and therefor extinction or very near extinction of humanity.

Terrorism risks extinction
Alexander 03.  (Yonah, Prof and Director of Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, August 28, lexis)

Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."

Uncontained disease leads to extinction

Toolis, the director of a major television series on the history of plagues, 09 (Kevin, The Express, April 28, 2009 U.K. 1st Edition “Pandemic Pandemonium” lexis)

It destroyed the Roman Empire, wiped out most of the New World and killed millions in Europe. How disease - not just Mexico's swine fever - has shaped the planet SCIENTISTS call it the Big Die Off, when a terrifying new virus rips through a species and kills up to a third of the entire population. And we all now could be facing a new apocalypse, though no one yet knows how potent the new strain of Mexican swine fever will be, or how many millions could die. Yet if history teaches us anything it tells us that the greatest danger the human race faces is not some crackpot North Korean dictator but a six-gene virus that could wipe out one third of the global population. Our real enemy, a new plague virus, is so small you can barely see it even with an advanced electron microscope. It has no morality, no thought or no plan. All it wants to do is reproduce itself inside another human body. We are just another biological opportunity, a nice warm place to feed and replicate. Viruses are as old as life itself. What is startling though is how vulnerable our globalised societies are to the threat of a new deadly plague. Before World Health Organisation scientists could identify this new H1N1 virus it had travelled halfway across the world via international flights.

Collapse of the economy leads to death of billions
Lewis 98.  (Chris, Instructor @ Sewall American Studies Program @ U of Colorado at Boulder, The Coming Age of Scarcitv: Preventing Mass Death and Genocide in the Twentv-first Century, p. 56)

Most critics would argue, probably correctly, that instead of allowing underdeveloped countries to withdraw from the global economy and undermine the economies of the developing world, the United States. Europe. and Japan and others will fight neocolonial wars to force these countries to remain within this collapsing global economy. These neocolonial wars will result in mass death, suffering, and even regional nuclear wars. If First World countries choose military confrontation and political repression to maintain the global economy, then we may see mass death and genocide on a global scale that will make the deaths of World War I1 pale in comparison. However, these neocolonial wars, fought to maintain the developed nations' economic and political hegemony, will cause the final collapse of our global industrial civilization. These wars will so damage the complex economic and trading networks and squander material, biological, and energy resources that they will undermine the global economy and its ability to support the earth's 6 to 8 billion people. This would be the worst-case scenario for the collapse of global civilization. 

**Hard Power Sustainable

Hard power is inevitably high – best military in the world [smart power internal]

Nye 4/12 (Joseph Nye 4/12/11 “The War on Soft Power” currently Harvard University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/04/12/the_war_on_soft_power?page=0,1)

Smart power is the ability to combine the hard power of coercion or payment with the soft power of attraction into a successful strategy. U.S. foreign policy has tended to over-rely on hard power in recent years because it is the most direct and visible source of American strength. The Pentagon is the best-trained and best-resourced arm of the U.S. government, but there are limits to what hard power can achieve on its own. Democracy, human rights, and civil society are not best promoted with the barrel of a gun. It is true that the U.S. military has an impressive operational capacity, but the practice of turning to the Pentagon because it can get things done leads to the image of an over-militarized foreign policy. Moreover, it can create a destructive cycle, as the capacity of civilian agencies and tools gets hollowed out to feed the military budget. Today, the United States spends about 500 times more on its military than it does on broadcasting and exchanges combined. Congress cuts shortwave broadcasts to save the equivalent of one hour of the defense budget. Is that smart?

___________________________

***1NC Case Frontlines***

__________________________

***Kernoff Mulholand***

Deterrence Adv

Scenario 1: Deterrence

Space weapons not inevitable – multiple warrants.

Mueller 02 (Karl P. Mueller, Ph.D. in politics, Princeton University; B.A. in political science, University of Chicago, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation, 3/27/2002, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?,” International Studies Association Annual Convention)

Far and away the best argument that space weaponization is inevitable, and the only such argument that can plausibly stand on its own, is that the military utility of space weapons for the United States and/or its enemies will soon be so great that the imperative of protecting national security will make space weaponization impossible for rational statesmen to resist. Exactly what these weapons would do, and how, varies from one weaponization vision to another, but the standard expectation is that space weapons would eventually defend friendly satellites against enemy attack, attack enemy space weapons and other satellites that perform important military functions, shoot down long-range ballistic missiles, and conduct attacks against enemy air and surface forces and other terrestrial targets.[33]  Some weaponization advocates anticipate that space weapons will ultimately supplant many, or even most, types of terrestrial military forces; others have more modest expectations, but all predict that space weapons will be the best, and in some cases the only, systems available to fulfill at least some key military roles.  The core of this inevitability argument is that even (or especially) if the United States chooses not to build space weapons, other countries will certainly do so, in large part because of the great and still growing degree to which U.S. military operations depend upon what has traditionally been known as “space force enhancement”: the use of satellites to provide a vast array of services including communications, reconnaissance, navigation, and missile launch warning, without which American military power would be crippled.  This parallels the argument that the importance of satellites to the U.S. economy will make them an irresistible target, except that military satellites are far more indispensable, and successful attacks against a relatively small number of them could have a considerable military impact, for example by concealing preparations for an invasion or by disrupting U.S. operations at a critical juncture.[34]  Rivals of the United States might also find space-to-earth weapons to be a very attractive way to counter U.S. advantages in military power projection.  These are all reasonable arguments, but to conclude from them that space weaponization is inevitable, rather than merely possible or even likely, is unwarranted, for several reasons.  There is no question that space systems are a key center of gravity (or perhaps several) for U.S. military capabilities.  An enemy that attacked them might be able to impair U.S. military operations very seriously, and this ranks high among threats that concern U.S. strategists.  It need not follow from this that the enemies of the United States will do so, or invest in the weapons required to do so, however.  The U.S. armed forces possess many important vulnerabilities that adversaries have often, even consistently, opted not to attack in past conflicts.  To cite but one widely-discussed example, during Operation Allied Force in 1999, Serbia apparently did not attempt to mount special forces attacks against key NATO airbases in Italy or to use manportable missiles to shoot down aircraft operating from them during take-off or landing, although such an action could have profoundly disrupted the Alliance’s bombing campaign.[35]  Moreover, it is quite possible that if a potential enemy did want to develop the ability to attack U.S. space systems, it would choose to do so in ways—such as investing in ground-based ASAT lasers or computer network attack capabilities—that would not involve weaponizing space, and against which the logical defensive countermeasures would not involve placing U.S. weapons in orbit either.  For military as well as commercial satellites, “bodyguard” weapons in space would offer protection only from certain sorts of attacks, while the terrestrial links in satellite systems would remain inviting targets.  Again it is the transition to larger networks of smaller satellites that will do the most to reduce vulnerability, perhaps together with supplementing satellite platforms for some military functions with new types of terrestrial systems, such as high endurance unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs),[36] and improving terrestrial weapons with which to attack ground-based ASATs and satellite launch and control facilities.  Conversely, if the United States decides that it must have the ability to deny an enemy the use of its satellites, it is quite possible that the most attractive means for doing this will prove to involve non-space weapons and, to an even greater extent, tools that are not weapons in the conventional sense at all.  Space-to-earth weapons are likely to prove to be less attractive than ASATs for the United States, which already possesses considerable ability to project military force around the world on short notice.  Because orbital weapons offer only limited advantages over their terrestrial counterparts under most circumstances,[37] it is not difficult to imagine the U.S. Government deciding not to deploy them, and instead choosing to invest in terrestrial systems for rapidly attacking distant and well-protected targets, such as conventionally armed ICBMs and hypersonic stand-off missiles.  For their part, potential enemies of the United States may see space weapons as one of the few ways in which they could threaten to mount a substantial non-nuclear military attack against targets in the U.S. homeland, and yet still not opt to build them, since effective STEW will not be inexpensive, and as years of experience have shown, states at war with the United States have usually been inclined to pursue victory by means other than directly attacking North America. Boost-phase long-range ballistic missile defense against large enemy states is the single existing military mission for which space-based weapons present the only viable option. However, in spite of current U.S. enthusiasm for BMD, this is a mission in which the United States can afford not to invest for a variety or reasons[38] (and if it isn’t, to say that space weaponization is inevitable because we are determined to build space weapons would be an intolerably circular argument). Rivals of the United States seem unlikely to build space-based BMD systems to protect themselves from missile attack either by the United States or regional adversaries in light of the alternatives. 

Ground based BMD solves China Taiwan war – space mil causes war

Zhang '05 
(Zhang Hui, QUALS, 2005, "Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective", http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1// ASpomer)
Neutralizing China's nuclear deterrent In particular, China is concerned that the U.S. missile defense network will undercut China's strategic nuclear deterrent. Even a limited missile defense system could neutralize China's fewer than two dozen single-warhead ICBMs that are capable of reaching the United States. China is even more concerned about space-based BMD systems that would be far more dangerous to China's nuclear deterrent than a non-space-based BMD system. In addition, Beijing is worried that the deployment of missile defense systems would further promote a preemptive U.S. military strategy. As viewed by Chinese leaders, China's own small strategic nuclear arsenal appears to be a plausible target for U.S. missile defenses.10 China fears that the BMD network would give the United States more freedom and power to intervene in its affairs, including undermining the country's efforts at reunification with Taiwan. Moreover, China is concerned that putting weapons in space would constrain its civilian and commercial space activities. China sees itself as a developing economic space power, dependent on free access to space for financial gain. However, U.S. driven space weaponization directly threatens this access. Arms race Due to the threatening nature of space weapons, it is reasonable to assume that China and others would attempt to block their deployment and use by political and, if necessary, military means.
No US-China War – Economic interdependence

Barnett 04 (Thomas Barnett, a former Professor and senior military analyst at the U.S. Naval War College, and a top advisor to SecDef Donald Rumsfeld, 2004, “The Pentagon's New Map: War and Peace In The Twenty-First Century" Why China will never Risk War with the US over Taiwan... http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1361719/posts)
(the following excerpt shows why war in the Taiwan strait is highly improbable if not impossible): "Three key pillars control the vast bulk of long-term investments. Not surprisingly, these three constitute the Old Core of Globalization II: the United States, the (now) European Union, and Japan. This relatively small slice of the global population (approximately one-eighth) controls over four-fifths of the money. If you want to join the Core, you must be able to access that money-plain and simple.  That fundamental reality of the global economy explains why we won't be going to war with China. The Pentagon can plan for it all it wants, but it does so purely within the sterile logic of war, and not with and logical reference to the larger flows of globalization. Simply put, those flows continue to reshape the international security environment that the Defense Department often imagines it manages all by its lonesome.  Let me paint you the same basic picture I love to draw each time I give my brief to Pentagon strategists and, by doing so, give you a realistic sense of what China would be up against if it chose to challenge the United States-led globalization process wing military means.  China has to double its energy consumption in a generation if all the growth it is planning is actually going to occur. We know where the Chinese have to go for the energy: Russia, Central Asia, and the Gulf. That's a lot of new friends to make and one significant past enemy to romance (Moscow). But Beijing will pull it off, because they have no choice. To make all that energy happen, China has to build an amazing amount of infrastructure to import it, process it, generate the needed energy products, and deliver it to buildings and wehicles all over the country (though mostly along the coast). That infrastructure will cost a lot, and it's common when talking to development experts to hear the "T" word-as in "trillions"-casually tossed around. Where is China going to go for all that money? Certainly it will tap its biggest trade partner, Japan, for all it can. But when it really wants to tap the big sources of money, there are only two financial communities that can handle that sort of a request: Wall Street and the European Union. So when you add it all up, for China to get its way on development, it needs to be friends with the Americans, the Europeans, the Muslims, and the Slavs. Doesn't exactly leave a lot of civilizations to clash with, does it

On the Rogue States Scenario

North Korea and other rogue states’ nuclear threats exaggerated

Goodman '09

(Melvin A. Goodman, senior fellow at the Center for International Policy and adjunct professor of government at Johns Hopkins University, "Exaggeration Of The Threat: Then And Now", 9/14/09, http://pubrecord.org/commentary/5161/exaggeration-threat-then// ASpomer)
A recently declassified study on Soviet intentions during the Cold War identifies significant failures in U.S. intelligence analysis on Soviet military intentions and demonstrates the constant exaggeration of the Soviet threat. The study, which was released last week by George Washington University’s National Security Archive, was prepared by a Pentagon contractor in 1995 that had access to former senior Soviet defense officials, military officers, and industrial specialists. It demonstrates the consistent U.S. exaggeration of Soviet “aggressiveness” and the failure to recognize Soviet fears of a U.S. first strike. The study begs serious questions about current U.S. exaggeration of “threats” emanating from Iran, North Korea, and Afghanistan. In the 1980s, long after Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev signaled reduced growth in Soviet defense spending, the CIA produced a series of National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) titled “Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Nuclear Conflict,” which concluded that the Soviet Union sought “superior capabilities to fight and win a nuclear war with the United States, and have been working to improve their chances of prevailing in such a conflict.” The notion of winning or prevailing in a nuclear conflict was, of course, ludicrous in the extreme, but this did not stop the CIA’s leadership (Director William Casey and Deputy Director Robert Gates) from endorsing the view that the Soviet Red Army could conduct military operations on a nuclear battlefield and had improved “their ability to deal with the many contingencies of such a conflict, and raising the possibility of outcomes favorable to the USSR.” The CIA ignored the Soviet slowdown in the growth of military procurement, exaggerated the capabilities of important strategic systems, and distorted the military and economic power of the Warsaw Pact states. As late as 1986, the CIA reported that the per capita income of East Germany was ahead of West Germany and that the national income per capita was higher in the Soviet Union than in Italy. Several years later, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact collapsed, and former CIA director Stansfield Turner wrote that the “corporate view” at the CIA “missed by a mile.” The Pentagon study demonstrates that the Soviet military high command “understood the devastating consequences of nuclear war” and believed that the use of nuclear weapons had to be avoided at “all costs.” Nevertheless, in 1975, presidential chief of staff Dick Cheney and secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld introduced a group of neoconservatives, led by Harvard professor Richard Pipes, to the CIA in order to make sure that future NIEs would falsely conclude that the Soviet Union rejected nuclear parity, were bent on fighting and winning a nuclear war, and were radically increasing their military spending. The neocons (known as Team B) and the CIA (Team A) then wrongly predicted a series of Soviet weapons developments that never took place, including directed energy weapons, mobile ABM systems, and anti-satellite capabilities. CIA deputy director Gates used this worst-case reasoning in a series of speeches to insinuate himself with CIA director Bill Casey and the Reagan administration. In view of the consistent exaggeration of the Soviet threat throughout the 1980s, when the USSR was on a glide path toward collapse, it is fair to speculate on current geopolitical situations that are far less threatening than our policy and intelligence experts assert. For example, is it reasonable to argue that the United States needs to deploy a strategic air defense in Poland and the Czech Republic to defend against a possible Iranian attack against Central Europe? How did our military planners come up with a scenario that projects Iran’s intentions to target Europe? Why do we dismiss Russian fears of the deployment of such a system in two former Warsaw Pact countries near Russian borders? North Korea, like Iran, is another country that provokes irrational behavior and threat assessments on our part despite its military and economic backwardness. For the past several months, the Pyongyang government has consistently signaled an interest in improving relations with both the United States and South Korea. The release of two American journalists and a South Korean worker as well as an agreement to allow tourism and family reunions to resume with the Seoul government point to an effort to ease relations after months of growing tension. What is North Korea demanding? Nothing more than bilateral talks with the United States. Why is this so difficult?

Prolif doesn’t snowball

Potter and Mukhatzhanova 08 (William C. Potter, Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, and Gaukhar Mukhatzhanova, Research Associate at the James Martin Center, Summer 2008 “Divining Nuclear Intentions”  . International Security, Vol. 33, No. 1 pp. 139–169)

Hymans is keenly aware of the deficiency of past proliferation projections, which he attributes in large part to the “tendency to use the growth of nuclear capabilities, stances toward the non-proliferation regime, and a general ‘rogu- ishness’ of the state as proxies for nuclear weapons intentions” (p. 217). Such intentions, he believes, cannot be discerned without reference to leadership national identity conceptions, a focus that appears to have been absent to date in intelligence analyses devoted to forecasting proliferation.49 Hymans is equally critical of the popular notion that “the ‘domino theory’ of the twenty-first century may well be nuclear.”50  As he points out, the new domino theory, like its discredited Cold War predecessor, assumes an over- simplified view about why and how decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken.51 Leaders’ nuclear preferences, he maintains, “are not highly contingent on  what  other  states  decide,”  and,  therefore,  “proliferation  tomorrow  will probably remain as rare as proliferation today, with no single instance of pro- liferation causing a cascade of nuclear weapons states” (p. 225). In addition, he argues, the domino thesis embraces “an exceedingly dark picture of world trends by lumping the truly dangerous leaders together with the merely self- assertive ones,” and equating interest in nuclear technology with weapons in- tent (pp. 208–209). Dire proliferation forecasts, both past and present, Hymans believes, flow from four myths regarding nuclear decisonmaking: (1) states want the bomb as a deterrent; (2) states seek the bomb as a “ticket to interna- tional status”; (3) states go for the bomb because of the interests of domestic groups; and (4) the international regime protects the world from a flood of new nuclear weapons states (pp. 208–216). Each of these assumptions is faulty, Hymans  contends,  because  of  its  fundamental  neglect  of  the  decisive  role played by individual leaders in nuclear matters. As discussed earlier, Hymans argues that the need for a nuclear deterrent is entirely in the eye of the beholder—a leader with an oppositional nationalist NIC [National Identity Conception]. By the same token, just because some leaders seek to achieve interna- tional prestige through acquisition of the bomb, it does not mean that other leaders “necessarily view the bomb as the right ticket to punch”: witness the case of several decades of Argentine leaders, as well as the Indian Nehruvians (pp. 211–212). The case of Egypt under Anwar al-Sadat, though not discussed by Hymans, also seems to fit this category

No Korean war – Nuclear Deterrence 
Wahab 10 (Zakaria Abdul Wahab, Writer for Bernama,  6/5/10 "South Korea, Us, To Act Further Over North Korea's Sinking Of Warship," http://www.bernama.com/bernama/v5/newsgeneral.php?id=503722)
"North Korea must cease its belligerent behaviour and demonstrate clearly and decisively that it wants to pursue a different path," he said. The US defence secretary said the nations of this region shared the task of addressing these dangerous provocations as any inaction would amount to an abdication of their collective responsibility to protect the peace and reinforce stability in Asia. Gates said that though it was a Pacific nation, the US believed that its security interests and economic well-being were integrally tied to Asia's, and it was increasing its deterrent capabilities in a number of ways to protect the region. Gates said the US would enhance its missile defences with the intent to develop capabilities in Asia that were flexible and deployable, tailored to the unique needs of its allies and partners and able to counter the clear and growing ballistic missile threats in the region. He said the US was also renewing its commitment to a strong and effective extended deterrence that would guarantee the safety of the American people and the defence of its allies and partners.
He said the US was committed to reducing the role of nuclear weapons as it worked toward a world without such armaments, but, as long as these weapons existed, it would maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal.
Gates also said that the US would continue to maintain its substantial forces in the region as a show of strength of US commitment and as a deterrent power.

Heg
Space Militarization doesn’t solve space leadership

Stone - 1AC author - '11 
(Christopher Stone, space policy analyst and strategist, "American leadership in space: leadership through capability", 3/14/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1797/1// ASpomer)

Finally, one other issue that concerns me is the view of the world “hegemony” or “superiority” as dirty words. Some seem to view these words used in policy statements or speeches as a direct threat. In my view, each nation (should they desire) should have freedom of access to space for the purpose of advancing their “security, prestige and wealth” through exploration like we do. However, to maintain leadership in the space environment, space superiority is a worthy and necessary byproduct of the traditional leadership model. If your nation is the leader in space, it would pursue and maintain superiority in their mission sets and capabilities. In my opinion, space superiority does not imply a wall of orbital weapons preventing other nations from access to space, nor does it preclude international cooperation among friendly nations. Rather, it indicates a desire as a country to achieve its goals for national security, prestige, and economic prosperity for its people, and to be known as the best in the world with regards to space technology and astronautics. I can assure you that many other nations with aggressive space programs, like ours traditionally has been, desire the same prestige of being the best at some, if not all, parts of the space pie. Space has been characterized recently as “congested, contested, and competitive”; the quest for excellence is just one part of international space competition that, in my view, is a good and healthy thing. As other nations pursue excellence in space, we should take our responsibilities seriously, both from a national capability standpoint, and as country who desires expanded international engagement in space.

Obama’s NSS solves space leadership

NSS '11

(National Security Space Strategy, Obama's space agenda proposal, January 2011, http://www.defense.gov/home/features/2011/0111_nsss/docs/NationalSecuritySpaceStrategyUnclassified Summary_Jan2011.pdf// ASpomer)

U.S. space capabilities will continue to be fundamental for national security. DoD and the IC will identify, improve, and prioritize investments in those capabilities that garner the greatest advantages. We will develop, acquire, field, operate, and sustain space capabilities to deliver timely and accurate space services to a variety of customers, from soldiers to national decision-makers. We will enhance interoperability and compatibility of existing national security systems, across operational domains and mission areas, to maximize efficiency of our national security architecture; we will ensure these characteristics are built into future systems. We will ensure that data collection and products are released at the lowest possible classification to maximize their usefulness to the user community. Ensuring U.S. capabilities are developed and fielded in a timely, reliable, and responsive manner is critical for national decision-makers to act on time-sensitive and accurate information, for military forces to plan and execute effective operations, and for the IC to enable all of the above with timely indications and warning. Improving our acquisition processes, energizing the U.S. space industrial base, enhancing technological innovation, and deliberately developing space professionals are critical enablers to maintaining U.S. space leadership. In cooperation with our industrial base partners, DoD and the IC will revalidate current measures and implement new measures, where practicable, to stabilize program acquisition more effectively and improve our space acquisition processes. We will reduce programmatic risk through improved management of requirements. We will use proven best practices of systems engineering, mission assurance, contracting, technology maturation, cost estimating, and financial management to improve system acquisition, reduce the risk of mission failure, and increase successful launch and operation of our space systems. Mission permitting, we will synchronize the planning, programming, and execution of major acquisition programs with other DoD and IC processes to improve efficiencies and overall performance of our acquisition system and industrial base. DoD and the IC will evaluate the requirements and analysis of alternatives processes to ensure a range of affordable solutions is considered and to identify requirements for possible adjustment. The requirements process must produce combinations of material and non-material solutions. Realistic cost and schedule estimates must inform the President’s annual budget request. Human resources processes must provide the right personnel for successful execution. We seek to foster a U.S. space industrial base that is robust, competitive, flexible, healthy, and delivers reliable space capabilities on time and on budget. DoD and the IC, in concert with the civil space sector, will better manage investments across portfolios to ensure the industrial base can sustain those critical technologies and skills that produce the systems we require. Additionally, we will continue to explore a mix of capabilities with shorter development cycles to minimize delays, cut cost growth, and enable more rapid technology maturation, innovation, and exploitation

Our massive entitlement debt will crush heg

Holmes 09 (Dr. Kim Holmes, a former assistant secretary of state, is a vice president at the Heritage Foundation, 10/30/09 “Massive Debt to Drive U.S. Decline” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/10/Massive-Debt-to-Drive-US-Decline ACC 7/16/11)

Yet there is an insidious threat to America's continued greatness. It gets scarce attention because its effects are not immediate, but that threat is real. It is the threat of crushing government debt. Few things can march a great power down the road of decline faster than irresponsible economic policies -- and huge debt is most often the drum leader of the pack. To learn which nations are most at the mercies of their enemies, just look at the World Bank's list of most "highly indebted poor countries." Today, the federal government is piling up debt as never before. Publicly-held debt now exceeds $7 trillion -- about $22,000 per person. And it's expected to increase by $9 trillion over the next 10 years. Yes, we had extremely high debt after World War II, but unlike today's debt, it was temporary. Today's massive and growing entitlement costs mean that, absent reform, the picture will only get worse over the long-term. What difference does this make for U.S. security? The more we have to pay to service the rising debt and pay out for entitlements, the less there is for defense. Unless we reverse course, this means that -- in our children's lifetime -- the U.S. military might be unable to protect a sea lane vital to trade and military supply lines. We might be unable to suppress an enemy regime that launches a terrorist attack against us. And absent the great American economic engine, we might lack the resources to stay on the cutting edge of technology, leaving our soldiers vulnerable to being matched or even trumped on the battlefield by better-equipped foes. Other ruinous scenarios are possible as well. Suppose foreigners refuse to buy U.S. debt, leading to debt-induced inflation that eats away at productivity and the currency. In this situation, Americans could completely lose confidence in protecting our interests abroad. Beset by inflation and other towering economic problems, Americans could understandably turn toward isolationism, as they had by the 1930s. This would create power vacuums around the world and unleash enemies bent on challenging the great "sick man of America." It has happened before. A great many nations have walked the slow road of decline, and in almost all cases -- from the Roman Empire, to Louis XIV's France, to the British Empire -- huge debt played a crucial role. In those cases, decline was ushered in by the expense of large armies or grand building excesses like the Palace of Versailles. But an American decline would have a different root: runaway social entitlement spending. That's the main cause of our massive debt.

Hegemony fails at resolving conflicts

Maher 10 (Richard Maher, PhD candidate in Political Science @ Brown, “The Paradox of American Unipolarity: Why the United States Will Be Better Off in a Post-Unipolar World, 11/12/2010 Orbis, ScienceDirect)
And yet, despite this material preeminence, the United States sees its political and strategic influence diminishing around the world. It is involved in two costly and destructive wars, in Iraq and Afghanistan, where success has been elusive and the end remains out of sight. China has adopted a new assertiveness recently, on everything from U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, currency convertibility, and America's growing debt (which China largely finances). Pakistan, one of America's closest strategic allies, is facing the threat of social and political collapse. Russia is using its vast energy resources to reassert its dominance in what it views as its historical sphere of influence. Negotiations with North Korea and Iran have gone nowhere in dismantling their nuclear programs. Brazil's growing economic and political influence offer another option for partnership and investment for countries in the Western Hemisphere. And relations with Japan, following the election that brought the opposition Democratic Party into power, are at their frostiest in decades. To many observers, it seems that America's vast power is not translating into America's preferred outcomes. As the United States has come to learn, raw power does not automatically translate into the realization of one's preferences, nor is it necessarily easy to maintain one's predominant position in world politics. There are many costs that come with predominance – material, political, and reputational. Vast imbalances of power create apprehension and anxiety in others, in one's friends just as much as in one's rivals. In this view, it is not necessarily American predominance that produces unease but rather American predominance. Predominance also makes one a tempting target, and a scapegoat for other countries’ own problems and unrealized ambitions. Many a Third World autocrat has blamed his country's economic and social woes on an ostensible U.S. conspiracy to keep the country fractured, underdeveloped, and subservient to America's own interests. Predominant power likewise breeds envy, resentment, and alienation. How is it possible for one country to be so rich and powerful when so many others are weak, divided, and poor? Legitimacy—the perception that one's role and purpose is acceptable and one's power is used justly—is indispensable for maintaining power and influence in world politics. As we witness the emergence (or re-emergence) of great powers in other parts of the world, we realize that American predominance cannot last forever. It is inevitable that the distribution of power and influence will become more balanced in the future, and that the United States will necessarily see its relative power decline. While the United States naturally should avoid hastening the end of this current period of American predominance, it should not look upon the next period of global politics and international history with dread or foreboding. It certainly should not seek to maintain its predominance at any cost, devoting unlimited ambition, resources, and prestige to the cause. In fact, contrary to what many have argued about the importance of maintaining its predominance, America's position in the world—both at home and internationally—could very well be strengthened once its era of preeminence is over. It is, therefore, necessary for the United States to start thinking about how best to position itself in the “post-unipolar” world.
On Scenario 2: Credibility

Obama’s credibility high – Afghan withdrawal

India Today '11

(Kanwal Sibal, former Foreign Secretary, 6/29/11, "Obama on Afghan Withdrawal", http://www.ewi.info/obama-afghan-withdrawal// ASpomer)
Obama has been very cautious in his draw down decision, which he was obliged to take  for his own credibility. The actual scaling down has been fitted into his re-election strategy,  not what may be objectively required. Only 10,000 troops will be withdrawn by the year-end, with as little as 5000 troops by September. Later, when winter arrives and military activity declines, he will withdraw another 5000. To extract the maximum political capital, by next summer, closer to the elections, Obama intends to bring the 30,000 “surge” troops back home. That will still leave 68,000 US troops in Afghanistan- twice the number there when he became President. With the “surge” reversed, US troops will be withdrawn at a “steady pace” until 2014 when they will move from combat operations to a supportive role for the Afghan forces. Meanwhile, at the May 2012 Chicago summit, NATO will discuss the next phase of transition in Afghanistan. This forward looking approach, with flexible time-tables and fluid commitments, gives Obama political space in the context of the electoral calendar. Obama does not, in any case, have a complete military withdrawal from Afghanistan in mind. In his December 2010 speech Obama had spoken about forging a new strategic partnership agreement with Afghanistan in 2011 that would commit the US to the “long term security and development of the Afghan people”. Indications are that the US intends to acquire a number of permanent bases in Afghanistan, retaining 25,000 troops according to some reports, as part of US’s larger regional strategy.

Their impact is effectively heg decline so:

US heg is sustainable – the US reaps disproportionate benefits even in times of decline

Paun 10 (Stefan Paun, Politehnica University, 2010 “IS AMERICAN HEGEMONY STABLE AND SUSTAINABLE?”  Woodside Vol 2 Issue 1 134-139)

Norrlof argues that the US benefits from being the most dominant power today, and that it will continue to be the greatest power for the foreseeable future. The US has benefited from the trade regime, and has used the threat of exclusion to advantage under various configurations of power. It has been well placed to reap disproportionate benefits in international economic negotiations. The US alternates between an optimal tariff strategy and a strategy of limit pricing, and it is not receiving emergency assistance to balance payments. On Norrlof s reading, the US attracts a lot of investment by offering equity in return, and has invested borrowed funds wisely, getting higher returns than the costs of borrowing. The US position in the monetary domain has produced commercial advantages, and benefits disproportionately in the trade and monetary realm. It has experienced significant capital and exchange rate gains on the value of its foreign assets and liabilities. The US is able to benefit from policies that would be disastrous for other countries, and is the key currency country and home to the world's single largest market for goods and capital. Norrlof emphasizes that the US has attracted an enormous share of world capital, has an interest in extending dollar use, and enjoys higher returns on its assets than it pays on its liabilities. The US commercial position is key to understanding its ability to play dollar cycles. The turmoil in financial markets is not a positive for the US. It has experienced exceptionally high capital and exchange rate gains. Norrlof states that there are risks involved with continuous deficits, which the US faces. The US ability to play cycles of limit pricing and optimal tariff pricing will continue. It has the strongest military capability and the largest stock of outstanding liabilities in the world. There is a strong correlation between military successes and increased financial flows into the US. It acquires greater leverage and a greater capacity to reap disproportionate benefits under certain phases of decline.1
Solvency

Collisions destroy missile defense and would need 100,000 interceptors to solve

Grego '11

(Laura Grego, staff scientist in the Global Security Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists in DC, "Space-Based Missile Defense: Still a Bad Idea", 6/2/11, http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea// ASpomer)

While $8 million is small money in this context, as Rep. Sanchez rebutted, space-based interceptors are big money. This has been established repeatedly in studies by, for example, the American Physics Society and the Congressional Budget Office, both in 2004, which show that hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would be needed to provide global coverage against one or two ballistic missiles.  For the foreseeable future, each of these hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would require a mass of many hundreds of kilograms, larger than an Iridium communications satellite at launch. A deployed system would be enormously expensive and challenge the U.S. launch capability. It is unlikely to ever be deployed, and in today’s constrained budgetary environment, it is exceedingly unlikely to even be considered seriously. Aside from the cost, a deployed system would raise significant issues for low-earth orbit crowding and space traffic management. Currently, fewer than 500 active satellites are in low earth orbits (less than about 1700 km at perigee), yet the current system managing traffic in space was unable to predict or prevent a collision between two intact satellites in 2009. (The US Air Force has stepped up its game in this respect, but tripling the number of satellites that need to be closely monitored is not a trivial upgrade.) Why not just put up a few interceptors? A little protection is better than none, right? The answer is a resounding no. A space-based interceptor would only be in the right place to be able to intercept a given ICBM intermittently: space-based interceptors need to keep circling Earth to stay in orbit. Because space-based interceptors (like all satellites) orbit predictably and are readily observable from the ground, a single interceptor is like a single police officer who is charged with protecting a neighborhood from mischief but required never to deviate from the precise timing of her route. She would be only a minor nuisance to determined troublemakers, who would find it easy to do what they pleased without getting caught. In the same way that the neighborhood wouldn’t be protected until a full coterie of officers could cover the territory, space-based missile defense would be completely ineffective until a full system was deployed. Until then, the attacker could always choose her time and place to coincide with the absence of a usable interceptor. Space-based missile defense is worse off than that, actually. In fact, even if a full system were deployed and the technology worked perfectly, an attacker could easily create such an absence by using a cheaper short- or medium-range missile either to draw out the space-based interceptor or to destroy it. Increasing the missile defense’s robustness by doubling the number of ground-based missiles such a defense could engage? This would require doubling the size of the entire interceptor constellation. Thus, this defense based on deploying hundreds to thousands of space-based interceptors can always be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles.
___________________________

***Ramakrishnan Sears***

Hegemony

China committed to banning space weapons- PPWT treaty proves 

Information Office of the State Council- The People's Republic of China, March 2011, “China's National Defense in 2010”,  Beijing, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2011-03/31/c_13806851.htm //ZY

[t]he Chinese government has advocated from the outset the peaceful use of outer space, and opposes any weaponization of outer space and any arms race in outer space. China believes that the best way for the international community to prevent any weaponization of or arms race in outer space is to negotiate and conclude a relevant international legally-binding instrument. In February 2008, China and Russia jointly submitted to the Conference on Disarmament (CD) a draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space and the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT). In August 2009, China and Russia jointly submitted their working paper responding to the questions and comments raised by the CD members on the draft treaty. China is looking forward to starting negotiations on the draft treaty at the earliest possible date, in order to conclude a new outer space treaty.

Ground based BMD solves China Taiwan war – space mil causes war

Zhang '05 
(Zhang Hui, QUALS, 2005, "Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective", http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1// ASpomer)
Neutralizing China's nuclear deterrent In particular, China is concerned that the U.S. missile defense network will undercut China's strategic nuclear deterrent. Even a limited missile defense system could neutralize China's fewer than two dozen single-warhead ICBMs that are capable of reaching the United States. China is even more concerned about space-based BMD systems that would be far more dangerous to China's nuclear deterrent than a non-space-based BMD system. In addition, Beijing is worried that the deployment of missile defense systems would further promote a preemptive U.S. military strategy. As viewed by Chinese leaders, China's own small strategic nuclear arsenal appears to be a plausible target for U.S. missile defenses.10 China fears that the BMD network would give the United States more freedom and power to intervene in its affairs, including undermining the country's efforts at reunification with Taiwan. Moreover, China is concerned that putting weapons in space would constrain its civilian and commercial space activities. China sees itself as a developing economic space power, dependent on free access to space for financial gain. However, U.S. driven space weaponization directly threatens this access. Arms race Due to the threatening nature of space weapons, it is reasonable to assume that China and others would attempt to block their deployment and use by political and, if necessary, military means.
No US-China War – Economic interdependence

Barnett 04 (Thomas Barnett, a former Professor and senior military analyst at the U.S. Naval War College, and a top advisor to SecDef Donald Rumsfeld, 2004, “The Pentagon's New Map: War and Peace In The Twenty-First Century" Why China will never Risk War with the US over Taiwan... http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1361719/posts)
(the following excerpt shows why war in the Taiwan strait is highly improbable if not impossible): "Three key pillars control the vast bulk of long-term investments. Not surprisingly, these three constitute the Old Core of Globalization II: the United States, the (now) European Union, and Japan. This relatively small slice of the global population (approximately one-eighth) controls over four-fifths of the money. If you want to join the Core, you must be able to access that money-plain and simple.  That fundamental reality of the global economy explains why we won't be going to war with China. The Pentagon can plan for it all it wants, but it does so purely within the sterile logic of war, and not with and logical reference to the larger flows of globalization. Simply put, those flows continue to reshape the international security environment that the Defense Department often imagines it manages all by its lonesome.  Let me paint you the same basic picture I love to draw each time I give my brief to Pentagon strategists and, by doing so, give you a realistic sense of what China would be up against if it chose to challenge the United States-led globalization process wing military means.  China has to double its energy consumption in a generation if all the growth it is planning is actually going to occur. We know where the Chinese have to go for the energy: Russia, Central Asia, and the Gulf. That's a lot of new friends to make and one significant past enemy to romance (Moscow). But Beijing will pull it off, because they have no choice. To make all that energy happen, China has to build an amazing amount of infrastructure to import it, process it, generate the needed energy products, and deliver it to buildings and wehicles all over the country (though mostly along the coast). That infrastructure will cost a lot, and it's common when talking to development experts to hear the "T" word-as in "trillions"-casually tossed around. Where is China going to go for all that money? Certainly it will tap its biggest trade partner, Japan, for all it can. But when it really wants to tap the big sources of money, there are only two financial communities that can handle that sort of a request: Wall Street and the European Union. So when you add it all up, for China to get its way on development, it needs to be friends with the Americans, the Europeans, the Muslims, and the Slavs. Doesn't exactly leave a lot of civilizations to clash with, does it

US heg is sustainable – the US reaps disproportionate benefits even in times of decline

Paun 10 (Stefan Paun, Politehnica University, 2010 “IS AMERICAN HEGEMONY STABLE AND SUSTAINABLE?”  Woodside Vol 2 Issue 1 134-139)

Norrlof argues that the US benefits from being the most dominant power today, and that it will continue to be the greatest power for the foreseeable future. The US has benefited from the trade regime, and has used the threat of exclusion to advantage under various configurations of power. It has been well placed to reap disproportionate benefits in international economic negotiations. The US alternates between an optimal tariff strategy and a strategy of limit pricing, and it is not receiving emergency assistance to balance payments. On Norrlof s reading, the US attracts a lot of investment by offering equity in return, and has invested borrowed funds wisely, getting higher returns than the costs of borrowing. The US position in the monetary domain has produced commercial advantages, and benefits disproportionately in the trade and monetary realm. It has experienced significant capital and exchange rate gains on the value of its foreign assets and liabilities. The US is able to benefit from policies that would be disastrous for other countries, and is the key currency country and home to the world's single largest market for goods and capital. Norrlof emphasizes that the US has attracted an enormous share of world capital, has an interest in extending dollar use, and enjoys higher returns on its assets than it pays on its liabilities. The US commercial position is key to understanding its ability to play dollar cycles. The turmoil in financial markets is not a positive for the US. It has experienced exceptionally high capital and exchange rate gains. Norrlof states that there are risks involved with continuous deficits, which the US faces. The US ability to play cycles of limit pricing and optimal tariff pricing will continue. It has the strongest military capability and the largest stock of outstanding liabilities in the world. There is a strong correlation between military successes and increased financial flows into the US. It acquires greater leverage and a greater capacity to reap disproportionate benefits under certain phases of decline.1
Our massive entitlement debt will crush heg

Holmes 09 (Dr. Kim Holmes, a former assistant secretary of state, is a vice president at the Heritage Foundation, 10/30/09 “Massive Debt to Drive U.S. Decline” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/10/Massive-Debt-to-Drive-US-Decline ACC 7/16/11)

Yet there is an insidious threat to America's continued greatness. It gets scarce attention because its effects are not immediate, but that threat is real. It is the threat of crushing government debt. Few things can march a great power down the road of decline faster than irresponsible economic policies -- and huge debt is most often the drum leader of the pack. To learn which nations are most at the mercies of their enemies, just look at the World Bank's list of most "highly indebted poor countries." Today, the federal government is piling up debt as never before. Publicly-held debt now exceeds $7 trillion -- about $22,000 per person. And it's expected to increase by $9 trillion over the next 10 years. Yes, we had extremely high debt after World War II, but unlike today's debt, it was temporary. Today's massive and growing entitlement costs mean that, absent reform, the picture will only get worse over the long-term. What difference does this make for U.S. security? The more we have to pay to service the rising debt and pay out for entitlements, the less there is for defense. Unless we reverse course, this means that -- in our children's lifetime -- the U.S. military might be unable to protect a sea lane vital to trade and military supply lines. We might be unable to suppress an enemy regime that launches a terrorist attack against us. And absent the great American economic engine, we might lack the resources to stay on the cutting edge of technology, leaving our soldiers vulnerable to being matched or even trumped on the battlefield by better-equipped foes. Other ruinous scenarios are possible as well. Suppose foreigners refuse to buy U.S. debt, leading to debt-induced inflation that eats away at productivity and the currency. In this situation, Americans could completely lose confidence in protecting our interests abroad. Beset by inflation and other towering economic problems, Americans could understandably turn toward isolationism, as they had by the 1930s. This would create power vacuums around the world and unleash enemies bent on challenging the great "sick man of America." It has happened before. A great many nations have walked the slow road of decline, and in almost all cases -- from the Roman Empire, to Louis XIV's France, to the British Empire -- huge debt played a crucial role. In those cases, decline was ushered in by the expense of large armies or grand building excesses like the Palace of Versailles. But an American decline would have a different root: runaway social entitlement spending. That's the main cause of our massive debt.

Hegemony fails at resolving conflicts

Maher 10 (Richard Maher, PhD candidate in Political Science @ Brown, “The Paradox of American Unipolarity: Why the United States Will Be Better Off in a Post-Unipolar World, 11/12/2010 Orbis, ScienceDirect)
And yet, despite this material preeminence, the United States sees its political and strategic influence diminishing around the world. It is involved in two costly and destructive wars, in Iraq and Afghanistan, where success has been elusive and the end remains out of sight. China has adopted a new assertiveness recently, on everything from U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, currency convertibility, and America's growing debt (which China largely finances). Pakistan, one of America's closest strategic allies, is facing the threat of social and political collapse. Russia is using its vast energy resources to reassert its dominance in what it views as its historical sphere of influence. Negotiations with North Korea and Iran have gone nowhere in dismantling their nuclear programs. Brazil's growing economic and political influence offer another option for partnership and investment for countries in the Western Hemisphere. And relations with Japan, following the election that brought the opposition Democratic Party into power, are at their frostiest in decades. To many observers, it seems that America's vast power is not translating into America's preferred outcomes. As the United States has come to learn, raw power does not automatically translate into the realization of one's preferences, nor is it necessarily easy to maintain one's predominant position in world politics. There are many costs that come with predominance – material, political, and reputational. Vast imbalances of power create apprehension and anxiety in others, in one's friends just as much as in one's rivals. In this view, it is not necessarily American predominance that produces unease but rather American predominance. Predominance also makes one a tempting target, and a scapegoat for other countries’ own problems and unrealized ambitions. Many a Third World autocrat has blamed his country's economic and social woes on an ostensible U.S. conspiracy to keep the country fractured, underdeveloped, and subservient to America's own interests. Predominant power likewise breeds envy, resentment, and alienation. How is it possible for one country to be so rich and powerful when so many others are weak, divided, and poor? Legitimacy—the perception that one's role and purpose is acceptable and one's power is used justly—is indispensable for maintaining power and influence in world politics. As we witness the emergence (or re-emergence) of great powers in other parts of the world, we realize that American predominance cannot last forever. It is inevitable that the distribution of power and influence will become more balanced in the future, and that the United States will necessarily see its relative power decline. While the United States naturally should avoid hastening the end of this current period of American predominance, it should not look upon the next period of global politics and international history with dread or foreboding. It certainly should not seek to maintain its predominance at any cost, devoting unlimited ambition, resources, and prestige to the cause. In fact, contrary to what many have argued about the importance of maintaining its predominance, America's position in the world—both at home and internationally—could very well be strengthened once its era of preeminence is over. It is, therefore, necessary for the United States to start thinking about how best to position itself in the “post-unipolar” world.
Rogue Actors

Iranian and North Korean nuclear threats exaggerated

Goodman '09

(Melvin A. Goodman, senior fellow at the Center for International Policy and adjunct professor of government at Johns Hopkins University, "Exaggeration Of The Threat: Then And Now", 9/14/09, http://pubrecord.org/commentary/5161/exaggeration-threat-then// ASpomer)
A recently declassified study on Soviet intentions during the Cold War identifies significant failures in U.S. intelligence analysis on Soviet military intentions and demonstrates the constant exaggeration of the Soviet threat. The study, which was released last week by George Washington University’s National Security Archive, was prepared by a Pentagon contractor in 1995 that had access to former senior Soviet defense officials, military officers, and industrial specialists. It demonstrates the consistent U.S. exaggeration of Soviet “aggressiveness” and the failure to recognize Soviet fears of a U.S. first strike. The study begs serious questions about current U.S. exaggeration of “threats” emanating from Iran, North Korea, and Afghanistan. In the 1980s, long after Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev signaled reduced growth in Soviet defense spending, the CIA produced a series of National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) titled “Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Nuclear Conflict,” which concluded that the Soviet Union sought “superior capabilities to fight and win a nuclear war with the United States, and have been working to improve their chances of prevailing in such a conflict.” The notion of winning or prevailing in a nuclear conflict was, of course, ludicrous in the extreme, but this did not stop the CIA’s leadership (Director William Casey and Deputy Director Robert Gates) from endorsing the view that the Soviet Red Army could conduct military operations on a nuclear battlefield and had improved “their ability to deal with the many contingencies of such a conflict, and raising the possibility of outcomes favorable to the USSR.” The CIA ignored the Soviet slowdown in the growth of military procurement, exaggerated the capabilities of important strategic systems, and distorted the military and economic power of the Warsaw Pact states. As late as 1986, the CIA reported that the per capita income of East Germany was ahead of West Germany and that the national income per capita was higher in the Soviet Union than in Italy. Several years later, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact collapsed, and former CIA director Stansfield Turner wrote that the “corporate view” at the CIA “missed by a mile.” The Pentagon study demonstrates that the Soviet military high command “understood the devastating consequences of nuclear war” and believed that the use of nuclear weapons had to be avoided at “all costs.” Nevertheless, in 1975, presidential chief of staff Dick Cheney and secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld introduced a group of neoconservatives, led by Harvard professor Richard Pipes, to the CIA in order to make sure that future NIEs would falsely conclude that the Soviet Union rejected nuclear parity, were bent on fighting and winning a nuclear war, and were radically increasing their military spending. The neocons (known as Team B) and the CIA (Team A) then wrongly predicted a series of Soviet weapons developments that never took place, including directed energy weapons, mobile ABM systems, and anti-satellite capabilities. CIA deputy director Gates used this worst-case reasoning in a series of speeches to insinuate himself with CIA director Bill Casey and the Reagan administration. In view of the consistent exaggeration of the Soviet threat throughout the 1980s, when the USSR was on a glide path toward collapse, it is fair to speculate on current geopolitical situations that are far less threatening than our policy and intelligence experts assert. For example, is it reasonable to argue that the United States needs to deploy a strategic air defense in Poland and the Czech Republic to defend against a possible Iranian attack against Central Europe? How did our military planners come up with a scenario that projects Iran’s intentions to target Europe? Why do we dismiss Russian fears of the deployment of such a system in two former Warsaw Pact countries near Russian borders? North Korea, like Iran, is another country that provokes irrational behavior and threat assessments on our part despite its military and economic backwardness. For the past several months, the Pyongyang government has consistently signaled an interest in improving relations with both the United States and South Korea. The release of two American journalists and a South Korean worker as well as an agreement to allow tourism and family reunions to resume with the Seoul government point to an effort to ease relations after months of growing tension. What is North Korea demanding? Nothing more than bilateral talks with the United States. Why is this so difficult?

Status quo diplomacy efforts solve Iranian proliferation –military actions cause prolif 

Feather '06

(John W. Feather, Major in USAF, "Using the US Counterproliferation Strategy: How Can the United States Deter Iran From Acquiring Nuclear Weapons?", 2006, http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:1LL89IoPGkoJ:https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_82027551-0868-41b1-9e12-a70e3e24fd4f/display.aspx%3Frs%3Denginespage+"ballistic+missile+defense"+OR+BMD+AND+deters+"North+Korea"+OR+Iran+OR+"rogue+states"&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEEShgZ6-yNDB4VFQXee_1Xc46f8oQlK-GXi6-x_fjtcJO3G8_x6aDyIQh7iZol8Agqg-4lKmBuMutpi3cU1pw1x2-W1LE3uSyvlG24RKmSa3Saa76Rbc9bLTsKG7ovvwUWTJAh5fZ&sig=AHIEtbTS-2D8LW-CtMzgzqjFKDR7HLV0iQ// ASpomer)
The final element is passive defense. Some examples of these defenses include mobile basing, hardening of targets, dispersal, camouflage, and deception and finally, civil defense and consequence management.53 This element focuses on the United States capability to survive and sustain operations after a nuclear attack from Iran.54 Recommendation The US’s Counterproliferation strategy is one that encompasses options that must be pursued before the United States elects a military response against Iran. When considering strategy, the highest priority must be placed on deterrence and interdiction strategies. The current state of affairs has not escalated to a point where military actions are required from the United States. Furthermore, based on the Iran’s leadership, it is unlikely that military actions would have the desired effect of deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. In all likelihood, even though a military strike would degrade Iran’s current nuclear capabilities, Iran would be even more so incline in the future to pursue nuclear weapon’s capabilities. With a country four times the size of Iraq and a population three times larger, military action would be an enormous undertaking.55 Furthermore, the United States is currently involved in two regional conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan that have significantly stressed our military and coalition forces. The addition of another regional conflict with Iran may stretch our forces too thin and degrade the ability to effectively conduct operations in these regions. When considering military actions against Iran, careful attention and analysis must be paid to the 1981 Israeli attack on Iraqi’s nuclear facility. Even though the targets are very similar in nature, there is one major difference between these two scenarios. Unlike the Iraqi facilities, Iran’s facilities are hardened and buried and require precision munitions capable of penetration to a level to render them unusable. Other issues involve those which deal with the environment. Humanitarian issues must be considered regarding the potential of dispersal of nuclear materials. The bottom line is if the United States finds a way to successfully attack the Iranian facilities, it would likely only propel Iran into an even more aggressive state of defending itself.56 Internal evolutions are currently being played out in Iran that requires the United States to be patient when dealing with Iran’s nuclear program. The United States must be careful when addressing the Iran situation. The United States must avoid statements and actions that can undermine ongoing diplomatic efforts. The future potentially holds well for liberalization within Iran. Patient diplomacy must be allowed to work to see if Iran’s leadership will be open to negotiations that can lead to a peaceful outcome. Presently, Iran’s leadership is fueled with opinions and statements that could very well lead the country into a war that could set its advancements in nuclear power back tens of years. Alternatively, the United States also hopes during this period Iran’s leadership would become more preoccupied with contesting US security interest and less interested in its pursuit of nuclear weapons.57 Summary The US’s Counterproliferation strategy is essential in effectively deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. This strategy and associated programs are of the highest priority to the United States and the President. Documented in numerous speeches from the President and key governmental documents, this strategy is the path the United States will follow in successfully deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. As outlined in three key documents; the NSS, C-CBRNE Master Plan and the National Strategy to Combat WMD, the United States can deter Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons by the use of deterrence, utilizing interdiction measures and defense and mitigation. In his farewell address, George Washington warned that “the nation which indulges towards another a habitual hatred … is a slave to … animosity that can lead it astray from its duty and its interest … The Nation, prompted by ill-will and resentment, sometimes impels to war the government, contrary to the best calculations of policy.”58 The key to overall success, given the current state of affairs, requires patient noninterference on behalf of the United States. We must allow deterrence and interdictions measures to effectively work and see if internal change and reform within Iran will lend itself to a peaceful outcome.59 The experience of how the United States dealt with the former Soviet Union, India and Pakistan has laid the foundation for how the United States must deal with Iran. Preventive diplomacy and patient noninterference coupled with an aggressive deterrent plan made up of deterrence, utilizing interdiction measures and defense and mitigation is essential in effectively deterring Iran. The instability and uncertainty created by a nuclear capable Iran will create a major challenge for the United States. The United States must consider Iran as a truly austere case where a non military approach must be allowed to mature before military actions are required
Economic collapse does not cause war—their historical arguments are wrong
Ferguson 06 (Niall Ferguson, MA, D.Phil., is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University. He is a resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies. He is also a Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)
Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
Solvency

Collisions destroy missile defense and would need 100,000 interceptors to solve

Grego '11

(Laura Grego, staff scientist in the Global Security Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists in DC, "Space-Based Missile Defense: Still a Bad Idea", 6/2/11, http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea// ASpomer)

While $8 million is small money in this context, as Rep. Sanchez rebutted, space-based interceptors are big money. This has been established repeatedly in studies by, for example, the American Physics Society and the Congressional Budget Office, both in 2004, which show that hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would be needed to provide global coverage against one or two ballistic missiles.  For the foreseeable future, each of these hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would require a mass of many hundreds of kilograms, larger than an Iridium communications satellite at launch. A deployed system would be enormously expensive and challenge the U.S. launch capability. It is unlikely to ever be deployed, and in today’s constrained budgetary environment, it is exceedingly unlikely to even be considered seriously. Aside from the cost, a deployed system would raise significant issues for low-earth orbit crowding and space traffic management. Currently, fewer than 500 active satellites are in low earth orbits (less than about 1700 km at perigee), yet the current system managing traffic in space was unable to predict or prevent a collision between two intact satellites in 2009. (The US Air Force has stepped up its game in this respect, but tripling the number of satellites that need to be closely monitored is not a trivial upgrade.) Why not just put up a few interceptors? A little protection is better than none, right? The answer is a resounding no. A space-based interceptor would only be in the right place to be able to intercept a given ICBM intermittently: space-based interceptors need to keep circling Earth to stay in orbit. Because space-based interceptors (like all satellites) orbit predictably and are readily observable from the ground, a single interceptor is like a single police officer who is charged with protecting a neighborhood from mischief but required never to deviate from the precise timing of her route. She would be only a minor nuisance to determined troublemakers, who would find it easy to do what they pleased without getting caught. In the same way that the neighborhood wouldn’t be protected until a full coterie of officers could cover the territory, space-based missile defense would be completely ineffective until a full system was deployed. Until then, the attacker could always choose her time and place to coincide with the absence of a usable interceptor. Space-based missile defense is worse off than that, actually. In fact, even if a full system were deployed and the technology worked perfectly, an attacker could easily create such an absence by using a cheaper short- or medium-range missile either to draw out the space-based interceptor or to destroy it. Increasing the missile defense’s robustness by doubling the number of ground-based missiles such a defense could engage? This would require doubling the size of the entire interceptor constellation. Thus, this defense based on deploying hundreds to thousands of space-based interceptors can always be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles.
____________________

***Crowe Olney***

Heg

Scenario 1: Space Leadership

Space weapons not inevitable – multiple warrants.

Mueller 02 (Karl P. Mueller, Ph.D. in politics, Princeton University; B.A. in political science, University of Chicago, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation, 3/27/2002, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?,” International Studies Association Annual Convention)

Far and away the best argument that space weaponization is inevitable, and the only such argument that can plausibly stand on its own, is that the military utility of space weapons for the United States and/or its enemies will soon be so great that the imperative of protecting national security will make space weaponization impossible for rational statesmen to resist. Exactly what these weapons would do, and how, varies from one weaponization vision to another, but the standard expectation is that space weapons would eventually defend friendly satellites against enemy attack, attack enemy space weapons and other satellites that perform important military functions, shoot down long-range ballistic missiles, and conduct attacks against enemy air and surface forces and other terrestrial targets.[33]  Some weaponization advocates anticipate that space weapons will ultimately supplant many, or even most, types of terrestrial military forces; others have more modest expectations, but all predict that space weapons will be the best, and in some cases the only, systems available to fulfill at least some key military roles.  The core of this inevitability argument is that even (or especially) if the United States chooses not to build space weapons, other countries will certainly do so, in large part because of the great and still growing degree to which U.S. military operations depend upon what has traditionally been known as “space force enhancement”: the use of satellites to provide a vast array of services including communications, reconnaissance, navigation, and missile launch warning, without which American military power would be crippled.  This parallels the argument that the importance of satellites to the U.S. economy will make them an irresistible target, except that military satellites are far more indispensable, and successful attacks against a relatively small number of them could have a considerable military impact, for example by concealing preparations for an invasion or by disrupting U.S. operations at a critical juncture.[34]  Rivals of the United States might also find space-to-earth weapons to be a very attractive way to counter U.S. advantages in military power projection.  These are all reasonable arguments, but to conclude from them that space weaponization is inevitable, rather than merely possible or even likely, is unwarranted, for several reasons.  There is no question that space systems are a key center of gravity (or perhaps several) for U.S. military capabilities.  An enemy that attacked them might be able to impair U.S. military operations very seriously, and this ranks high among threats that concern U.S. strategists.  It need not follow from this that the enemies of the United States will do so, or invest in the weapons required to do so, however.  The U.S. armed forces possess many important vulnerabilities that adversaries have often, even consistently, opted not to attack in past conflicts.  To cite but one widely-discussed example, during Operation Allied Force in 1999, Serbia apparently did not attempt to mount special forces attacks against key NATO airbases in Italy or to use manportable missiles to shoot down aircraft operating from them during take-off or landing, although such an action could have profoundly disrupted the Alliance’s bombing campaign.[35]  Moreover, it is quite possible that if a potential enemy did want to develop the ability to attack U.S. space systems, it would choose to do so in ways—such as investing in ground-based ASAT lasers or computer network attack capabilities—that would not involve weaponizing space, and against which the logical defensive countermeasures would not involve placing U.S. weapons in orbit either.  For military as well as commercial satellites, “bodyguard” weapons in space would offer protection only from certain sorts of attacks, while the terrestrial links in satellite systems would remain inviting targets.  Again it is the transition to larger networks of smaller satellites that will do the most to reduce vulnerability, perhaps together with supplementing satellite platforms for some military functions with new types of terrestrial systems, such as high endurance unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs),[36] and improving terrestrial weapons with which to attack ground-based ASATs and satellite launch and control facilities.  Conversely, if the United States decides that it must have the ability to deny an enemy the use of its satellites, it is quite possible that the most attractive means for doing this will prove to involve non-space weapons and, to an even greater extent, tools that are not weapons in the conventional sense at all.  Space-to-earth weapons are likely to prove to be less attractive than ASATs for the United States, which already possesses considerable ability to project military force around the world on short notice.  Because orbital weapons offer only limited advantages over their terrestrial counterparts under most circumstances,[37] it is not difficult to imagine the U.S. Government deciding not to deploy them, and instead choosing to invest in terrestrial systems for rapidly attacking distant and well-protected targets, such as conventionally armed ICBMs and hypersonic stand-off missiles.  For their part, potential enemies of the United States may see space weapons as one of the few ways in which they could threaten to mount a substantial non-nuclear military attack against targets in the U.S. homeland, and yet still not opt to build them, since effective STEW will not be inexpensive, and as years of experience have shown, states at war with the United States have usually been inclined to pursue victory by means other than directly attacking North America. Boost-phase long-range ballistic missile defense against large enemy states is the single existing military mission for which space-based weapons present the only viable option. However, in spite of current U.S. enthusiasm for BMD, this is a mission in which the United States can afford not to invest for a variety or reasons[38] (and if it isn’t, to say that space weaponization is inevitable because we are determined to build space weapons would be an intolerably circular argument). Rivals of the United States seem unlikely to build space-based BMD systems to protect themselves from missile attack either by the United States or regional adversaries in light of the alternatives. 

New GPS solves military dominance – compensates for lack of mobility

Nguyen '11 (Tuan C. Nguyen, staff writer for Smart Planet, "GPS military weapon gives soldiers an edge", 4/7/11, http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/thinking-tech/gps-military-weapon-gives-soldiers-an-edge/6760// ASpomer)
U.S. soldiers fighting in Afghanistan have added a new GPS-guided weapon to their arsenal. Born out of the army’s Accelerated Precision Mortar Initiative program or APMI, the high-tech cartridges were sent to a combat team last month, with seven more infantry units slated to receive them within the next six months. Mortar weaponry can be thought of as a portable, modern equivalent of war cannons. While the technology is simpler to operate and well-suited for trench warfare, its most notable drawback has always been what tended to be a low accuracy rate in hitting targets, such as bunkers. To compensate, commanders are often forced to bombard enemies with several rounds of ammunition. Insurgents have taken advantage of this inherent flaw by deliberately attacking highly populated areas, which makes it difficult for armed forces to fend them off without risking the destruction of property and civilian casualties. Similar to other standard mortar shells, the APMI XM395 cartridge consists of highly explosive material housed inside a 120mm projectile body. But it’s also equipped with a GPS receiver located in the nose, computer-controlled aerodynamic directional fins to keep the round on a programmed trajectory and folding fins in the tail to ensure stability. Souping up a mortar cartridge with all these high-tech upgrades allows it to achieve an accuracy requirement of 10 meters CEP or Circular Error Probable. This simply means that if you drew a circle around an enemy target at 10 meters radius, the rounds would fall inside the circle at least half of the time. Soldiers carry around 25 high-explosive rounds to take out a target. A more precise weapon would reduce the need for reloading and allows troops to be more mobile. “Typically mortars are fired in volleys against an area target because of their inherent inaccuracy, but with APMI, you have the potential to destroy a target with only one or two rounds,” says Peter Burke, deputy product manager of PEO Ammunition. Such improved accuracy also gives commanders the ability to hit a target cleanly or at least with limited collateral damage.

Space weapons can’t protect satellites and don’t deter countries

Blazejewski '08

(Kenneth S. Blazejewski, in private practice in NY focusing primarily on international corporate and financial transactions, "Space Weaponization and US-China Relations", Spring 2008, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA509492// ASpomer)

Proponents argue that space weapons could provide reliable protection for US satellites. Yet, as described above, to the extent that China responds to US space weapons deployment with the deployment of a more robust ASAT system, the security of US satellites actually decreases. When considered from this perspective, it would be wise for the United States to protect its space assets through a less antagonistic policy. In addition, it is not clear that space weapons could provide effective defense for US satellites. Space weapons would be useless against a wide variety of assaults on satellites that may be within China’s reach.65 For instance, China could cut off communication between US military forces and US satellites by means of electronic jamming, blinding satellites through the use of laser technology, or hacking into a satellite signal. Most obviously, space weapons would also fail to deter conventional attacks on satellite ground communication stations. Such attacks on ground stations are easier to execute than a ground-to-space ASAT assault.66

US heg is sustainable – the US reaps disproportionate benefits even in times of decline

Paun 10 (Stefan Paun, Politehnica University, 2010 “IS AMERICAN HEGEMONY STABLE AND SUSTAINABLE?”  Woodside Vol 2 Issue 1 134-139)

Norrlof argues that the US benefits from being the most dominant power today, and that it will continue to be the greatest power for the foreseeable future. The US has benefited from the trade regime, and has used the threat of exclusion to advantage under various configurations of power. It has been well placed to reap disproportionate benefits in international economic negotiations. The US alternates between an optimal tariff strategy and a strategy of limit pricing, and it is not receiving emergency assistance to balance payments. On Norrlof s reading, the US attracts a lot of investment by offering equity in return, and has invested borrowed funds wisely, getting higher returns than the costs of borrowing. The US position in the monetary domain has produced commercial advantages, and benefits disproportionately in the trade and monetary realm. It has experienced significant capital and exchange rate gains on the value of its foreign assets and liabilities. The US is able to benefit from policies that would be disastrous for other countries, and is the key currency country and home to the world's single largest market for goods and capital. Norrlof emphasizes that the US has attracted an enormous share of world capital, has an interest in extending dollar use, and enjoys higher returns on its assets than it pays on its liabilities. The US commercial position is key to understanding its ability to play dollar cycles. The turmoil in financial markets is not a positive for the US. It has experienced exceptionally high capital and exchange rate gains. Norrlof states that there are risks involved with continuous deficits, which the US faces. The US ability to play cycles of limit pricing and optimal tariff pricing will continue. It has the strongest military capability and the largest stock of outstanding liabilities in the world. There is a strong correlation between military successes and increased financial flows into the US. It acquires greater leverage and a greater capacity to reap disproportionate benefits under certain phases of decline.1
Our massive entitlement debt will crush heg

Holmes 09 (Dr. Kim Holmes, a former assistant secretary of state, is a vice president at the Heritage Foundation, 10/30/09 “Massive Debt to Drive U.S. Decline” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/10/Massive-Debt-to-Drive-US-Decline ACC 7/16/11)

Yet there is an insidious threat to America's continued greatness. It gets scarce attention because its effects are not immediate, but that threat is real. It is the threat of crushing government debt. Few things can march a great power down the road of decline faster than irresponsible economic policies -- and huge debt is most often the drum leader of the pack. To learn which nations are most at the mercies of their enemies, just look at the World Bank's list of most "highly indebted poor countries." Today, the federal government is piling up debt as never before. Publicly-held debt now exceeds $7 trillion -- about $22,000 per person. And it's expected to increase by $9 trillion over the next 10 years. Yes, we had extremely high debt after World War II, but unlike today's debt, it was temporary. Today's massive and growing entitlement costs mean that, absent reform, the picture will only get worse over the long-term. What difference does this make for U.S. security? The more we have to pay to service the rising debt and pay out for entitlements, the less there is for defense. Unless we reverse course, this means that -- in our children's lifetime -- the U.S. military might be unable to protect a sea lane vital to trade and military supply lines. We might be unable to suppress an enemy regime that launches a terrorist attack against us. And absent the great American economic engine, we might lack the resources to stay on the cutting edge of technology, leaving our soldiers vulnerable to being matched or even trumped on the battlefield by better-equipped foes. Other ruinous scenarios are possible as well. Suppose foreigners refuse to buy U.S. debt, leading to debt-induced inflation that eats away at productivity and the currency. In this situation, Americans could completely lose confidence in protecting our interests abroad. Beset by inflation and other towering economic problems, Americans could understandably turn toward isolationism, as they had by the 1930s. This would create power vacuums around the world and unleash enemies bent on challenging the great "sick man of America." It has happened before. A great many nations have walked the slow road of decline, and in almost all cases -- from the Roman Empire, to Louis XIV's France, to the British Empire -- huge debt played a crucial role. In those cases, decline was ushered in by the expense of large armies or grand building excesses like the Palace of Versailles. But an American decline would have a different root: runaway social entitlement spending. That's the main cause of our massive debt.

Hegemony fails at resolving conflicts

Maher 10 (Richard Maher, PhD candidate in Political Science @ Brown, “The Paradox of American Unipolarity: Why the United States Will Be Better Off in a Post-Unipolar World, 11/12/2010 Orbis, ScienceDirect)
And yet, despite this material preeminence, the United States sees its political and strategic influence diminishing around the world. It is involved in two costly and destructive wars, in Iraq and Afghanistan, where success has been elusive and the end remains out of sight. China has adopted a new assertiveness recently, on everything from U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, currency convertibility, and America's growing debt (which China largely finances). Pakistan, one of America's closest strategic allies, is facing the threat of social and political collapse. Russia is using its vast energy resources to reassert its dominance in what it views as its historical sphere of influence. Negotiations with North Korea and Iran have gone nowhere in dismantling their nuclear programs. Brazil's growing economic and political influence offer another option for partnership and investment for countries in the Western Hemisphere. And relations with Japan, following the election that brought the opposition Democratic Party into power, are at their frostiest in decades. To many observers, it seems that America's vast power is not translating into America's preferred outcomes. As the United States has come to learn, raw power does not automatically translate into the realization of one's preferences, nor is it necessarily easy to maintain one's predominant position in world politics. There are many costs that come with predominance – material, political, and reputational. Vast imbalances of power create apprehension and anxiety in others, in one's friends just as much as in one's rivals. In this view, it is not necessarily American predominance that produces unease but rather American predominance. Predominance also makes one a tempting target, and a scapegoat for other countries’ own problems and unrealized ambitions. Many a Third World autocrat has blamed his country's economic and social woes on an ostensible U.S. conspiracy to keep the country fractured, underdeveloped, and subservient to America's own interests. Predominant power likewise breeds envy, resentment, and alienation. How is it possible for one country to be so rich and powerful when so many others are weak, divided, and poor? Legitimacy—the perception that one's role and purpose is acceptable and one's power is used justly—is indispensable for maintaining power and influence in world politics. As we witness the emergence (or re-emergence) of great powers in other parts of the world, we realize that American predominance cannot last forever. It is inevitable that the distribution of power and influence will become more balanced in the future, and that the United States will necessarily see its relative power decline. While the United States naturally should avoid hastening the end of this current period of American predominance, it should not look upon the next period of global politics and international history with dread or foreboding. It certainly should not seek to maintain its predominance at any cost, devoting unlimited ambition, resources, and prestige to the cause. In fact, contrary to what many have argued about the importance of maintaining its predominance, America's position in the world—both at home and internationally—could very well be strengthened once its era of preeminence is over. It is, therefore, necessary for the United States to start thinking about how best to position itself in the “post-unipolar” world.
Scenario 2: Rogue States

Iranian and North Korean nuclear threats exaggerated

Goodman '09

(Melvin A. Goodman, senior fellow at the Center for International Policy and adjunct professor of government at Johns Hopkins University, "Exaggeration Of The Threat: Then And Now", 9/14/09, http://pubrecord.org/commentary/5161/exaggeration-threat-then// ASpomer)
A recently declassified study on Soviet intentions during the Cold War identifies significant failures in U.S. intelligence analysis on Soviet military intentions and demonstrates the constant exaggeration of the Soviet threat. The study, which was released last week by George Washington University’s National Security Archive, was prepared by a Pentagon contractor in 1995 that had access to former senior Soviet defense officials, military officers, and industrial specialists. It demonstrates the consistent U.S. exaggeration of Soviet “aggressiveness” and the failure to recognize Soviet fears of a U.S. first strike. The study begs serious questions about current U.S. exaggeration of “threats” emanating from Iran, North Korea, and Afghanistan. In the 1980s, long after Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev signaled reduced growth in Soviet defense spending, the CIA produced a series of National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) titled “Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Nuclear Conflict,” which concluded that the Soviet Union sought “superior capabilities to fight and win a nuclear war with the United States, and have been working to improve their chances of prevailing in such a conflict.” The notion of winning or prevailing in a nuclear conflict was, of course, ludicrous in the extreme, but this did not stop the CIA’s leadership (Director William Casey and Deputy Director Robert Gates) from endorsing the view that the Soviet Red Army could conduct military operations on a nuclear battlefield and had improved “their ability to deal with the many contingencies of such a conflict, and raising the possibility of outcomes favorable to the USSR.” The CIA ignored the Soviet slowdown in the growth of military procurement, exaggerated the capabilities of important strategic systems, and distorted the military and economic power of the Warsaw Pact states. As late as 1986, the CIA reported that the per capita income of East Germany was ahead of West Germany and that the national income per capita was higher in the Soviet Union than in Italy. Several years later, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact collapsed, and former CIA director Stansfield Turner wrote that the “corporate view” at the CIA “missed by a mile.” The Pentagon study demonstrates that the Soviet military high command “understood the devastating consequences of nuclear war” and believed that the use of nuclear weapons had to be avoided at “all costs.” Nevertheless, in 1975, presidential chief of staff Dick Cheney and secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld introduced a group of neoconservatives, led by Harvard professor Richard Pipes, to the CIA in order to make sure that future NIEs would falsely conclude that the Soviet Union rejected nuclear parity, were bent on fighting and winning a nuclear war, and were radically increasing their military spending. The neocons (known as Team B) and the CIA (Team A) then wrongly predicted a series of Soviet weapons developments that never took place, including directed energy weapons, mobile ABM systems, and anti-satellite capabilities. CIA deputy director Gates used this worst-case reasoning in a series of speeches to insinuate himself with CIA director Bill Casey and the Reagan administration. In view of the consistent exaggeration of the Soviet threat throughout the 1980s, when the USSR was on a glide path toward collapse, it is fair to speculate on current geopolitical situations that are far less threatening than our policy and intelligence experts assert. For example, is it reasonable to argue that the United States needs to deploy a strategic air defense in Poland and the Czech Republic to defend against a possible Iranian attack against Central Europe? How did our military planners come up with a scenario that projects Iran’s intentions to target Europe? Why do we dismiss Russian fears of the deployment of such a system in two former Warsaw Pact countries near Russian borders? North Korea, like Iran, is another country that provokes irrational behavior and threat assessments on our part despite its military and economic backwardness. For the past several months, the Pyongyang government has consistently signaled an interest in improving relations with both the United States and South Korea. The release of two American journalists and a South Korean worker as well as an agreement to allow tourism and family reunions to resume with the Seoul government point to an effort to ease relations after months of growing tension. What is North Korea demanding? Nothing more than bilateral talks with the United States. Why is this so difficult?

Status quo diplomacy efforts solve Iranian proliferation –military actions cause prolif 

Feather '06

(John W. Feather, Major in USAF, "Using the US Counterproliferation Strategy: How Can the United States Deter Iran From Acquiring Nuclear Weapons?", 2006, http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:1LL89IoPGkoJ:https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_82027551-0868-41b1-9e12-a70e3e24fd4f/display.aspx%3Frs%3Denginespage+"ballistic+missile+defense"+OR+BMD+AND+deters+"North+Korea"+OR+Iran+OR+"rogue+states"&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEEShgZ6-yNDB4VFQXee_1Xc46f8oQlK-GXi6-x_fjtcJO3G8_x6aDyIQh7iZol8Agqg-4lKmBuMutpi3cU1pw1x2-W1LE3uSyvlG24RKmSa3Saa76Rbc9bLTsKG7ovvwUWTJAh5fZ&sig=AHIEtbTS-2D8LW-CtMzgzqjFKDR7HLV0iQ// ASpomer)
The final element is passive defense. Some examples of these defenses include mobile basing, hardening of targets, dispersal, camouflage, and deception and finally, civil defense and consequence management.53 This element focuses on the United States capability to survive and sustain operations after a nuclear attack from Iran.54 Recommendation The US’s Counterproliferation strategy is one that encompasses options that must be pursued before the United States elects a military response against Iran. When considering strategy, the highest priority must be placed on deterrence and interdiction strategies. The current state of affairs has not escalated to a point where military actions are required from the United States. Furthermore, based on the Iran’s leadership, it is unlikely that military actions would have the desired effect of deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. In all likelihood, even though a military strike would degrade Iran’s current nuclear capabilities, Iran would be even more so incline in the future to pursue nuclear weapon’s capabilities. With a country four times the size of Iraq and a population three times larger, military action would be an enormous undertaking.55 Furthermore, the United States is currently involved in two regional conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan that have significantly stressed our military and coalition forces. The addition of another regional conflict with Iran may stretch our forces too thin and degrade the ability to effectively conduct operations in these regions. When considering military actions against Iran, careful attention and analysis must be paid to the 1981 Israeli attack on Iraqi’s nuclear facility. Even though the targets are very similar in nature, there is one major difference between these two scenarios. Unlike the Iraqi facilities, Iran’s facilities are hardened and buried and require precision munitions capable of penetration to a level to render them unusable. Other issues involve those which deal with the environment. Humanitarian issues must be considered regarding the potential of dispersal of nuclear materials. The bottom line is if the United States finds a way to successfully attack the Iranian facilities, it would likely only propel Iran into an even more aggressive state of defending itself.56 Internal evolutions are currently being played out in Iran that requires the United States to be patient when dealing with Iran’s nuclear program. The United States must be careful when addressing the Iran situation. The United States must avoid statements and actions that can undermine ongoing diplomatic efforts. The future potentially holds well for liberalization within Iran. Patient diplomacy must be allowed to work to see if Iran’s leadership will be open to negotiations that can lead to a peaceful outcome. Presently, Iran’s leadership is fueled with opinions and statements that could very well lead the country into a war that could set its advancements in nuclear power back tens of years. Alternatively, the United States also hopes during this period Iran’s leadership would become more preoccupied with contesting US security interest and less interested in its pursuit of nuclear weapons.57 Summary The US’s Counterproliferation strategy is essential in effectively deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. This strategy and associated programs are of the highest priority to the United States and the President. Documented in numerous speeches from the President and key governmental documents, this strategy is the path the United States will follow in successfully deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. As outlined in three key documents; the NSS, C-CBRNE Master Plan and the National Strategy to Combat WMD, the United States can deter Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons by the use of deterrence, utilizing interdiction measures and defense and mitigation. In his farewell address, George Washington warned that “the nation which indulges towards another a habitual hatred … is a slave to … animosity that can lead it astray from its duty and its interest … The Nation, prompted by ill-will and resentment, sometimes impels to war the government, contrary to the best calculations of policy.”58 The key to overall success, given the current state of affairs, requires patient noninterference on behalf of the United States. We must allow deterrence and interdictions measures to effectively work and see if internal change and reform within Iran will lend itself to a peaceful outcome.59 The experience of how the United States dealt with the former Soviet Union, India and Pakistan has laid the foundation for how the United States must deal with Iran. Preventive diplomacy and patient noninterference coupled with an aggressive deterrent plan made up of deterrence, utilizing interdiction measures and defense and mitigation is essential in effectively deterring Iran. The instability and uncertainty created by a nuclear capable Iran will create a major challenge for the United States. The United States must consider Iran as a truly austere case where a non military approach must be allowed to mature before military actions are required
The economic system is resilient

Zakaria 09 (Fareed Zakaria, PhD Poli Sci @ Harvard, Editor of Newsweek, 12/12/09 “The Secrets of Stability” http://www.newsweek.com/id/226425)
Beyond all this, though, I believe there's a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature. The first is the spread of great-power peace. Since the end of the Cold War, the world's major powers have not competed with each other in geomilitary terms. There have been some political tensions, but measured by historical standards the globe today is stunningly free of friction between the mightiest nations. This lack of conflict is extremely rare in history. You would have to go back at least 175 years, if not 400, to find any prolonged period like the one we are living in. The number of people who have died as a result of wars, civil conflicts, and terrorism over the last 30 years has declined sharply (despite what you might think on the basis of overhyped fears about terrorism). And no wonder—three decades ago, the Soviet Union was still funding militias, governments, and guerrillas in dozens of countries around the world. And the United States was backing the other side in every one of those places. That clash of superpower proxies caused enormous bloodshed and instability: recall that 3 million people died in Indochina alone during the 1970s. Nothing like that is happening today. Peace is like oxygen, Harvard's Joseph Nye has written. When you don't have it, it's all you can think about, but when you do, you don't appreciate your good fortune. Peace allows for the possibility of a stable economic life and trade. The peace that flowed from the end of the Cold War had a much larger effect because it was accompanied by the discrediting of socialism. The world was left with a sole superpower but also a single workable economic model—capitalism—albeit with many variants from Sweden to Hong Kong. This consensus enabled the expansion of the global economy; in fact, it created for the first time a single world economy in which almost all countries across the globe were participants. That means everyone is invested in the same system. Today, while the nations of Eastern Europe might face an economic crisis, no one is suggesting that they abandon free-market capitalism and return to communism. In fact, around the world you see the opposite: even in the midst of this downturn, there have been few successful electoral appeals for a turn to socialism or a rejection of the current framework of political economy. Center-right parties have instead prospered in recent elections throughout the West.

Peaceful Space

Scenario 1: Miscalculation
Current negotiations mean no risk of miscalc

OSCE '11

(Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, "OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs issue statement", 4/14/11, http://www.osce.org/mg/76932// ASpomer)

"The Co-Chairs of the OSCE Minsk Group (Ambassadors Bernard Fassier of France, Robert Bradtke of the United States, and Igor Popov of the Russian Federation) traveled April 11-14 to Yerevan, Nagorno-Karabakh, and Baku.  Joined by Ambassador Andrzej Kasprzyk, the Personal Representative of the OSCE Chairperson in Office (PRCiO), the Co-Chairs met separately with Armenian President Serge Sargsian, Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev, and the de facto authorities in Nagorno-Karabakh. In their meetings, the Co-Chairs discussed next steps for reaching agreement on the Basic Principles. It is the strong view of the Co-Chairs that the time has arrived to finalize and endorse the Basic Principles and move to the drafting of a peace agreement. On April 13, the Co-Chairs crossed the Line of Contact (LOC) by foot, before continuing to Baku. As with their crossing of the LOC in September 2010, this was intended to demonstrate the importance of maintaining and strengthening the 1994 ceasefire and that the LOC should not become a permanent barrier to contacts among neighboring peoples, as well as to reaffirm the Co-Chairs' need to visit any areas affected by the conflict. In conjunction with the crossing of the LOC, the Co-Chairs also visited part of the region southwest of the city of Terter. In addition, the Co-Chairs visited the village of Orta Karvend, accompanying the PRCiO in monitoring the area where the reported March 8 incident occurred. Building on the March 5 joint statement made in Sochi by the Presidents of Azerbaijan, Armenia, and the Russian Federation, the Co-Chairs also presented to the sides a draft mechanism for investigation of incidents along the front lines with the participation of all sides. The Co-Chairs will continue to work with the parties to create as soon as possible a transparent and objective investigation process, with the goal of enhancing confidence, decreasing the risk of miscalculation, and saving lives.

First strike solves Russian war – space militarization destroys this capability

Global Research '07

("First Strike against Russia: The Real Danger behind US ABM Deployment in Eastern Europe", 6/11/07, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5935// ASpomer)
Recent disinformation by the western media about Russia starting a new Cold War not only masks the threat of a US Anti-Ballistic Missile shield deployment but, as always, projects the blame on the victim, Russia. The US missile shield must be understood in the context of its geo-strategic nuclear deployment. Far from being defensive, its ultimate purpose is to obtain such an unassailable advantage over any other nuclear power as to be able to threaten any would-be opponent with nuclear extinction if it were not to comply with the wishes of the US. This new form of nuclear strategy has been called 'compellence'. Remember the word because you won't hear it mentioned by the western MSM which has already tried to distract us from the real dangers behind the deployment of the US missile shield with matters which bear no relevance such as the Litvinenko affair and the inevitable Russian response to retaliate with its own missiles. By means of a US first strike about 99%+ of Russian nuclear forces would be taken out. So Bush Jr. needs ABMs to take care of what remains. And in any event what really matters here is the perception. Namely, the United States Government believes that with the deployment of a facially successful first strike capability, they can move beyond deterrence and into "compellence." In other words, with an apparent first strike capability, the USG can compel Russia to do its bidding during a crisis. The classic case in point here was the Cuban Missile Crisis where the Soviet Union knew the USG could strike first and get away with it. Hence they capitulated. This has been analyzed ad nauseam in the professional literature. But especially by one of Harvard's premier warmongers in chief, Thomas Schelling, winner of the Nobel Prize in Economics granted by the Bank of Sweden-- who developed the term "compellence" and distinguished it from "deterrence." The USG is breaking out of a "deterrence" posture and moving into a "compellence" posture. Easier to rule the world that way. Henceforth the USG will be able to compel even nuclear-armed adversaries to do its bidding in a crisis or otherwise. Deterrence strategy was abandoned over twenty years ago when the US upped the ante in its Arms Race by introducing new, microchip-controlled nuclear weapons, including the medium-range Cruise missile, and replacing the idea of deterrence with 'pre-emption' or first strike. It was no longer necessary to wait for the other side to attack first. Instead, you attack first if you think the other side is planning to attack you. Any sane person can see the danger in a strategy that inevitably leads to paranoia. But when you add to it the fact that everything is handled, not by humans, but by computers a War Games doomsday scenario is what we are faced with. What the US is now dumping is no longer deterrence. That was dumped over 20 years ago. What it's doing is to develop the second stage of First Strike by introducing an element, compellence, which will effectively coerce all its competitors, through terror, to do its bidding. It was concerning this that Vladimir Putin warned the world at the Munich Conference last February. " I am convinced that we have reached that decisive moment when we must seriously think about the architecture of global security," he said. "In Russia’s opinion, the militarisation of outer space could have unpredictable consequences for the international community, and provoke nothing less than the beginning of a nuclear era. And we have come forward more than once with initiatives designed to prevent the use of weapons in outer space." And, in the context of the expansion of NATO into the old Warsaw Pact countries: "I think it is obvious that NATO expansion does not have any relation with the modernisation of the Alliance itself or with ensuring security in Europe. On the contrary, it represents a serious provocation that reduces the level of mutual trust." "And we have the right to ask: against whom is this expansion intended?" Remember, it is in (former) Czechoslovakia and Poland where the US now intends to install its ABM radar systems. The pattern of aggressive closing in on the USSR is clear for all to see. Finally, in that speech, Putin warned the US that if it were to go ahead with a new arms race, including ABM deployment, Russia would respond asymetrically.

Scenario 2: China

China committed to banning space weapons- PPWT treaty proves 

Information Office of the State Council- The People's Republic of China, March 2011, “China's National Defense in 2010”,  Beijing, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2011-03/31/c_13806851.htm //ZY

[t]he Chinese government has advocated from the outset the peaceful use of outer space, and opposes any weaponization of outer space and any arms race in outer space. China believes that the best way for the international community to prevent any weaponization of or arms race in outer space is to negotiate and conclude a relevant international legally-binding instrument. In February 2008, China and Russia jointly submitted to the Conference on Disarmament (CD) a draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space and the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT). In August 2009, China and Russia jointly submitted their working paper responding to the questions and comments raised by the CD members on the draft treaty. China is looking forward to starting negotiations on the draft treaty at the earliest possible date, in order to conclude a new outer space treaty.

First-strike solves China

Lieber and Press ‘07

(Keir A. Lieber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Daryl G. Press is Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, 2007, “U.S. Nuclear Primacy and the Future of the Chinese Deterrent”, http://www.wsichina.org/%5Ccs5_5.pdf// GH-aspomer)

This criticism is factually incorrect. We published much more sensitivity analysis than Blair and Chen acknowledge on both of the key variables that drive the results of the model: the accuracy of U.S. delivery vehicles and the reliability of U.S. weapon systems. Contrary to Blair and Chen’s claims, we show that the results of our model do not change even when we allow the accuracy and reliability of U.S. weapons to fall below expectations by 40 or 50 percent. 27 Why are our results so robust? During the past 15 years, the United States Keir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press China Security Winter 2007 77 has done so much to upgrade its first strike capabilities – most notably by deploying Trident II D-5 missiles throughout the entire ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) fleet, placing high-yield W88 warheads on many of those missiles, and deploying stealthy B-2 bombers – that today a first strike could succeed even if the performance of key U.S. weapon systems fell far short of their expected accuracy, reliability, or both. Furthermore, the United States continues to work to increase the lethality of its nuclear forces, thereby reducing even more the significance of any actual deviations from expected levels of accuracy. For example, the U.S. Navy recently experimented with using Global Positioning System (GPS) signals to provide terminal guidance for Trident II reentry vehicles (which would dramatically improve the warhead’s accuracy) and it is enhancing its Trident II W76 warheads with a new fuze to permit ground-bursts (which will greatly enhance the warhead’s lethality against hardened targets).28 Achieving GPS-like accuracy with submarine-launched ground-burst warheads would mark a tremendous leap in U.S. counterforce capabilities, providing gains in performance that could substitute for potential inaccuracy in other weapon systems. The point is that our analysis is not sensitive to plausible levels of uncertainty about U.S. accuracy, and will become even less sensitive in the future as U.S. weapons grow even more capable.

Ground based BMD solves China Taiwan war – space mil causes war

Zhang '05 
(Zhang Hui, QUALS, 2005, "Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective", http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1// ASpomer)
Neutralizing China's nuclear deterrent In particular, China is concerned that the U.S. missile defense network will undercut China's strategic nuclear deterrent. Even a limited missile defense system could neutralize China's fewer than two dozen single-warhead ICBMs that are capable of reaching the United States. China is even more concerned about space-based BMD systems that would be far more dangerous to China's nuclear deterrent than a non-space-based BMD system. In addition, Beijing is worried that the deployment of missile defense systems would further promote a preemptive U.S. military strategy. As viewed by Chinese leaders, China's own small strategic nuclear arsenal appears to be a plausible target for U.S. missile defenses.10 China fears that the BMD network would give the United States more freedom and power to intervene in its affairs, including undermining the country's efforts at reunification with Taiwan. Moreover, China is concerned that putting weapons in space would constrain its civilian and commercial space activities. China sees itself as a developing economic space power, dependent on free access to space for financial gain. However, U.S. driven space weaponization directly threatens this access. Arms race Due to the threatening nature of space weapons, it is reasonable to assume that China and others would attempt to block their deployment and use by political and, if necessary, military means.
No US-China War – Economic interdependence

Barnett 04 (Thomas Barnett, a former Professor and senior military analyst at the U.S. Naval War College, and a top advisor to SecDef Donald Rumsfeld, 2004, “The Pentagon's New Map: War and Peace In The Twenty-First Century" Why China will never Risk War with the US over Taiwan... http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1361719/posts)
(the following excerpt shows why war in the Taiwan strait is highly improbable if not impossible): "Three key pillars control the vast bulk of long-term investments. Not surprisingly, these three constitute the Old Core of Globalization II: the United States, the (now) European Union, and Japan. This relatively small slice of the global population (approximately one-eighth) controls over four-fifths of the money. If you want to join the Core, you must be able to access that money-plain and simple.  That fundamental reality of the global economy explains why we won't be going to war with China. The Pentagon can plan for it all it wants, but it does so purely within the sterile logic of war, and not with and logical reference to the larger flows of globalization. Simply put, those flows continue to reshape the international security environment that the Defense Department often imagines it manages all by its lonesome.  Let me paint you the same basic picture I love to draw each time I give my brief to Pentagon strategists and, by doing so, give you a realistic sense of what China would be up against if it chose to challenge the United States-led globalization process wing military means.  China has to double its energy consumption in a generation if all the growth it is planning is actually going to occur. We know where the Chinese have to go for the energy: Russia, Central Asia, and the Gulf. That's a lot of new friends to make and one significant past enemy to romance (Moscow). But Beijing will pull it off, because they have no choice. To make all that energy happen, China has to build an amazing amount of infrastructure to import it, process it, generate the needed energy products, and deliver it to buildings and wehicles all over the country (though mostly along the coast). That infrastructure will cost a lot, and it's common when talking to development experts to hear the "T" word-as in "trillions"-casually tossed around. Where is China going to go for all that money? Certainly it will tap its biggest trade partner, Japan, for all it can. But when it really wants to tap the big sources of money, there are only two financial communities that can handle that sort of a request: Wall Street and the European Union. So when you add it all up, for China to get its way on development, it needs to be friends with the Americans, the Europeans, the Muslims, and the Slavs. Doesn't exactly leave a lot of civilizations to clash with, does it

Solvency

Collisions destroy missile defense and would need 100,000 interceptors to solve

Grego '11

(Laura Grego, staff scientist in the Global Security Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists in DC, "Space-Based Missile Defense: Still a Bad Idea", 6/2/11, http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea// ASpomer)

While $8 million is small money in this context, as Rep. Sanchez rebutted, space-based interceptors are big money. This has been established repeatedly in studies by, for example, the American Physics Society and the Congressional Budget Office, both in 2004, which show that hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would be needed to provide global coverage against one or two ballistic missiles.  For the foreseeable future, each of these hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would require a mass of many hundreds of kilograms, larger than an Iridium communications satellite at launch. A deployed system would be enormously expensive and challenge the U.S. launch capability. It is unlikely to ever be deployed, and in today’s constrained budgetary environment, it is exceedingly unlikely to even be considered seriously. Aside from the cost, a deployed system would raise significant issues for low-earth orbit crowding and space traffic management. Currently, fewer than 500 active satellites are in low earth orbits (less than about 1700 km at perigee), yet the current system managing traffic in space was unable to predict or prevent a collision between two intact satellites in 2009. (The US Air Force has stepped up its game in this respect, but tripling the number of satellites that need to be closely monitored is not a trivial upgrade.) Why not just put up a few interceptors? A little protection is better than none, right? The answer is a resounding no. A space-based interceptor would only be in the right place to be able to intercept a given ICBM intermittently: space-based interceptors need to keep circling Earth to stay in orbit. Because space-based interceptors (like all satellites) orbit predictably and are readily observable from the ground, a single interceptor is like a single police officer who is charged with protecting a neighborhood from mischief but required never to deviate from the precise timing of her route. She would be only a minor nuisance to determined troublemakers, who would find it easy to do what they pleased without getting caught. In the same way that the neighborhood wouldn’t be protected until a full coterie of officers could cover the territory, space-based missile defense would be completely ineffective until a full system was deployed. Until then, the attacker could always choose her time and place to coincide with the absence of a usable interceptor. Space-based missile defense is worse off than that, actually. In fact, even if a full system were deployed and the technology worked perfectly, an attacker could easily create such an absence by using a cheaper short- or medium-range missile either to draw out the space-based interceptor or to destroy it. Increasing the missile defense’s robustness by doubling the number of ground-based missiles such a defense could engage? This would require doubling the size of the entire interceptor constellation. Thus, this defense based on deploying hundreds to thousands of space-based interceptors can always be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles.
____________________________

***2NC Case Extensions***

___________________

**Heg Extensions

Sustainable
Heg is high and sustainable – the US remains unmatched in material capabilities

Ikenberry et al 09 (G John Ikenberry, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University in the Department of Politics and the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, William Wohlforth, Daniel Webster Professor of Government @ Dartmouth, Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences and Nelson A. Rockefeller Professor of Government @ Dartmouth, January 2009 “Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences” World Politics  61, pp 1-27)

American primacy in the global distribution of capabilities is  one of the most salient features of the contemporary international  system. The end of the cold war did not return the world to multipolarity. Instead the United States—already materially preeminent—became  more so. We currently live in a one superpower world, a circumstance  unprecedented in the modern era. No other great power has enjoyed  such advantages in material capabilities—military, economic, technological, and geographical. Other states rival the United States in one  area or another, but the multifaceted character of  american power  places it in a category of its own. The sudden collapse of the Soviet  Union and its empire, slower economic growth in Japan and Western  europe during the 1990s, and  america’s outsized military spending  have all enhanced these disparities. While in most historical eras the  distribution of capabilities among major states has tended to be multipolar or bipolar—with several major states of roughly equal size and  capability—the United States emerged from the 1990s as an unrivaled  global power. It became a “unipolar” state.

High now
Don’t buy their heg declining arguments – it’s just cyclical belief

Nye 11 (Joseph Nye, University Distinguished Service Professor, and former Dean of the Kennedy School @ Harvard, 5/5/11, “American Power after Bin Laden” http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/nye94/English ACC 7/28/11)

Despite these differences, Americans are prone to cycles of belief in decline. The Founding Fathers worried about comparisons to the decline of the Roman republic. Moreover, cultural pessimism is very American, extending back to the country’s Puritan roots. As Charles Dickens observed a century and a half ago, “if its individual citizens, to a man, are to be believed, [America] always is depressed, and always is stagnated, and always is in an alarming crisis, and never was otherwise.”  More recently, polls showed widespread belief in decline after the Soviet Union launched Sputnik in 1957, then again during the Nixon-era economic shocks in the 1970’s, and after Ronald Reagan’s budget deficits in the 1980’s. At the end of that decade, American’s believed the country was in decline; yet, within a decade, they believed that the US was the sole superpower. Now many have gone back to believing in decline.  Cycles of declinism tell us more about American psychology than about underlying shifts in power resources. Some observers, such as the Harvard historian Niall Ferguson, believe that “debating the stages of decline may be a waste of time – it is a precipitous and unexpected fall that should most concern policy makers and citizens.” Ferguson believes that a doubling of public debt in the coming decade cannot erode US strength on its own, but that it could weaken a long-assumed faith in America’s ability to weather any crisis.

Spending Kills Heg

Alt cause – Entitlement spending will gut US hegemony

Holmes 11 (Dr. Kim Holmes, a former assistant secretary of state, is a vice president at the Heritage Foundation, 3/10/11 “What Could Cause America’s Decline?” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2011/03/What-could-cause-Americas-decline ACC 7/16/11)

Here’s the problem: We could eliminate the entire budget for the Department of Defense, but absent entitlement reform, we would still run out of money for any discretionary spending by 2035. Mr. Mandelbaum is right that entitlement spending — unchecked — will some day ruin America’s ability to play a global role; but he’s wrong on two other counts: 1) that merely cutting back on overseas operations would eliminate or even ameliorate the debt problem; and 2) that nothing can be done to restrain social spending.

Heg doesn’t Solve War

Empirically, heg doesn’t solve conflict

Hachigan and Sutphen 08 (Nina, Senior Fellow at American Progress, and Monica, Deputy White House Chief of Staff, “The Next American Century,” p168-9)
In practice, the strategy of primacy failed to deliver. While the fact of being the world’s only superpower has substantial benefits, a national security strategy based on suing and retaining primacy has not made America more secure. America’s military might has not been the answer to terrorism, disease, climate change, or proliferation. Iraq, Iran, and North Korea have become more dangerous in the last seven years, not less. Worse than being ineffective with transnational threats and smaller powers, a strategy of maintaining primacy is counterproductive when it comes to pivotal powers. If America makes primacy the main goal of its national security strategy, then why shouldn’t the pivotal powers do the same? A goal of primacy signals that sheer strength is most critical to security. American cannot trumpet its desire to dominate the world military and then question why China is modernizing its military. 

U.S. hegemonic decline does not cause conflict or result in a power vacuum – empirically proven

Fettweis 10 (Chris Fettweis, assistant professor of political science @ Tulane, April 2010, “Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy” Survival Vol 52 Isue 2)
One potential explanation for the growth of global peace can be dismissed fairly quickly: US actions do not seem to have contributed much. The limited evidence suggests that there is little reason to believe in the stabilising power of the US hegemon, and that there is no relation between the relative level of American activism and international stability. During the 1990s, the United States cut back on its defence spending fairly substantially. By 1998, the United States was spending $100 billion less on defence in real terms than it had in 1990, a 25% reduction.29 To internationalists, defence hawks and other believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible 'peace dividend' endangered both national and global security. 'No serious analyst of American military capabilities', argued neo-conservatives William Kristol and Robert Kagan in 1996, 'doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America's responsibilities to itself and to world peace'.30 And yet the verdict from the 1990s is fairly plain: the world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable US military, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums; no security dilemmas drove insecurity or arms races; no regional balancing occurred once the stabilising presence of the US military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international war was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in US military capabilities. Most of all, the United States was no less safe. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Bill Clinton, and kept declining as the George W. Bush administration ramped the spending back up. Complex statistical analysis is unnecessary to reach the conclusion that world peace and US military expenditure are unrelated.
___________________

**Weaponization

Not Inevitable

Space weapons not inevitable – banned chemical and biological weapons prove. 
Hardesty 05 (David C Hardesty, Captain in the US Navy, faculty of the Naval War College's Strategy and Policy Departmentfaculty of the Naval War College's Strategy and Policy Department, Spring 2005, “SPACE-BASED WEAPONS Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives,” Naval War College Review, Vol. 58, No. 2)

The Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization reported five major findings. One of these concerned the inevitability of weaponizing space: Every medium of transport—air, land, sea—has seen conflict. Space will be no different. . . . As with national capabilities in the air, on land, and at sea, the United States must have the capabilities to defend its space assets against hostile acts and to negate the hostile use of space against American interests. Explicit national security guidance and defense policy [are] needed to direct development of doctrine and concepts of operations for space capabilities, including weapons systems that operate in space and that can defend assets in orbit and augment current air, land, and sea forces. This requires a deterrence strategy for space, which in turn must be supported by a greater range of space capabilities.33 The report cites no background analysis supporting this rather dramatic chain of logic. The argument seems to be, first, one of historical determinism— that other mediums having seen conflict, space will as well. That inevitability requires not only defense of assets in space but negation in advance of the hostile use of space. The final leap is to the idea that these offensive and defensive requirements can be met only by “weapons systems that operate in space.”No potential disadvantages or possible alternatives are noted. As for the inevitability argument, Dr. Karl P. Mueller concludes that arguments based on human nature or historical analogies to the air and sea are “thought-provoking but ultimately weak.”34 They do not account for the fact that though some nations continue to possess banned chemical and biological weapons, there is no clamor in the United States to deploy such weapons in such large numbers on the ground that their further spread is inevitable. “Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread.”35 The analogy to the medium of air also has significant holes. Less than fifteen years after the first powered flight, military aircraft were carrying out reconnaissance, offensive and defensive counterair, and strategic and tactical bombing missions. In contrast, over forty-five years after Sputnik, space-based counterspace and terrestrial bombardment is not being conducted, long after the technical capability emerged. “In fact, both superpowers did develop anti-satellite interceptors, but then abandoned their ASAT programs, something utterly without precedent in the history of air power that casts further doubt on the soundness of the analogy.”36

Space weapons not inevitable – the human nature theory doesn’t predict policies.

Mueller 02 (Karl P. Mueller, Ph.D. in politics, Princeton University; B.A. in political science, University of Chicago, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation, 3/27/2002, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?,” International Studies Association Annual Convention)

The simplest inevitability argument is that warfare and armaments are intrinsically uncontrollable because people are warlike and states ultimately will do whatever they believe to be in their self-interest.[12]  In short, weapons and warfare abhor a vacuum, and will spread wherever humanity goes.[13]  In some cases, adherence to this belief is based upon skepticism about, or even deep visceral revulsion for, negotiated arms control.[14] The premise that states are selfish rational actors in an anarchic world actually predicts little about what their specific policies will be in the absence of additional information or assumptions.  In fact, warfare and states’ preparations for war are often limited by a wide variety of rational considerations, most of which have little to do with formal arms control negotiations.  Deploying space weapons would involve a variety of potential political costs and benefits, both domestic and international, and is far from unreasonable to think that states might shy away from such a course even if it promised to increase their absolute military capabilities, depending on the complete set of incentives and disincentives facing them.  As the space weapons debate itself proves, the norm of space as an unweaponized sanctuary that has evolved during the past forty-five years is far from politically insignificant. Of course, the more important a military innovation appears to be to a state’s security, the more likely it is to be adopted, even if the price for doing so is fairly high, while it is relatively easy to give up military opportunities of limited value.  For example, the longstanding success of the multilateral 1957 treaty prohibiting military bases in Antarctica, often cited as an example of an effective sanctuary regime, would be more impressive if the signatory powers had strong incentives to establish bases on that continent.  Yet even so it flies in the face of the idea that weaponization will follow wherever people go; the argument that space weapons in particular will have military utility too great to resist is a different proposition from the contention that weapons always spread everywhere, and will be later in this essay. A variety of weapons have fallen into disrepute over the last century,  While they have not yet disappeared, chemical and biological weapons have been shunned by all but renegade states.  Anti-personnel land mines are following in their wake.  Many states that could easily have developed nuclear weapons have opted not to do so, in some cases in spite of apparently very good military reasons to go nuclear.[15]  Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread.  The fact that this has not happened is due to many factors other than the Outer Space Treaty’s prohibition on such weaponization, but if some weapons do not necessarily follow wherever people go, the idea that a law of human nature requires that others will do so should not be taken very seriously.

Space weapons not inevitable – human nature theory is flawed – more warrants.

Mueller 03 (Karl P. Mueller, Ph.D. in politics, Princeton University; B.A. in political science, University of Chicago, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation, 2003, “Totem and Taboo: Depolarizing the Space Weaponization Debate”)

The simplest inevitability argument is that warfare and armaments are intrinsically uncontrollable because people are warlike: weapons and warfare abhor a vacuum, and will spread wherever humanity goes.' This assertion is often accompanied by arguments that arms control never works, although it is possible to argue more narrowly that only space arms control is infeasible."  This generalization is not far from the truth, yet it is far enough from truth that it can and should be considered invalid. For example, although the longstanding success of the 1957 Antarctic Treaty's proscription of military bases in Antarctica, often cited as an example of an effective sanctuary regime, would be far more impressive if the signatory powers actually had strong incentives to establish bases on that continent, it still flies in the face of the idea that weaponization must always follow wherever people go (the argument that space weapons in particular will have military utility too great to resist is a different proposition from the contention that weapons always spread everywhere). Similarly, some types of weapons have fallen into disrepute over the last century While they have not yet disappeared, it could be argued that chemical and biological weapons have been shunned by all but renegade states and terrorists, and anti-personnel land mines are following in their wake. Many states that could easily have developed nuclear weapons have opted not to do so, in some cases in spite of apparently very good military reasons to go nuclear.' Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread. The fact that this has not happened is due to many factors other than the 1967 Outer Space Treaty's prohibition on such weaponization, but if some weapons do not necessarily follow wherever people go, the idea that a law of human nature requires that others will do so should not be seriously embraced as a basis for national policy
_________________

**Rogue States

Generic
Status Quo solves rogue states’ space militarization – Obama pushing a ban

Daily Tech '09

(Michael Barkoviak, 2/9/10, "Obama to Seek Space Weapons Ban", http://www.dailytech.com/Obama+to+Seek+Space+Weapons+Ban/article14200c.htm// ASpomer)
President Barack Obama is looking for a ban against all space weapons used by any current space nation, though he'll likely face strong opposition against the ban of space militarization. There is growing concern -- especially recently because of Iran's successful satellite launch and North Korea's plans to launch a satellite -- that a space weapons race could be in the works. Western nations are growing increasingly concerned that North Korea, Iran, and India could use their space programs to also launch military attacks against other nations. "Obama is delivering on his promise of more cooperation," Retired U.S. Air Force Lt. Gen. James Armor said. "I like the idea of working together more with our allies, but verification of [an international ban concerning space weapons] is very difficult. If you can't verify something, it makes it difficult to build a treaty." At the very least, Obama hopes to create rules to keep satellites currently in orbit safe from attack -- either by missile launches, or nations commanding their satellites from slamming into others.
Iran

Iran threat is all hype

Reuters '09

(9/2/09, "UN SaysIran Nuclear Threat Exaggerated", http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/0c9130da-97a8-11de-a927-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1TRrGefhP // ASpomer)

VIENNA, September 2 – Iran is not going to produce a nuclear weapon any time soon and the threat posed by its atomic programme has been exaggerated, the United Nations nuclear watchdog chief said in a published interview. The west suspects Iran wants to develop a nuclear weapons capability under the guise of a declared civilian atomic energy programme. Tehran rejects the charge, saying its uranium-enrichment programme is a peaceful way to generate electricity. Mohamed ElBaradei, director-general of the International Atomic Energy Agency, said there was no concrete evidence that Tehran had an ongoing nuclear weapons programme. “But somehow, many people are talking about how Iran’s nuclear programme is the greatest threat to the world. In many ways, I think the threat has been hyped,” he told the specialist Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. ElBaradei said there was concern about Iran’s future nuclear intentions and that the Islamic republic needs to be more transparent with the Vienna-based UN nuclear watchdog. “But the idea that we’ll wake up tomorrow and Iran will have a nuclear weapon is an idea that isn’t supported by the facts as we have seen them so far,” said ElBaradei, 67, who will step down in November after 12 years in office. The interview was conducted in July but released late on Tuesday. Last week, an IAEA report lent some weight to western intelligence reports that Iran had studied ways to make atom bombs although the agency has repeatedly said it does not have concrete proof of a weapons agenda.

Air power and nuclear threat effectively deter Iran

Eisenstadt '05

(Michael Eisenstadt, enior fellow and director of the Military and Security Studies Program at The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, "Deter and Contain: Dealing with a Nuclear Iran", 2005, http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/file/Getting Ready-Deter and Contain-Dealing with a Nuclear Iran.pdf// ASpomer)
Would the threat of conventional attack be sufficient, or is the threat of nuclear retaliation necessary for deterring a nuclear Iran? The awesome potential of modern air power—particularly the ability to disable modern industrial and economic infrastructures—was dramatically demonstrated during Operations DESERT STORM (1991) and ALLIED FORCE (1999) and, to a lesser degree, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (2003). This capability enables Washington to counter conventional and nuclear threats by Iran (and others) with the credible threat of a devastating conventional riposte that does not necessitate the use of nuclear weapons (although the knowledge that the United States possesses a vast nuclear arsenal would undoubtedly enter into the calculations of Iranian decisionmakers). The bottom line is that the United States does not necessarily have to respond to the emergence of a nuclear Iran by extending a nuclear deterrent umbrella to its regional partners (which would undermine those elements of U.S. nonproliferation policy that seek to devalue nuclear weapons); its conventional capabilities might be sufficient to deter Iran in all but the most extreme circumstances. And at any rate, the United States ultimately retains the ability to use nuclear weapons, if the threat of a conventional response is deemed insufficient in some circumstances to deter the use of nuclear weapons by Iran.

Status quo diplomacy efforts solve Iranian proliferation –military actions cause prolif 

Feather '06

(John W. Feather, Major in USAF, "Using the US Counterproliferation Strategy: How Can the United States Deter Iran From Acquiring Nuclear Weapons?", 2006, http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:1LL89IoPGkoJ:https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_82027551-0868-41b1-9e12-a70e3e24fd4f/display.aspx%3Frs%3Denginespage+"ballistic+missile+defense"+OR+BMD+AND+deters+"North+Korea"+OR+Iran+OR+"rogue+states"&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEEShgZ6-yNDB4VFQXee_1Xc46f8oQlK-GXi6-x_fjtcJO3G8_x6aDyIQh7iZol8Agqg-4lKmBuMutpi3cU1pw1x2-W1LE3uSyvlG24RKmSa3Saa76Rbc9bLTsKG7ovvwUWTJAh5fZ&sig=AHIEtbTS-2D8LW-CtMzgzqjFKDR7HLV0iQ// ASpomer)
The final element is passive defense. Some examples of these defenses include mobile basing, hardening of targets, dispersal, camouflage, and deception and finally, civil defense and consequence management.53 This element focuses on the United States capability to survive and sustain operations after a nuclear attack from Iran.54 Recommendation The US’s Counterproliferation strategy is one that encompasses options that must be pursued before the United States elects a military response against Iran. When considering strategy, the highest priority must be placed on deterrence and interdiction strategies. The current state of affairs has not escalated to a point where military actions are required from the United States. Furthermore, based on the Iran’s leadership, it is unlikely that military actions would have the desired effect of deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. In all likelihood, even though a military strike would degrade Iran’s current nuclear capabilities, Iran would be even more so incline in the future to pursue nuclear weapon’s capabilities. With a country four times the size of Iraq and a population three times larger, military action would be an enormous undertaking.55 Furthermore, the United States is currently involved in two regional conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan that have significantly stressed our military and coalition forces. The addition of another regional conflict with Iran may stretch our forces too thin and degrade the ability to effectively conduct operations in these regions. When considering military actions against Iran, careful attention and analysis must be paid to the 1981 Israeli attack on Iraqi’s nuclear facility. Even though the targets are very similar in nature, there is one major difference between these two scenarios. Unlike the Iraqi facilities, Iran’s facilities are hardened and buried and require precision munitions capable of penetration to a level to render them unusable. Other issues involve those which deal with the environment. Humanitarian issues must be considered regarding the potential of dispersal of nuclear materials. The bottom line is if the United States finds a way to successfully attack the Iranian facilities, it would likely only propel Iran into an even more aggressive state of defending itself.56 Internal evolutions are currently being played out in Iran that requires the United States to be patient when dealing with Iran’s nuclear program. The United States must be careful when addressing the Iran situation. The United States must avoid statements and actions that can undermine ongoing diplomatic efforts. The future potentially holds well for liberalization within Iran. Patient diplomacy must be allowed to work to see if Iran’s leadership will be open to negotiations that can lead to a peaceful outcome. Presently, Iran’s leadership is fueled with opinions and statements that could very well lead the country into a war that could set its advancements in nuclear power back tens of years. Alternatively, the United States also hopes during this period Iran’s leadership would become more preoccupied with contesting US security interest and less interested in its pursuit of nuclear weapons.57 Summary The US’s Counterproliferation strategy is essential in effectively deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. This strategy and associated programs are of the highest priority to the United States and the President. Documented in numerous speeches from the President and key governmental documents, this strategy is the path the United States will follow in successfully deterring Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. As outlined in three key documents; the NSS, C-CBRNE Master Plan and the National Strategy to Combat WMD, the United States can deter Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons by the use of deterrence, utilizing interdiction measures and defense and mitigation. In his farewell address, George Washington warned that “the nation which indulges towards another a habitual hatred … is a slave to … animosity that can lead it astray from its duty and its interest … The Nation, prompted by ill-will and resentment, sometimes impels to war the government, contrary to the best calculations of policy.”58 The key to overall success, given the current state of affairs, requires patient noninterference on behalf of the United States. We must allow deterrence and interdictions measures to effectively work and see if internal change and reform within Iran will lend itself to a peaceful outcome.59 The experience of how the United States dealt with the former Soviet Union, India and Pakistan has laid the foundation for how the United States must deal with Iran. Preventive diplomacy and patient noninterference coupled with an aggressive deterrent plan made up of deterrence, utilizing interdiction measures and defense and mitigation is essential in effectively deterring Iran. The instability and uncertainty created by a nuclear capable Iran will create a major challenge for the United States. The United States must consider Iran as a truly austere case where a non military approach must be allowed to mature before military actions are required.

North Korea

North Korean nuclear threat exaggerated

The Independent '08

("US 'exaggerating nuclear threat from North Korea'", 3/3/08, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/politics/us-exaggerating-nuclear-threat-from-north-korea-790484.html// ASpomer)
International nuclear experts have accused the White House of exaggerating North Korea's nuclear threat to support its claim that the communist state was part of an "axis of evil" – just as it did with Iraq's before the 2003 invasion. The accusations follow Pyongyang's first revelations about its nuclear programme under an international deal, and at the end of a week that saw an unprecedented opening up by the hermit state to the largest US cultural delegation since the Korean war. North Korea's acknowledgement that it has 30kg of plutonium – enough for six bombs – is at the low end of Western assessments, according to experts. Although Pyongyang missed a second deadline of 25 February to come clean on all its nuclear programmes – and there are doubts that it ever will – questions are now being raised about the exact threat posed by North Korea, whose one and only nuclear test is generally thought to have been a flop. The main focus is on North Korea's uranium programme, which could provide a second path to a nuclear weapon, but which its leaders deny having. The US accused North Korea of cheating in 2002 after intercepting a shipment of aluminium tubes which could have been used in gas centrifuges to enrich the fuel. Since then, however, America has backtracked. "It's up there with the Iraq nuclear assessment," said David Albright, president of the Institute for Science and International Security. "It was aluminium tubes in both cases. They may have done the same (with North Korea) and weighted it far too highly." Unlike the Iraqi case, the 2002 incident did not lead to war. "But it caused a lot of damage," he said, noting that the US accusations led to the breakdown of the "grand bargain" negotiated by the Clinton administration and prompted North Korea to withdraw from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and end a freeze on plutonium production. Another western expert said that "it's highly unlikely that they've got a full scale programme". Now that the US had raised the enriched uranium programme as an issue, "it becomes difficult for [the North Koreans] to prove they didn't do it" – another echo of Iraq. A second disputed area exploited by hardliners in the White House is North Korean proliferation to Syria. Israel bombed a Syrian site in September amid reports that it was a nuclear facility. "We know the North Koreans worked with the Syrians on missiles, but it's not remotely plausible on nuclear," said the expert. The mood music around North Korea changed with last week's performance by the New York Philharmonic orchestra in Pyongyang. But the trip had been planned amid the euphoria of last October's deal in which North Korea agreed to disable its nuclear facilities in return for oil, aid and the normalising of relations with America and its neighbours. But now, the process has stalled, with a slowdown in the delivery of heavy fuel oil and with North Korea refusing to provide further details on its nuclear programmes and proliferation. Hans Blix, the former chief UN weapons inspector for Iraq, noted a big difference between America's two enemies: "In North Korea, there was plutonium. The Iraqis had nothing." But he, too, said that the hardliners in the Bush administration "have all the time wanted to hype things, because they ride on scare." Bomb facts *Nuclear test in October 2006 considered a failure – yield was a fraction of the Hiroshima explosion
_____________________

**Obama Cred High

Obama has rebuilt our credibility
Easley 3/25/11 

[Jason Easley, senior fellow for SodaHeadlines, "Obama Clears Out The Bushes And Restores America's Global Populary", pg. online @  http://www.sodahead.com/united-states/obama-clears-out-the-bushes-and-restores-americas-global-popularity/question-1619243/?page=9// bprp]

Barack Obama ran for president in 2008 based in part on the promise that he would restore America's standing in the world, and a new Gallup poll released today shows that he has done just that. Respondents in 100 countries were surveying and the United States was the most popular world power at 47%. This is a roughly 14% increase in America's global standing since the Bush administration. Gallup found that Obama has managed to turn the US from the power that trailed Japan, Germany, France, Russia, and even China from 2007-2008 into the most popular of the world's global powers. US leadership is now approved of by 47% of the world and only 25% disapprove. Germany is second with a 40%/17% approval to disapproval ratio. France was third with a 39% approval rating followed by Japan (37%), the UK (35%), China (31%), and Russia (27%). The poll also found that by nearly a 4 to 1 margin, the US is the most popular migration destination. Canada and the UK were tied for second at 7%. I can already hear conservatives snickering and saying, "Of course Obama made us popular around the world, he is always apologizing," and then throwing in some variant of their belief that real leaders like tyrants must be despised. However as Gallup pointed out a recent study has shown a potential real world impact that global popularity can have on terrorism, "Princeton economist Alan Krueger's recent analysis in Science magazine of 19 countries in the Middle East and North Africa suggests there is a statistical link between global leadership approval ratings and terrorist attacks. The findings should not be misconstrued to mean that lower approval ratings equal more terrorist attacks. The main takeaway is that the "…results are inconsistent with one hypothesis: that public opinion is irrelevant for terrorism because terrorists are extremists who act independently of their countrymen's attitudes toward the leadership of the countries that they attack." The hypothesis presented above is one most frequently relied on conservatives. America should go it alone because the terrorists hate our freedoms and are going to attack us no matter what we do. What conservatives ignore when they discount the value of global popularity is the role that it plays in winning the hearts of potential extremists. If the US can create an environment where people grow up and live with a favorable impression of America, then this can be used to negate the message of extremists before it has a chance to take root. It is also much easier to build an international coalition when your leader doesn't spend his free time pissing off the rest of the world. Even though Republicans like Sarah Palin love to paint Obama as a globally reviled international failure, the opposite looks to be true. Obama and his administration's policies have rebuilt America's image aboard. The rest of the world is beginning to trust America to lead again. In the eyes of the world the image of America as a cowboy nation with no respect for the concept of freedom and the very values that is was founded on is slipping by the wayside. Obama has rebuilt our nation's global standing, and helped to potentially increase our future security. To borrow a phrase from George W. Bush, "Mission Accomplished." Heck of job, President Obama. 

Obama’s approval rating high

Schmitt 7/19/11 Mark Schmitt, former executive editor of The American Prospect. Previously he was a senior fellow at the New America Foundation, director of the Governance and Public Policy program at the Open Society Institute, and policy director to Senator Bill Bradley, All About Obama: A President Without an Ideology, Boston Review July/August 2011, http://www.bostonreview.net/BR36.4/mark_schmitt_all_about_barack_obama_books_review.php
Yet it’s the answers from the left and center-left that are more relevant and probably more accurately reflect how Obama’s first term will be seen in history. They are not, it should be said, all that politically consequential. While liberal discontent with the president is highly visible on certain blogs, in magazines, and on the coastal dinner-party circuit, the real electoral base of the Democratic Party—minority and Hispanic voters, unmarried women, and self-identified liberals—remains devoted to Obama: Obama’s approval rating among Democrats who call themselves liberal has held steady at about 85 percent. The anger and the insistence that the president adopt an elite-bashing populist tone tend to come largely from well-off white people, often with tenure. That doesn’t invalidate it, but it does make it an unusual variety of populism, one more appealing to elites themselves than to those they would speak for. The quiescence of the Democratic Party’s base has been frustrating to many liberals, but it is an unavoidable fact, and without some mass anger, pressure, or a plausible 2012 primary challenge, it’s hard to see the White House jumping in reaction to, say, a scathing Salon column by Glenn Greenwald. The liberal bark won’t be heard if people aren’t willing to bite. The mobilization in Wisconsin this spring, which brought students and activists by the thousands to Madison in response to Governor Scott Walker’s confrontation with the state’s public employee unions, revealed that mass organizing is not dead, but it’s much easier to mobilize liberals in opposition to the right than to the policies of a president they regard basically as a friend and ally, even if they’re disappointed. Wisconsin-style mobilization may expand Obama’s room to maneuver, but it won’t change the basic calculus of White House operatives, who regard the left as a nuisance but ultimately take them for granted since they have no place else to go.

________________________

**Military effectiveness

High Now
New GPS solves military effectiveness – compensates for lack of mobility

Nguyen '11 (Tuan C. Nguyen, staff writer for Smart Planet, "GPS military weapon gives soldiers an edge", 4/7/11, http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/thinking-tech/gps-military-weapon-gives-soldiers-an-edge/6760// ASpomer)
U.S. soldiers fighting in Afghanistan have added a new GPS-guided weapon to their arsenal. Born out of the army’s Accelerated Precision Mortar Initiative program or APMI, the high-tech cartridges were sent to a combat team last month, with seven more infantry units slated to receive them within the next six months. Mortar weaponry can be thought of as a portable, modern equivalent of war cannons. While the technology is simpler to operate and well-suited for trench warfare, its most notable drawback has always been what tended to be a low accuracy rate in hitting targets, such as bunkers. To compensate, commanders are often forced to bombard enemies with several rounds of ammunition. Insurgents have taken advantage of this inherent flaw by deliberately attacking highly populated areas, which makes it difficult for armed forces to fend them off without risking the destruction of property and civilian casualties. Similar to other standard mortar shells, the APMI XM395 cartridge consists of highly explosive material housed inside a 120mm projectile body. But it’s also equipped with a GPS receiver located in the nose, computer-controlled aerodynamic directional fins to keep the round on a programmed trajectory and folding fins in the tail to ensure stability. Souping up a mortar cartridge with all these high-tech upgrades allows it to achieve an accuracy requirement of 10 meters CEP or Circular Error Probable. This simply means that if you drew a circle around an enemy target at 10 meters radius, the rounds would fall inside the circle at least half of the time. Soldiers carry around 25 high-explosive rounds to take out a target. A more precise weapon would reduce the need for reloading and allows troops to be more mobile. “Typically mortars are fired in volleys against an area target because of their inherent inaccuracy, but with APMI, you have the potential to destroy a target with only one or two rounds,” says Peter Burke, deputy product manager of PEO Ammunition. Such improved accuracy also gives commanders the ability to hit a target cleanly or at least with limited collateral damage.

DADT repeal solves military readiness – increases troops

Military hub '10

("'Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell' Impacts Military Readiness", 10/25/10, http://www.militaryhub.com/article.cfm?id=259// ASpomer)

How does “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” affect military readiness? Supporters of the repeal of DADT believe that abolishing DADT will serve to strengthen the military by encouraging skilled soldiers back into the force. Supporters of maintaining DADT, including some military officials and public policy leaders as well as senate Republicans, believe that disrupting military operations during wartime by introducing dramatic social change is a threat to national security and military effectiveness. Defense officials, including Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen, have expressed their support for a repeal if the changes are introduced slowly so as not to harm troops morale. Government attorneys requested that Judge Phillip’s limit her ruling for an injunction against DADT to the 19,000 members of the Log Cabin Republicans, which includes current and former military service members. Judge Phillips' ruling also ordered the government to suspend and discontinue all pending discharge proceedings and investigations, but the Defense Department is still working on how to handle current "Don't Ask Don't Tell" investigation cases under the current circumstances. Even as gay rights advocates cautioned gays about coming out too quickly before definitive legal actions are solidified. PRESIDENT OBAMA’S ONGOING ROLE IN DADT President Obama clearly stated his opposition to DADT the 2008 presidential campaign. However, the Obama administration is caught between its anti-DADT view, and support for the existing law as still supported by four service chiefs. President Obama's approach had been to call for the end of DADT by an act of Congress, not by the courts. The House passed legislation repealing the ban on gays serving openly, such legislation must make it through the Senate. According to Defense Secretary Robert Gates, the repeal of DADT is inevitable and its progress will be determined by developing a smooth transition for acceptance of gays into the military. Gates ordered a sweeping study of current DADT policy, including a survey of troops and military families. The intention is to devise a strategy for long-term integration policies that will transition the historically anti-gay military into a military where gays serve openly, with tolerance and acceptance, and without morale repercussions that threaten to derail the effectiveness of military service during wartime.
____________

**Solvency

Space Weapons don’t work

Missile Defense fails – easily destroyed from the ground creating gaps in defense

Union of Concerned Scientists '11

(Laura Grego, David Wright, Stephen Young, May 2011, "Space Based Missile Defense", http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/space-based-md-factsheet-5-6-11.pdf// ASpomer)

Space-Based Defenses: Enormously Expensive, Inherently Ineffective A space-based boost-phase defense is intended to intercept attacking missiles during the first few minutes of their flight, while the missiles’ engines are still burning. To reach attacking missiles during this very short time, SBIs must be stationed in low-altitude orbits. However, in these orbits SBIs move rapidly with respect to the ground and cannot stay over any one location on Earth. To keep at least one interceptor within reach of a given missile launch site at all times therefore requires many SBIs in orbit. A 2003 American Physical Society study showed that many hundreds or thousands of SBIs would be required to provide limited coverage against ballistic missiles launched from areas of concern. This estimate is consistent with the size of the space layer in the Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) missile defense system, which was proposed (but not built) by the George H.W. Bush administration in the early 1990s. GPALS called for 1,000 to 5,000 SBIs. Doubling the number of missiles that such a defense could engage would require doubling the size of the entire constellation of SBIs. Moreover, given the technology expected for the next decade, each SBI would weigh up to a ton or more. As a result, deploying such a system would be enormously expensive and actually would exceed U.S. launch capabilities. Additionally, such a system would raise significant issues for crowding and traffic management in space. Yet even if such a large system were built and the technology worked perfectly, it would not provide a reliable defense, for two reasons. First, even if the constellation of hundreds to thousands of interceptors described above were in place, only one or two SBIs would be in position to reach any given launching missile in time to destroy it. Consequently, the defense could be overwhelmed by simultaneously launching multiple missiles from one location. Second, the system could not protect itself from attacks intended to remove interceptors. Because SBIs would be in low-altitude orbits they could easily be detected and tracked from the ground; an adversary would know their current and future locations. As a result, any SBI would be vulnerable to attack by inexpensive short- or medium-range missiles. These missiles would burn out at too low an altitude to be intercepted by the SBI, but they could loft homing ASAT weapons at it. By destroying relatively few SBIs in this way, an attacker could create a gap in the defense through which it subsequently could launch its long-range missiles. In short, a defense based on deploying hundreds or thousands of SBIs at enormous cost could be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles.

Deterrence Fails

Space weapons don’t deter adversaries

Morgan '10
(Forrest E. Morgan, defense policy researcher working in RAND, "Deterrence and First-Strike Stabililty in Space", 2010, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf// ASpomer)

The Difficulties of Denial-Based Deterrence in Space Efforts to deter would-be aggressors by persuading them that the United States can deny them the benefits of attacking its space capabilities also face serious challenges. While the United States should always emphasize the resilience of its space systems in order to discourage potential adversaries from attacking them, several factors may make this difficult. First, it is necessary to assume that potential adversaries are well aware that the transformational capabilities that give U.S. military forces their qualitative advantage are significantly enhanced by space support. They are likely to believe that attacking U.S. space systems offers a high payoff, because even limited success in attacks on some high-value, low-density assets might provide substantial warfighting benefits. Second, future enemies will also understand how difficult it is to defend space assets. Satellites possess inherent vulnerabilities, and all claims to the contrary are unlikely to be believed until proven. That presents a problem. There are passive defenses that the United States can employ to make satellites somewhat more resilient, but unlike visible forces and fortifications in the terrestrial environment, passive defenses on satellites are not observable in ways that deter attack. Electromagnetic pulse (EMP) shielding, radio frequency (RF) filters, and shuttered optics are not visible to the naked eye or even observable in the data collected by space surveillance systems. In fact, some defenses may need to be concealed in order to remain viable, thus eliminating the deterrent value of their existence. Consequently, the challenge will be to find ways to reduce the prospective benefits of attacking U.S. space systems that are demonstrable to potential enemies without undermining their effectiveness. Several approaches are possible, but all of them suffer certain limitations.

Deterrence fails in space

Space Debate '04

("Space Weapons are Destabilizing because they are Based on the Doctrine of Pre-Emption", Summer 2004, http://spacedebate.org/evidence/1557// ASpomer)
Exacerbating the threat posed by space weapons is the Cold War-era deterrence logic that continues to dominate U.S. military planning. This logic emphasizes deterrence of threats through overwhelming force, carried out during the Cold War through the confrontational posturing of large, opposing forces on hair-trigger alert. The extension of this deterrence logic to space, as envisioned in current U.S. space plans, will turn space into a domain of overwhelming threat, against which most states have little protection. The new "pre-emptive" logic of the Bush administration's first National Security Strategy, released in September 2002, will make this situation even worse. The launching into space of an armada of space "battle stations," 1500 "Brilliant Pebbles" antimissile satellites, or "several thousand interceptors," would certainly seem to violate the important norm prohibiting the "threat of force" in relations between states.

_______________

***Impact D***

**Prolif

Deterrence Checks
Deterrence logic of nuclear weapons solves the impact
Waltz 3 (Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley and Adjunct Senior Research Scholar at Columbia University, past President of the American Political Science Association, and a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 2003, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate” pg. 8-9)
Many wars might have been avoided had their outcomes been foreseen. “To be sure,” George Simmel wrote, “the most effective presupposition for preventing struggle, the exact knowledge of the comparative strength of the two parties is very often only to be obtained by the actual fighting out of the conflict.” Miscalculation causes wars. One side expects victory at an affordable price, while the other side hopes to avoid defeat. Here the differences between conventional and nuclear worlds are fundamental. In the former, states are too often tempted to act on advantages that are wishfully discerned and narrowly calculated. In 1914, neither Germany nor France tried very hard to avoid a general war. Both hoped for victory even though they believed the opposing coalitions to be quite evenly matched. In 1941, Japan, in attacking the United States, could hope for victory only if a series of events that were possible but unlikely took place. Japan hoped to grab resources sufficient for continuing its war against China and then to dig in to defend a limited perimeter. Meanwhile, the United States and Britain would have to deal with Germany, supposedly having defeated the Soviet Union and therefore supreme in Europe. Japan could then hope to fight a defensive war for a year or two until America, her purpose weakened, became willing to make a compromise peace in Asia. Countries more readily run the risks of war when defeat, if it comes, is distant and is expected to bring only limited damage. Given such expectations, leaders do not have to be crazy to sound the trumpet and urge their people to be bold and courageous in the pursuit of victory. The outcome of battles and the course of campaigns are hard to foresee because so many things affect them. Predicting the result of conventional wars has proved difficult. Uncertainty about outcomes does not work decisively against the fighting of wars in conventional world. Countries armed with conventional weapons go to war knowing that even in defeat their suffering will be limited. Calculations about nuclear war are differently made. A nuclear world calls for a different kind of reasoning. If countries armed with nuclear weapons go to war, they do so knowing that their suffering may be unlimited. Of course, it also may not be, but that is not the kind of uncertainty that encourages anyone to use force. In a conventional world, one is uncertain about winning or losing. In a nuclear world, one is uncertain about surviving or being annihilated. If force is used, and not kept within limits, catastrophe will result. That prediction is easy to make because it does not require close estimates of opposing forces. The number of one’s cities that can be severely damaged is equal to the number of strategic warheads an adversary can deliver. Variations of numbers mean little within wide ranges. The expected effect of the deterrent achieves and easy clarity because wide margins of error in estimates of the damage one may suffer do not matter. Do we expect to lose one city or two, two cities or ten? When these are the pertinent questions, we stop thinking about running risks and start worrying about how to avoid them. In a conventional world, deterrent threats are ineffective because the damage threatened is distant, limited, and problematic. Nuclear weapons make military miscalculation difficult and politically pertinent predication easy. 
Doesn’t Snowball

Prolif doesn’t snowball

Potter and Mukhatzhanova 08 (William C. Potter, Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Professor of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, and Gaukhar Mukhatzhanova, Research Associate at the James Martin Center, Summer 2008 “Divining Nuclear Intentions”  . International Security, Vol. 33, No. 1 pp. 139–169)

Hymans is keenly aware of the deficiency of past proliferation projections, which he attributes in large part to the “tendency to use the growth of nuclear capabilities, stances toward the non-proliferation regime, and a general ‘rogu- ishness’ of the state as proxies for nuclear weapons intentions” (p. 217). Such intentions, he believes, cannot be discerned without reference to leadership national identity conceptions, a focus that appears to have been absent to date in intelligence analyses devoted to forecasting proliferation.49 Hymans is equally critical of the popular notion that “the ‘domino theory’ of the twenty-first century may well be nuclear.”50  As he points out, the new domino theory, like its discredited Cold War predecessor, assumes an over- simplified view about why and how decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken.51 Leaders’ nuclear preferences, he maintains, “are not highly contingent on  what  other  states  decide,”  and,  therefore,  “proliferation  tomorrow  will probably remain as rare as proliferation today, with no single instance of pro- liferation causing a cascade of nuclear weapons states” (p. 225). In addition, he argues, the domino thesis embraces “an exceedingly dark picture of world trends by lumping the truly dangerous leaders together with the merely self- assertive ones,” and equating interest in nuclear technology with weapons in- tent (pp. 208–209). Dire proliferation forecasts, both past and present, Hymans believes, flow from four myths regarding nuclear decisonmaking: (1) states want the bomb as a deterrent; (2) states seek the bomb as a “ticket to interna- tional status”; (3) states go for the bomb because of the interests of domestic groups; and (4) the international regime protects the world from a flood of new nuclear weapons states (pp. 208–216). Each of these assumptions is faulty, Hymans  contends,  because  of  its  fundamental  neglect  of  the  decisive  role played by individual leaders in nuclear matters. As discussed earlier, Hymans argues that the need for a nuclear deterrent is entirely in the eye of the beholder—a leader with an oppositional nationalist NIC [National Identity Conception]. By the same token, just because some leaders seek to achieve interna- tional prestige through acquisition of the bomb, it does not mean that other leaders “necessarily view the bomb as the right ticket to punch”: witness the case of several decades of Argentine leaders, as well as the Indian Nehruvians (pp. 211–212). The case of Egypt under Anwar al-Sadat, though not discussed by Hymans, also seems to fit this category

Even if capabilities for quick prolif exist, actual prolif will be slow
Waltz 2K (Kenneth Waltz, Pro, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Winter/Spring 2000, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html)

It is now estimated that about twenty–five countries are in a position to make nuclear weapons rather quickly. Most countries that could have acquired nuclear military capability have refrained from doing so. Most countries do not need them. Consider Argentina, Brazil, and South Africa. Argentina and Brazil were in the process of moving toward nuclear military capability, and both decided against it–wisely I believe–because neither country needs nuclear weapons. South Africa had about half a dozen warheads and decided to destroy them. You have to have an adversary against whom you think you might have to threaten retaliation, but most countries are not in this position. Germany does not face any security threats–certainly not any in which a nuclear force would be relevant. I would expect the pattern of the past to be the same as the pattern in the future, in which one or two states per decade gradually develop nuclear weapons. 
**Econ

No Impact to Econ Decline

Economic collapse does not cause war—their historical arguments are wrong
Ferguson 06 (Niall Ferguson, MA, D.Phil., is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University. He is a resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies. He is also a Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)
Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
Ninety-three economic downturns since World War Two disprove the link between economy and war
Miller 2000 (Morris Miller, Adjunct Professor of Administration at the University of Ottawa, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Vol 24 No 4)
The question may be reformulated.  Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes?  Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement.  This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war.  According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis.  After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that: Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong…The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth – bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes…(or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence…In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).
Economic decline doesn’t cause war – people will save their resources

Deudney 91 (Daniel Deudney, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society at the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies, Princeton, 199, Ebsco)

Poverty wars. In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil, then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups, class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replace by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order." If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are war-prone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict. Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguable based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend up on the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, "The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones."10 The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930s, increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.

Econ Resilient
The economic system is resilient

Zakaria 09 (Fareed Zakaria, PhD Poli Sci @ Harvard, Editor of Newsweek, 12/12/09 “The Secrets of Stability” http://www.newsweek.com/id/226425)
Beyond all this, though, I believe there's a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature. The first is the spread of great-power peace. Since the end of the Cold War, the world's major powers have not competed with each other in geomilitary terms. There have been some political tensions, but measured by historical standards the globe today is stunningly free of friction between the mightiest nations. This lack of conflict is extremely rare in history. You would have to go back at least 175 years, if not 400, to find any prolonged period like the one we are living in. The number of people who have died as a result of wars, civil conflicts, and terrorism over the last 30 years has declined sharply (despite what you might think on the basis of overhyped fears about terrorism). And no wonder—three decades ago, the Soviet Union was still funding militias, governments, and guerrillas in dozens of countries around the world. And the United States was backing the other side in every one of those places. That clash of superpower proxies caused enormous bloodshed and instability: recall that 3 million people died in Indochina alone during the 1970s. Nothing like that is happening today. Peace is like oxygen, Harvard's Joseph Nye has written. When you don't have it, it's all you can think about, but when you do, you don't appreciate your good fortune. Peace allows for the possibility of a stable economic life and trade. The peace that flowed from the end of the Cold War had a much larger effect because it was accompanied by the discrediting of socialism. The world was left with a sole superpower but also a single workable economic model—capitalism—albeit with many variants from Sweden to Hong Kong. This consensus enabled the expansion of the global economy; in fact, it created for the first time a single world economy in which almost all countries across the globe were participants. That means everyone is invested in the same system. Today, while the nations of Eastern Europe might face an economic crisis, no one is suggesting that they abandon free-market capitalism and return to communism. In fact, around the world you see the opposite: even in the midst of this downturn, there have been few successful electoral appeals for a turn to socialism or a rejection of the current framework of political economy. Center-right parties have instead prospered in recent elections throughout the West.

The economy is resilient

Lambro 08 (7/28/08, Donald Lambro, chief political correspondent of The Washington Times, "Always darkest before dawn", lexis)

The doom-and-gloomers are still with us, of course, and they will go to their graves forecasting that life as we know it is coming to an end and that we are in for years of economic depression and recession. Last week, the New York Times ran a Page One story maintaining that Americans were saving less than ever, and that their debt burden had risen by an average of $117,951 per household. And the London Telegraph says there are even harder times ahead, comparing today's economy to the Great Depression of the 1930s. Wall Street economist David Malpass thinks that kind of fearmongering is filled with manipulated statistics that ignore long-term wealth creation in our country, as well as globally. Increasingly, people are investing "for the long run - for capital gains (not counted in savings) rather than current income - in preparation for retirement," he told his clients last week. Instead of a coming recession, "we think the U.S. is in gradual recovery after a sharp two-quarter slowdown, with consumer resilience more likely than the decades-old expectation of a consumer slump," Mr. Malpass said. "Fed data shows clearly that household savings of all types - liquid, financial and tangible - are still close to the record levels set in September. IMF data shows U.S. households holding more net financial savings than the rest of the world combined. Consumption has repeatedly outperformed expectations in recent quarters and year," he said. The American economy has been pounded by a lot of factors, including the housing collapse (a needed correction to bring home prices down to earth), the mortgage scandal and the meteoric rise in oil and gas prices. But this $14 trillion economy, though slowing down, continues to grow by about 1 percent on an annualized basis, confounding the pessimists who said we were plunging into a recession, defined by negative growth over two quarters. That has not happened - yet. Call me a cockeyed optimist, but I do not think we are heading into a recession. On the contrary, I'm more bullish than ever on our economy's long-term prospects.
**North Korean War

No Korean war – Nuclear Deterrence 
Wahab 10 (Zakaria Abdul Wahab, Writer for Bernama,  6/5/10 "South Korea, Us, To Act Further Over North Korea's Sinking Of Warship," http://www.bernama.com/bernama/v5/newsgeneral.php?id=503722)
"North Korea must cease its belligerent behaviour and demonstrate clearly and decisively that it wants to pursue a different path," he said. The US defence secretary said the nations of this region shared the task of addressing these dangerous provocations as any inaction would amount to an abdication of their collective responsibility to protect the peace and reinforce stability in Asia. Gates said that though it was a Pacific nation, the US believed that its security interests and economic well-being were integrally tied to Asia's, and it was increasing its deterrent capabilities in a number of ways to protect the region. Gates said the US would enhance its missile defences with the intent to develop capabilities in Asia that were flexible and deployable, tailored to the unique needs of its allies and partners and able to counter the clear and growing ballistic missile threats in the region. He said the US was also renewing its commitment to a strong and effective extended deterrence that would guarantee the safety of the American people and the defence of its allies and partners.
He said the US was committed to reducing the role of nuclear weapons as it worked toward a world without such armaments, but, as long as these weapons existed, it would maintain a safe, secure, and effective nuclear arsenal.
Gates also said that the US would continue to maintain its substantial forces in the region as a show of strength of US commitment and as a deterrent power.

**China War

Deterrence Solves
U.S.-China war won’t happen- 4 reasons

Dyer 9 (Gwynne Dyer, PhD lecturer on international affairs, 3/29/09, “China unlikely to engage in military confrontation” http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2005/03/12/china-unlikely-engage-military-confrontation.html)
Given America's monopoly or huge technological lead in key areas like stealth bombers, aircraft carriers, long-range sensors, satellite surveillance and even infantry body armor, Goss's warning is misleading and self-serving. China cannot project a serious military force even 200 miles (km) from home, while American forces utterly dominate China's ocean frontiers, many thousands of miles (kilometers) from the United States. But the drumbeat of warnings about China's ""military build-up"" continues.  Just the other week U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld was worrying again about the expansion of the Chinese navy, which is finally building some amphibious landing ships half a century after Beijing's confrontation with the non-Communist regime on the island of Taiwan began. And Senator Richard Lugar, head of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, warned that if the European Union ends its embargo on arms sales to China, the U.S. would stop military technology sales to Europe.  It will come as no surprise, therefore, that the major U.S. defense review planned for this year will concentrate on the rising ""threat"" from China, or that this year for the first time the joint U.S.-Japanese defense policy statement named China as a ""security concern"", or that the Taiwan government urged the ""military encirclement"" of China to prevent any ""foreign adventures"" by Beijing. It comes as no surprise -- but it still makes no sense.  China's defense budget this year is 247.7 billion yuan: Around US$30 billion at the official exchange rate. There are those in Washington who will say that it's more like $60 billion in purchasing power, but then there used to be ""experts"" who annually produced hugely inflated and frightening estimates of the Soviet defense budget. Such people will always exist: to justify a big U.S. defense budget, you need a big threat.  It's true that 247.7 billion yuan buys an awful lot of warm bodies in military uniform in the low-wage Chinese economy, but it doesn't actually buy much more in the way of high-tech military systems.  It's also true that the Chinese defense budget has grown by double-digit increases for the past fourteen years: This year it's up by 12.6 percent. But that is not significantly faster than the Chinese economy as a whole is growing, and it's about what you have to spend in order to convert what used to be a glorified peasant militia into a modern military force.  It would be astonishing if China chose NOT to modernize its armed forces as the rest of the economy modernizes, and the end result is not going to be a military machine that towers above all others. If you project the current growth rates of military spending in China and the United States into the future, China's defense budget catches up with the United States about the same time that its Gross Domestic Product does, in the late 2030s or the early 2040s.  As to China's strategic intentions, the record of the past is reassuring in several respects. China has almost never been militarily expansionist beyond the traditional boundaries of the Middle Kingdom (which do include Tibet in the view of most Chinese), and its border clashes with India, the Soviet Union and Vietnam in the first decades of Communist rule generally ended with a voluntary Chinese withdrawal from the disputed territories.  The same moderation has usually applied in nuclear matters. The CIA frets that China could have a hundred nuclear missiles targeted on the United States by 2015, but that is actually evidence of China's great restraint. The first Chinese nuclear weapons test was forty years ago, and by now China could have thousands of nuclear warheads targeted on the U.S. if it wanted. (The United States DOES have thousands of nuclear warheads that can strike Chinese targets.)  The Beijing regime is obsessed with economic stability, because it fears that a severe downturn would trigger social and political upheaval. The last thing it wants is a military confrontation with its biggest trading partner, the United States. It will go on playing the nationalist card over Taiwan to curry domestic political favor, but there is no massive military build-up and no plausible threat of impending war in East Asia.

No China war - US military deters it

Ross 09 (Robert Ross, professor of political science at Boston College, 9/1/09 “Myth”, 9/1,

http://nationalinterest.org/greatdebate/dragons/myth-3819)

Yet China does not pose a threat to America's vital security interests today, tomorrow or at any time in the near future. Neither alarm nor exaggerated assessments of contemporary China's relative capabilities and the impact of Chinese defense modernization on U.S. security interests in East Asia is needed because, despite China's military advances, it has not developed the necessary technologies to constitute a grave threat. Beijing's strategic advances do not require a major change in Washington's defense or regional security policy, or in U.S. policy toward China. Rather, ongoing American confidence in its capabilities and in the strength of its regional partnerships allows the United States to enjoy both extensive military and diplomatic cooperation with China while it consolidates its regional security interests. The China threat is simply vastly overrated. AMERICA'S VITAL security interests, including in East Asia, are all in the maritime regions. With superior maritime power, the United States can not only dominate regional sea-lanes but also guarantee a favorable balance of power that prevents the emergence of a regional hegemon. And despite China's military advances and its challenge to America's ability to project its power in the region, the United States can be confident in its ability to retain maritime dominance well into the twenty-first century.
Economic Interdependence

No US-China War – Economic interdependence

Barnett 04 

(Thomas Barnett, a former Professor and senior military analyst at the U.S. Naval War College, and a top advisor to SecDef Donald Rumsfeld, 2004, “The Pentagon's New Map: War and Peace In The Twenty-First Century" Why China will never Risk War with the US over Taiwan... http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1361719/posts)
(the following excerpt shows why war in the Taiwan strait is highly improbable if not impossible): "Three key pillars control the vast bulk of long-term investments. Not surprisingly, these three constitute the Old Core of Globalization II: the United States, the (now) European Union, and Japan. This relatively small slice of the global population (approximately one-eighth) controls over four-fifths of the money. If you want to join the Core, you must be able to access that money-plain and simple.  That fundamental reality of the global economy explains why we won't be going to war with China. The Pentagon can plan for it all it wants, but it does so purely within the sterile logic of war, and not with and logical reference to the larger flows of globalization. Simply put, those flows continue to reshape the international security environment that the Defense Department often imagines it manages all by its lonesome.  Let me paint you the same basic picture I love to draw each time I give my brief to Pentagon strategists and, by doing so, give you a realistic sense of what China would be up against if it chose to challenge the United States-led globalization process wing military means.  China has to double its energy consumption in a generation if all the growth it is planning is actually going to occur. We know where the Chinese have to go for the energy: Russia, Central Asia, and the Gulf. That's a lot of new friends to make and one significant past enemy to romance (Moscow). But Beijing will pull it off, because they have no choice. To make all that energy happen, China has to build an amazing amount of infrastructure to import it, process it, generate the needed energy products, and deliver it to buildings and wehicles all over the country (though mostly along the coast). That infrastructure will cost a lot, and it's common when talking to development experts to hear the "T" word-as in "trillions"-casually tossed around. Where is China going to go for all that money? Certainly it will tap its biggest trade partner, Japan, for all it can. But when it really wants to tap the big sources of money, there are only two financial communities that can handle that sort of a request: Wall Street and the European Union. So when you add it all up, for China to get its way on development, it needs to be friends with the Americans, the Europeans, the Muslims, and the Slavs. Doesn't exactly leave a lot of civilizations to clash with, does it
First Strike Solves

First-strike solves China

Lieber and Press ‘07

(Keir A. Lieber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Daryl G. Press is Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, 2007, “U.S. Nuclear Primacy and the Future of the Chinese Deterrent”, http://www.wsichina.org/%5Ccs5_5.pdf// GH-aspomer)

This criticism is factually incorrect. We published much more sensitivity analysis than Blair and Chen acknowledge on both of the key variables that drive the results of the model: the accuracy of U.S. delivery vehicles and the reliability of U.S. weapon systems. Contrary to Blair and Chen’s claims, we show that the results of our model do not change even when we allow the accuracy and reliability of U.S. weapons to fall below expectations by 40 or 50 percent. 27 Why are our results so robust? During the past 15 years, the United States Keir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press China Security Winter 2007 77 has done so much to upgrade its first strike capabilities – most notably by deploying Trident II D-5 missiles throughout the entire ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) fleet, placing high-yield W88 warheads on many of those missiles, and deploying stealthy B-2 bombers – that today a first strike could succeed even if the performance of key U.S. weapon systems fell far short of their expected accuracy, reliability, or both. Furthermore, the United States continues to work to increase the lethality of its nuclear forces, thereby reducing even more the significance of any actual deviations from expected levels of accuracy. For example, the U.S. Navy recently experimented with using Global Positioning System (GPS) signals to provide terminal guidance for Trident II reentry vehicles (which would dramatically improve the warhead’s accuracy) and it is enhancing its Trident II W76 warheads with a new fuze to permit ground-bursts (which will greatly enhance the warhead’s lethality against hardened targets).28 Achieving GPS-like accuracy with submarine-launched ground-burst warheads would mark a tremendous leap in U.S. counterforce capabilities, providing gains in performance that could substitute for potential inaccuracy in other weapon systems. The point is that our analysis is not sensitive to plausible levels of uncertainty about U.S. accuracy, and will become even less sensitive in the future as U.S. weapons grow even more capable.

**Russian War

First Strike Solves
First strike solves Russian war

Global Research '07

("First Strike against Russia: The Real Danger behind US ABM Deployment in Eastern Europe", 6/11/07, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5935// ASpomer)
Recent disinformation by the western media about Russia starting a new Cold War not only masks the threat of a US Anti-Ballistic Missile shield deployment but, as always, projects the blame on the victim, Russia. The US missile shield must be understood in the context of its geo-strategic nuclear deployment. Far from being defensive, its ultimate purpose is to obtain such an unassailable advantage over any other nuclear power as to be able to threaten any would-be opponent with nuclear extinction if it were not to comply with the wishes of the US. This new form of nuclear strategy has been called 'compellence'. Remember the word because you won't hear it mentioned by the western MSM which has already tried to distract us from the real dangers behind the deployment of the US missile shield with matters which bear no relevance such as the Litvinenko affair and the inevitable Russian response to retaliate with its own missiles. By means of a US first strike about 99%+ of Russian nuclear forces would be taken out. So Bush Jr. needs ABMs to take care of what remains. And in any event what really matters here is the perception. Namely, the United States Government believes that with the deployment of a facially successful first strike capability, they can move beyond deterrence and into "compellence." In other words, with an apparent first strike capability, the USG can compel Russia to do its bidding during a crisis. The classic case in point here was the Cuban Missile Crisis where the Soviet Union knew the USG could strike first and get away with it. Hence they capitulated. This has been analyzed ad nauseam in the professional literature. But especially by one of Harvard's premier warmongers in chief, Thomas Schelling, winner of the Nobel Prize in Economics granted by the Bank of Sweden-- who developed the term "compellence" and distinguished it from "deterrence." The USG is breaking out of a "deterrence" posture and moving into a "compellence" posture. Easier to rule the world that way. Henceforth the USG will be able to compel even nuclear-armed adversaries to do its bidding in a crisis or otherwise. Deterrence strategy was abandoned over twenty years ago when the US upped the ante in its Arms Race by introducing new, microchip-controlled nuclear weapons, including the medium-range Cruise missile, and replacing the idea of deterrence with 'pre-emption' or first strike. It was no longer necessary to wait for the other side to attack first. Instead, you attack first if you think the other side is planning to attack you. Any sane person can see the danger in a strategy that inevitably leads to paranoia. But when you add to it the fact that everything is handled, not by humans, but by computers a War Games doomsday scenario is what we are faced with. What the US is now dumping is no longer deterrence. That was dumped over 20 years ago. What it's doing is to develop the second stage of First Strike by introducing an element, compellence, which will effectively coerce all its competitors, through terror, to do its bidding. It was concerning this that Vladimir Putin warned the world at the Munich Conference last February. " I am convinced that we have reached that decisive moment when we must seriously think about the architecture of global security," he said.
**Nuke Primacy

Lieber and Press are wrong – Nuclear Primacy doesn’t solve war

Starr and Yarynich '07

(Valery Yarynich, retired Colonel and served at the Center for Operational and Strategic Studies of the Russian General Staff, Steven Starr, US nuclear weapons expert, "'Nuclear Primacy' is a Fallacy", 4/4/07, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4991// ASpomer)

We believe such reactions can lead to a deterioration of relations between the U.S. and the Russian Federation , particularly in the area of nuclear arms control. This is both unfortunate and unnecessary, because the “Nuclear Primacy” argument is based upon flawed logic and questionable methodology. The conclusions reached by Lieber and Press about a U.S. “Nuclear Primacy” over Russia and the corresponding results of their calculations in tables are erroneous. Although their set of initial data is sufficiently full and correct (Russian nuclear forces and American offensive means), both their model and method of assessing final results are incorrect. We share their concern about the (potential) danger of such a phenomenon as U.S. “Nuclear Primacy” over Russia , but nevertheless we believe that it is absent today and cannot exist in the future. Our arguments are as follows. One should not estimate the strategic military results of a massive nuclear strike without first conducting a preliminary assessment of the ecological consequences of such an attack, because these consequences can be clearly unacceptable for both an attacker and the world as a whole. Lieber and Press ignored this consideration. An ecological examination must include an assessment of all possible aspects of this attack, including the consequences of: hundreds of American nuclear warheads detonating on Russian soil; the destruction of thousands of Russian nuclear warheads and the corresponding secondary effects; the interception of Russian retaliation warheads by U.S. Ballistic Missile Defenses (BMD); and the explosions of Russian warheads on American territory, if U.S. BMD failed. In any case, the results of this examination must be made public, because the final decision about their admissibility must belong to the people rather than to a handful of politicians and high-ranking military officers. Lieber and Press examine only one scenario: a Surprise Attack at Peacetime Alert levels (SAPTA). Although they concede that this event is not “likely”, they use this variant as the basis for all their serious conclusions. We will not talk about the moral and ethical reasons, but rather focus upon the political and military-technical issues which render this approach unworkable. First, to implement SAPTA the National Command Authority (NCA) must have in place a set of legislatively approved special conditions authorizing this action. No such set now exists. Secondly, the NCA is obliged to inform the nation about this critical decision before a first strike is launched. This must be done if only to provide a time-buffer in which its citizens could implement some measures of protection against the possible negative consequences of the attack. Third, in order to conduct a first strike it is necessary to implement a number of organizational and technical procedures within the strategic nuclear forces. This is because in peacetime there are numerous procedural and technological blocks in place which are designed to protect nuclear weapons against human error, accidents and sabotage. In order to remove such barriers as a preliminary step towards launching a nuclear first strike, it would require the participation of a significant number of crews on duty working at different operational levels. The implementation of all the above mentioned circumstances as preparations for a “surprise” first strike would be technically impossible to hide. Therefore, the opposite side would have a certain amount of time to raise the combat readiness of its strategic nuclear forces. If Russia did that, then, as Lieber and Press recognize themselves, nuclear retaliation is inevitable. Lieber and Press also assume that the Russian Early Warning System will be completely unable to reveal a massed American attack capable of destroying all Russian nuclear forces. “A critical issue for the outcome of a U.S. attack [they say] is the ability of Russia to launch on warning (i.e., quickly launch a retaliatory strike before its forces are destroyed). It is unlikely that Russia could do this.” We believe this important conclusion demands more serious calculations than the mere statement that “it is unlikely”. It's necessary to prove that the Russian EWS will be completely incapable of revealing such massed American attack which is capable of destroying all Russian nuclear forces. Admittedly, the Russian EWS is now weakened. However, if it is able to detect even a small part of the American attack, then it is impossible to rule out the possibility that Russia will react by utilizing the policy of Launch on Warning (LoW), i.e., launching its missiles before the attack is confirmed by nuclear detonations. The number of nuclear warheads in a Russian LoW strike will be far more than in case of a pure LuA (Launch under Attack) variant. Thus, the implied ecological admissibility of a nuclear strike, the procedural and technical complexities of ordering and executing a surprise attack, and the assumed full inability of Russian EWS together constitute too many assumptions to be built into such a definitive definition of “Nuclear Primacy”.

**NATO/ German Relations

(pick which one and highlight accordingly)

German relations/NATO collapsing – Libya

The Real Agenda '11

("Is NATO collapsing because of Libyan attack?", 3/23/11, http://real-agenda.com/2011/03/23/is-nato-collapsing-because-of-libyan-attack// ASpomer)
Is NATO collapsing because of Libyan attack? Deep divisions between allied forces currently bombing Libya worsened today as the German military announced it was pulling forces out of NATO over continued disagreement on who will lead the campaign. A German military spokesman said it was recalling two frigates and AWACS surveillance plane crews from the Mediterranean, after fears they would be drawn into the conflict if NATO takes over control from the U.S. The infighting comes as a heated meeting of NATO ambassadors yesterday failed to resolve whether the 28-nation alliance should run the operation to enforce a U.N.-mandated no-fly zone, diplomats said. Yesterday a war of words erupted between the U.S. and Britain after the U.K. government claimed Muammar Gaddafi is a legitimate target for assassination. U.K. government officials said killing the Libyan leader would be legal if it prevented civilian deaths as laid out in a U.N. resolution. But U.S. defence secretary Robert Gates hit back at the suggestion, saying it would be ‘unwise’ to target the Libyan leader adding cryptically that the bombing campaign should stick to the ‘U.N. mandate’. President Barack Obama, seeking to avoid getting bogged down in a war in another Muslim country, said on Monday Washington would cede control of operations against Muammar Gaddafi’s forces within days, handing the reins over to NATO. But Germany and European allies remain unwilling to have NATO take on a military operation that theoretically has nothing to do with the defence of Europe. Today the German defence ministry announced Berlin had pulled out of any military operations in the Mediterranean. A ministry spokesman said two frigates and two other ships with a crew of 550 would be reverted to German command. Some 60 to 70 German troops participating in NATO-operated AWACS surveillance operations in the Mediterranean would also be withdrawn, according to the ministry. Berlin isn’t participating in the operation to impose a no-fly zone in Libya and abstained on the U.N. resolution authorising it. France, which launched the initial air strikes on Libya on Saturday, has argued against giving the U.S.-led NATO political control over an operation in an Arab country, while Turkey has called for limits to any alliance involvement. In a bid to halt the embarrassing bickering, French Foreign Minister Alain Juppe today proposed a new war committee to oversee operations. The new body, Mr Juppe said, would bring together foreign ministers of participating states – such as Britain, France and the U.S. – as well as the Arab League. Meanwhile the head of the Italian Senate’s defence affairs committee, Gianpiero Cantoni, said the original French anti-NATO stance was motivated by a desire to secure oil contracts with a future Libyan government. Some allies are even questioning whether a no-fly zone is still necessary, given the damage already done by air strikes to Gaddafi’s military capabilities. Speaking about yesterday’s hastily arranged meeting of NATO allies, one diplomat said: ‘The meeting became a little bit emotional,’ before adding that France had argued that the coalition led by Britain, the United States and France should retain political control of the mission, with NATO providing operational support, including command-and-control capabilities. ‘Others are saying NATO should have command or no role at all and that it doesn’t make sense for NATO to play a subsidiary role,’ the diplomat added. Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu suggested that air strikes launched after a meeting in Paris hosted by France on Saturday had gone beyond what had been sanctioned by a U.N. Security Council resolution. ‘There are U.N. decisions and these decisions clearly have a defined framework. A NATO operation which goes outside this framework cannot be legitimised,’ he told news channel CNN Turk. Adding pressure to the already fractured alliance, Italian Foreign Minister Franco Frattini has also reiterated a warning that Italy would take back control of airbases it has authorised for use by allies for operations over Libya unless a NATO coordination structure was agreed. In a shock admission, U.K. ministers have admitted the intervention in Libya could last for up to ’30 years’. Asked for an estimate, British Armed Forces Minister Nick Harvey said: ‘How long is a piece of string? We don’t know how long this is going to go on. ‘We don’t know if this is going to result in a stalemate. We don’t know if his capabilities are going to be degraded quickly. Ask me again in a week.’ In the U.S., Obama has made it clear he wants no part of any leadership role in Libya. 
**Naval Power

Naval Power decline inevitable – budget cuts

Blumenthal and Mazza '11

(Dan Blumenthal, director of Asian Studies at the American Enterprise Institute in Washington, Michael Mazza, senior research associate in foreign and defense policy at AEI, "American naval power maintains the stability and free navigation that allow trade to flourish", http://maritimesecurity.asia/free-2/maritime-security-asia/american-naval-power-maintains-the-stability-and-free-navigation-that-allow-trade-to-flourish// ASpomer) 

This is an expensive undertaking. The U.S. military will require next-generation bombers; large numbers of attack submarines; many fifth-generation fighters and refueling tankers; more and better surface ships; and long-range intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. AirSea Battle requires more defense investment, not budget cuts. Spending cuts will further encumber the Navy’s already withering fleet, which plays a central role in AirSea Battle. The Navy says it needs 328 ships compared to the current 284, but that goal remains out of reach. Further starving the already under-resourced Navy guarantees that the Navy will never have the number of ships it needs. The nuclear attack submarine fleet, for example, will certainly come under additional strain. The Navy’s stated requirement is 48 such boats, a number that will increase with the demands of AirSea Battle. Yet if the Navy’s 30-year shipbuilding plan does not receive additional funding the Navy will have substantially fewer than the 48 subs it needs. There is also no provision in the plan for surging production to meet China’s own growing sub acquisitions. China has fielded on average more than two subs annually for 16 years. It now has more than 60 attack subs in its fleet, with more in the pipeline. And unlike the U.S., which spreads its fleet among the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans, China operates all of its boats in Asia. The long-term costs of defense cuts are not worth the short-term savings. If America skimps on its military, China will become the regional hegemon. One need only look to Beijing’s recent behavior to imagine an Asia under Chinese domination. China has been bullying its neighbors over disputed claims in the South and East China Seas, while continuing an arms build-up across from Taiwan.

**EU Relations

US-EU relations high – Biden pushing cooperation

DW '10

(Deutsche Welle, "Biden stresses importance of strong EU-US ties in Brussels speech", 6/5/10, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5545211,00.html// ASpomer)

US Vice President Joseph Biden on Thursday said the world had changed since the days of Ronald Reagan, the last president to address the European Parliament. He said that the Obama administration strongly supported a "vibrant European Union", and made clear that differences between the EU and the US should not discourage cooperation. "We've disagreed before, we'll surely disagree again," said Biden. "But I'm equally convinced that the United States and Europe can meet the challenges of the 21st century. Courage is also what it takes to sit down and listen." In a speech immersed in ceremony, Biden was warmly welcomed by European Parliament President Jerzy Buzek, who spoke of the common threats to America and Europe. "Without the strong and effective trans-Atlantic partnership as equal partners, the United States and the European Union, we cannot find lasting solutions to many challenges we face," Buzek told parliament. Cold shoulder? Within Europe, there has been a perception that US President Barack Obama has been more interested in China and India. But Biden insisted that Europe and America need to stand firm on Afghanistan, or risk losing the fight against global terrorism.
**Afghanistan

US winning in Afghanistan now

ABC News '11

("Is US Winning in Afghanistan? Gates and Petraeus Won't Say", 6/7/11, http://abcnewsradio.net/post/6289121057/is-us-winning-in-afghanistan-gates-and-petraeus-wont-say// ASpomer)

“We’re making progress,” said Gen. David Petraeus said when asked by ABC World News anchor Diane Sawyer whether the U.S. was winning the now decade long war in Afghanistan. “We’re really loathed to use this very loaded term of winning or losing.” Petreaus made his comments in an exclusive joint interview with Sawyer along with his boss Defense Secretary Robert Gates. The interview was conducted in Kabul, Afghanistan. “We’ve made enormous progress in a number of different geographic areas within Afghanistan. And overall, the momentum has changed,” the general said. “I believe that we have had a great deal of success in achieving the mission that our forces have been given… in terms of disrupting Taliban activity, in terms of degrading their capabilities, in terms of denying them control of population areas,” Gates said.

________________________________

***Weaponization Uniqueness CP***

1NC

CP: The United States federal government should sign and adhere to the World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons.

CP prevents space militarization world-wide

ICIS '02

(Institute for Cooperation in Space, "World Treaty: Sample Letter to John Manley & other World Leaders", http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:oIkCGIeGoGAJ:www.natural-person.ca/pdf/Permanent_Ban_on_Space-Based_Weapons.doc+space+militarization+"United+States"+sign+treaty+banning&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESjkDF8vtbp6w_hhQOMvpnxW3s0gaR21DX34x4zuCsgBfw__jjCwtTsROZ-iaNfteJ4MNC4eZqdPZ1uDADJq9qq-K5FpooZv8SXgbb9D6o2S2sZ9GhrG_7J4RNNIXu-iDNUa0Jv3&sig=AHIEtbRpYNYXpNF3s-v6j-V4EiSOS0PUzw// ASpomer)
I am writing to request that you support a permanent ban on space-based weapons by signing the World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons. There are only a few months remaining until the final abrogation of the ABM Treaty in June 2002. At that time, a legal void will come into being, and there will be no effective international barriers to the weaponization of space. The World Treaty banning space-based weapons is designed to fill that void by creating a permanent, world-wide ban on the testing, development and deployment of space-based weapons. The World Treaty creates a world space peace-keeping agency to monitor, verify and enforce the space-based weapons ban. You have been faxed a copy of the World Treaty Banning Space-based weapons, and a copy of the text of the World Treaty is at www.peaceinspace.com. In the United States, the Space Preservation Act of 2001 (HR2977) has been introduced into the U.S. Congress by Representative Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio), requires the U.S. President to negotiate and enter into the World Treaty banning space-based weapons. Nearly ALL of the world's 189 member-nations of the support a permanent ban on space-based weapons (UN General Assembly Resolution 55/32 of January 3, 2001). Canada, Russia, and China - three of the world's preeminent space-faring nations - have each called for a World Treaty banning space-based weapons. Canada first called for a space-based weapons ban in 1982, and again in 1998 and 1999 (Canada was blocked at the UN Conference on Disarmament). Russia on September 28, 2001 stated, "Russia invites the world community to start working out a comprehensive agreement on the non-deployment of weapons in outer space and on the non-use of force against space objects. As the first practical step in this direction, a moratorium could be declared on the deployment of weapons in outer space pending a relevant international agreement. Preventing the deployment of weapons in outer space forms an important part of the set of measures designed to ensure strategic stability." China actually introduced the prototype of a World Treaty banning space-based weapons on June 6, 2001 only to be stymied at the UN Conference on Disarmament.

2NC Solvency

China

China is only militarizing space in response to the US – they want an arms reduction treaty

NTI '03

(the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 11/26/03, " China's Attitude Toward Outer Space Weapons", http://www.nti.org/db/china/spacechr.htm// ASpomer
According to China's public position, outer space should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes. China is officially opposed to any militarization of space, including (and perhaps especially) space-based missile defense systems. China has also made strong statements against any type of arms race, including arms races in space. In both the 1998 and 2000 white papers on national defense, China called for the creation of a multilateral mechanism to prevent an arms race in outer space. The 1998 White Paper stated that: "Outer space belongs to all mankind, and should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes to benefit mankind. To this end, China stands for the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of weapons deployed in outer space. It opposes the development of anti-satellite weapons. China maintains that the international community, the big powers with the capacity to utilize outer space in particular, should take the following realistic steps to prevent a weaponized outer space: A complete ban on weapons of any kind in outer space, including anti-missile and anti-satellite weapons, so as to keep outer space free of weapons; a ban on the use of force or conduct of hostilities in, from or to outer space; and all countries should undertake neither to experiment with, produce or deploy outer space weapons nor, to utilize outer space to seek strategic advantages on the ground, for example, using disposition of the important parts of ground anti-missile systems in outer space for the purpose of developing strategic defensive weapons. In addition, negotiations should be held as soon as possible for the conclusion of a legally-binding international agreement with the above-mentioned contents." The 2000 White Paper expressed similar opposition to the weaponization of outer space, adding that: "At present, there are intentions, plans and actions to pursue unilateral military and strategic superiority in, and control of, outer space. They are not only real but also growing. Therefore, it is realistic and urgent that the international community takes effective measures to stop such negative developments." Over a period of years, the international community has, for the purpose of promoting the peaceful uses of outer space and preventing an arms race there, drawn up a series of multilateral or bilateral legal instruments regulating State Parties' space activities. However, these instruments have not reflected the development of the most advanced aerospace technology today, and therefore are unable to effectively prevent the militarization of or an arms race in outer space. China believes that the most direct and effective way to achieve this purpose in the new century is to negotiate and bring into being a new international legal instrument, in addition to continued strict compliance with the existing ones." Despite these claims, some analysts believe that China is covertly developing military space assets, including anti-satellite technology. Writings by China's military analysts, as well as various media outlets, have highlighted the importance of the development of a military space program and control of space is seen as key to Beijing's ability to defend against U.S. dominance in the future. China and Arms Control in Outer Space China became a member of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (COPUOS) in 1981 and acceded to the Outer Space Treaty (OST) in December 1983. Beginning in 1984, China has consistently proposed draft resolutions to the UN General Assembly on the prevention of an arms race in outer space, insisting that space is to be used strictly for peaceful purposes, and criticized the United States and the former Soviet Union for failing to take the lead in seeking prohibitions on all military uses of outer space. China is publicly opposed to the weaponization of space for a number of reasons. Most notable, Beijing opposes the use of space-based equipment in missile defense systems, such as the space-based sensors and intercept warheads in outer space potentially to be deployed in planned US missile defense systems. Although not mentioned in official statements, China is concerned that the US deployment of missile defenses, especially national missile defense (NMD), will negate its strategic nuclear deterrent, potentially forcing China into an expensive arms race that it can not currently afford. Beijing's focus on arms control in outer space is an attempt to block future deployment of missile defense by the US. In addition, as the US rapidly improves its ability to deploy weapons systems in space, China is concerned that this preeminence will enable the US to use this technology to achieve global dominance. Considering the difficulty China's defense industry has had in developing and absorbing new technologies and the cost of developing space-based sensors and weapons, Beijing worries it will be unable to match the US for an indefinite period of time. Without an formal multilateral agreement banning the deployment of space-based weapons, the US will have an increasing strategic advantage for the foreseeable future. Moreover, Beijing is aware of US preparation for future space warfare against China, as seen by various reports of US war games with China as “enemy.” For example, in early 2001, a war game in Colorado pitted the US against an opponent threatening a small neighbor (i.e. China threatening Taiwan), where both the two main countries facing off were relying heavily on space assets. As a result of these reports, China increasingly views itself as the target of US increased militarization (and possible weaponization) of space. [ Jason Sherman, “China Looks Askance At Space War Game,” Defense News, 28 February 2001, p.3]

Russia and China

CP solves cooperation with Russia, China, and Canada

Flyby News '01

(10/11/01, "Ban Space-Based Weapons", http://www.nonukesnorth.net/BanSpaceWeapons.htm//ASpomer)

WASHINGTON, D.C. - When President Vladimir Putin and President George W. Bush meet in America during November 13-15, 2001, they will have the unique opportunity to establish "a new framework for security and cooperation" on earth by banning space-based weapons. An intense search for a new security and cooperation framework has been ongoing during the months of preparations preceding these meetings. In fact, a forthcoming draft World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons provides this new framework for national and world security, for a stimulated economy and job market, and for a way to cooperatively apply Space Age technology and information services to solve urgent humanitarian and environmental problems. A world space peace-keeping agency charged with monitoring a permanent ban on space-based weapons can be established. This will lead to the verifiable reduction of nuclear arsenals. A permanent ban on space-based weapons is a breakthrough that establishes "the new framework for security and cooperation" that both Russia and America ultimately seek. The world treaty will place a cap on the arms race, and will simultaneously establish the foundation for building a world cooperative civil, military, and commercial space research, testing, development, deployment, and exploration industry that will replace the space-based weapons industry. Moscow has reportedly reviewed and "digested well" an advance copy of the world treaty. One high ranking Russian source has affirmed to ICIS that, "President Putin absolutely does not want space-based weapons, will not break the ABM Treaty, does not want the U.S. to proceed with missile defense testing, and is ready to sign a treaty that will ban space-based weapons." Either Russia or the United States - or both - could begin discussions about banning space-based weapons and sign a world treaty at any point prior to, during, or following the Putin-Bush meetings this month. Also, either Russia or the United States or both could reach out to a world coalition of nations to co-sign the world treaty and bring it into effect. The World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons is identical in purpose to the little-publicized Space Preservation Act of 2001 introduced into the U.S. Congress by Representative Dennis Kucinich (D-Cleveland) on October 2, 2001, "to preserve the cooperative, peaceful uses of space for the benefit of all humankind by permanently prohibiting the basing of weapons in space by the United States, and to require the President to take action to adopt and implement a world treaty banning space-based weapons." About the Space Preservation Act of 2001, Kucinich says, "We signed the ABM treaty nearly 30 years ago, which requires a reduction in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament and general and complete disarmament. Weaponization of space clearly violates that treaty. My bill [calls] for an immediate and permanent termination of research, testing, manufacturing, production and deployment of all space-based weapons systems and components by any person, agency or contractor of the U.S. government." On July 26, 2001, the same date that Congressman Dennis Kucinich announced a bill to ban space-based weapons in the United States, the Foreign Minister of Canada, John Manley, announced in Hanoi that "Canada would be very happy.to launch an initiative to see an international convention preventing the weaponization of space." Congressman Kucinich responded to the Canadian initiative stating, "I am pleased with the recent news from our neighbor to the north that Canada is ready to join an international effort to prohibit weapons in space." The Space Preservation Act of 2001 requires the U.S. President to "direct the United States representatives to the United Nations and other international organizations to immediately work toward negotiating, adopting, and implementing a world agreement banning space-based weapons." An enforceable and verifiable World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons must include most world nations in order to prevent the weaponization of space. Plans are underway for a public announcement about the signing of world leaders on to the World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons. ICIS (Institute for Cooperation in Space) has learned that there is worldwide support rapidly growing for a World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons among major space-faring nations and in developing countries. Dr. Carol Rosin, President of ICIS says, "This treaty will allow everyone to continue to provide improved ground forces to protect people on earth, while ending the arms race and stimulating a whole new industry at the same time. It is in the best interest of everyone, even adversaries, to share the Space Age information and technology applications. This presents a whole new paradigm, a new way of thinking and acting, a new space paradigm. This decision to sign this treaty will impact all future generations . ICIS will be monitoring the situation and briefing members of the world media in the days preceding the Putin-Bush meetings." Documents posted on http://www.peaceinspace.com: *World Treaty Banning Space-Based Weapons *H.R. 2977 Space Preservation Act of 2001 *Frequently Asked Questions (Re: World Treaty and Space Preservation Act of 2001) = = = = = = = = = = "What do you think Putin is up to?" - Excerpts from a reply by Carol Rosin: ..so far...I'm told that Putin is not changing his position. He does want to ban space-based weapons, he is NOT in favor of testing missile defense or of the US testing missile defense, he is not going to break the ABM Treaty, and is ready to sign a World Treaty Banning Space-Based Weapons. However (!) - Putin is being offered all kinds of temptations from Bush (the seat in NATO, extended business and trade, financial assistance, the ridding of nuclear waste...and now the reduction of nuclear arsenals in exchange for Putin allowing the U.S. to test missile defense...which of course would start a whole new arms race in space that nobody would ever be able to stop). ..I think Putin is probably a bit confused...my guess...but I have to hope he has the integrity and awareness not to dare change his position...for the sake of our very survival. And I HOPE he is maintaining his integrity for the sake of all the suffering children (there were about 1 million displaced people before this Afghanistan bombing...and now there are nearly 8 million...with millions of orphaned children entering into winter with no one to take care of them...) on our mother earth. Putin knows that Bush is committed to breaking out of the ABM Treaty no matter what any other leader says or does. Bush has said he is going ahead with testing missile defense (space-based weapons). Of course, if Bush does that, the war game would escalate faster than ever and into that place above all our heads quickly (they are ready to do it even if they say it's years down the road...). You see, Bush can get space-based weapons developed and deployed under the "guise" of "it's merely RESEARCH or TESTING," as you know. We can't let this happen, obviously. I only hope that Putin understands that "testing" means space-based weapons would be deployed. I am sending letters to him explaining this. We cannot stop Bush at the moment, or those who are caught up in the aftermath of the US disasters...he's on a roll. But we can change the entire paradigm (second order change) if we get world support and world law into place that even Bush would have to abide by. I believe the rest of the world is ready to end the arms race after seeing the past weeks of results from the U.S. method of bombing poor people in Afghanistan, dislocating so many, and not getting the job done even yet. I believe the rest of the world is catching on to how and why the U.S. wants to drag out any war to make sure we dump our weapons arsenals, test new weapons, and try to rationalize why we need the next phase of weapons (now in space. (In fact, if you don't watch controlled U.S. media or CNN - and you listen instead to "world news" and pubic channels, you hear how the rest of the world is not happy with Bush's war tactics and doesn't really want to play with the Bush administration anymore. Only a handful are still wearing their look-alike suits.) We CAN get the rest of the world's leaders to sign on to the treaty to ban space-based weapons. We need to expand into a world view ...bigger than ever...as we expand into the new space paradigm. That is why I think we need to organize something HUGE with roots action...starting with letters to Putin saying he must maintain his position to NOT accept missile defense testing of any kind, to reduce his nuclear arsenal even if it's unilaterally, and to sign a treaty to ban space-based weapons immediately. I also think we should lobby Putin to introduce the World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons. This treaty is on paper and is in the hands of the Russian leader. We're trying to get Bush to look at it, too. If you want to see it go to www.peaceinspace.com or contact me and I'll email you a copy. It's based on the language of already adopted UN space treaties and incorporates the purpose and language of the Kucinich H.R,. 2977 legislation. If we could get Putin to introduce this treaty, we'd have a "tool" to educate people with and a treaty and legislation to rally everyone around, plus a real law that we could get other leaders to sign-on to that would become law. It's brilliant. We have only one chance in all of history to get this ban on space-based weapons. The Russians have always been "first" in space in many ways, and I hope that Putin can see that HE must be the leader to bring the world into the new space paradigm...and that the rest of the world will follow because it's in everyone's best interest to do this. Russia could be the first to commit to banning space-based weapons...he could sign the treaty right on the spot at the ranch while he eats barbeque. Please let me know if you have more questions of if I can help you in any way. If you want to get a letter to Putin, please send it to me at rosin@west.net. I will get it to Moscow for you. Here's what "we" have to get done ... to change the whole game: 1) *Make sure that Putin does not compromise his position and that he calls for an immediate signing of an agreement with world leaders (even if Bush won't do it...so what...we'll get it done with the help of intelligent leaders who understand): Call, write letters, welcome Putin at the Russian embassy or wherever he is going to be (I might be able to find out if you can rally people to do something like that), etc etc. * We have to do something to get attention about Putin's trip to see Bush on Nov. 13th-15th...and we have to do it fast. Putin has got to hear from us. (If you write a letter and email (rosin@west.net) or fax (805-641-9669) it to me for Putin, I can still get it to Moscow and/or to Putin. I just sent one from David Krieger of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation.) 2) Get co-sponsors signed on to H.R. 2977. 3) Get a Senator to introduce H.R. 2977 in the Senate and get co-sponsors to sign on to it. 4) Get a nation-state leader to introduce the World Treaty Banning Space-based Weapons which is based on already adopted UN space treaties and which incorporates the purpose and language of H.R.2977 5) Get this into the media and educate everyone about the new space paradigm that will end the arms race while building a new security system based on enhanced communication and education (about different cultures and our "oneness"), a new stimulated economy with needed jobs and training programs worthy of the Space Age, and new products and services that will be created as we unleash brains and money to explore and develop a whole new frontier...space (inner and outer). If we don't accomplish the above, space will be closed to all but a few and we will experience weapons pointed down all our throats. The U.S. administration is so bold that they have now admitted (!) that they plan to control the entire world and space from space. We have only days before President Putin arrives. Anything we do regarding this part has to be done immediately. We have a few short weeks (at best) before an unstoppable momentum of commitment to funds and vested interests builds that would assure the reality of space-based weapons in any case, so we have to get the legislation passed and a world treaty signed. Everything and everyone, our networks are in place. We can end the arms race in 2002. I know Putin WANTS to do it. WE have to make sure he sticks with his position. Space Preservation Act of 2001 FOR OCT. 13TH PARTICIPANTS. Congressman Dennis Kucinich introduced the ban space-based weapons legislation, called the Space Preservation Act of 2001, on October 2nd. FAQ - FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS Space Preservation Act of 2001 A Permanent Ban on Space-based Weapons Banning the Weaponization of Space 1. Why is it urgent to prevent the weaponization of space? The United States has allotted vast resources into a space-based weapons research and development (R&D) program also known as National Missile Defense program (NMD), Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD), "Star Wars," Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)SDI, or Global Protection System (GPS). This system would be ineffective, immensely costly, politically destabilizing, offensive and dangerous, and will only perpetuate more violence, suffering and death without protecting anyone or anything from suitcase bombs, bacterial or chemical warfare, or any number of inexpensive, easy ways of further terrorizing and killing, made all too tragically apparent on 9/11/01. It is our responsibility to make sure that space remains weapons-free for future generations, and that space technology and information services are applied directly to humanitarian and environmental needs. There is only one chance in history when we CAN prevent the weaponization of space from occurring. At a certain point, it become impossible to stop the funding and vested interests that build a gigantic and complicated system like this. We can now, AKIDO style, steer the direction. It is not a matter of whether or not we are evolving into space. We are there. It is a matter of "how" we are going into space with weapons or not. The momentum is accelerating rapidly to weaponize space. We can stop it now, if we act quickly and intelligently. The Space Preservation Act of 2001 offers us the tool and the opportunity to outlaw space-based weapons while we still have a chance to do it, in 2002. 2. What is the Space Preservation Act of 2001? On October 2, 2001, Congressman Dennis Kucinich (D-Cleveland), introduced into the House of Representatives of the United States the Space Preservation Act of 2001, a bill to permanently ban space-based weapons: "to preserve the cooperative uses of space for the benefit of all humankind by permanently prohibiting the basing of weapons in space by the United States, and to require the President to take actions to adopt and implement a world treaty banning space-based weapons." About the Space Preservation Act of 2001 Kucinich says, "We signed the ABM treaty nearly 30 years ago; which requires a reduction in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament and general and complete disarmament. Weaponization of space clearly violates that treaty. My bill [calls] for an immediate and permanent termination of research, testing, manufacturing, production and deployment of all space-based weapons systems and components by any person, agency or contractor of the U.S. government." The specially designed wording and the concepts in this Bill present a new way of thinking and a politically, economically, technologically and socially feasible law and vision. 3. How does the Space Preservation Act of 2001 prevent the weaponization of space? The Act places a permanent ban on basing of weapons in space. It requires the President of the United States to: "(1) implement a permanent U.S. ban on space-based and to remove from space any existing space-based weapons of the United States; and (2)immediately order the permanent termination of research and development, testing, manufacturing, production, and deployment of all space-based weapons of the United States and their components." The Act defines "weapons" broadly, and prohibits only those that are based in space (60 km. or more above Earth) or on a celestial body, like the moon, the planets, or the asteroids or on man-made objects such as space stations or satellites. 4. Does the Space Preservation Act of 2001 help establish a world treaty banning space-based weapons? The Space Preservation Act of 2001 requires the President to "direct the United States representatives to the United Nations and other international organizations to immediately work toward negotiating, adopting, and implementing a world agreement banning space-based weapons." An enforceable and verifiable world treaty banning space-based weapons must include most world nations in order to become law that will prevent the weaponization of space. Canada has announced an initiative for a world treaty banning space-based weapons. On July 26, 2001, the same date that Congressperson Kucinich announced his ban space-based weapons, the Foreign Minister of Canada, John Manley, announced in Hanoi that "Canada would be very happy to launch an initiative to see an international convention preventing the weaponization of space." Congressman Kucinich reciprocated the Canadian initiative stating, "I am pleased with the recent news from our neighbor to the north that Canada is ready to join an international effort to prohibit weapons in space." A growing list of space-faring nations including Russia and China have publicly announced their support of a treaty banning space-based weapons and to their commitment to preserving the Anti-Ballistic (ABM) treaty.

AT: Perm solves Net Benefit

China will only settle for complete ban of weapons – they perceive on the ground benefits

NTI '07

(the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2007, "China's Space Policy Related Statements and Developments", http://www.nti.org/db/china/spacechr.htm// ASpomer)

China further clarified its position on space weapons in its white paper, China's National Defense, stating: "Outer space belongs to all mankind, and should be used exclusively for peaceful purposes to benefit mankind. To this end, China stands for the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of weapons deployed in outer space. It opposes the development of anti-satellite weapons. China maintains that the international community, the big powers with the capacity to utilize outer space in particular, should take the following realistic steps to prevent a weaponized outer space: A complete ban on weapons of any kind in outer space, including anti-missile and anti-satellite weapons, so as to keep outer space free of weapons; a ban on the use of force or conduct of hostilities in, from or to outer space; and all countries should undertake neither to experiment with, produce or deploy outer space weapons nor, to utilize outer space to seek strategic advantages on the ground, for example, using disposition of the important parts of ground anti-missile systems in outer space for the purpose of developing strategic defensive weapons. In addition, negotiations should be held as soon as possible for the conclusion of a legally-binding international agreement with the above-mentioned contents."

_________________

***Ground CP***

1NC

CP: The United States federal government should publicly commit to only deploying a ground-based BMD system in the United States.

CP solves Taiwan war and avoids a space arms race, world-wide proliferation, space debris, and saves the NPT

Zhang '05 
(Zhang Hui, QUALS, 2005, "Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective", http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1// ASpomer)
Neutralizing China's nuclear deterrent In particular, China is concerned that the U.S. missile defense network will undercut China's strategic nuclear deterrent. Even a limited missile defense system could neutralize China's fewer than two dozen single-warhead ICBMs that are capable of reaching the United States. China is even more concerned about space-based BMD systems that would be far more dangerous to China's nuclear deterrent than a non-space-based BMD system. In addition, Beijing is worried that the deployment of missile defense systems would further promote a preemptive U.S. military strategy. As viewed by Chinese leaders, China's own small strategic nuclear arsenal appears to be a plausible target for U.S. missile defenses.10 China fears that the BMD network would give the United States more freedom and power to intervene in its affairs, including undermining the country's efforts at reunification with Taiwan. Moreover, China is concerned that putting weapons in space would constrain its civilian and commercial space activities. China sees itself as a developing economic space power, dependent on free access to space for financial gain. However, U.S. driven space weaponization directly threatens this access. Arms race Due to the threatening nature of space weapons, it is reasonable to assume that China and others would attempt to block their deployment and use by political and, if necessary, military means.11 Many Chinese officials and scholars believe that China should take every possible step to maintain the effectiveness of its nuclear deterrent. This includes negating the threats from missile defense and space weaponization plans.12 In responding to any U.S. move toward deployment space weapons, the first and best option for China is to pursue an arms control agreement to prevent not just the United States but any nation from doing so -- as it is advocating presently. However, if this effort fails and if what China perceives as its legitimate security concerns are ignored, it would very likely develop responses to counter and neutralize such a threat. Despite the enormous cost of space-based weapon systems, they are vulnerable to a number of low-cost and relatively low-technology ASAT attacks including the use of ground-launched small kinetic-kill vehicles, pellet clouds or space mines. It is reasonable to believe that China and others could resort to these ASAT weapons to counter any U.S. space-based weapons.13 This, however, would lead to an arms race in space. To protect against the potential loss of its deterrent capability, China could potentially resort to enhancing its nuclear forces. Such a move could, in turn, encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit. Furthermore, Russia has threatened to respond to any country's deployment of space weapons.14 Moreover, constructing additional weapons would produce a need for more plutonium and highly enriched uranium to fuel those weapons. This impacts China's participation in the fissile material cut-off treaty (FMCT).15 Eventually, failure to proceed with the nuclear disarmament process, to which the nuclear weapon states committed themselves under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, would damage the entire nuclear nonproliferation regime itself, which is already at the breaking point. As Hu Xiaodi, China's ambassador for disarmament affairs, asked, "With lethal weapons flying overhead in orbit and disrupting global strategic stability, why should people eliminate weapons of mass destruction or missiles on the ground? This cannot but do harm to global peace, security and stability, and hence be detrimental to the fundamental interests of all States."16 Worsening space environment Weaponizing space would further exacerbate current problems with space debris.17 Even worse, some scientists warn that if a number of satellites are destroyed in the course of a war, the Earth would be encased in a cloud of debris that would prevent future satellite stationing and space access.18 Given concerns over the space debris issue, senior scientists in China have emphasized that preventing environmental pollution should not only apply on Earth, but should also apply in outer space. As Xiangwan recently noted, "prevention of pollution in space should be put on an agenda and as time goes by, this problem will become increasingly obvious." He further states: "In preventing space pollution, the following two issues are worth noticing: space garbage and weaponization of space." "[W]eaponization of space is more dangerous than ordinary space garbage," since "it will seriously pollute space" and "it will threaten peace and stability on the Earth."19

Space militarization causes arms races and nuclear war 

Rick Rozoff, writer for Stop Nato, 2009. “Militarization of Space: The Threat of Nuclear War on Earth,” http://dandelionsalad.wordpress.com/2009/06/18/militarization-of-space-threat-of-nuclear-war-on-earth-by-rick-rozoff/

That is, the militarization of space can result in a nuclear conflagration on earth not only by accident or the law of unintended consequences but fully by design. If the US plan is, by a combination of ground, sea and air delivery systems, to destroy any ability to retaliate after a devastating first blow, the Russian general warned of what in fact would ensue: “The Americans will never manage to implement this scenario because Russian strategic nuclear forces, including the Russian Strategic Missile Forces, will be capable of delivering a retaliatory strike given any course of developments. “After receiving authorization from the Supreme Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Armed Forces it will not take our strategic missile force more than two-three minutes to carry out the task of launching missiles.” [38] What Solovtsov has described is the nightmare humanity has dreaded since the advent of the nuclear age: An exchange of nuclear-tipped intercontinental missiles. One that might result from an attack launched at least partially from space and in one manner or other in relation to space-based military assets. An analogous warning was issued last year by the then commander of Russia’s Space Forces, General Vladimir Popovkin, who said, “Space is one of the few places around not yet separated by borders, and any kind of military deployments there would upset the existing balance of forces on our planet.” [39] This past March American space researcher Matt Hoey stated that an arms race in space would be “increasing the risk of an accidental nuclear war while shortening the time for sanity and diplomacy to come into play to halt crises.” “If these systems are deployed in space we will be tipping the nuclear balance between nations that has ensured the peace for decades.

**Solvency

China mil and Rogue States
Ground CP prevents China militarization and solves rogue states’ weaponization

Zhang '06

(Zhang Hui, research associate at the Project on Managing the Atom of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard, "Space Weaponization And Space Security:A Chinese Perspective", 3/21/06, http://www.wsichina.org/attach/CS2_3.pdf// ASpomer)

China’s Point Of View From the Chinese perspective, a non-space-based BMD system would be less threatening to national security than a space-based one. Countermeasures for mid-course missile defense systems would be less expensive and easier for China to develop. These include decoys, anti-simulation measures33 and an increase in warheads capable of penetrating such a defense system. However, as many scientists point out, a robust, global-coverage BMD system would have to include boost-phase missile defense.34 From the Chinese perspective, a U.S. space-based, boost-phase missile defense system would pose the greatest threat of all. This is due to the fact that at boost phase, the missile defense system would have fewer targets; the target ICBM would be much larger than the normal re-entry vehicle; the target would be much more fragile than a re-entry vehicle; and the target would be easily detectable due to the bright plumes of the burning booster. A non-space-based, boost-phase missile defense system would not be able to cover China’s ICBMs. In fact, an ICBM at an altitude of 200km can be detected within a range of 1,600km by a sensor on the ground, and within 2,000km by a sensor at an altitude of 15km. Because of China’s vast area, the United States would have to destroy a Chinese missile in boost-phase from space.35 As such, even a limited ban on space weapons would significantly reduce the threat for China from U.S. missile defense systems, assuming that Chinese military planners have confidence in countermeasures for midcourse missile defense systems. Other bilateral confidence-building measures between the United States and China would facilitate China’s consideration of a “focused approach” to space weapons negotiations. These measures might include: (1) A U.S. acknowledgment of the seriousness of China’s concerns, including an assurance that a U.S. missile defense system will not target China; (2) A U.S. pledge to adopt a bilateral no-first-use policy toward China, following the example of similar Chinese and Russian policies; such a policy would ease China’s major concern about the possibility of a U.S. preemptive strike; (3) The clear exclusion of Taiwan in the U.S.-Japan joint theater missile defense plan, and a U.S. move to block the sale of such systems to Taiwan; (4) A limitation on the scale and scope of the envisioned U.S. non-space-based BMD architecture, including placing a limit on the number of missile defense interceptors and restricting the scope of the overall system to the minimum required for dealing with rogue threats. This latter measure would ensure that China’s current stock of f CPissile materials would be sufficient to fill the number of new warheads needed to balance U.S. missile defense interceptors. In the absence of any limitations on U.S. missile defense systems, China harbors concerns about whether its current fissile material stocks are extensive enough to supply the warheads needed to counter the U.S. threat to its nuclear deterrent. This directly affects China’s willingness to participate in the Fissile Material CutOff Treaty. Restrictions on the U.S. BMD system would also ensure that China builds its nuclear arsenal in a predictable way – until it has the capacity to balance the U.S. defensive capabilities – which the United States would acknowledge and understand.
China only freaks out about space weapons, not ground based BMD

Podvig and Zhang '08

(Pavel Podvig, research associate at the Center for International Security at Stanford, Hui Zhang, research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard-studies nuke arms control and nonprolif and China, "Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military",  http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:n9UsxA6VlI0J:kms1.isn.ethz.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/57127/ipublicationdocument_singledocument/1ced3143-11a0-41fd-8608-7b90b11e0ded/en/2008_05_Russian_and_Chinese_Responses_to_US_Military_Plans_in_Space.pdf+"non-space-based+BMD"&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEEShByh3qYYew9lxJYfddBGhFbMuBxc2gmmhFDMqUQE02H6B3BcRXIp6zrkZJN5LjLTxL1_s9A06P44SM-GAn2W_t0NNvN6jfe6L5cgVsmcG9YULQBO0d696VZ5iq1dCJXyOuF4Q8&sig=AHIEtbQuAJRPMEvaxD3Wdp9bxEZQAi4r9A// ASpomer)

From a Chinese perspective, a non-space-based BMD system would be less threatening to national security than a space-based missile defense system. As discussed above, countermeasures for mid-course missile defense systems would be less expensive and easier for China to develop. However, a space-based, boost-phase missile defense system would pose more threat than a non-space-based BMD system, because a boost-phase missile defense would have fewer targets, the target ICBM would be much larger and more fragile than the normal re-entry vehicle, and the target would be easily detectable due to the bright plumes of the burning booster.Moreover, a non-spacebased, boost-phase missile defense system would not be able to cover ICBMs launched from China’s interior. In fact, an ICBM at an altitude of 200 km is only detected within 1600 km by a sensor on the ground, and within 2000 km by a sensor at an altitude of 15 km. Because of the vastness of China’s land holdings, the United States would have to destroy a Chinese missile in boost phase from space.175 As such, even a limited ban on space weapons would significantly reduce the threat to China posed by U.S. missile defense systems, assuming that Chinese military planners have confidence in countermeasures for midcourse missile defense systems. Other confidence building measures. Other bilateral confidence-building measures between the United States and China would facilitate China’s consideration of a focused approach to space weapons negotiations. These measures might include:

North Korea

Ground based BMD deters North Korea

MDAA '10

(Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, 2/17/10, "Seoul Open to Talks on Missile Defense with Washington", http://missiledefense.wordpress.com/2010/02/17/seoul-open-to-talks-on-missile-defense-with-washington/#more-1198// ASpomer)
South Korea is willing to discuss its participation in the U.S.-led regional ballistic missile defense system to deter a growing threat from North Korea, a senior defense official was quoted as saying. The U.S. Department of Defense said this month that South Korea is an important U.S. BMD partner and the two sides are discussing the missile defense cooperation in a bilateral framework. Yonhap News yesterday cited a Defense Ministry official as saying, “We are wiling to discuss our participation in a regional MD system in response to the North’s missile threat.” The official said defense research institutes from the two countries have exchanged opinions about possible BMD cooperation. But there were no formal talks between the two governments, he added. Seoul has been reluctant to join the U.S. anti-missile efforts out of concern that its explicit participation would provoke Pyongyang and sour Seoul’s ties with China and Russia. The development and deployment of BMD capabilities would cost the government tremendously. Pentagon’s 2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review released early this month classified South Korea as an important BMD partner in East Asia along with Japan and Australia. The United States and Korea “are working to define possible future BMD requirements. As these requirements are determined, the United States stands ready to work with the Republic of Korea to strengthen its protection against the North Korean missile threat,” the review said. “The United States looks forward to taking further steps to enhance operational coordination and build upon ongoing missile defense cooperation (with South Korea),” it added. A senior U.S. official explained that such a discussion was underway in a bilateral context, not in a global missile defense framework. “Our dialogue has included discussions about the proper role of missile defenses within sort of the U.S.-South Korean security framework,” Peppino Debiase, director of missile defense policy at the Pentagon, said in a briefing Feb. 4. The review also said that North Korea would achieve the necessary technology to mount a nuclear warhead onto a ballistic missile within a decade.

**Impacts

Destroys MAD
Space weapons disrupt the MAD doctrine and lead to an arms race and miscalc

UNIDIR '08

(United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, April 2008, "Security in SpaceThe Next Generation", http://www.unidir.org/pdf/ouvrages/pdf-1-978-92-9045-192-1-en.pdf// ASpomer)

NO PURSUIT OF SPACE DETERRENCE Nuclear deterrence policy results in a spiralling increase in nuclear weapons and a horrible balance of mutually assured destruction. If outer space is understood in light of this, if all states treat space issues with the same strategic logic, space deterrence will be introduced. Space deterrence will not only lead to weapon development, but also to a posture of space offence and defence. The situation will inevitably be contrary to mutual trust among major powers, bringing about arms races and accidental confl icts. NO DEPLOYMENT OF WEAPONS IN OUTER SPACE As a substantial step toward outer space weaponization, the deployment of weapons in outer space constitutes a threat to space assets and terrestrial objectives of other states, and will stimulate them to develop their countermeasures. Prohibiting the deployment of weapons in outer space should be the bottom line of peaceful use. Luckily enough, there is no weapon in outer space so far, which is the last hope of keeping outer space a sanctuary free of weapons for ever.

Prolif

Wildfire prolif will trigger preemptive nuclear wars around the planet

Utgoff 02
Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis

[Victor A., “Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions,” Survival, Summer, p. 87-90] bg

Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either theUnited Statesor theSoviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, theUShas retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of theSoviet Unionand plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear​armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially theUnited States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets,and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dan​gerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First,the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons failing into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.’ These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states ‘known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict.ChinaandRussiafought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examplesEgyptattackedIsraelin 1973 even though it sawIsraelas a nuclear power at the time.Argentinainvaded theFalkland Islandsand foughtBritain’s efforts to take them back, even thoughBritainhad nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat. AndJapan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?” If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states. Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not ecognize clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.’ Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war betweenIranandIraqduring the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. 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 toward 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 on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. This kind of world is in no nation’s interest. The means for preventing it must be pursuedvigorously. And, as argued above,a most powerful way to prevent it or slow its emergence is to encourage the more capable states to provide reliable protection to others against aggression, even when that aggression could be backed with nuclear weapons. In other words,the world needs at least one state, preferably several,willingand ableto play the role of sheriff, or to be members of a sheriff’s posse, even in the face of nuclear threats.

Space Debris
Space Debris causes Russian miscalc and nuclear war

Lewis ’04

(Jeffrey, Postdoctoral Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Study Program- Worked In the Office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, July, “What if Space Were Weaponized?”, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf//ASpomer)

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 earlywarning 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 government. 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 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.   
___________________

***Politics Links***
Unpopular

Most influential congressional moderates are on the fence—US budget deficit will swing them in opposition to plan

Moltz 10 (James Moltz, Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies, holds a joint appointment with the Space Systems Academic Group at NPS, previously a staff member in the U.S. Senate and consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment, 9/15/10, “RESTRAINT REGIMES FOR SPACE: A UNITED STATES PERSPECTIVE”, accessed online as PDF document)

First, to borrow a framework developed by Dr Peter Hays of the US Air Force, there are “space hawks” who believe in countering China’s moves into space, supporting deployment of the kinetic energy ASAT and developing a range of space-based weapons. Second, on the opposite side of the political spectrum, lie an equally small number of “space doves”. These members of Congress believe arms control is the best approach to space and are supporters of Dennis Kucinich’s Space Preservation Act of 2002, which calls on the United States to end weapons research and begin negotiating a treaty to ban space weapons. But the most numerous and powerful bloc is that of less vocal congressional moderates, who support some form of missile defence but are ambivalent, and often dubious, about space-based weapons. These representatives have repeatedly reduced the president’s space weapons budget, even within a Republican-controlled Congress, eliminating funding for the kinetic energy ASAT, the space-based infrared-low system and a space-based laser. They may be influenced in the future by the growing US budget deficit, particularly if costs for space-based elements of missile defence continue to grow.
Space militarization costs tons of political capital

Mueller 6 (Karl Mueller, PhD and Political Scientist @ RAND, 3/6/10“Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=408 ACC 7/27/11)

The United States probably has – conceivably at least – the capability of doing that if we want. We are in a position where we could actually say, “Alright, space is so important to national security and global stability that it needs to be handled by someone responsible. Guess what – we’re it!” So the United States develops space weapons first and says, “Alright, nobody goes into space and does anything there without our permis-sion.” This would obviously be quite a sensational political thing to do. It would be expensive monetarily and politically. The political investment would be very large and before you embark on a path that involves that as your desired end-state, you need to be sure you actually want to go there. Another analogy here: it is like trying to corner the gold market. Buying so much gold that you corner the market would be very, very profitable. Buying a whole lot of gold and not cornering the market is just putting a lot of money into an investment with a very poor return. So you want to be pretty clear about whether you are going to be able to achieve the end-state you envision before you embark on a path that leads in that direction. 

Plan unpopular – constituencies

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis 09 [Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century, 2009 Report. Washington, D.C.: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,2009. http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf AJS]
While in effect, the ABM Treaty served as a critical impediment to U.S. deployment of space-based missile defense.  With the treaty’s termination in 2002, new opportunities  for space-based missile defense have emerged. However, the  key obstacles to space defenses remain more political than  technological in nature. For example, certain constituencies continue to voice vehement opposition to space-based  missile defenses in the mistaken belief that they could result in the weaponization of space. This assumption is the  result of the dubious logic that if the United States refrains  from the deployment of space-based missile defense, other  nations will behave in similar fashion. There is no empirical  basis for expecting such international reciprocation, however. Whatever the United States chooses to do (or not to do),  China, among other nations, seems determined to pursue  space programs and, at least in the case of Beijing, to establish itself as a space superpower. The Chinese direct-ascent  launch against its own weather satellite in January 2007 illustrates the difficulty inherent in restricting the weaponization  of space by international treaty. We could have great difficulty even agreeing on what constitutes a space weapon. Is it 20 Twenty–First–Century Threats Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century a missile launched from earth against an object in space? If  so, how would it be possible to differentiate between a missile for this purpose and a missile for other purposes?

Missile defense unpopular – cost

Grego 11 (Laura Grego, staff scientist at the Union of Concerned Scientists, 6/2/11 “Space-Based Missile Defense: Still a Bad Idea” http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea ACC 7/27/11)

While $8 million is small money in this context, as Rep. Sanchez rebutted, space-based interceptors are big money. This has been established repeatedly in studies by, for example, the American Physics Society and the Congressional Budget Office, both in 2004, which show that hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would be needed to provide global coverage against one or two ballistic missiles. For the foreseeable future, each of these hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would require a mass of many hundreds of kilograms, larger than an Iridium communications satellite at launch. A deployed system would be enormously expensive and challenge the U.S. launch capability.  It is unlikely to ever be deployed, and in today’s constrained budgetary environment, it is exceedingly unlikely to even be considered seriously.

Popular
Congress supports space weaponization

Beljac 8 (Marko Beljac, PhD at Monash University, 3/31/8, “Arms Race in Space”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/arms_race_in_space ACC 7/27/11)

The United States has been quietly working on implementing this vision. Space weaponization is a relatively long-term project that is expected to culminate by 2030. But the pace seems to be quickening. The Pentagon has produced a series of doctrinal documents that clarify what is meant by war in space and how it is to be properly waged. Hitherto, the program has emphasized improving situational awareness in space. It’s impossible to wage war in space without knowing precisely who has what where. However, in the 2008 budget, Congress appropriated $7 million dollars for “offensive counterspace” operations out of a $53 million dollar budget for “counterpace operations” which actually amounts to an increase in the level of funding sort by the White House. That suggests that the United States is moving up a gear on space weaponization and that this has both congressional and White House support which is critical for long-term strategic planning. 

SBMD is popular and Kyl likes it – empirically proven

Gertz 08 [Bill Gertz, {American editor, columnist and reporter for The Washington Times}, 10/16/08, “Inside the Ring” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/oct/16/inside-the-ring/ AJS]

Congress voted recently to approve $5 million for a study of space-based missile defenses, the first time the development of space weapons will be considered since similar work was canceled in the 1990s.  Appropriation of the money for the study was tucked away in a little-noticed provision of the Continuing Resolution passed recently by Congress and followed two years in which Congress rejected $10 million sought for the study. <  Sen. Jon Kyl, Arizona Republican and a key supporter of missile defenses, said approval of the study highlights the need to provide comprehensive protection from the growing threat of missile attack and to limit the vulnerability of vital satellites to attack.

SBMD is popular with the public

Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis 09 [Independent Working Group on Missile Defense, the Space Relationship, and the Twenty-First Century, 2009 Report. Washington, D.C.: Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis,2009. http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWGreport.pdf AJS]
Despite the political obstacles, there is a desire within the  general American public to maintain space superiority, including the deployment of space-based missile defense. If the United States is perceived as no longer dominant in space, many people will want to know how and why such dominance was lost and what needs to be done to restore it.  By the same token, there is a broad, but mistaken, belief that the United States is already defended by missile defense  (which underscores the public’s support for missile defenses). Moreover, as noted above, China’s increasingly prolific space program could offer another catalyst to building an  American consensus on missile defense. The fact that several other nations are manifestly interested in space and pursuing their own programs provides yet another important consideration for pressing forward with a robust U.S. missile  defense program that prominently includes space.

Missile defense is bipartisan

Lambakis 07 (Steven Lambakis, Senior Analyst and Managing Editor of Comparative Strategy, 2/19/07, “Missile Defense From Space” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html ACC 7/27/11)
After more than 60 years of advances in ballistic missile technologies, we have only just begun to address our vulnerability to them. Missile defense is a policy and budgetary reality today, and it enjoys strong bipartisan support. Current U.S. efforts to dissuade other countries from investing in ballistic missiles, to assure U.S. allies, and to deter aggression put missile defense in a place of prominence. Bush Administration policy is to evolve the fielded system incrementally to defend against these threats. The system is intended to adapt to new threats as they emerge and integrate advanced missile defense technologies as they are introduced.
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