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A. Obama’s promise to not weaponize space has relieved China’s fears

Zhang 11 (Dr. Baohui Zhang, Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, 5/3/11, “US missile defence and China’s nuclear  posture: changing dynamics of  an offence–defence arms race” International Affairs Vol. 87 Issue 3 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2011.00990.x/pdf ACC 7/25/11)

Recent evidence suggests that the Obama administration has taken important  measures to restrain US missile defence, including cuts in future funding and  the elimination of new weapons programmes. As the second part of this article  indicates, these measures have mitigated China’s long-standing concerns about  missile defence. In addition, the Obama administration officially opposes the deployment of weapons in outer space. This position has fundamentally reversed  Bush’s space policy and reduced Chinese fear of space-based missile defence.  Moreover, Obama’s ideal of a nuclear-weapons-free world has moderated Chinese  anxieties about the US pursuit of nuclear dominance. His administration’s Nuclear  Posture Review, released in April 2010, acknowledged US acceptance of strategic  stability between the two countries, indicating a willingness to provide strategic  assurance to China that its nuclear deterrent will not be compromised by US  missile defence. Finally, the United States has also taken measures to promote  nuclear dialogues with China—a trend that actually began during the last year of  the Bush administration.

B. [Insert Specific Link]

C. Space weaponization causes the US to strike China

Lewis 4 (Jeffery, Post Doctorate Fellow in the Advanced Methods of Cooperative Security Program, July, “What if Space Were Weaponized? Possible Consequences for Conflict Scenarios” Center for Defense Information, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf)
During these exercises, the commander of Blue Forces became concerned that Red might use ground-based lasers against U.S. satellites. Fearing the loss of such important assets, he ordered a limited preemptive strike – using a fleet of CAVs that he had deployed in space – against suspected ground-based laser sites deep inside Red’s country. At the same time, he refrained from striking other targets “rationalizing that the preemptive strike was only protecting high-value space assets, not initiating hostilities.”26 The Blue Team was stunned when Red viewed the strike on targets deep inside its territory as an act of war and retaliated – causing a general war. One flabbergasted participant, sounding not completely convinced of what had just happened, reportedly explained: “We thought these preemptive strikes might very well have stopped the crisis situation. But there were some who had a different point of view – that the strikes may have been provocative.”27 It is important to note that the Chinese don’t even have to actually acquire ASATs for this nightmare scenario to happen. The Pentagon’s assessments of Chinese ASATs are based largely on circumstantial evidence – a Hong Kong newspaper report here; a commercial purchase by a Chinese company there. In fact, the Pentagon admits that “specific Chinese programs for a laser ASAT system have not been identified” and that press reports of a so-called “parasitic” microsatellite “cannot be confirmed.”28 Such gaps in U.S. knowledge are dangerous, given the natural tendency of defense planners to assume the worst. Although Blue claimed that it had acted on “unambiguous warning” of a threat to space assets, the mere fact that the Chinese might already have such system – or could improvise a crude ASAT in a pinch – would create a strong incentive to use U.S. space systems before they were lost. It is not too far fetched to imagine the president, faced with a crisis over Taiwan, deciding – as he did with Iraq – that “we cannot wait for the final proof – the smoking gun – that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.”29 
1NC (2/2)

D. Extinction

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

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

***Uniqueness***

U – No Weaponization – PPWT
Obama’s space policy has relieved Chinese concerns of US space weaponization

Zhang 11 (Dr. Baohui Zhang, Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, 5/3/11, “US missile defence and China’s nuclear  posture: changing dynamics of  an offence–defence arms race” International Affairs Vol. 87 Issue 3 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2011.00990.x/pdf ACC 7/25/11)

First of all, the Obama government has significantly modified the space policy of  the Bush administration, which steadfastly opposed any international agreements  to ban weapons in space. The Obama administration officially opposes the deployment of weapons in space and is willing to take the leadership role in constructing  a multilateral framework to prevent the weaponization of space. 38  This important strategic adjustment has already relaxed Chinese concerns about space-based  missile defence. For example, a recent PLA analysis made a very positive assessment of Obama’s new space policy. As the analysis points out, ‘Obama’s willingness to reach an international treaty banning space-based weapons and to establish  a global cooperative mechanism will have positive impacts on the world’s efforts  for space arms control and prevention of an arms race.’ 39

PPWT has haulted space weaponization

Jaramillo 10 (April 9, 2010, Cesar Jaramillo is a Program Associate with Project Ploughshares. “In defence of the PPWT treaty: toward a space weapons ban” http://www.thefreelibrary.com/In+defence+of+the+PPWT+treaty:+toward+a+space+weapons+ban-a0215481625)

The draft Treaty on Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space and of the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects (PPWT) (CD 2008), jointly introduced to the Conference on Disarmament (CD) by Russia and China in 2008, constituted a welcome step toward the non-weaponization of space. It was--and continues to be--the most promising proposal to fill the normative void in the current space security treaty regime. However, almost two years after its introduction, the international community has failed to embrace this unique opportunity to lay down the foundation for a robust, unambiguous, and universal space security treaty that unequivocally prohibits the weaponization of space. Background The existing legal regime that tackles the potential weaponization of outer space is outdated, inadequate, and insufficient. Moreover, the rapidity with which space-related technologies are being developed seems to be widening the gap between military applications that may affect space assets and the precarious normative architecture that should regulate them. The fact that space will inevitably become more complex and congested each year underscores the need for a comprehensive space security treaty that builds on what little international law exists in this realm and not only reflects current threats to space security, but also tackles the emerging legal questions that inevitably arise as space becomes a more convoluted domain. Ads by GoogleSchool Grants For Felons Find Hundeds of Online Colleges! AA, BA & Graduate Degree Programs. WashingtonPost.com Free Govt Cell Phone Free Phone & Minutes that Carry Over each Month, Others Don't! www.SafeLinkWireless.com The PPWT--while not perfect and subject to revisions--represents what is undoubtedly the most substantive effort thus far to embed the or-expressed desire to maintain a weapons free outer space in international treaty law. It is true that the 1967 Outer Space Treaty specifically bans signatory states from placing nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in orbit and calls for the peaceful exploration of outer space. However, it does not explicitly refer to the placement or use of other types of weapons in outer space or the use of earth-based weapons against space targets--activities which clearly need regulation, if not outright prohibition. [ILLUSTRATION OMITTED] It is often said that the perils inherent to the indiscriminate weaponization of space are perhaps only comparable to those posed by nuclear weapons, although much of this assessment rests on speculation, since outer space has not yet seen a scenario of direct military confrontation. Indeed, it is assumed that there have been no weapons placed in space to date as there have been neither claims nor denunciations of such behaviour by any state, and considerable efforts are being made in diverse governmental and nongovernmental circles to ensure that this delicate threshold is preserved. To be sure, a distinction must be made between militarization and weaponization: while the former has arguably already happened, given the widespread use of satellites for military applications such as reconnaissance and intelligence, it is the latter that is the primary focus of proponents of a space security treaty. Not surprisingly, a resolution on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) has been introduced at both the CD and the First Committee of the UN General Assembly and has garnered near-unanimous support year after year--with the notable exception of the United States and Israel. (1) In this context, the PPWT draft treaty introduced at the CD in February 2008 has been touted as a practical way to "nip the problem of PAROS in the bud" (UNIDIR 2008, p. 147). If there is a ban on space weapons, the rationale goes, there will be no arms race to prevent. 

U – No Weaponization – Cooperation

US is increasing cooperation with Asia now-no weaponization

Fukushima 11

(February, 2011, Yasuhito, National Institute for Defense Studies “An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia” Vol. 27, Issue 1, Science Direct)

The Obama administration is thus indicating its willingness to cooperate and collaborate with Asian countries in space. In the case of Japan, which is a key US ally in Asia and has already collaborated with it on civil space projects like the ISS program, the USA is now interested in pursuing national security space cooperation. In November 2009 President Obama and the then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama agreed to open discussions on this issue as part of the process to deepen the US-Japan alliance.14 The USA is also advancing ties in space with another regional ally, Australia. The two countries are having consultations to develop a Civil Space Cooperation Framework Agreement. In addition, military space collaborations between these two countries are progressing. In April 2010 the two forces signed a Memorandum of Understanding to share UHF-frequency satellite capacity.15 In November 2010, the foreign and defense ministers of both countries endorsed a Joint Statement on Space Security and signed a Space Situational Awareness Partnership Statement of Principles.16 Under this partnership, both countries are to consider the possibility of establishing and operating sensors in Australia to complement US space surveillance capabilities in this region. Besides collaboration with its allies in the region, the Obama administration is seeking to expand cooperation with an emerging space power, India. In July 2009 both governments signed a Technology Safeguards Agreement which was intended to “permit the launch of civil or non-commercial satellites containing US components on Indian space launch vehicles.”17 In November 2009 President Obama and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh agreed to “collaborate in the application of their space technology and related scientific capabilities inouter space andfordevelopmentpurposes.”18 Furthermore, in November 2010, both leaders agreed to expand their collaboration in space.19 According to the agreement, the two countries are to hold a Joint Civil Space Working Group in 2011 to develop closer ties in space cooperation and Earth observation. The leaders also agreed to cooperate on the safety and security of space activities. Of special note is the US decision to remove all Indian civil space and defense-related entities from the Department of Commerce “Entity List”, which involves export license requirements. Accordingly, subordinates of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) and the Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO) were removed from the list in order to “facilitate trade and cooperation in civil space and defense.”20 In his remarks to the Indian parliament President Obama stated that the removal, along with the ongoing reform of the export control system, “will ensure that Indian companies seeking high-tech trade and technologies from America are treated the same as our very closest allies and partners.”21 The Obama administration is now trying to promote space cooperation with China. In November 2009 President Obama and China’s President, Hu Jintao, agreed to seek further discussions on space science cooperation and to initiate a dialogue on human spaceflight and space exploration.22 The two leaders also welcomed reciprocal visits of the NASA administrator and his Chinese counterpart in 2010. This led to an official visit to China by NASA Administrator Charles Bolden in October 2010.23 Bolden met his counterpart, Chen Qiufa, head of the China National Space Administration and visited Chinese human spaceflight related facilities.24 In addition, both presidents shared the view that the two countries have common interests in the promotion of the peaceful use of space and agreed to take steps to enhance security in space. In pursuance of this the administration is seeking bilateral TCBMs with China. In October 2010 Defense Secretary Gates mentioned the need for strategic dialogue, which includes the issue of space security, in a meeting with China’s Defense Minister Liang Guanglie.25 Thus, in Asia the USA is deepening collaboration with its allies (Japan and Australia), expanding cooperation with India, and developing bilateral TCBMs with China. These are welcome indications for Asia. As Asian countries increasingly depend on the use of space, it is becoming indispensable for them, too, to cooperate. By collaborating with the leading spacefaring nation, Asian countries will be able to access cutting-edge technology and know-how, at least to some extent. Asian countries will also benefit from the bilateral TCBMs between the USA and China, contributing to the overall safety and security of outer space.

U – No China Weaponization

China opposes space weaponization – wants cooperation now

Cheng 7/13/11 (Jia Cheng, staff writer for Global Times, 7/13/11 “China opposed to space arms race” http://www.globaltimes.cn/NEWS/tabid/99/articleType/ArticleView/articleId/665946/China-opposed-to-space-arms-race.aspx ACC 7/30/11)

China dismissed a report that said its space development aims to deter the US from using aircraft carriers in any future conflict, saying China is opposed to an arms race in space.  According to Reuters, the Journal of Strategic Studies is set to publish a report that China may already be able to match the US ability to image a known, stationary target and will likely surpass it in the flurry of launches which are planned over the next two years. China has always adhered to the peaceful development of outer space, and is opposed to its militarization, which would trigger an arms race.  Chinese foreign ministry spokesman Hong Lei said Tuesday that space should only be used for peaceful purposes.  China also asserts the need for international cooperation in space. It is willing to work with relevant parties to promote the peaceful development of space, Hong added.

China opposes space weapons – they want a treaty

Peijie 11 (Chen Peijie, Head of the Chinese delegation at the 50th Session of the Legal Subcommittee of COPUOS, 3/28/11 “General Statement by Ms. Chen Peijie” http://www.chinesemission-vienna.at/eng/xw/t814138.htm ACC 7/30/11)

China has all along advocated the idea of harmony in outer space, abided by the basic principles of the 5 space treaties and dedicated itself to peace, development, cooperation and rule of law in outer space. China hopes that the international community will further optimize the space law regime and provide a legal basis for the orderly conduct of space activities.  China is firmly opposed to space militarization and space arms race. There are gaps within existing space law instruments in this regard that give rise to the increasing escalation of the risks of space militarization and space arms race. Such a situation poses a grave threat to peaceful human space activities and serves no country's interests. Humanity has been tortured by wars throughout its history and we should not let such a menace extend to outer space. China always believes that the best option for maintaining long lasting peace and security in outer space still is to conclude a treaty to prevent space militarization and to tighten the monitoring of implementation of existing treaties.

U – No Russian Weaponization
No Russian or US militarization

Meyer '11

(Paul Meyer, spoke at Space Security Conference in 2011, "Diplomatic Options for Reinforcing Outer Space Security", 4/4/11, http://www.unidir.ch/pdf/conferences/pdf-conf1042.pdf// ASpomer)

More recently, the broad policy direction of the PAROS resolution has been supplemented by a Russian-led initiative to elicit concrete proposals on Transparency and Confidence Building Measures (TCBMs). This resolution again enjoys wide support, having been passed in October by a vote of 167 for, 0 against and 1 abstention (U.S.). Under this resolution various TCBM proposals have been submitted and compiled and this year’s resolution authorized the creation of a UN Group of Governmental Experts in 2012 to consider the topic and report back to the General Assembly in 2013. It will be interesting to monitor the results of this exercise, which represents the first step in many years at the UN to operationalize the general support expressed for CBMs as a key element in a PAROS strategy. Since UN GGEs operate on the basis of consensus, however, there would have to be a real convergence of views amongst the experts for any agreed recommendations to emerge. Such an outcome may well require a change in the position of the leading space-faring power, the United States. While official U.S. positions on outer space security have evolved in a positive direction, moving from outright opposition to mere abstention, they still have not been aligned with the mainstream of international opinion on outer space security. The Obama Administration’s National Space Policy, released in June 2010, adopts a rather guarded pose on outer space security. On one hand it proclaims that the United States will pursue TCBMs bilaterally and multilaterally, but fails to elaborate as to the content of the TCBMs it would favour. As for arms control, the National Space Policy states that the United States will consider proposals that meet certain criteria, but refrains from setting out any proposals of its own. Rather than setting forth its own agenda for space security action, the policy suggests that Washington prefers a reactive position limited to evaluating ideas generated elsewhere.

No plans for Russian weaponization
RIA 10 (MOSCOW, April 9 RIA Novosti, “Russia has no plans to deploy weapons in space - top brass” accessed 7/11/10  Russia has no plans to deploy weapons in space - top brass aes)

The commander of Russia's space forces said on Friday Russia had no plans to deploy weapons of any kind in space. Some analysts have suggested that Russia could deploy space weapons as part of measures to counter controversial U.S. plans to build missile shields in Europe. "We have no such plans," Maj. Gen. Oleg Ostapenko told a news conference in Moscow a day after Russia and the United States signed a new START treaty, which significantly cuts the nuclear arsenals of both countries and for the first time recognizes the interrelationship between strategic offensive arms and strategic defensive arms. Ostapenko said that the signing of the new treaty would not affect the activities and plans of the Russian Space Forces. "The plans and tasks set by the commander-in-chief [the president] have not changed and are being developed at a determined pace," the general said. He added that changes would only be made if "breakthrough technologies emerge that affect the plans and budgets." As of 2009, there are no known operative orbital weapons systems, but several were developed by the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. Development of orbital weaponry was largely halted after the 1967 Outer Space Treaty and the 1979 SALT II Treaty came into force. These agreements prohibit weapons of mass destruction (but not other weapons) being placed in space. In 2008, Russia and China proposed a draft international treaty to ban the deployment of weapons of any kind in space and to prohibit the use of force against space objects. 

U – No US Weaponization

Obama leading towards cooperation and partnerships-not weaponization

Smith 11 

(Marcia A., -- Space and Technology Policy Group Space Policy, Vol. 27, Issue 1, p. 22-23, February 2011 Science Direct)

The financial collapse of 2008-2009 from which most countries are still recovering. That brought the realization that, to achieve great things in space, the US government would need more partnerships, with other countries and with the private sector. Thus, the new Obama policy shifts its tone towards building a global sense of responsibility for sustaining the space environment so all can use it, and for partnerships in using and exploring space. 

Obama isn’t pursuing space weaponization in the status quo

New York Times 10 (William Broad and Kenneth Chang, “ Obama Reverses Bush’s Space Policy”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/science/space/29orbit.html)

The Obama administration on Monday unveiled a space policy that renounces the unilateral stance of the Bush administration and instead emphasizes international cooperation, including the possibility of an arms control treaty that would limit the development of space weapons. In recent years, both China and the United States have destroyed satellites in orbit, raising fears about the start of a costly arms race that might ultimately hurt the United States because it dominates the military use of space. China smashed a satellite in January 2007, and the United States did so in February 2008. The new space policy explicitly says that Washington will “consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies.” The Bush administration, in the space policy it released in August 2006, said it “rejects any limitations on the fundamental right of the United States to operate in and acquire data from space,” a phrase that was interpreted as giving a green light to the development and use of antisatellite weapons. The policy also stated that Washington would “oppose the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access or use of space,” a phrase that effectively ruled out arms control. In secret, the Bush administration engaged in research that critics said could produce a powerful ground-based laser, among other potential weapons meant to shatter enemy satellites in orbit. By contrast, the Obama policy underlines the need for international cooperation. “It is the shared interest of all nations to act responsibly in space to help prevent mishaps, misperceptions and mistrust,” the new policy says in its opening lines. “Space operations should be conducted in ways that emphasize openness and transparency.” Peter Marquez, director of space policy at the White House National Security Council, told reporters on Monday that the policy was reverting to a less confrontational approach that the United States had championed in the past. “The arms control language is bipartisan language that appeared in the Reagan policy and George H. W. Bush’s policy and the Clinton policy,” Mr. Marquez said in a White House briefing. “So we’re bringing it back to a bipartisan agreed-upon position.” Jeff Abramson, a senior analyst at the Arms Control Association, a private group in Washington, said the new policy “sets the stage for progress in space arms control — without getting into specifics.” For many years, diplomats from around the globe have gathered in Geneva to hammer out a treaty on the “prevention of an arms race in outer space,” which would ban space weapons. Arms control supporters say that China and Russia have backed the process, and that the United States during the Bush administration dragged its feet. In 2006, John Mohanco, a State Department official, told the diplomats in Geneva that as long as attacks on satellites remained a threat, “our government will continue to consider the possible role that space-related weapons may play in protecting our assets.” Now, the Obama administration has stopped the saber-rattling and started what might end in a new kind of peaceful accord — though with plenty of caveats and vague conditions. 

AT: WEAPONIZATION INEV

Space weaponization not inevitable-No motive for attack

Lowery 9 (Scott, University of Colorado, Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued, University of Colorado Press,6/17/09,http://www.colorado.edu/ArtsSciences/PWR/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf)

The third argument for inevitability is that the expanding influence space has on the economy will precipitate an attack on space systems. Pro-weaponizers see the economic dependence on space as a vulnerability waiting to be exploited. However, the 6 logic behind such an attack is lacking. It is unreasonable for another nation state to attack US space assets for the sole purpose of economic disruption. Because the US is a superpower, its economy is interlinked with the rest of the world, so that if another nation—for instance, China—damaged US space assets, it would most likely feel the economic effects of the attackitself, namely through the loss of the $200 billion (Trade) of goods it exports to the United States. Similarly, attacking space assets as a terrorist action is also illogical. There are many surface targets whose destruction would also cause widespread havoc such as dams, bridges, refineries, computer systems, and so on. All of them require far less sophistication to destroy than satellites.
***Links***

Link - Space Debris

Space debris removal is perceived as ASAT capability – leads to an arms race and conflict

Weeden 10 (Brian Weeden, Technical Advisor for Secure World Foundation, 10/12/10, “Overview of the legal and policy challenges of orbital debris removal” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610001268 ACC 7/25/11)

Although ADR operations are not inherently ASAT activities, many of the technologies and techniques which are candidates for ADR operations could also be used to damage or destroy a spacecraft. In the past, some of these techniques have been included in ASAT programs, although most have not made it past the theoretical stage [22]. The development of ADR technologies and techniques by one state, particularly in classified programs, could be interpreted by other states as development of ASAT capabilities. This could prompt those states to develop their own ASAT capabilities or pursue other mechanisms to counter the perceived threat, which could in turn lead to an arms race or instability in the space domain. Actual ADR operations in orbit could also be a significant source of concern. Many states lack the SSA capacity to determine what is happening in orbit. Even among those states which do possess some SSA capacity, it can still be difficult to determine the exact cause of a spacecraft failure or malfunction. Thus, ADR operations carried out unilaterally by one state or covertly could create misperceptions and mistrust that could lead to instability, and potentially to conflict.

Space debris removal systems will be perceived as space weapons

Ansdell 10 (Megan Ansdell, grad student in the Master in International Science and Technology Policy program @ the George Washington University’s Elliot School of International Affairs, 2010, “Active Space Debris Removal: Needs, Implications, and Reccomendations for Today’s Geopolitical Environment” http://www.princeton.edu/jpia/past-issues-1/2010/Space-Debris-Removal.pdf ACC 7/27/11)

Another major concern is the similarities between space debris removal  systems and space weapons. Indeed, any system that can remove a useless  object from orbit can also remove a useful one. There is an extensive and  ongoing debate over space weapons, and in particular how to deﬁne them  (Moltz 2008, 42-43). As the decades-long debate has failed to even produce  a clear deﬁnition of the term, it will be nearly impossible to actively remove  space debris without the use of devices that could be classiﬁed in some  way as potential space weapons. Thus, openness and transparency will be  an important element in the development, deployment, and operation of  any space debris removal system so that it is not seen as a covert ASAT  weapon.

Space debris leads to weaponization

David, 5 (Leonard, senior space writer for Space.Com, “The Clutter Above” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist, July, Sage Journals Online)
Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information in Washington, D.C., notes that debris-causing weapons “present a danger to all satellites whether military, civilian, or commercial. It is also an environmental issue, if certain areas of space become so polluted that they are unusable. The world will suffer.” Yet, it is precisely because of this universal threat to orbital navigation that Hitchens also sees a silver lining to the debris cloud. The concern over space debris could open the door to new multilateral dialogue on inhibiting the weaponization of space–perhaps even compelling a reluctant United States to take a seat at the negotiating table. “It seems to me that it would be in the U.S. military's interest to try to prevent other nations from developing debris-creating weapons, which are in fact easier to develop than high-power jammers and blinders,” she says. Furthermore, if the U.S. Air Force is ambivalent about kinetic energy and destructive weapon systems because of concerns about “space fratricide” from debris, it would have little to lose through a treaty barring such weapons. It is the classic approach to arms control, Hitchens points out. You negotiate away something you don't really want in the first place and would be bad for others to have.

Link - SBSP

SPS is perceived as a weapon and violates international treaties

Fan et al 11 (William Fan, Harold Martin, James Wu, and Brian Mok, all work for Cal Tech, 6/2/11, “SPACE BASED SOLAR POWER” http://www.pickar.caltech.edu/e103/Final%20Exams/Space%20Based%20Solar%20Power.pdf ACC 7/27/11)

Due to the high energy transmitter that it will utilize, space based solar power could  potentially be in violation of international space treaties. In 1967, the Outer Space Treaty  was signed by the United States and other world powers. One of the key issues addressed  by this treaty is space based weapons. The Outer Space Treaty bans the placement of  nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in space or on any celestial  body. This could become a serious issue for space based solar power because of the  potential for the transmitter to become a dual use weapon. Additionally, the newly  proposed Space Preservation Treaty could severely hinder the implementation of space  based solar power, as it would ban the any kind of weapon from being placed in space. In  addition to political issues, there may be social disapproval of having a potential weapons  system in space.

Some nations perceive SPS as a death ray

Betancourt 10 (Kiantar Betancourt, Bachelors degree in Political Science, 8/28/10, “Space Based Solar Power: Worth the effort?” http://spaceenergy.com/AnnouncementRetrieve.aspx?ID=56407 ACC 7/27/11)

For the purposes of SBSP the Outer Space Treaty contains several other key provisions.  The Outer Space Treaty specifically prohibits the placement of any objects in space carrying nuclear weapons or weapons of mass destruction.[99]  Further, testing of any military weapons is strictly forbidden.[100]  Though technically unfeasible, some fear SBSP could be transformed into a microwave death ray[101], such action would be in strict violation of the Outer Space Treaty.[102]  The Outer Space Treaty also opens any station, installation, or equipment on the moon or other celestial body to inspection on a basis of reciprocity.[103]  This provision, though limited to objects on other celestial bodies, allows countries to ensure other countries are following with the terms of the treaty.  The Outer Space treaty answers two major questions concerning the right of private ownership and the role of private companies in outer space.  The next two treaties answer the questions of liability and registration of objects in space.       
Link – BMD

BMD leads to Chinese space mil buildup

Zhang 11 (Baohui, March/April, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”, Asian Survey, Pg 319, Vol. 51, No. 2, http://www.jstor.org/action/showArticleInfo?doi=10.1525%2FAS.2011.51.2.311)

COUNTERING U.S. MISSILE DEFENSE The second factor adding to the security dilemma in the U.S.-China military space relationship involves U.S. efforts to rewrite the established rule of nuclear deterrence, i.e., mutually assured destruction (MAD), that prevailed during the Cold War era. According to Glasner and Fetter, the U.S. has been pursuing a new deterrence posture that combines offensive and defensive capabilities. 25 Chinese strategists believe that the U.S. military space program, to a significant extent, is driven by missile defense. For example, in a study organized by the General Staff of the PLA, Major General Xu Hezhen charges that the U.S. is developing space-based laser weapons for missile defense. According to him, “A total of 14–24 satellites deployed on different orbits will constitute a defensive system. Relying on data from early warning systems, it can intercept ballistic missiles launched from anywhere in the world.” 26 In another study, Major General Ling Yongshun argues that the U.S. is implementing a coherent plan to neutralize other countries’ strategic deterrence through the deployment of space-based missile defense. As he observes: Using space weapons to attack ballistic targets is a major goal of space weapon development. The U.S. believes that others’ ballistic missiles pose significant threats to its security. To be immune from this threat, the U.S. is putting major efforts into ballistic missile defense, with space-based weapons being one of the important intercepting platforms. 27 In October 2008, the U.S. Congress approved $5 million for an independent study of possible space-based missile defense. This move gravely alarmed the Chinese military, which believed that the deployment of space-based missile defense could become inevitable. In fact, some PLA experts have claimed that “Star Wars has come back.” 28 Li Daguang even charged that this decision by the U.S. Congress amounted to “declaring a new Cold War against China.” 29 Chinese military strategists believe U.S. missile defense poses a real threat to China’s nuclear deterrent. Until recently, the Chinese military tended to believe that U.S. missile defense could not effectively deter a major nuclear power like China or Russia. It was thought that a range of countermeasures, such as deploying decoys and multiple warheads, could be employed to deceive and overwhelm U.S. missile defense. Now, however, with the maturing of a multilayered missile defense system by the U.S. and its allies, Chinese nuclear experts are losing confidence in China’s offensive capabilities. This pessimism was illustrated in a 2008 interview of Wang Wenchao in a Chinese military magazine. Wang, credited with being the chief designer of China’s sea-based strategic missiles, expressed grave pessimism about China’s offensive nuclear capability against U.S. missile defense. He said, “I have done research: Facing a multi-tiered missile defense system, if any single layer can achieve a success rate of 70%, then 100 single warhead missiles could all be intercepted even if they are mounting a simultaneous attack.” 30 This is why Wu Tianfu—arguably the most important deterrence strategist of the Second Artillery of the PLA, which runs China’s strategic nuclear forces—charges that the U.S. has “forced China to engage in a space arms race.” 31 More specifically, U.S. missile defense has forced China to integrate space war with its strategic nuclear deterrence. China must possess the ability to weaken American space-based assets such as early-warning satellites, to ensure the credibility of its own offensive nuclear forces. Thus, space war and nuclear war are now intertwined in Chinese strategic thinking. Indeed, China’s official media have credited Wu with establishing the PLA’s first space war research institute. 32 Shen Dingli, a prominent Chinese nuclear expert, also states that the January 2007 ASAT test was crucial for China’s nuclear deterrence: “When an America with both superior nuclear and conventional arsenals aspires to build missile defense, China’s response is first to oppose it verbally, then counter it with action if the U.S. refuses to stop. China cannot afford to lose the effectiveness of its still-limited nuclear deterrent.” 33 The result is China pursuing an emerging integrated space-nuclear strategy. As argued by Hou Xiaohe and Zhang Hui, strategists at the PLA National Defense University, space warfare will aim at the eyes and ears of missile defense, which are early-warning satellites and other sensors deployed in space. China’s ability to cripple these U.S. space assets will significantly weaken the effectiveness of American missile defense, allowing less time and providing less accurate information to guide ground-based interceptors toward the incoming missiles. The strategists also point out that this strategy is more cost-effective than merely expanding China’s nuclear missiles: “Using limited resources to develop anti-satellite weapons to attack enemy space assets that are costly and easily damaged will become an important choice for weaker countries.” 34 Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng gives the most systematic elaboration of the new integrated space-nuclear strategy: “Developing space capability and creating a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force is the guarantee of effective deterrence and counter-strike.” According to General Ge, this strategy is now a necessity with the emerging link between space war and nuclear deterrence: With the development and integration of space and information technologies, we must recognize that early warning, surveillance, tracking, communication and guidance, which are all critical for nuclear war, are increasingly dependent on space systems. Thus, improving nuclear capability through space capability is now an unavoidable trend. We therefore must accelerate the development of space capability to create a new type of integrated space-nuclear strategic force. . . . Through anti-satellite weapons, we can clear a pathway for nuclear missiles so that our nuclear force can survive, effectively penetrate, and accurately hit targets. 35 The Chinese effort to integrate nuclear and space warfare capabilities is an inevitable response to the security dilemma created by U.S. missile defense. As Joan Johnson-Freese and Thomas Nicols point out, “It is unsurprising that other nations would logically view the same capability as a direct threat to the effectiveness of their own nuclear deterrent.” They argue that given the very limited size of the Chinese nuclear deterrent, U.S. missile defense has forced China to pursue space war capabilities as a countermeasure. 36
BMD could easily bypass loopholes in laws and be used to attack targets on the ground. 
Park 5 (Andrew, Incremental Steps for Achieving Space Security: The Need for a New Way of Thinking to Enhance the Legal Regime for Space”, Houston Journal of International Law, http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf)

Integrally related to the first two ambiguities in the legal regime is the increasingly troubling aspect of the development and acquisition of equipment with “dual-use” potential. The term dual-use, originally used in the context of nuclear technology that could be used for both military and peaceful aims, has taken a slightly different meaning in the context of space. 71 In recognizing that space has long been a realm where commercial and military interests have co-existed, 72 the term dual-use addresses the potential of a space weapon to be both a defensive and devastatingly offensive tool. 73 It is vital to consider the clear dual-use potential of advanced systems envisioned by the United States as part of a space-based missile defense system. The most prominent of the potential dual-use programs is the Space Based Laser (SBL), which is designed to operate in Low Earth Orbit for the purpose of destroying “hostile ballistic missiles during their boost phase of flight.” 74 Military officials have discussed the potential usefulness of the SBL in enhancing U.S. force projection from space. 75 In fact, these officials have gone so far as to suggest that “SBLs could form the replacement for the B-2A Spirit bomber, using directed energy to destroy ground based targets.” 76 The Missile Defense Agency (MDA) is also in the process of developing a space-based defense option in the form of kinetic kill vehicles. 77 Similar to the SBL, this particular system would seek to destroy enemy ballistic missiles during the boost phase. However, kinetic kill vehicles would accomplish this by the deployment of hundreds of small satellites around the earth rather than by one centralized laser. 78 Needless to say, it is feasible to see how such a defensive space network could be modified to offensively threaten the space assets of other nations. 79 Unfortunately, the creators of the current legal regime did not foresee the extent to which space technology would develop in such a short period of time. Nevertheless, if the international community seeks to establish a sustainable security regime for space, it is imperative that a reasonable balance is struck between the need to defend the principle of universal space access and desire to prevent the application of dual-use technology in space for destructive purposes

Link - BMD
BMD development threatens China- it doubles as a first-strike capability that could take out Chinese nukes. 

Hui 5 (Zhang, “Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective”, World Security Institute, http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1)

Outer space objects, in the Chinese definition, include not only satellites but also ICBMs traveling through outer space.3 Since the GMD system would intercept its target in outer space, it could be seen as a space weapon. Moreover, the GMD system could be the first step toward a more robust, layered system for space control. Consequently, China feels that U.S. plans to deploy a missile defense system is an intentional first step toward the weaponization of space.4 In addition, the United States also pursues a number of other research programs that could lead to ASAT weapons. For instance, the Air Force has a research project to test small satellites, the Experimental Satellite Series (XSS), that could be used to attack other satellites.5 Further, the United States is pursuing space-based ballistic missile defense (BMD) for global engagement capabilities. It is believed that an effective, global-coverage BMD system must start intercepting an ICBM as early as the boost phase, which, under U.S. Missile Defense Agency plans, would entail the use of space-based interceptors. Indeed, the current U.S. budget for missile defense shows continued interest in a number of space weapon-related programs, such as the Near Field Infrared Experiment (NFIRE) satellite and Space-Based Interceptor Test Bed. The United States does have legitimate concerns about its space assets, given that U.S. military operations, economy and society are increasingly dependent on space assets and such assets are inherently vulnerable to attacks from many different sources. However, it does not mean that the United States currently faces credible threats from states that might exploit those vulnerabilities.6 Further, space-based weapons cannot protect satellites, since these weapons are also vulnerable to many types of attack, similar to the satellites requiring protection. The true aim of U.S. space plans is not to protect U.S. assets but rather to further enhance American military dominance. Prof. Du Xiangwan, vice president of the Chinese Academy of Engineering, recently presented his view that the Transformation Flight Plan indicated that "many types of space-based weapons will be developed," and "the tendency toward space weaponization is obvious and serious." He further noted that military dominance on Earth is not enough, "the U.S. also seeks to dominate space."7 Beijing fears that by unilaterally developing missile defense systems and pursuing space weaponization, the United States is seeking to establish a global military superiority using both offensive and defensive means.8 Moreover, China's fears about U.S. hegemonic tendencies are exacerbated by the fact that space weapons, due to their vulnerability to other less expensive, asymmetric measures, are inherently first-strike weapons. 9 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. 

Link-Dual Use

NASA operations dual use for military will lead to weaponization of space 

Gagnon 9 (Bruce K. Coordinator of the Global Network Against Nuclear Power and Weapons in Space “Arms Race in Space” Foreign Policy in Focus: International Relations Think Tank. March 19, 2009 http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/597)

NASA was created as a civilian agency with a mission to do peaceful space exploration. But the growing influence of the military industrial complex has rubbed out the line between civilian and military programs. When George W. Bush appointed former Secretary of the Navy Sean O'Keefe to head NASA in late 2001, the new space agency director announced that all NASA missions in the future would be "dual use." This meant that every NASA space launch would be both military and civilian at the same time. The military would ride the NASA Trojan horse and accelerate space weapons development without the  public's knowledge. NASA would expand space nuclear power systems to help create new designs for weapons propulsion. Permanent, nuclear-powered bases on the moon and Mars would give the United States a leg up in the race for control of those planetary bodies. The international competition for resource extraction in space (helium-3 on the moon) is now full on. NASA's job is to do the research and development, and then be ready to turn everything over to private corporate interests once the technology has been sorted out. The taxpayers will fund the technology investment program. The military will create the space weapons systems to ensure free corporate access to the space highways of the future. The aerospace industry is already making record profits from the ever-escalating cost of space technology systems. Virtually every system now under development is well over budget. Just one illustration is NASA's International Space Station. Originally slated to cost the taxpayers $10 billion, the project has now grown to $100 billion and is not yet finished.
Link-Launching

Heavy launch vehicles cause miscalc

Brown 6 (Kendall K., liquid rocket engine system engineer for NASA and researcher at College of Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education Air and Space Power Journal Summer 2006, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/brown.html)

Inclusion of a global strike capability might have a destabilizing effect on world affairs in times of heightened geopolitical tensions. Given an HLV that can deliver either a satellite payload to orbit or a common aero vehicle with a strike weapon to a terrestrial target, a third-party nation might detect the launch and fear a nuclear attack by the United States. Regardless of whether such fears have any foundation, the Cold War forged a paradigm that ICBMs deliver nuclear weapons, and a US adversary or a nation not friendly to the United States could have difficulty distinguishing the launch of an HLV from that of an ICBM with strategic weapons, despite the fact that the trajectories might differ. The world community would have to accept the uncertainty that a reentry vehicle could deliver a conventional precision-guided munition-in essence, we would be asking the world to trust us in a time of hostilities.

Link-Defensive Capabilities
Even defensive capabilities will be percieved

Krepon 3 (Michael, president of the Henry Stimson Center , Space Assurance or Space Dominance? THE CASE AGAINST WEAPONIZING SPACE, http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/spacebook.pdf)
An alternative to maneuverability would be to provide important satellites with their own means of self-defense, such as explosive charges or small homing missiles to destroy ASATs before they can carry out attacks. To be effective, this self-protection measure would require shooting first, rather than waiting to find out whether an approaching object were an ASAT—unless, of course, warfare has already begun. The flight-testing and deployment of weapons in space designed to defend satellites from attack would be indistinguishable, for all practical as well as for space policy purposes, from the flight-testing and deployment in space of offensive weapons. Put another way, preemptive defense of satellites could also be employed as a preemptive offense. Moreover, the military utility of defending satellites by offensive means in space might be limited against sophisticated, maneuverable ASATs. The creation of space debris resulting from an active defense in space could also impair satellite operations.

***Impacts***

Turns Case-War

It escalates and draws in every major power, including China, Russia, India, Pakistan, Iran, and Israel

Hitchens 7 (Theresa, Director of the World Security Institute’s Center for Defense InformatioN, Disarmament Times, “An ASAT Arms Race: The Slippery Slope to Space Weaponization?.” http://disarm.igc.org/index.php?view=article&catid=60%3Adt2007summer&id=51%3Adt2007summerHitchens&option=com_content&Itemid=2\) 
Russia. Like the US, the former Soviet Union dabbled in a number of ASAT technologies during the Cold War. Russia remains a strong space power, and although its space programs suffered from chronic lack of funds during the 1990s, that situation is now being remedied thanks to Moscow’s influx of petro-dollars. Russia remains committed to its self-imposed ASAT moratorium and has declared that it will not be the first to use space weapons. Nonetheless, Russia would be hard pressed politically not to enter any developing ASAT arms race that included the US and China, and would fully have the capacity to compete. India. India has a robust space program, and Indian Air Force leadership for years has been agitating for a military counterpart. Trade journal Defense News on April 9, 2007, reported that India has already begun developing ASAT weapons and has reinstated plans to establish an Aerospace Command to manage a cohesive military space program. It is clear that if India actually pursues such a path, Pakistan will certainly follow, likely engendering a wider Asian space arms race.Israel. Israel is the only other nation where government and military officials have openly discussed consideration of ASATs and other techniques, such as sophisticated jamming, for disrupting satellites. Israel also has a fairly sophisticated satellite program, launching its own satellites since 1998 and maintaining its own military imaging and communications satellites. Thus, Israel too could be a player in any ASAT arms race; certainly Israeli officials have been eyeing Iran’s efforts to become a space power with alarm.

Arms Race
Chinese perception of US space weaponization leads to a space arms race

Hui 07 (Zhang Hui, Research associate at Harvard University, “Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective” http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1 ACC 7/27/11)

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

Debris I/L

Weaponization of space increases space debris
Hui 07 (Zhang Hui, Research associate at Harvard University, “Space Weaponization And Space Security: A Chinese Perspective” http://www.wsichina.org/space/focus.cfm?focusid=94&charid=1 ACC 7/27/11)

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 weaponization leads to space debris

Wickersham 10 (Bill, an adjunct professor of peace studies at MU “ GUEST COMMENTARY: Outer space arms race posed for conflict”, The Missourian, http://www.columbiamissourian.com/stories/2011/03/14/guest-commentary-arms-race-space-must-be-stopped/)
One of the most troubling aspects of an arms race in space is the potential for the proliferation of massive amounts of space debris. In January 2007, China used a ground-based anti-satellite weapon to destroy one of its own deteriorating weather satellites. In the process, it unleashed massive amounts of space debris whose small pieces travel in orbit at about 14,000 mph. Such debris, including that of the U.S., released more than 50 years of space activity, already poses a considerable hazard to various spacecraft — U.S. and other. According to RCW, this orbital crowding could become worse if a large number of space weapons are placed in Low Earth Orbit (LEO). Continued launching and testing of space based weapons will also add markedly to the dangerous space debris and leave less room for peaceful civilian systems. Those problems can occur during periods of relative peace, as well as during times of war. In the latter case, many civilian satellites will be destroyed, and their vast distribution of debris will cause chaotic disruption of the Internet, resulting in a breakdown of most electronic communications involving financial, health, security, environmental and other societal operations necessary to our "wired" way of life on this planet. 
Debris Impact

Space debris crushes the global economy

Moore 9 (Mike, Independent Institute Research Fellow “Space Junk It's Been A Nuisance; It Soon May Become A Nightmare,” Pittsburgh Post Gazette, , p. factiva) 
At the moment, the amount of debris in "low-Earth orbit" -- the region of space that extends a few hundred miles above the atmosphere -- is merely a nuisance. The United States tracks objects in space and shares the data with the world. Satellite handlers based in many countries use the data to slightly alter the course of their birds if a collision seems possible. End of story? Not quite. "Orbital space" is a natural resource, as surely as land, air and water. It must be protected because it is home to nearly a thousand satellites put up by many countries -- communications, geo- observation, geopositioning, weather and other types. "Globalization" would not be possible without commercial satellites. Further, the United States' military-related birds permit the country to conduct "precision" war. For the first time in history, satellites provide the data and the guidance necessary to enable bombs and missiles to actually hit the targets they are fired at. That's a moral plus. If a war must be fought, it should be prosecuted in such a way that military targets are hit and civilians spared to the greatest extent possible. No other country can fight a conventional war as cleanly and humanely as the United States. Satellites make the difference. Because of the importance of satellites to the American way of war, the United States insists that it must achieve the capability to militarily dominate space in a time of conflict. It is the only country that claims that right. Space, says international law, is the common heritage of humankind and must be devoted to "peaceful purposes." America's truculent space-dominance language annoys many of its friends and allies. Meanwhile, some major powers -- particularly China and Russia -- think it smells of imperialism. A country that could control space in a time of conflict might also exercise that control in a time of peace. Since 1981, virtually every country save the United States and Israel has gone on record in the U.N. General Assembly as favoring a treaty that would prevent an arms race in space. Every year, the United States -- under presidents Ronald Reagan, George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton and George W. Bush -- has used its veto power at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to prevent serious talks. No one, including the United States, is likely to have actual weapons in space in the foreseeable future. Space control does not require such weapons. Ground-based, sea-based and even air-based antisatellite weapons (ASATs) can do the trick. The United States has long been working on a variety of highly sophisticated ASAT programs -- indeed, the infrastructure for missile defense is the sort of infrastructure needed for ASAT systems. When a country builds ever greater military capabilities, potential rivals react. China, in particular, is wary of the coercive possibilities of U.S. military power. The Middle Kingdom says it wants a space treaty, but in January 2007, it tested its own somewhat primitive ASAT -- a kinetic-kill device that roughly replicated a test the United States carried out in 1985. Is a space-related arms race under way? Yes. But there is still time to ratchet it down, and the Obama administration has signaled that it might do so. That will be difficult, though. The belief in America as the exceptional nation is a major driver of U.S. foreign policy, and influential people and hard-line think tanks are comfortable with the idea that full-spectrum dominance in all things military is America's right. A nightmare scenario: The United States continues to work on its "defensive" ASAT systems. China and Russia do the same to counter U.S. capabilities. India and Japan put together their own systems. Ditto for Pakistan, if it survives as a coherent country. Israel follows suit, as does Iran. In a time of high tension, someone preemptively smashes spy satellites in low-Earth orbits, creating tens of thousands of metal chunks and shards. Debris-tracking systems are overwhelmed and low- Earth orbits become so cluttered with metal that new satellites cannot be safely launched. Satellites already in orbit die of old age or are killed by debris strikes. The global economy, which is greatly dependent on a variety of assets in space, collapses. The countries of the world head back to a 1950s-style way of life, but there are billions more people on the planet than in the '50s. That's a recipe for malnutrition, starvation and wars for resources.

Russia And China Module (1/2)

Space weapons cause the formation of a Russia/China alliance

Krepon 4 (Michael, Prof. of Politics @ Univ. of Virginia, “ Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1689)
Even if space weapons are not used, their flight-testing or presence overhead, capable of impairing a country’s ability to see, hear, navigate, detect impending danger, and fight, would have profound implications for international relations. The medium of space is not country-specific. The placement of space weapons in low-Earth orbit will be of concern to any country over which the space weapon passes or could pass with orbital adjustments. Washington policymakers do not talk often or publicly about space warfare, and China and Russia continue to seek improved ties to the United States. There is, however, considerable awareness in Moscow and Beijing about the Pentagon’s plans and deep skepticism that the Pentagon’s interest in space warfare is directed solely at states such as North Korea and Iran. Instead, the Air Force’s new counterspace doctrine is widely viewed in the broader context of the Bush administration’s endorsement of pre-emptive strikes and preventive wars, open-ended national missile defense deployments, and the integration of improved broad-area surveillance and conventional deep-strike capabilities alongside U.S. nuclear forces, which remain on high states of alert. If U.S. counterspace programs proceed, Russia and China can be expected to forge closer ties, pursuing joint diplomatic initiatives to prevent the weaponization of space, alongside military research and development programs to counter U.S. military options. Instead of engaging in a Cold War-like nuclear arms race with Washington, Moscow and Beijing will compete asymmetrically, using less elaborate and expensive techniques, such as by trailing expensive U.S. space weapons and satellites with cheap space mines.[9] 

Russia And China Module (2/2)

That kills hegemony and causes proliferation, Korean instability, China rise, and undermines US leadership in Asia

Blank 9 (Stephen Blank, Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, March 2009, “Russia And Arms Control: Are There Opportunities For The Obama Administration?,” online: http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf )
Consequently, the danger is that this ideological strategic rivalry will harden, leading to a polarized, bilateral, and hostile division of Asia into blocs based on a Sino-Russian bloc confronting a U.S. alliance system led by alliances with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Some Western writers have already opined that Sino-Russian relations appear to be tending towards an anti-American alliance in both Northeast and Central Asia.235 But more recently both Asian and Western writers have begun to argue that such a polarization in Asia could be taking shape. The shared interest of perceiving America as an ideological and geopolitical threat has also united Moscow and Beijing in a common cause.236 Already in the 1990s, prominent analysts of world politics like Richard Betts and Robert Jervis, and then subsequent Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) studies, postulated that the greatest security threat to American interests would be a Russian-Chinese alliance.237 Arguably, that is happening now and occurs under conditions of the energy crisis that magnifies Russia’s importance to China beyond providing diplomatic support, cover for China’s strategic rear, and arms sales. That alliance would encompass the following points of friction with Washington: strategic resistance to U.S. interests in Central and Northeast Asia, resistance to antiproliferation and pressures upon the regimes in Iran and North Korea, an energy alliance, an ideological counteroffensive against U.S. support for democratization abroad, and the rearming of both Russia and China, if not their proxies and allies, with a view towards conflict with America.239 One South Korean columnist, Kim Yo’ng Hu’i, wrote in 2005 that, China and Russia are reviving their past strategic partnership to face their strongest rival, the United States. A structure of strategic competition and confrontation between the United States and India on the one side, and Russia and China on the other is unfolding in the eastern half of the Eurasian continent including the Korean peninsula. Such a situation will definitely bring a huge wave of shock to the Korean peninsula, directly dealing with the strategic flexibility of U.S. forces in Korea. If China and Russia train their military forces together in the sea off the coast of China’s Liaodong Peninsula, it will also have an effect on the 21st century strategic plan of Korea. We will now need to think of Northeast Asia on a much broader scale. The eastern half of Eurasia, including Central Asia, has to be included in our strategic plan for the future.240 Since then, Lyle Goldstein and Vitaly Kozyrev have similarly written that, If the Kremlin favors Beijing, the resulting Sino-Russian energy nexus—joining the world’s fastest growing energy consumer with one of the world’s fastest growing producers—would support China’s growing claim to regional preeminence. From Beijing’s point of view, this relationship would promise a relatively secure and stable foundation for one of history’s most extraordinary economic transformations. At stake are energy reserves in eastern Russia that far exceed those in the entire Caspian basin. Moreover, according to Chinese strategists, robust Sino-Russian energy links would decrease the vulnerability of Beijing’s sea lines of communication to forms of “external pressure” in case of a crisis concerning Taiwan or the South China Sea. From the standpoint of global politics, the formation of the Sino-Russian energy nexus would represent a strong consolidation of an emergent bipolar structure in East Asia, with one pole led by China (and including Russia) and one led by the United States (and including Japan).241 Russia’s tie to China certainly expresses a deep strategic identity or congruence of interests on a host of issues from Korea to Central Asia and could have significant military implications. Those implications are not just due to Russian arms sales to China, which are clearly tied to an anti-American military scenario, most probably connected with Taiwan. They also include the possibility of joint military action in response to a regime crisis in the DPRK.242 

Heg Module

Space weaponization undermines hardpower - makes the US net more vulnerable

Hitchens 10 (Hitchens, Theresa. Director, Center for Defense Information, Leader of Space Security Project in cooperation with the Secure World Foundation. The author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” Cited by Center for Nonproliferation Studies Mountbatten Centre for “International Studies Future Security in Space: Commercial, Military, and Arms Control Trade-Offs Occasional”)
Dr. Karl Mueller, a former Air Force analyst now at RAND, writes:. The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states’ significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power.2 On the other hand, a space race cannot be ruled out as a likely outcome—especially given that many countries with much fewer economic and technical resources than the United States are already going to space. A strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that could outweigh any short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. In particular, it would be costly in dollar terms to sustain orbital weapon systems and stay ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities. The price tag of space-weapon systems and protective measures would not be trivial for anyone choosing to pursue them— with maintenance costs a key issue.

China, India, Europe

US offensive space policy causes China to weaponize and alienates Canada, India, and European allies

Briggs '10 

(Michael Joseph Deane Briggs, Major in USAF, March 2010, Policy Recommendation for the United States Regarding the Weaponization of Space", http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:CIn5jR9yhNcJ:https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/q_mod_be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153/q_act_downloadpaper/q_obj_74940330-8f9e-408a-9548-284e75c5de39/display.aspx+"POLICY+RECOMMENDATION+FOR+THE+UNITED+STATES+REGARDING+THE+WEAPONIZATION+OF+SPACE"&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESiCTv0Ddc6lh0ZcGefEZrp2r9lRr7hxepkmcagwiw-gbL-_6SLCxEq7IFFUs8r0Jm5vgHx1gyh9IwmbXoNm2QE-jOfBWj0n2fuUyDIKIDWzRaghzu1i0Yqx1pfsPWRzf-jTBRDt&sig=AHIEtbRFudQxt_BmPDk9i36mUXVHF2SAaw// ASpomer)

Already there are indications of China’s willingness to expend capital to build a deterrent space force if the United States does not change its policy, and India has been quietly building its own space programs. With such an uncooperative policy, the United States may draw fire from other nations, and possibly from its own current allies, notably the UK and the European Space Agency members. The international political arena is often too fragile to take such a staunch position. Positioned far beyond neutrality, the United States would certainly be alienated from space governance discussions and decisions, possibly rising to the level of being targeted by them as a rogue space state. With no space allies, the financial burden or economies of scale in expensive production of space vehicles and materials would not be realized either, possibly slowing space exploitation more than if a softer line were taken internationally.

Russia China weaponization

US weaponization causes Russian and Chinese weaponization

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 United States has plans to weaponize space and is already deploying missile-defense platforms.1 Official, published papers outline long-term visions for space weapons, including direct-ascent antisatellite (ASAT) missiles, ground-based lasers that target satellites in low Earth orbit, and hypervelocity rod bundles that strike from space.2 According to federal budget documents, the Pentagon has asked Congress for considerable resources to test weapons in space, marking the biggest step toward creating a space battlefield since the Strategic Defense Initiative during the Cold War.3 Although two co-orbital escort vehicles—the XSS-11 experimental microsatellite and the Autonomous Nanosatellite Guardian for Evaluating Local Space—are intended to monitor the space environment and inspect friendly satellites, they possess the technical ability to disrupt other nations’ military reconnaissance and communications satellites.4 These developments have caused considerable apprehension in Moscow, Beijing, and other capitals across the world, resulting in a security dilemma. Russia and China believe that they must respond to this strategic challenge by taking measures to dissuade the United States from pursuing space weapons and missile defenses. Their response will likely include developing more advanced ASAT weapons, building more intercontinental ballistic missiles, extending the life of existing ballistic missiles, adopting countermeasures against missile defenses, developing other asymmetric capabilities for the medium of space, and reconsidering commitments on arms control.5

***Affirmative***

China Making ASATs

China is developing ASAT weapons

Chase 11 (Michael Chase, an Associate Research Professor and Director of the Mahan Scholars Program at the U.S. Naval War College, 3/25/11, “Defense and Deterrence in China’s Military Space Strategy” http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=37699&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=25&cHash=e3f0fcd233f563e2364ad7bc49425244 ACC 7/25/11)

China’s theory of space deterrence may be a work in progress, but Beijing is already developing an impressive array of counter-space systems. Indeed, the capabilities that China is working on go beyond the direct ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon, successfully tested in January 2007. The test demonstrated its capability to destroy satellites in low-earth orbit and was followed by a missile intercept test in January 2010. According to the 2010 Department of Defense (DoD) report on Chinese military developments, "China is developing a multi- dimensional program to improve its capabilities to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries during times of crisis or conflict" [1]. In addition to the direct ascent ASAT, China’s capabilities include foreign and domestically developed jamming capabilities, and the inherent ASAT capabilities of its nuclear forces. In addition, "China is developing other technologies and concepts for kinetic and directed-energy (e.g. lasers, high-powered microwave, and particle beam) weapons for ASAT missions" [2]. According to Chinese analysts, along with the increasing its importance for military and commercial reasons, space is becoming an important domain for the defense of national security and national interests [3].
China is already making ASAT weapons

Chase 11 (Michael Chase, an Associate Research Professor and Director of the Mahan Scholars Program at the U.S. Naval War College, 3/25/11, “Defense and Deterrence in China’s Military Space Strategy” http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=37699&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=25&cHash=e3f0fcd233f563e2364ad7bc49425244 ACC 7/25/11)

Within this broad context, Bao outlines a Chinese approach to space deterrence, one in which "an active defense will entail a robust deterrent force that has the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on an adversary" [20]. According to Bao, "under the conditions of American strategic dominance in space, reliable deterrents in space will decrease the possibility of the United States attacking Chinese space assets." Specifically, he writes, China "will develop anti-satellite and space weapons capable of effectively taking out an enemy’s space system, in order to constitute a reliable and credible defense strategy." This suggests that in addition to denying an enemy the ability to use its space systems in a war with China and countering the possibility of space-based missile defense capabilities undermining China’s nuclear deterrent, another of the missions for China’s counter-space capabilities could be protecting China’s own space systems by deterring an adversary from attacking them.
China is Militarizing Now

Despite China’s quoted opposition to space weapons, it’s militarizing now

Blanchard 7/11/11 (Ben Blanchard, staff writer for Reuters, 7/11/11 “REFILE-China ramps up military use of space with new satellites-report” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/12/china-satellites-idUSL3E7I902220110712 ACC 7/30/11)

BEIJING -- China is developing cutting-edge satellites that will allow it to project power far beyond its shores and deter the United States from using aircraft carriers in any future conflict over its rival Taiwan, a report said.     The piece in October's Journal of Strategic Studies, a UK-published defense and security journal, runs at odds with China's stated opposition to the militarization of space.  But the report, an advance copy of which was obtained by Reuters, said that the rapid development of advanced reconnaissance satellites to enable China to track hostile forces in real time and guide ballistic missiles has become a key to the modernization of its forces.  While the United States used to be unrivaled in this area, China is catching up fast, it added. “China's constellation of satellites is transitioning from the limited ability to collect general strategic information, into a new era in which it will be able to support tactical operations as they happen,” the report said.  “China may already be able to match the United States' ability to image a known, stationary target and will likely surpass it in the flurry of launches planned for the next two years.”  Beijing has consistently denied it has anything other than peaceful plans for space and says its growing military spending and prowess are for defensive purposes and modernization of outdated forces.  But with the recent unveiling of a stealth fighter, the expected launch of its first aircraft carriers and more aggressive posture over territorial disputes such as one in the South China Sea, Beijing has rattled nerves regionally and globally.
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