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Space Weaponization Bad DA --- 1nc --- (1/)

Obama pursuing space arms control now – no weaponization.

Eli Lake, geopolitical desk of the Washington Times, 1/27/2011, “U.S., EU eye anti-satellite weapons pact,” The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jan/27/us-eu-eye-anti-satellite-weapons-pact/print/
The Obama administration is negotiating with the European Union on an agreement limiting the use of anti-satellite weapons, a move that some critics say could curb U.S. development of space weapons in general. Three congressional staffers told The Washington Times that Pentagon and intelligence analysts said in a briefing Monday that the administration is looking to sign on to the European Union's Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities. The briefing followed the completion of an interagency review that recommends the United States sign on to the document with only a few minor changes to its language, according to two administration officials familiar with the review.
Exploration causes space weaponization – military will use NASA missions to expand military programs.

Bruce K. Gagnon, coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space and a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, 3/21/2009, “The Space Arms Race and the NASA Scam ,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.antiwar.com/orig/bgagnon.php?articleid=14436

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.
Space Weaponization Bad DA --- 1nc --- (1/)

Plan boosts the political influence of the military – new space tech will increase the viability of space weaponization.

Trevor Brown, MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Spring 2009, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
But the United States does not necessarily have to choose between civilian and military space programs since much of the technology developed for space is dual use. The space industry provides a tremendous opportunity for militaries that desire more affordable access and space assets that can significantly augment terrestrial forces. As Alfred Thayer Mahan pointed out, “Building up a great merchant shipping lays the broad base for the military shipping.” The US military can maximize its resources, not only financially but also politically, by packaging as much military space activity as possible into commercial space activity. One example involves satellite communications. The arrangement the Pentagon has with Iridium Satellite LLC gives the military unlimited access to its network and allows users to place both secure and nonsecure calls or send and receive text messages almost anywhere in the world. Another example involves space imagery. Even though the government must maintain sophisticated imaging capabilities for special situations, it could easily meet the vast majority of its routine requirements at lower cost by obtaining commercially available imagery. The Air Force could also use space transportation, another emerging industry, to maximize its resources. Private ventures now under way are reducing the costs of space access considerably. It is possible that one enterprise could become an alternative to Russian Soyuz spacecraft for NASA’s missions to the International Space Station. Such enterprises could prove attractive, cost-effective options for delivering the Air Force’s less-sensitive payloads to Earth orbit. Space tourism, a growing industry, could enable the Air Force to procure affordable capabilities to routinely operate 60 to 90 miles above Earth. Advances that entrepreneurs are making in suborbital space flight could eventually evolve to a point where the Air Force would find it far easier, politically as well as financially, to acquire platforms capable of delivering munitions from space.
Space weaponization causes first strike and global conflict.

Charles S. Robb, member of the U.S. Senate committees on armed services, foreign relations, and intelligence, Winter 1999, “Star Wars II,” Washington Quarterly, pp.85-86
The third consequence of U.S. space weaponization would be the heightened probability of strategic conflict. Anyone familiar with the destabilizing impact of MIRVs will understand that weapons in space will bring a new meaning to the expression "hair trigger." Lasers can engage targets in seconds. Munitions fired from satellites in low-earth orbit can reach the earth's surface in minutes. As in the MIRV scenario, the side to strike first would be able to destroy much of its opponent's space weaponry before the opponent had a chance to respond. The temptation to strike first during a crisis would be overwhelming; much of the decisionmaking would have to be automated. Imagine that during a crisis one of our key military satellites stops functioning and we cannot determine why. We - or a computer controlling our weapons for us - must then decide whether or not to treat this as an act of war and respond accordingly. The fog of war would reach an entirely new density, with our situational awareness of the course of battle in space limited and our decision cycles too slow to properly command engagements. Events would occur so quickly that we could not even be sure which nation had initiated a strike. We would be repeating history, but this time with far graver consequences. 
Space war causes WMD conflict – outweighs any of their war scenarios.

Gordon R. Mitchell et al, Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, July 2001, “Missile Defence: Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads,” ISIS Briefing Series on Ballistic Missile Defence, No 6, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/Mitchelletal2001b.pdf
It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage - even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!,. In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people’. Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.

Uniqueness – No Weaponization Now

New Obama policy embracing space arms control – will enhance security.

Joshua Philipp, Staff Writer, 2/8/2011, “US Space Strategy Bringing Governance to Outer Space,” Epoch Times, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/50800/
Lynn said Obama’s new space strategy brings “a move toward the sustainability and stability of the space domain; a new emphasis on international cooperation; an expansion of how we protect space systems in a contested environment; and, finally, the improvement of our space acquisition process.” According to a DOD summary, the space strategy program, NSSS, “draws on all elements of national power and requires active U.S. leadership in space.” It will include establishing partnerships with “responsible nations, international organizations, and commercial firms” and will “promote responsible, peaceful, and safe use of space.” It also includes strategy to deter “aggression against space infrastructure that supports U.S. national security,” and states the United States will “prepare to defeat attacks and operate in a degraded environment.”

Obama embracing space arms control.

William J. Broad and Kenneth Chang, Staff Writers, 6/28/2010, “Obama Reverses Bush’s Space Policy,” New York Times, 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.” 
Obama policy prevents weaponization of space while maintaining US security.

Spencer Ackerman, Senior Reporter for Wired, 6/28/2010, “Obama Backs Away from Intergalactic Domination,” Wired, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/06/obama-backs-away-from-intergalactic-domination/
Still, that’s good enough for long-time space policy analyst Theresa Hitchens, who likes the new strategy’s return to the less-aggressive approach of 20th Century administrations. “While the new Obama space policy does not directly support a treaty banning weapons in space as many in the international community have hoped, it does — in a 180 degree turn from the Bush administration policy — re-commit the United States to the open consideration of space arms control in language similar to the Reagan, Bush 1 and Clinton space policies. This is a positive move.” And the plan satisfies Defense Secretary Robert Gates, too, who praised it as presenting “the right space policies and priorities for our nation, and is also a pledge that the United States will maintain the leadership and capabilities in space imperative for our national security.” So it’s like the conception of the Jedi from the Prequels.
Obama’s strategy will guarantee security for US space assets.

Joshua Philipp, Staff Writer, 2/8/2011, “US Space Strategy Bringing Governance to Outer Space,” Epoch Times, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/50800/
The latest strategy on space may help reduce such threats, however, as “Resiliency and mission assurance can help protect critical capabilities in crisis and conflict,” Schulte said. “Moreover, to the extent we develop and demonstrate resilience and mission assurance, potential adversaries may be dissuaded in peacetime from pursuing counterspace capabilities.”

Link – Exploration Causes Weaponization 

Classification of NASA programs proves – expansion of space programs will be used for militarization.

Sourav Roy, Singapore based analyst and researcher of geopolitical and strategic affairs, February 2010, “Mission Absolute: American Hegemony in Space,” Al Jazeera Centre for Studies, http://www.aljazeera.net/mritems/streams/2010/2/11/1_971142_1_51.pdf
Bruce Gagnon, renowned peace activist and Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space (GN), says the U.S. Space Command was the command that was put in charge of a total control of space and has recently been entrusted with America’s strategic Air Command. “So now the space guys, the bomber guys and missile guys are all part of the same command,” Gagnon said. “And this very command put out a planning document a few years ago called ‘Vision for 2020’. On the cover of this document one sees a satellite hitting targets on the earth below.” According to Gagnon, the attempt to enjoy supremacy on earth through threatening space warfare tactics will remain the essential doctrine of the U.S. for years to come. Perhaps this is why most of the complex space exploration projects of NASA remain classified. Keith Glennon, the first director of NASA, said the major implications of the U.S. Space Act was to pursue the development of activities in space for the benefit of all humankind. Just like any other American policies, Glennon’s description of NASA’s prerogatives sounds dangerously suspicious.
Administrator statements prove our link.

Richard C. Cook, former NASA analyst and frequent contributor to Global Research, 1/22/2007, “Militarization and The Moon-Mars Program: Another Wrong Turn in Space?” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4554
The shuttle will stop flying after 2010. But the nationalistic tone of Griffin's language about the moon-Mars program, combined with the gargantuan contract awarded to Lockheed Martin, the Bush administration's 2006 space policy declaration, and the Air Force’s "Strategic Master Plan for FY 2006 and Beyond," which designates space as "the ultimate high ground of U.S. military operations," sets the stage for another attempt to militarize NASA’s manned space activities. 
Exploration causes new space race with China.

Mark Whittington, writer and space policy analyst, 6/23/2003, “The coming space race with China,” The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/28/1

China’s space ambitions suggest, and indeed demand, a response from the United States and her allies. In order to avoid being left behind in space, and thus having its position as sole superpower called into question, the United States should jump start its moribund space effort. In effect, the United States should challenge China to a space race. The appeal of such a race is obvious. It could be suggested that more progress was made in perfecting the art of space travel in the eight years between Kennedy’s lunar challenge and the landing of Apollo 11 than in the over thirty years since Apollo ended. Reintroducing the spur of international competition would seem to be a potent idea.

Link – Perception

Even if the plan doesn’t cause actual weaponization, other nations will perceive it that way.

Jeremy Hsu, contributor to Space.com, 5/5/2010, “Is a New Space Weapon Race Heating Up?” http://www.space.com/8342-space-weapon-race-heating.html
Many existing space technologies play dual roles in both military and civilian life. The Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) system which started out as military-only has since become common in consumer smartphones and car navigation systems. Modern rocketry grew in part from the technology and scientific minds behind Nazi Germany's V-2 rockets of World War II, and continued to evolve alongside ballistic missile technology. Even something as basic as a satellite image can be used for either military weapons targeting or civilian crop rotation, Johnson-Freese said. Space plane technology can seem equally ambiguous ? the Air Force deputy undersecretary of space programs scoffed at the notion of X-37B paving the way for future space weapons. "The whole issue is further complicated because beyond technologies like lasers, Rods from God, explosives, etc.... virtually any object traveling in space can be a weapon if it can be maneuvered to run into another object," Johnson-Freese told SPACE.com. Uncertainty matters a great deal for how other nations view the recent U.S. space plane and hypersonic glider tests, regardless of whether or not the technologies lead to future weapons. "They are testing capabilities that could certainly be useful to the military if it chose to use them in an offensive manner," Johnson-Freese said. "And the military has been silent on intent."
Other nations will perceive the plan as a distraction for weaponization.

Jeremy Hsu, contributor to Space.com, 5/5/2010, “Is a New Space Weapon Race Heating Up?” http://www.space.com/8342-space-weapon-race-heating.html
Pike said the current work under way by the U.S. military leaves plenty of room for misinterpretations or even outright deception, which could be a ploy to distract other nations with military space projects. "One of them could be a deception program and the other could be the spitting image of the real thing," Pike noted. He said that such misdirection could force other nations' militaries to waste money chasing down dead ends.
Mistrust means China will perceive the plan as a military program.

Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review, 3/3/2008, “China and the US: space race or miscommunication?” The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1075/1
There are, though, more hostile views of US space programs in China, particularly of American military space projects. Those articles tend to be written not by space professionals but by political officers in the Chinese military, who write polemics that claim that the US wants to fight space wars. Because they’re not written by professionals, Kulacki said, they tend not to be sophisticated: in one example shown by Kulacki, a Chinese article was illustrated by a model of an American ASAT weapon—made of Lego bricks. This results in something of an echo chamber effect between the “polemical communities” in the US and China. “They feed off of each other for sure,” Kulacki said. “There is this whole tiny dialogue between these two hawkish communities in these two countries that dominates the entire discussion on this in the public domain.” There are also Chinese suspicions of American motives elsewhere in space. Kulacki noted that, shortly before the Shenzhou 5 launch, NASA provided orbital debris tracking data to the Chinese so they could avoid any potential collisions. A Chinese official involved with the mission told Kulacki that the data came late in their planning process, raising suspicions. “The relationship is so bad that he was convinced that NASA did that on purpose to mess them up,” he said. “There’s a lot of mistrust and bad feelings.”

Link –Tech

Exploration program will be used to militarize space – money being funneled to defense contractors.

Richard C. Cook, former NASA analyst and frequent contributor to Global Research, 1/22/2007, “Militarization and The Moon-Mars Program: Another Wrong Turn in Space?” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4554
The way NASA has started its new moon-to-Mars exploration program, the October 2006 White House announcement of a new national space policy, and subsequent statements by the State Department raise grave concerns about whether a new push to militarize space has begun. Events are pointing to an aggressive extension of U.S. supremacy beyond the stratosphere reminiscent of Reagan administration actions in the 1980s. Then it was the militarization of the space shuttle and the start-up of the Strategic Defense Initiative—"Star Wars"—which were gaining momentum until space weapons technology testing halted with the space shuttle Challenger disaster. To date, the principal beneficiary of the moon-Mars program is Lockheed Martin, to which NASA awarded a prime contract with a potential value stated at $8.15 billion. Already the world’s largest defense contractor, Lockheed Martin’s stock yielded an instant bonanza, rising more than seven percent in the five weeks following NASA’s August 2006 announcement. NASA is not paying the giant of the military-industrial complex $8.15 billion to have people hop around and hit golf balls on the moon. The aim of the moon-Mars program is U.S. dominance, as suggested by NASA Administrator Michael Griffin’s statements that "my language"—i.e., English—and not those of "another, bolder or more persistent culture" will be "passed down over the generations to future lunar colonies." 
Exploration boosts US aviation innovation.

Matt Gurney, member of the National Post editorial board, 12/13/2010, “U.S. putting NASA expertise at risk,” National Post, http://fullcomment.nationalpost.com/2010/12/13/matt-gurney-u-s-putting-nasa-expertise-at-risk/
With the end of the shuttle and with no new manned programs, NASA risks losing the brain trust of talent and high-tech expertise that has driven American innovation for two generations. Indeed, NASA has an entire website (Sti.nasa.gov/tto/) tracking the number of industrial partnerships it has formed (a clever way of showing suspicious Congressmen that it provides bottom-line benefits to the American people). And those benefits have rippled out across the rest of the Western world, Canada included. More than 80,000 Canadians work in the aerospace sector, and 60% of their labour is exported to the United States. If the high-tech jobs dry up there, especially at a time when countries like China and India are ramping up their own space exploration programs, Canada will have to scramble to compete. Both Asian superpowers enjoy trade with Canada, but nothing can compare in economic or cultural terms to our ties to the United States. Their space program has been ours, we have sent astronauts into space on American ships and provided advanced robots to the shuttle fleet and space stations. We continue to be a leader in telecommunications and satellites, in no small part due to our close relationship with the United States and access to their space program. America will eventually recover from its current economic crisis and political stagnation. But whether or not it is still a world leader in aviation and space exploration — and technology in general — is an open question. The U.S. desperately needs to rein in its spending, but not at the expense of stifling innovation and crippling America’s ability to explore — and if necessary, wage war in — space. NASA should be at the forefront, bringing the wonders of the universe to the American people while leading the way towards newer, better technologies.
That will be used to expand the military presence in space.

Efstathios T. Fakiolas and Tassos E. Fakiolas, Department of Political Science and International Relations, University of Peloponnese, and Special Advisor on Russian and East European Affairs, Greece, June 2009, “Space control and global hegemony,” The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, http://kida.re.kr/data/kjda/RKJD_A_387383_P.pdf
At present the United States is determined not only to protect its right to use space for military and civilian purposes and ensure freedom of action, but also to deter potential enemies from having access to or using space. It identifies space operations conducted by state or non-state opponents or adversaries as a ‘‘disruptive challenge’’ to its military capabilities and national interests.50 It considers space, in addition to the land, sea, air, and cyberspace, a domain of the battle-space and space capabilities as an essential component of the application and projection of military force.51 Having founded the Pentagon’s Executive Agent for Space, it pursues a policy to ‘‘enjoy an advantage in space capabilities across all mission areas’’ and ‘‘develop responsive space capabilities in order to keep access to space unfettered, reliable and secure.’’ It intends to achieve this goal by ‘‘staying at least one technology generation ahead of any foreign or commercial space power.’’52 Thus, for instance, in February 2008 the U.S. military destroyed the defunct and out-of-control USA 193 spy satellite with a specially designed SM-3 ballistic missile.53
Link – Moon Exploration

Moon exploration will be used to establish military weapons in space.

Bruce K. Gagnon, coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, 12/13/2006, “NASA Plans Moon Base to Control Pathway to Space,” http://www.space4peace.org/articles/nasa_moon_base.htm

There has long been a military connection to NASA’s Moon missions. In early 1994, NASA launched the Deep Space Program Science Experiment, the first of a series of Clementine technology demonstrations jointly sponsored with the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO). The Pentagon announced that data acquired by the spacecraft indicated that there is ice in the bottom of a crater on the Moon, located on the Moon’s south pole — the same venue NASA now envisions as the site for the 2024 permanent base. According to a Pentagon website, “The principal objective of the lunar observatory mission though was to space qualify lightweight sensors and component technologies for the next generation of Department of Defense spacecraft [Star Wars]. The mission used the Moon, a near-Earth asteroid, and the spacecraft’s Interstage Adapter (ISA) as targets to demonstrate sensor performance. As a secondary mission, Clementine returns valuable data of interest to the international civilian scientific sector.” In the end, the NASA plan to establish permanent bases on the Moon will help the military “control and dominate” access on and off our planet Earth and determine who will extract valuable resources from the Moon in the years ahead.
Lunar base will be used to militarize the moon.

Joe Pappalardo, senior editor at Popular Mechanics, 3/13/2008, “Dissent Grows Over NASA's Moon Mission,” Popular Mechanics, http://www.military.com/features/0,15240,163859,00.html
NASA does have vocal supporters, however. Robert Walker, a former congressman and a member of the Presidential Commission on the Implementation of the United States Space Exploration Policy, points out that a Chinese moon program has already begun, with the launch of a probe in 2007. Both India and Japan have also announced their intentions to launch manned lunar missions, to great fanfare. "Having a U.S. presence on the moon at least gives us the chance to keep an eye on the standard of conduct," Walker says. "And that's pretty damned important." In military terms, the moon can be seen as the ultimate high ground. A nation could set up hard-to-defeat microwave or laser weapons platforms aimed at in-orbit satellites or, in the best sci-fi tradition, to launch large rocks at the Earth with "mass drivers." (These were the weapon of choice for Robert Heinlein's revolutionary protagonists in The Moon Is a Harsh Mistress.)
There are no administrative barriers – Obama has already made this official policy.

Demian McLean, writer for Bloomberg, 1/2/2009, “Obama Moves to Counter China With Pentagon-NASA Link,” Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=aOvrNO0OJ41g&refer=home
President-elect Barack Obama will probably tear down long-standing barriers between the U.S.’s civilian and military space programs to speed up a mission to the moon amid the prospect of a new space race with China. Obama’s transition team is considering a collaboration between the Defense Department and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration because military rockets may be cheaper and ready sooner than the space agency’s planned launch vehicle, which isn’t slated to fly until 2015, according to people who’ve discussed the idea with the Obama team. The potential change comes as Pentagon concerns are rising over China’s space ambitions because of what is perceived as an eventual threat to U.S. defense satellites, the lofty battlefield eyes of the military. 

Space Weapons Cause Conflict

Space weaponization causes inevitable outbreak of conflict.

Gordon R. Mitchell et al, Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, July 2001, “Missile Defence: Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads,” ISIS Briefing Series on Ballistic Missile Defence, No 6, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/Mitchelletal2001b.pdf

A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '... the presence of space weapons ... will result in the increased likelihood of their use'. This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'antiballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'. The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land’. To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars "capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere.
Space weapons cause miscalculation and accidental launch.

Gordon R. Mitchell et al, Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, July 2001, “Missile Defence: Trans-Atlantic Diplomacy at a Crossroads,” ISIS Briefing Series on Ballistic Missile Defence, No 6, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/Mitchelletal2001b.pdf
The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated ‘hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.
Space weapons will cause use and nuclear retaliation.

Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, November 2004, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” Arms Control Today, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon
To prevent adversaries from shooting back, the United States would need to know exactly where all threatening space objects are located, to neutralize them without producing debris that can damage U.S. or allied space objects, and to target and defeat all ground-based military activities that could join the fight in space. In other words, successful space warfare mandates pre-emptive strikes and a preventive war in space as well as on the ground. War plans and execution often go awry here on Earth. It takes enormous hubris to believe that space warfare would be any different. If ASAT and space-based, ground-attack weapons are flight-tested and deployed, space warriors will have succeeded in the dubious achievement of replicating the hair-trigger nuclear postures that plagued humankind during the Cold War. Armageddon nuclear postures continue to this day, with thousands of U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons ready to be launched in minutes to incinerate opposing forces, command and control nodes, and other targets, some of which happen to be located within large metropolitan areas. If the heavens were weaponized, these nuclear postures would be reinforced and elevated into space. U.S. space warriors now have a doctrine and plans for counterspace operations, but they do not have a credible plan to stop inadvertent or uncontrolled escalation once the shooting starts. Like U.S. war-fighting scenarios, there is a huge chasm between plans and consequences, in which requirements for escalation dominance make uncontrolled escalation far more likely. A pre-emptive strike in space on a nation that possesses nuclear weapons would invite the gravest possible consequences. Attacks on satellites that provide early warning and other critical military support functions would most likely be viewed either as a surrogate or as a prelude to attacks on nuclear forces.

Space Weapons Cause Arms Race

Space weaponization causes space arms race.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

It is inconceivable that either Russia or China would allow the United States to become the sole nation with space-based weapons. “Once a nation embarks down the road to gain a huge asymmetric advantage, the natural tendency of others is to close that gap. An arms race tends to develop an inertia of its own,” writes Air Force Lt. Col. Bruce M. DeBlois, in a 1998 article in Airpower Journal. Chinese moves to put weapons in space would trigger regional rival India to consider the same, in turn, spurring Pakistan to strive for parity with India. Even U.S. allies in Europe might feel pressure to “keep up with the Joneses.” It is quite easy to imagine the course of a new arms race in space that would be nearly as destabilizing as the atomic weapons race proved to be.
India and Pakistan will model US space weaponization.

Jeffrey Lewis, Center for Defense Information, July 2004, “What if Space Were Weaponized?” http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
India is a state that may pursue ASAT capabilities, if other states do so first. The chief of the Indian Air Force, S. Krishnaswamy, recently remarked that: “Any country on the fringe of space technology like India has to work towards such a command as advanced countries are already moving towards laser weapons platforms in space and killer satellites.” Pakistan has a much smaller industrial base, but has long attempted to match Indian deployments – particularly in military matters. Pakistan is likely to emulate Indian ASAT efforts, given the enmity between the two countries and the relative advantage that India derives from the use of space for military operations.
That causes India/Pakistan nuclear war.

Jeffrey Lewis, Center for Defense Information, July 2004, “What if Space Were Weaponized?” http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
Perhaps more importantly, the risk of Pakistani ASAT attacks would create the same escalatory incentives for India that the United States faces in the second scenario. U.S. war games suggest that future conflicts in South Asia may not be very stable. A contractor who has conduct more than two dozen war games for the Pentagon and other military-planning centers told the Wall Street Journal that the India-Pakistan scenarios usually escalate to the use of nuclear weapons “within the first 12 ‘days’ of the war game.” “It’s a scary scenario,” said one participant. Anti-satellite weapons would reinforce the strong escalatory dynamic that many war games have revealed. For example, war games that quickly escalate to nuclear use are often restarted to allow the Indian side to reconsider some of the moves that lead to Pakistani escalation. The Indian side, however, generally learns the opposite lesson and attempts a “lighting strike” to destroy the Pakistani nuclear stockpile. When asked if the Indian Armed Force could really execute a preemptive strategy, one participant noted, “Probably not, but they believe they could.”

Space Weapons Cause Terrorism

Space weapons cause CBW terrorism.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

Such a strategic-level space race could have negative consequences for U.S. security in the long run that would outweigh the obvious (and tremendous) short-term advantage of being the first with space-based weapons. There would be direct economic costs to sustaining orbital weapon systems and keeping ahead of opponents intent on matching U.S. space-weapon capabilities – raising the proverbial question of whether we would be starting a game we might not be able to win. (It should be remembered that the attacker will always have an advantage in space warfare, in that space assets are inherently static, moving in predictable orbits. Space weapons, just like satellites, have inherent vulnerabilities.) Again, the price tag of space weapons systems would not be trivial – with maintenance costs a key issue. For example, it now costs commercial firms between $300 million and $350 million to replace a single satellite that has a lifespan of about 15 years, according to Ed Cornet, vice president of Booz Allen and Hamilton consulting firm. Many experts also argue there would be costs, both economic and strategic, stemming from the need to counter other asymmetric challenges from those who could not afford to be participants in the race itself. Threatened nations or non-state actors might well look to terrorism using chemical or biological agents as one alternative.
Space weapons collapse alliances – key to the War on Terror.

Bruce M. DeBlois, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2003, “The Advent of Space Weapons,” Astropolitics, www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Bergman_11ast03.pdf
A decision to posture weapons in space might also diminish the ability of the space-weaponizing country to assemble international coalitions.  In the case of the United States, such international political clout has been crucially important to the military, political, judicial and economic conduct of the war on terrorism. These forms of diplomatic influence might be more important than hard power in the maintenance of global stability in the twenty-first century.  
No offense – space weapons can’t help fight terrorism – and it risks funding trade-off with key technology.

Donald P. Christy, Lieutenant in the US Air Force, 3/15/2006, “United States Policy on Weapons in Space,” USAWC Strategy Research Project, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil307.pdf
The last category to examine is the impact space weapons could have in the Global War on Terrorism. The most likely use for space weapons to contribute to the war on terror is by expanding and improving global strike and global reach capabilities. As previously discussed, however, there is minimal, if any, benefit in this area. There are numerous cases (one previously cited) where we have missed high value targets despite having quick strike capabilities readily available. The United States has proved quite adept at gaining the necessary access around the globe to combat terrorism. The funding necessary to develop and deploy space to ground weapons would be better-used improving effectiveness in other areas of the fight and reducing the vulnerability of existing space based enablers.

Space Weapons Cause WMD Prolif

Space weapons cause WMD prolif – other nations will try to counter US advantages.

Charles S. Robb, member of the U.S. Senate committees on armed services, foreign relations, and intelligence, Winter 1999, “Star Wars II,” Washington Quarterly, pp.83-84
In a second, more likely scenario, the United States deploys the same capabilities, but other nations do not simply acquiesce. Understanding the tremendous advantages of military space operations, China deploys nuclear weapons into space that can either be detonated near U.S. satellites or delivered to the earth in just minutes. Russia fields ground-based lasers for disabling and destroying our satellites, then deploys satellites with kinetic-kill munitions for eradicating ground targets. It also reneges on the START treaties, knowing that, rather than trying to replicate America's costly defensive systems, its incremental defense dollar is better spent on offensive warheads for overwhelming American defenses. Other rogue nations, realizing that their limited missile attack capabilities are now useless against our new defense screen, focus on commercially available cruise missiles, which they load with chemical and biological warheads and plan to deploy from commercial ships and aircraft. Still others bring to fruition the long-expected threat of a nuclear weapon in a suitcase. If history has taught us anything, it is that a future more like the second scenario will prevail. It defies reason to assume that nations would sit idle while the United States invests billions of dollars in weaponizing space, leaving them at an unprecedented disadvantage. 
Space weapons collapse WMD arms control – causes global prolif.

Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, November 2004, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” Arms Control Today, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon

Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT weapon tests and deployments would surely reinforce Russia’s hair-trigger nuclear posture, and China would likely feel compelled to alter its relaxed nuclear posture, which would then have negative repercussions on India and Pakistan. The Bush administration’s plans would also further alienate America’s friends and allies, which, with the possible exception of Israel, strongly oppose the weaponization of space. The fabric of international controls over weapons of mass destruction, which is being severely challenged by Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions, could rip apart if the Bush administration’s interest in testing space and nuclear weapons is realized.
New technology will inevitably proliferate.

Jeffrey Lewis, Center for Defense Information, July 2004, “What if Space Were Weaponized?” http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
It is important to understand that there is another, more likely “inevitability” involved if the United States pursues these capabilities, that is: other nations almost assuredly would, too. Although Russia and China have declared a moratorium on ASAT testing, it would be irresponsible for either state not to acquire their own deterrent to potential U.S. ASAT attacks. Russian and Chinese ASATs may, in turn, be a reason (or, perhaps, just an excuse) for states such as India to follow suit. Still other countries – and this includes North Korea and probably Iran – that have the desire, but not yet the skills, would then be able to “draft” in the wake of the big powers through espionage, declassification and, perhaps, the black market. The point is this: once the United States has gone down the ASAT road, there likely won’t be an option of negotiating a ban on ASATs or discouraging the proliferation of legitimate dual-use technologies such as microsatellites. As we have learned with nuclear and missile proliferation, once the genie is out of the bottle, it is out for good.

Space Weapons Cause Nuclear Use

Space weaponization causes China to move to high alert for its nuclear forces.

Jeffrey Lewis, Center for Defense Information, July 2004, “What if Space Were Weaponized?” http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf

While China currently maintains its forces on a “no alert” status, Beijing has indicated considerable concern about how a U.S. spacebased missile defense system might undercut its nuclear deterrent. The Chinese ambassador to the Conference on Disarmament warned that the deployment of space weapons would “jeopardize the global strategic balance and stability” and “trigger off … another round of arms race.” China currently does not appear to keep nuclear warheads mated to its ballistic missiles, nor aboard its single ballistic missile submarine (which stays in port). All Chinese nuclear weapons appear to be under lock and key in storage facilities that are physically separate from their launch pads. The deployment of space weapons could create strong incentives to reverse this restraint, and increase the alert rates of Chinese forces.
That causes accidental nuclear war.

Jeffrey Lewis, Center for Defense Information, July 2004, “What if Space Were Weaponized?” http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
Raising the alert rates of Russian and Chinese nuclear forces would undermine U.S. security on a day-to-day basis, because forces on alert are inherently more vulnerable to the inherent risks of accident or unauthorized use. Accidents happen, including accidents with U.S. nuclear weapons. In some cases, the warheads were lost – the United States lost at least two nuclear weapons during aircraft crashes in 1958 off the coast of Savannah, Georgia, and in 1966 off the coast of Spain.40 In other cases, warheads have been recovered: In 1996, an Energy Department tractor trailer overturned in a Nebraska blizzard carrying “classified cargo” – later confirmed to be several nuclear warheads. Fortunately, the weapons were recovered undamaged after several hours. These kinds of accidents are more likely to happen when forces are kept on alert and moved around.
It also causes unauthorized nuclear launch.

Jeffrey Lewis, Center for Defense Information, July 2004, “What if Space Were Weaponized?” http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf
Forces on high rates of alert are also vulnerable to the nightmare scenario of an unauthorized launch by a field commander. Although the United States has instituted extensive human reliability programs to ensure that U.S. military personnel are psychologically stable, there is little evidence of comparable programs in Russia or China. Even in a perfect program, mistakes are made. As one U.S. officer recalled: “I used to worry about Gen. [Thomas] Power. I used to worry that Gen. Power was not stable. I used to worry about the fact that he had control over so many weapons and weapon systems and could, under certain conditions, launch the force. Back in the days before we had real positive control, [Stratgeic Air Command] had the power to do a lot of things, and it was in his hands, and he knew it.”

Space Weapons Collapse Heg

Space weaponization collapses US heg – undercuts US ground and space capabilities.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf
Karl Mueller, now at RAND, in an analysis for the School of Advanced Airpower Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, wrote, “The United States would not be able to maintain unchallenged hegemony in the weaponization of space, and while a space-weapons race would threaten international stability, it would be even more dangerous to U.S. security and relative power projection capability, due to other states’ significant ability and probably inclination to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against ascendant U.S. power.” Spurring other nations to acquire spacebased weapons of their own, especially weapons aimed at terrestrial targets, would certainly undercut the ability of U.S. forces to operate freely on the ground on a worldwide basis – negating what today is a unique advantage of being a military superpower. U.S. commercial satellites would also become targets, as well as military assets (especially considering the fact that the U.S. military is heavily reliant on commercial providers, particularly in communications). Depending on how widespread such weapons became, it also could even put U.S. cities at a greater risk than they face today from ballistic missiles.

Weaponization decreases heg – trades off with soft power and geopolitical support.

Trevor Brown, MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Spring 2009, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
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).
Space weaponization collapses heg.

Charles S. Robb, member of the U.S. Senate committees on armed services, foreign relations, and intelligence, Winter 1999, “Star Wars II,” Washington Quarterly, p.84
This second scenario suggests three equally troubling consequences. The first is that Americans would, in a relative sense, lose the most from a space-based arms race. The United States is currently the preeminent world military power, and much of that power resides in our ability to use space for military applications. A large percentage of our military communications now passes through space. Our troops rely on weather satellites, our targeteers on satellite photos, and virtually all of our new generations of weapons on the Global Positioning System satellites for pin-point accuracy. By encouraging potential adversaries to deploy weapons into space that could quickly destroy many of these systems, a space-based arms race would render many of these more vulnerable to attack than they are today. Even if our potential adversaries were unable to build a competing force, they could still position deadly satellites disguised as commercial assets near or in the path of our most vital military satellites. And even if we could sustain our space advantage, the costs would be extraordinary. Why pursue this option when there is no compelling reason to do so at this time? Why make a battlefield out of an arena upon which we depend so heavily? 
Space Weapons Kill the Economy

Space weapons collapse the economy – destroys US space industry

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf
Besides the potential for undercutting, rather than strengthening, the U.S. military edge, there also is reason to be concerned about the possibility that moves toward weaponizing space could damage the competitiveness of the U.S. space industry, which currently dominates the international marketplace and therefore bolsters U.S. economic and military power. The commercial space and telecommunications sector is also arguably the most globalized of today’s economic sectors. The customer base is international; the industry itself is largely comprised of multinational alliances among companies and consortia, as well as joint government programs. Whereas space used to be available only to the most developed nations, there are more than 1,100 companies in 53 countries now exploiting space.34 Space is a major worldwide market accounting for many billions in revenue, and U.S. firms are dominant in the sector.
Weaponization hurts US businesses – satellite destruction.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf
The competitive and cost challenges the U.S. satellite industry faces could be increased if the United States moved to make space a battlefield. Up to now, the threat that commercial satellites could become direct wartime casualties has been negligible. But an aggressive U.S. pursuit of ASATs would likely encourage others to do the same, thus potentially heightening the threat to U.S. satellites. Space industry executives, whose companies often are working at the margins of profitability, are concerned about U.S. commercial satellites and their operations becoming targets, especially because current commercial satellites have little protection (electronic hardening, for example, has been considered too expensive). There would be costs to commercial providers for increasing protection, and it is highly unclear whether the U.S. government would cover all those costs.
No impact turns – the costs to businesses outweigh any limited benefits.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf
Of course, it must be pointed out that some U.S. firms will no doubt benefit from any new U.S. programs to develop space-based weaponry – particularly the large defense contractors already involved in military space programs. Nonetheless, there remains reason to be concerned about the affect on other companies more involved in the commercial use of space. And since there are, and will remain, direct benefits to the military of maintaining a strong and competitive commercial space and telecommunications industry, the possibility that the deployment of weapons in space or a policy of aggressive targeting of satellites (and subsequent government regulatory restraints) may have negative industrial implications must be more fully explored.

Space Weapons Destroy Exploration

Space war collapses exploration – high levels of space debris.

Rebecca Johnson, Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy, September 2003, “Ballistic Missile Defence and the Weaponisation of Space,” Space Without Weapons, http://www.acronym.org.uk/space/rejintro.htm
A much more immediate danger to commercial and military assets in space, already arising from careless human practices in the first 45 years of space activities, comes from space-crowding and orbital debris. Space in low earth orbit is teeming with human generated debris, defined by NASA as "any man-made object in orbit about the Earth which no longer serves a useful purpose". There are some 9,000 objects larger than 10 cm and over 100,000 smaller objects. As orbiting debris may be travelling at very high velocities, even tiny fragments can pose a significant risk to satellites or spacecraft. As noted by Joel Primack, a University of California physics professor, and one of the US' foremost experts on space debris: "The weaponisation of space would make the debris problem much worse, and even one war in space could encase the entire planet in a shell of whizzing debris that would thereafter make space near the Earth highly hazardous for peaceful as well as military purposes".
Space weapons destroy all other purposes for space – turns the case.

Bruce M. DeBlois, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2003, “The Advent of Space Weapons,” Astropolitics, www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Bergman_11ast03.pdf
In addition to posing insurmountable military opportunity costs and the potential of another costly arms race, space weapons directly threaten the fiscal health of the space sector itself.  Use of destructive weapons in space would obviously promote an orbital debris problem that is on the threshold of becoming a major inhibitor to space commerce.  Currently, the US Space Surveillance Network uses ground-based radar and optical/infrared sensors to track roughly 7,500 objects across orbital space.  That constitutes objects greater than 10 cm in diameter in low Earth orbit to objects greater than 1m diameter in geostationary orbit.  Only approximately five per cent of those objects are operating satellites; the rest are effectively debris, 40 per cent of which are fragments of disintegrated satellites and upper stages of rockets.  Unfortunately, there are between 30,000 and 100,000 untracked objects between 1 cm and 10 cm diameter (large enough to cause serious damage to spacefaring vehicles), and an unknown but enormous number of particles smaller than 1 cm (many of which could damage sensitive systems on impact).  While the space environment is extremely large and the probability of an impact is still small, that probability is growing.  For some space missions active protection through shielding is already a requirement (e.g. the International Space Station).  Getting this shielding to orbit is an added expense to an already low-profit-margin industry.  Any weapon use in space, but particularly proliferating weapon use in space, could readily make space a no-go area of dangerous debris, in the process pre-empting commercial and civil development.

Space shuttle explosion proves – debris will make exploration impossible.

Rebecca Johnson, Director of the Disarmament and Arms Control Programme, The Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia, 2003, “Security without weapons in space: challenges and options,” Disarmament Forum, http://www.unidir.org/pdf/articles/pdf-art2155.pdf
LEO is teeming with human generated debris, defined by NASA as ‘any man-made object in orbit about the Earth which no longer serves a useful purpose’. There are some 9,000 objects larger than 10cm and over 100,000 smaller objects. As orbiting debris may be travelling at very high velocities, even tiny fragments can pose a significant risk to satellites or spacecraft, as experienced by US astronaut Sally Ride, when an orbiting fleck of paint gouged the window of the Space Shuttle during her first flight. If instead of paint, the projectile had been harder or larger, it could have put the lives of the crew at risk.

AT: Weaponization Inevitable

Weaponization not inevitable – US policy key.

Karl P. Mueller, associate political scientist at RAND and adjunct associate professor in Georgetown University's Security Studies Program, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

In the end, most of the inevitability arguments are weak. Even the best one, that space weapons will provide irresistible military advantages for those who employ them, is plausible but not decisive, and many of those who assert it probably harbor exaggerated expectations about the capabilities that space weapons will offer. In spite of the large number of people who apparently believe the inevitability thesis to be true, there is good reason for prudent policymakers to assume that the weaponization of space is not in fact predestined, and that U.S. military space policy is one of the factors, but not the only one, that will shape the likelihood of space weaponization of space by other countries.
Lack of US weaponization solves inevitability.

Rebecca Johnson, Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy, September 2003, “Ballistic Missile Defence and the Weaponisation of Space,” Space Without Weapons, http://www.acronym.org.uk/space/rejintro.htm
No states with the technological potential to pose a serious threat to US (or other) space assets (for example Russia, China, India) are prioritising financial or technical resources to developing weapons capable of threatening space assets. This, however, could change. If US military developments in space continue their drive towards weaponisation, it is likely that others will decide that they need to devote political, financial and technological resources to counter or off-set US space-based superiority.

Military advantaged does not make weaponization inevitable.

Karl P. Mueller, associate political scientist at RAND and adjunct associate professor in Georgetown University's Security Studies Program, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

This is a reasonable argument, but to conclude for this reason that space weaponization is inevitable, rather than merely possible or likely, is unwarranted, for several reasons. There is no question that space systems are critical to U.S. military capabilities. An enemy that attacked them might be able to impair U.S. military operations very seriously, but while this ranks high among threats that concern U.S. strategists, it need not follow that enemies of the United States will do so, or will invest in the weapons required to do so. The U.S. armed forces possess many important vulnerabilities that adversaries have opted not to attack in past conflicts, typically due to resource limitations, a desire to avoid escalation, or fear of the reaction of third party audiences. For 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, although such an action could have profoundly disrupted the Alliance’s bombing campaign. 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 that would not involve weaponizing space —such as investing in computer network attack capabilities, nonspace weapons to attack the terrestrial elements of space systems, or ASAT capabilities that are not weapons in the conventional sense—and against which the logical defensive countermeasures would not involve deploying U.S. space weapons. For military as well as commercial satellites, a transition to redundant networks of satellites would do much to reduce their 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).

AT: Space Arms Control Fails

History proves weaponization not inevitable – arms control can solve.

Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, November 2004, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” Arms Control Today, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon
During the Cold War, no weapons were deployed in space, and the last test of an ASAT weapon occurred almost two decades ago, in 1985. This record of restraint reflects international norms and widespread public sentiment to keep space free of weapons. The 1967 Outer Space Treaty calls on the exploration and use of outer space to be conducted “for the benefit and in the interests of all countries” and mandates that space may not be subject to “national appropriation” by any means. Why, then, would space warriors now seek to chart a different and far more dangerous course? If the weaponization of space were inevitable, it would have occurred decades ago when Washington and Moscow competed intensively in other domains. Indeed, the record of restraint since the Cold War ended suggests that the Outer Space Treaty’s injunctions against placing weapons of mass destruction in space could be broadened if they are championed by the United States, China, and Russia.

Space arms control can be effective – maintains US leadership – even the military agrees.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf
The potential for strategic consequences of a space race has led many experts, including within the military, to tout a space arms control regime as an alternative. A ban on space weapons and ASATs could help preserve – at least for some time – the status quo of U.S. advantage (especially if coupled with U.S. moves to shore up passive satellite defenses). In a recent article in Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, Jeffrey Lewis, a graduate research fellow at the Center for International Security Studies at the University of Maryland, makes a good case for an arms control approach, arguing: “If defensive deployments in space cannot keep pace with offensive developments on the ground, then some measure of restraining offensive capabilities needs to be found to even the playing field.”
Other nations will support space arms control – US is key.

Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, November 2004, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” Arms Control Today, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon

Rumsfeld’s transformation in U.S. military space policy is driven by worst-case assumptions that the weaponization of space is inevitable; that conflict follows commerce in space, as on the ground; and that the United States must not wait to suffer a “Space Pearl Harbor.” Yet, the countries most capable of developing such weapons, such as Russia and China, have professed strong interest in avoiding the weaponization of space. The Bush administration has refused negotiations on this subject.

AT: Weaponization Key to Prevent Space Attacks

Weapons not key to protect space assets – other mechanisms solve.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

It is obvious that the United States must ensure the integrity of its increasingly important space networks, and find ways to defense against threats to space assets. Still, there is little reason to believe that it is necessary for the U.S. to put weapons in space to do so. Space warfare proponents are making a suspect leap in logic in arguing that space-based weapons are, or will soon be, required to protect the ability of the United States to operate freely in space. One could argue much more rationally that what is needed most urgently is to find ways to prevent computer network intrusion; to ensure redundant capabilities both at the system and subsystem level, including the ability to rapidly replace satellites on orbit; to improve security of ground facilities (perhaps moving to underground facilities); and to harden electronic components on particularly important satellites.
No risk of space attacks – US assets not vulnerable now.

Michael O’Hanlon, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution and Adjunct Assistant Professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

Basic technological and strategic realities argue for a moderate and flexible U.S. military space policy. They argue against two extreme positions that have been espoused by prominent U.S. policymakers in recent years. The report of the Commission on Outer Space, which warned of a possible space “Pearl Harbor” and implied that the United States needed to rapidly take many steps—including offensive ones—to address such a purportedly imminent risk was alarmist. Most U.S. satellites are not vulnerable to attack today, and will probably not be in the years ahead—and to the extent they are vulnerable, they can often be protected through relatively passive measures rather than an all-out space weapons race. By racing to develop its own space weapons, the United States would cause two unfortunate sets of consequences. Militarily, it would legitimate a faster space arms race than is otherwise likely— something that can only hurt a country that effectively monopolizes military space activities today. Second, it would reinforce the current prevalent image of a unilateralist United States, too quick to reach for the gun and impervious to the stated will of other countries (as reflected in the huge majority votes at the United Nations in favor of negotiating bans on space weaponry). Among its other consequences, this perception can make it harder for the United States to oppose treaties that it has good reasons to oppose (as when the Bush administration withdrew from the ABM Treaty). It can also make it harder for the United States to uphold international nonproliferation norms since its own actions weaken its credibility in demanding that others comply with arms control regimes.
Risks of space attack are overstated in the status quo – weaponization risks retaliation.

Michael Krepon, president emeritus of the Henry L. Stimson Center, November 2004, “Weapons in the Heavens: A Radical and Reckless Option,” Arms Control Today, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/Krepon
Worries about a surprise attack in space cannot be written off, but there are far easier, less traceable, and more painful ways for America’s enemies to engage in asymmetric warfare than by attacking U.S. satellites. Weapons in space and weapons on Earth specifically designed to neutralize or destroy objects in space are being pursued for another reason as well: to help U.S. armed forces win quickly and with a minimum of casualties. This rationale only makes sense if America’s adversaries will refrain from fighting back in space. If they return fire, however, U.S. troops are likely to be punished rather than helped because of their greater reliance on satellites. Similarly, the clear preference of U.S. space warriors is to use nondestructive techniques that disorient, dazzle, or disable an adversary’s satellites without producing debris that could destroy the space shuttle, the international space station, and satellites. America’s weaker foes, however, have far less incentive to be so fastidious about debris in their approach to space warfare.[8] States possessing nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles could explode a nuclear weapon in space to wreak havoc on satellites.
AT: Weaponization Key to Protect Satellites

Weaponization does not protect satellites and other methods solve.

Bruce DeBlois et al, Director of Systems Integration at BAE Systems and formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Fall 2004 “Space Weapons, International Security, pp.56-7

Denial and deception, ground-station attacks, and high-altitude nuclear explosions. The development of space weapons would not significantly mitigate three of the generalized threats to U.S. space capabilities mentioned above: denial and deception, attacks on ground stations, and high-altitude nuclear explosions. To counter an adversary’s denial and deception techniques, for example, the United States might seek to employ multiple, redundant satellite and unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) sensing channels; avoid detection of its reconnaissance satellites; and improve analysis of currently available imagery. Evidently, orbiting weapons cannot prevent physical attack on satellite ground infrastructure; more effective counters are familiar security techniques such as physical surveillance, fences, guards, and back-up systems. A high-altitude nuclear explosion, and its resulting bands of persistent, damaging beta radiation, would require shielding (to reduce the radiation dose) and, in some cases, hardening (to increase tolerance of semiconductor circuitry to radiation) of satellites in potentially vulnerable orbits. Technological means to proactively depopulate the trapped electrons from the Van Allen belts—such as the orbiting of lead or uranium foil to scatter and disperse the electrons into the atmosphere—are possible but in their infancy.
Defensive measures solve satellites better – weaponization risks trade off.

Bruce DeBlois et al, Director of Systems Integration at BAE Systems and formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Fall 2004 “Space Weapons, International Security, p.61
The cost and limited effectiveness of a weapon-based satellite defense must be weighed against those of alternative approaches. In particular, the use of redundant backup systems with equal or greater capabilities in a theater of conflict, while not providing physical protection, would reduce an adversary’s motivation to attack (if it was known that such an attack would have no effect), and in any case would reduce the adverse effects. Although accepting the inherent physical vulnerabilities of expensive and vital U.S. satellites is undesirable politically, and Whipple Bumpers add cost and may limit flexibility, a defense by redundancy is preferable to a weapons-based solution with a known low probability of success.
Weaponization increases risks to satellites.

Bruce DeBlois et al, Director of Systems Integration at BAE Systems and formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Fall 2004 “Space Weapons, International Security, p.62
In sum: protecting U.S. satellites. Space weapons are generally not good at protecting satellites’ capabilities. In those cases where space weapons might play a unique or contributing role—in opposing microsatellite attack and hit-to-kill antisatellite weapons—terrestrial or passive approaches match or exceed their utility. In the case of microsatellites and bodyguards, one might commit to deploying (in the spirit of Jonathan Swift) “smaller still to bite ‘em.” In such an arms race, the vulnerability inherent in the cost of existing and future U.S. high-capability satellites in low earth orbit outweighs any competitive advantages of superior U.S. space resources (e.g., in building advanced bodyguard microsatellites).

AT: Space Weapons Effective

Space weapons fail – technical barriers.

Theresa Hitchens, vice president of the Center for Defense Information, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf
Indeed, the technical barriers to development and deployment of space-based weapons cannot be overestimated, even for the U.S. military. There are serious, fundamental obstacles to the development of both kinetic kill weapons and lasers both for use against targets in space and terrestrial targets – not to mention the question of the staggering costs associated with launch and maintaining systems on orbit. Problems with lasers include power generation requirements adding to size, the need for large quantities of chemical fuel and refueling requirements, and the physics of propagating and stabilizing beams across long distances or through the atmosphere. Space-based kinetic energy weapons have their own issues, including achieving proper orbital trajectories and velocities, the need to carry massive amounts of propellant, and concern about damage to ownforces from debris resulting from killing an enemy satellite. Space-based weapons also have the problem of vulnerability, for example, predictable orbits and the difficulty of regeneration.

Even if we can strike from space, we lack satellite data to make strikes effective.

Bruce DeBlois et al, Director of Systems Integration at BAE Systems and formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Fall 2004 “Space Weapons, International Security, p.69

Some defense strategists argue that the United States should pursue new strike capabilities that could reach anywhere in the world from U.S. territory in less than ninety minutes. With the exception of ballistic missiles and forward deployed forces (which face significant practical, economic, and political barriers), space systems alone possess the vantage point and positioning necessary for rapid global response. But U.S. satellites do not currently have any ability to employ or project direct force from orbit.
Conventional weapons superior to space weapons – and hesitation to employ mitigates anything they might solve.

Bruce DeBlois et al, Director of Systems Integration at BAE Systems and formerly Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, Fall 2004 “Space Weapons, International Security, pp.80-81
in sum: global force projection. Global rapid and denied-access force projection is possible and will happen without the development of space weapons, through adaptations to existing systems. Except for the unique capability that might be contributed by space-based lasers for a small class of targets, terrestrial methods of force projection appear to be superior to space weapons systems, if they were to become a reality at some point in the future. Furthermore, space weapons will be expensive, vulnerable to countermeasures, and politically inflammatory. The question of whether to deploy space weapons, therefore, becomes a matter of marginal value added and opportunity costs. In the near term, nonspace weapons such as UAVs, cruise missiles, and ICBMs with conventional payloads will provide greater capability sooner and at lower cost.

Aff
Uniqueness  - Weaponization Now

Other countries perceive weaponization now – makes your impacts inevitable.

Trevor Brown, MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Spring 2009, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance. 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
US developing space weapons now.

Tim Ross, Social and Religious Affairs Editor, and Holly Watt, 2/2/2011, “WikiLeaks: US vs China in battle of the anti-satellite space weapons,” The Daily Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/wikileaks/8299491/WikiLeaks-US-vs-China-in-battle-of-the-anti-satellite-space-weapons.html
It was a conference call from the Air Force General, Kevin Chilton, the head of US Strategic Command, and Marine General James Cartwright, the vice-chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. They told him the conditions were “ripe” to launch what can now be disclosed was a secret test of America’s anti-satellite weapons, Washington’s first such strike in space for 23 years. That night, the US navy’s Ticonderoga-class cruiser, USS Lake Erie, scored a direct hit on an American spy satellite, known as USA 193. The missile used, a highly sophisticated SM-3, took about three minutes to climb 150 miles above the Earth, where it flew past the satellite before turning back and destroying the target at an impact speed of 22,000mph. The strike came about a year after the Chinese government had launched its own satellithe attack, which started a secret “space war”, The Daily Telegraph can disclose. For months the two super powers had been engaged in a private and increasingly acrimonious row over China’s use of weapons in space – an international taboo since President Ronald Reagan abandoned the “star wars” programme in the 1980s. 

US not leading on space arms control.

Space Daily, 1/21/2011, “Obama Administration To Release New Space Security Strategy,” http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Obama_Administration_To_Release_New_Space_Security_Strategy_999.html
Well-crafted arms control proposals could lower the risk of arms races or conflicts in space or on the ground, Grego said, and protect the space environment from the harmful debris caused when countries deliberately destroy satellites. "Agreed-upon limits on weapons in space and interfering with satellites could strengthen stability and security in space and on the ground, and such limits should be part of the U.S. national security strategy," Grego said. "Unfortunately, the National Space Policy had little to say about this issue, and it is unlikely that the new space strategy will urge the United States to take the lead on it."

Link Turns

Exploration trades off with weaponization – resource re-allocation.

David M. Livingston, business consultant, financial advisor, and strategic planner, 8/10/2000, “From Earth to Mars: A Cooperative Plan,” http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/from_earth_to_mars_a_cooperative_plan.shtml

Despite the problems associated with putting humans on Mars, there are also benefits to be realized from such a mission. Both the public sector and the private sector have unique ways of benefiting from a manned voyage to Mars. Public-sector benefits include increased employment, the allocation of resources away from weapons to a space project, new technologies, scientific discoveries, and higher tax revenues. Some of the private-sector benefits include goodwill and a favorable public image as well as increased revenues and opportunities for corporate growth. High-paying jobs and employment opportunities will result from a Mars project. For example, maintaining and flying the Space Shuttle involves five NASA centers and approximately 25,000 high-paying jobs. A manned Mars mission has equal or greater potential for similar employment opportunities within both the public and private sectors. Another important benefit would be the probable allocation of resources away from military and weapons projects to the Mars project. Resources and talent will be dedicated to designing and developing the Mars mission. 
Soft power solves the link and impact – exploration boosts US influence internationally.

Trevor Brown, MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Spring 2009, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
Analysts believe that the United States’ determination to maintain dominance in military space has caused it to lose ground in commercial space and space exploration. They maintain that the United States is giving up its civilian space leadership—an action that will have huge strategic implications. Although the US public may be indifferent to space commerce or scientific activities, technological feats in space remain something of a marvel to the broader world. In 1969 the world was captivated by man’s first walk on the moon. The Apollo program paid huge dividends in soft power at a time when the United States found itself dueling with the Soviets to attract other nations into its ideological camp. Unless the United States has a strong presence on the moon at the time of China’s manned lunar landing, scheduled for 2017, much of the world will have the impression that China has approached the United States in terms of technological sophistication and comprehensive national power.32 If recent trends hold, this is likely to come at a time when the new and emerging ideological confrontation between Beijing and Washington will have intensified considerably.

New programs force budget reallocation – NASA money finite.

Norman R. Augustine et al, chairman of the Aeronautics Committee of the NASA Advisory Council and served on the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board, 2009, “Seeking a Human Spaceflight Program Worthy of a Great Nation,” http://legislative.nasa.gov/396093main_HSF_Cmte_FinalReport.pdf
In the case of NASA, one result of this dilemma is that in order to pursue major new programs, existing programs have had to be terminated, sometimes prematurely. Thus, the demise of the Space Shuttle and the birth of “the gap.” Unless recognized and dealt with, this pattern will continue. When the ISS is eventually retired, will NASA have the capability to pursue exploration beyond low-Earth orbit, or will there be still another gap? When a human-rated heavy-lift vehicle is ready, will lunar systems be available? This is the fundamental conundrum of the NASA budget. Continuation of the prevailing program execution practices (i.e., high fixed cost and high overhead), together with flat budgets, virtually guarantees the creation of additional new gaps in the years ahead. Programs need to be planned, budgeted and executed so that development and operations can proceed in a phased, somewhat overlapping manner.

Space Weaponization Inevitable

Weaponization inevitable – Chinese posture shift proves.

Agence France Presse, 11/3/2009, “China commander says space weapons inevitable,” Defence Talk, http://www.defencetalk.com/china-commander-says-space-weapons-inevitable-22844/
Beijing: A top China air force commander has called the militarization of space an "historical inevitability", state media said Monday, marking an apparent shift in Beijing's opposition to weaponising outer space. In a wide-ranging interview in the People's Liberation Army (PLA) Daily, air force commander Xu Qiliang said it was imperative for the PLA air force to develop offensive and defensive operations in outer space. "As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space... this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back," Xu told the paper.
Weaponization inevitable – countries not just driven by US decisions.

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, February 2001, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics,” Policy Review, pp.48-49
One may ask, just because the United States unilaterally refrains from developing antisatellite weapons or space-based lasers, why do we assume that other countries will pause right alongside Washington? After all, not all innovations in war stem from provocation. While weapons developed and deployed by rival states surely influence decision making, it is unlikely that states procure weapons systems primarily to achieve a balance in arsenals. Some states certainly may strive to have what we have, but they also will strive to acquire and master those weapons that meet their unique security requirements. Washington's very reliance on satellites for security, moreover, would appear to be a more plausible motivation behind any hostile state's desire to acquire satellite countermeasures. While China might wish to integrate ASATS into its arsenal to offset Washington's deployment of ASATS as part of a deterrence strategy ("you hit one of mine, I'll hit one of yours"), Beijing is likely to be more inclined to acquire satellite countermeasures independently of what Washington does in order to degrade U.S. space advantages, which may be used to support Taiwan. 

Inevitability makes all their impacts worse – US lead key to prevent arms race.

Everett C. Dolman, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies, US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 9/14/2005, “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20%26%20Space.pdf
On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. The action would be a challenge to the status quo, not a perpetuation of it. Such an event would be disconcerting to nations that accept the current international order (including the venerable institutions of trade, finance, and law that operate within it) and intolerable to the US. As leader of the current system, the US could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside

Space Weapons Key to Deterrence

Space weapons key to deterrence.

Forrest E. Morgan, Senior Political Scientist at RAND, 2010, “Deterrence and first-strike stability in space : a preliminary assessment,” http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.sum.pdf

Although this assessment focuses specifically on space deterrence and first-strike stability in space, it is important to appreciate the interdependencies between these factors and general deterrence and stability writ large. Given the extent to which space support enhances U.S. conventional military capabilities, an adversary weighing the risks and potential benefits of war with the United States might be encouraged toward greater aggression by the belief that attacking space systems would degrade U.S. warfighting capabilities enough to enable the attainment of objectives at acceptable costs. As a result, weaknesses in space deterrence can undermine general deterrence. Conversely, if a prospective adversary concludes that the probable cost-benefit outcome of attacking U.S. space systems is unacceptable, it is forced to weigh the risks and benefits of aggressive designs in the terrestrial domain against the prospect of facing fully capable, space-enhanced U.S. military forces. In sum, effective space deterrence fortifies general deterrence and stability. (See p. 21.)
Only space control can solve – nature of warfare has changed.

Everett Dolman, Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 3/10/2006, “Toward a US Grand Strategy in Space,” http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/408.pdf

Peter Teets, the former Deputy Secretary of the Air Force for Space, said that we have traditionally kept air superiority around the world because we have a very rigorous and aggressive doctrine of control of the air. The first thing we must do in conflict is gain mastery of the skies and deny the skies to the enemy. We must now, in this 21st century, do so for space. In fact, space supremacy is an enabling condition for the kinds of operations or conflicts that we can imagine in a military that is undergoing something called transformation, and in fact has undergone transformation so far that it really cannot be reversed. We cannot go back, either easily or effectively, toward a Vietnam-era style military that is not reliant on outer space—that is not enabled by space. And we would not want to because the context of war has changed.
Space solves effective deterrence – preserves stability and US hegemony – other forms of military hardware are outdated.

Everett Dolman, Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 3/10/2006, “Toward a US Grand Strategy in Space,” http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/408.pdf
Space-enabled force application for the United States, in the sense of going in and getting the job done, was amply demonstrated in Operation Iraqi Freedom. The conventional part of that war was a spectacular success. The occupation has been equivocal, to say the least. Now we could imagine, say, that for the price of what we are talking about for space weapons, we could get another five heavy divisions, three more carrier battle groups, and/or fund all of the weapons systems that the Air Force might want. Fine. What is more threatening to foreign states: the ability of the United States to apply a limited amount of violence in a very precise way anywhere on the globe at almost any time, or five more heavy divisions, three more carrier battle groups, or whatever, giving the United States the capacity to occupy and control foreign states physically? I submit to you that space weaponization and military space is not an attempt by the United States to be-come an imperial power around the world, but to extend its current period of hegemony into the foreseeable future. This is the point that I was sidetracked on. I will plot an example: say ten or fifteen years from now, China sees taking space as a way of guaranteeing its sovereignty and giving it advantages in the Taiwan straits or any place else it deems in its security interest. Seizing low-earth orbit would thus be an attempt to overthrow the existing international order (not continue it), and the United States would have to oppose such actions. On the other hand, the United States militarizing space aggressively, at least through an aggressive doctrine of space supremacy, would not be an attempt to over-throw the extant global system, but to extend it and it may not – it probably would not – be directly challenged in its efforts.

Space Weapons Key to Stability

Space weapons prevent the outbreak of conflict and terrorism – functionally solves all their impacts.

Everett Carl Dolman, Associate Professor at the U.S. Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Studies, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

And so it would. Complete domination of space would give the United States such an advantage on the terrestrial battlefield that no state could openly challenge it. Traditional war would be effectively over. An idealist vision would be secured by realist means. Strategic dominance of space would further force the United States to maintain the industrial and technical capacity to keep it at the forefront of hegemony for the foreseeable future. Nontraditional war, especially terrorism, would not be over, but it could very well be mitigated.42 The current dominant use of space for military matters is in the areas of observation and monitoring. These are the tools of effective police organizations, and have already been adapted in counter-terrorism plans. The details would be worked out in time, but the strategy clearly has benefits for the United States and the world.

Space weaponization solves global conflict – US can prevent wars from breaking out.

Everett Carl Dolman, Associate Professor at the U.S. Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Studies, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

The United States would concurrently have to announce the policy that it will tolerate no launch of a missile (cruise or ballistic), no cross-border incursion of aircraft, no hostile and illegal position of unwanted naval forces within the twelve-mile limit of national territory. Any transgressions anywhere in the world would be stopped, immediately by force from space. States will complain that their sovereignty has been infringed, but the United States will be on the highest moral ground. Under no condition can a state initiate cross-border violence, and therefore no state can credibly claim that it is defending itself. Thus the complaints of the state whose forces have been dispatched by space weapons will ring hollow. Yes, perhaps the United States had no international right to shoot down the nuclear or chemically tipped missile launched at a traditional adversary, but the launching state will have a hard time justifying its prior right to start such a war. Over time, and this is the key factor to make such a policy work for international stability and peace (which are at least intervening factors in the rise of global prosperity), the United States must rigidly enforce this policy without discrimination. It must not make any terrestrial military incursions of its own. It must act decisively and openly, and completely without bias. There will be cries of dismay that the United States is acting as an empire, but since the only limitations made on another state’s rights are on those to make war, eventually the loudest outbursts will ebb. People will get used to having American weapons flying overhead. They won’t like it, to be sure, but it will seem a waste of time to protest something that has brought so much good to the world. States will begin to cut back on traditional military forces, as they are less useful in a world where they cannot be used offensively, and unnecessary so long as the United States can guarantee state borders.
Space weapons key to deter conflict – preserving US military strength is key.

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, February 2001, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics,” Policy Review, p.51

Finally, strength at home and assertiveness abroad have ensured stability for the United States and much of the world during the past century. Capricious misfortune and aggression, after all, are the bane of the republic -- and of international security. Military strength can help the United States and its allies direct chance more favorably and, in the worst of times, deter and turn aside aggression. Vast practical consequences will fall out of policy choices concerning the nature of American space power, especially as they affect the composition of U.S. forces, military organization, and security strategy. The new administration and Congress must help the American people overcome a habit of viewing space weapons in isolation from America's purpose. Should military requirements warrant and cost permit, space weapons could be invited to join the rest of the arsenal to secure American interests and contribute to global strategic stability. The United States and its allies should resist enchantment with slogans that divert attention from new security possibilities, especially ballistic missile defense, which ought to be viewed in the broader context of space power. Far from jeopardizing stability and peaceful uses of space, American military power exercised on the edge of earth would contribute to world peace and freedom. 

Space Weapons Key to Heg

Space weaponization key to heg – solves global stability.

Everett Carl Dolman, Associate Professor at the U.S. Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Studies, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

Ultimately, the reliance that the United States has placed in space assets – a reliance that grows daily – is substantiation enough that physical protection of these assets is needed in addition to deterrent threats. The strategic advantage from occupying then denying access to potential threat use of space is so compelling, and today so tantalizingly possible, that to wait would be to irresponsibly cede the initiative. And perhaps today the United States is finally psychologically prepared to take on the responsibility of reluctant international sheriff. Isolationist from birth, this is a duty the United States has traditionally shirked, almost always to its detriment. Since the terrorist events of September 11, however, the United States has moved closer to its unwanted role of global policing. It is intent on ferreting out and destroying global terrorism networks. It has declared and acted on the New World Order dictum that international disputes shall not be settled by violence. Like it or not, the time has come for the United States to accept its responsibility as steward of the world’s democratic movement, and to create the stability needed for global peace and prosperity. The world will be a better place for it.

Space weapons key to attacks on US space assets – key to hegemony and preventing conflict.

Charles H. Cynamon, Colonel, USAF, 2/12/2009, “Defending America’s Interests in Space,” https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?rs=enginespage&ModuleID=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&Action=downloadpaper&ObjectID=236c0cec-26d6-4053-ab82-19a783259606

Projecting 20 years into the future, the United States will likely face challenges from competitors to retain its dominant warfighting advantage. The US military has organized, trained and equipped its forces around information generated from and flowing through the space medium. While superior nuclear and conventional military capabilities can do much to prevent war among near-peers, the United States must be prepared to encounter conflict with non-peer nations (spacefaring or not) and non-state actors. In the post Cold War era, these actors have proven their resolve to pursue self interests notwithstanding their overwhelming disadvantages militarily. The non-peer, spacefaring nation represents an especially dangerous actor who would be the most likely to lash out against US space assets to curb its asymmetric disadvantage or act as a dangerous proxy in facilitating another state or non-state actor. The difficulty in deterring this type of actor necessitates the US development of active countermeasures against ASAT weapons in defense of America’s space interests. Employment of defensive space weapons must be considered in the context of an overarching space defense strategy.
No offense – space weapons won’t alienate allies.

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, February 2001, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics,” Policy Review, pp.49-50
Would a vigorous military space program alienate foreign governments to the point at which Washington could never again assemble a coalition similar to the one that defeated Saddam Hussein in 1991? This is doubtful. Leading up to the onset of war, the Iraqi leader's actions, not President Bush's initiatives, dominated foreign policy discussions abroad. Indeed, many Arab countries joined the coalition, despite America's stout support for the much-hated Israel. Any significant anti-American rhetoric was quickly overshadowed by the singular goal of turning back naked aggression. Similar international support may be expected in the future, even if the United States were to deploy space-based interceptors to slap down ballistic missiles aimed at New York or Los Angeles or antisatellite weapons to blind prying eyes in times of crisis or conflict. When the stakes are high and the United States must act militarily in self-defense or to protect its interests, allies and friends are likely to judge U.S. activities in space to affect politico-strategic conditions on Earth appropriately and in context. 

AT: Space Conflict

Space weapons don’t cause conflict – historically proven.

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, February 2001, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics,” Policy Review, pp.45-46
One such assumption is that military developments over the past 50 years have created a security environment in which certain tactical events or localized crises run an unacceptably high risk of triggering a general, possibly even nuclear, war. We are therefore more secure when we do nothing to upset the global military balance, especially in space -- where we station key stabilizing assets. Yet we have little experience in reality to ground this freely wielded and rather academic assumption. By definition, anything that causes instability in armed relationships is to be avoided. But would "shots" in space, any more than shots on the ground, be that cause? When we look at what incites war, history instructs us that what matter most are the character and motivation of the states involved, along with the general balance of power (i.e., are we in the world of 1914, 1945, or 2001?). Fluctuations in national arsenals, be they based on earth or in space, do not determine, but rather more accurately are a reflection of, the course of politics among nations. In other words, it matters not so much that there are nuclear weapons, but rather whether Saddam Hussein or Tony Blair controls them and in what security context. The same may be said for space weapons. 
If we win our heg impact, it solves your turns – US hegemony prevents conflict from breaking out.

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, February 2001, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics,” Policy Review, p.46
The sway of major powers historically has regulated world stability. It follows that influential countries that support the rule of law and the right of all states to use orbits for nonaggressive purposes would help ensure stability in the age of satellites. The world is not more stable, in other words, if countries like the United States, a standard-bearer for such ideas, "do nothing." Washington's deterrence and engagement strategies would assume new dimensions with the added influence of space weapons, the presence of which could help bolster peacemaking diplomacy and prevent aggression on earth or in space. 
No miscalculation or escalation.

Steven Lambakis, senior analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy, February 2001, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics,” Policy Review, p.47
To these examples we may add a long list of tactical blunders growing Out of ambiguous circumstances and faulty intelligence, including the U.S. bombing in 1999 of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade during Kosovo operations. Yet though these tragic actions occurred in near-war or tinderbox situations, they did not escalate or exacerbate local instability. The world also survived U.S.-Soviet "near encounters" during the 1948 Berlin crisis, the 1961 Cuban missile crisis, and the 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli wars. Guarded diplomacy won the day in all cases. Why would disputes affecting space be any different? In other words, it is not at all self-evident that a sudden loss of a communications satellite, for example, would precipitate a wider-scale war or make warfare termination impossible. In the context of U.S.-Russian relations, communications systems to command authorities and forces are redundant. Urgent communications may be routed through land lines or the airwaves. Other means are also available to perform special reconnaissance missions for monitoring a crisis or compliance with an armistice. While improvements are needed, our ability to know what transpires in space is growing -- so we are not always in the dark. 

AT: Space Arms Race

No arms race – budget barriers prevent other countries from deploying space weapons.

Everett C. Dolman, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies, US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 9/14/2005, “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20%26%20Space.pdf
And America would respond … finally. But would another state? If America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the infrastructure necessary is too high; hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment it would take to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the US to entrench itself in space, and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter US deployments in kind. They might oppose US interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the US deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote.

US weaponization solves space arms race – no one else will be able to keep up.

Everett Carl Dolman, Associate Professor at the U.S. Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Studies, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

The important factor here is that once a state has established weapons in space capable of shooting down rockets and launch vehicles in boost, no other state can put weapons there. Total domination of space is effected. Fears of an arms race in space are eliminated. Only in the situation where more than one side can place weapons into space is an arms race possible (e.g. the Cold War). This is because both sides will be attempting to fill and dominate the position before the other, taking advantage of orbital placement to acquire tactical superiority over the process. Where such an indeterminate outcome is possible, both sides have an incentive to create legal and international restraints that make it difficult for either side to engage in such an activity. If, as is the case today (though for how long is unknown), only the United States has the capacity to place weapons into space quickly enough to gain an insurmountable edge on its potential rivals, then a window of opportunity exists to seize this vital territory without significantly countering space opposition or competition. Once in place, the entry cost for an opponent to attempt to vie for space dominance is too high.
US weaponization prevents space race and outbreak of space war – US will control the higher ground.

Everett Carl Dolman, Associate Professor at the U.S. Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Studies, October 2003, “Space Weapons: Are They Needed?” http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf

The moral argument has many levels, and stems from both the high ground and modified sanctuary theses (accepted here) that the weaponization of space is inevitable. The operational level contradiction is quite simply that it is unconscionable to assign the military services the task of controlling space, and then deny the best means to do it. To the military, it is the equivalent of sending a soldier into combat without a rifle. At the strategic level it thwarts the gloomier predictions of the awful result of space weaponization by preempting the process. Most theorists who lament the coming inevitability of space militarization do so on some variation of the notion that once one state puts weapons into space, other states will rush to do the same, creating a space-weapons race that has no productive purpose and only a violent end. Other assumptions are generally along the line that conflict and bloody war must eventually reach the cosmos, and delaying or holding off that eventuality is the best we can hope for. By seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is unchallenged in space, both those assumptions are revealed as faulty. The ability to shoot down from space any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space, or to readily engage and destroy terrestrial ASAT capacity, makes the possibility of large scale space war and or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a power that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position – in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future – the likelihood of either scenario seems remote. To be sure, if the United States were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, nonarbitrary, and efficient, other states would quickly realize no need to develop space military forces. It would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems much in the same fashion that the Global Positioning System (GPS) succeeded in forestalling the fielding of rival navigation systems. In time, United States control of low-Earth orbit could be viewed as a global asset and a public good.

AT: Negotiations Solve Weaponization

Negotiations don’t solve the impact – other countries will cheat, attacks on US assets inevitable.

Trevor Brown, MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Spring 2009, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
The notion that the United States can keep space from becoming a “shooting gallery” by agreeing to a comprehensive ban on space weapons is naïve. The hard truth is that as long as US economic and military power depends on massive, complex, and expensive sets of vulnerable space assets, the incentive for any potential foe to develop ways of attacking them remains too great to be overcome by any international agreement. If, however, such an agreement can constrain the United States from developing and deploying effective countermeasures, foes would have every reason to pressure Washington into limiting its own actions. As space technology spreads, the incentives for small and medium states to seek space-warfare capabilities increase, and the destruction of a major US satellite would represent both a substantive and symbolic victory over the United States.20 There is, therefore, no question of whether to proceed with space weapons—only a question of how to do so with the requisite political skill in order to retain soft power while expanding hard power.

Negotiations fail – adversaries will exploit US weakness.

Frank Gaffney, founder and president of the Center for Security Policy, 7/6/2010, “Farewell to Space,” Town Hall, http://townhall.com/columnists/frankgaffney/2010/07/06/farewell_to_space/page/2
Worse yet, in a recently unveiled policy pronouncement, President Obama has expressed an openness to exploring Russian and Chinese ideas for new, multilateral space arms control negotiations. As Moscow and Beijing have long appreciated, unavoidable verification and definitional problems ensure that, as a practical matter, any treaty likely to emerge from such talks would further weaken America's ability to protect its interests in space and on the ground - without denying such advantages to our potential adversaries. 
Agreements cant be verified – arms control functionally disarms the US.

Frank Gaffney, president of the Center For Security Policy, 6/28/2010, “Frank Gaffney on the specter of a new space arms treaty,” The Hugh Hewitt Show, http://www.hughhewitt.com/transcripts.aspx?id=5e05820f-4591-4570-ac4d-688911aa06eb
FG: The Bush administration was absolutely right to reject the idea of effectively ceding space to our enemies, which is the practical result of any treaty on space arms control that you can imagine. This dates me a bit, but I have to throw this in, Hugh. Back when I was in the Reagan defense department, we were encouraged by the Congress to look at this very subject. And we did a vigorous study. Not just the Defense Department, but the entire inter-agency community, as they say. The result was absolutely conclusive. There was no way to verify a space arms control treaty. There was no way to ensure that the various means by which people could either put things into space that were harmful, or attack things that we had in space that were harmful, could be constrained by such a treaty. The only practical effect of an arms control agreement in this space would be to constrain, in fact, probably disarm the United States. And does that sound like something the Obama administration would be in favor of?

AT: Space Weapons Fail

Tech arguments are wrong – lifting current budget constraints solves.

Everett C. Dolman, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies, US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, 9/14/2005, “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20%26%20Space.pdf
We have learned much, it would seem, or else bluntly negative scientific opinion on space weapons has been weeded out over time. Less encompassing arguments are now the rule. As the debate moved completely away from the impossibility of weapons and wars in space to more subtle and scientifically sustainable arguments that a particular space weapon is not feasible, mountains of mathematical formulae are piled high in an effort, one by one, simply to bury the concept. But these limitations on specific systems are less due to theoretical analysis than to assumptions about future funding and available technology. The real objection, too often hidden from view, is that a particular weapons system or capability cannot be developed and deployed within the planned budget, or within narrowly specified means. When one relaxes those assumptions, opposition on technical grounds falls away.
New technology already making space weaponization feasible.

Matthew Hoey, Research Associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, 2/27/2006, “Military space systems: the road ahead,” The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/563/1
In sum, we have three rapidly evolving technologies that will accelerate military space projects and make them more affordable. These are: short-notice launch capabilities; next generation small satellites that significantly reduce launch costs and are capable of direct engagement; and ESPA-ring technologies and similar deployment stages for launch vehicles. Technology forecasting suggests that once fully integrated, these technologies will significantly reduce the cost of the militarization of space process and its transition to weaponization. Programs are in development, the defense and research communities are hard at work, and there is no adequate international legal framework in place to ensure that ASAT systems and weapons will not be placed in space. Weaponization will first be initiated in space asset protection systems, built on small satellite platforms, under the guise of asset protect systems with active defense capabilities. Once such systems are in place, the act of attacking or compromising an enemy space system will be limited only the intention of the user. The road to space being weaponized may also be shortened thanks in part to a space-based missile defense system—should it be developed.
MKV program proves deployment is short-term.

Matthew Hoey, Research Associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, 2/27/2006, “Military space systems: the road ahead,” The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/563/1
I want now to highlight several other military space systems that are in various stages of research and development. Systems under the umbrella of military space systems number in the dozens. There are nearly 50 different technologies in various stages of R&D across multiple programs—not including missile defense technologies that have direct connection to possible space weapons systems. Here I will focus on just four systems that, if successful, could radically alter the future military environment. I have highlighted these systems for various reasons ranging from probability of deployment to sheer entertainments sake. First, there is the Multiple Kill Vehicle platform, or MKV. This best links missile defense technology with potential space weapons systems in the here and now. The MKV program is a product of the space and missile defense test center at Redstone Arsenal, whose stated mission is to manage advances missile defense and space technology research and development for the Army, the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), and other defense-related government organizations. Technology development areas include radar, optics, interceptors, lasers, information systems, space control, and space applications. The missile defense installation at Fort Greely is the first integration site for MKVs. The current interceptors at Ft. Greely are single-shot interceptors—one interceptor per rocket, meaning one chance to achieve a successful hit to kill against a ballistic missile. With MKVs integrated into the current ground-based midcourse (GMD) systems, that hit-to-kill capability will increase to seven shots per interceptor. The funding has been secured for this project. The systems will be integrated into the current ground based systems at Ft Greely—deployed on up to 7 interceptors—as early as FY07.

