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***Uniqueness

No Weaponization Now – US

The US is not weaponizing space now 

Porter 11 [Charles, “EU Consider Code of Conduct for Space”; Website; June 17; http://iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/article/2011/06/20110617155237enelrahc3.353298e-03.html#ixzz1Qb7c0PBD]

Coming to a shared understanding of what “space security” means is a starting point, said Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Space and Defense Policy Frank A. Rose. He explained how the United States defines the term: “the pursuit of those activities that ensure the sustainability, stability and free access to, and use of, outer space in support of a nation’s vital interests.”Rose said the February 2009 collision between a commercial satellite and an inoperable Russian military satellite served as a stimulus in opening an international discussion about a code of conduct for space activities. Both Rose and Schulte say that it is in the interest of all nations to help prevent “mishaps, misperceptions and mistrust.”Rose told participants in the Prague meeting that the United States is taking a number of steps to show responsibility and transparency in its space activities: working on how to avoid space object collisions, improving the protection of space systems and infrastructures, and strengthening measures to reduce the hazard of orbital debris.The European Union issued its proposal for a code of conduct May 31. Rose said the EU proposal is consistent with U.S. support for “responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space,” and he added that the United States is weighing whether to initiate formal talks with the EU and other interested nations on a code of conduct for space. In the meantime, he said, the United States is involved in multilateral talks on space activity organized under the auspices of the United Nations, and is hopeful these discussions will lead to measures that solve existing problems.
No Weaponization Now – China

China is not weaponizing space now

Shixiu 7 [Bao, senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China, visiting scholar at the Virginia Military Institute, “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space,” China Security, Winter, 2007, p2-11, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf]

Despite the need for an effective deterrent to meet security challenges that China may confront in space, it will not initiate a space weapons race with the United States or any other country. First, China does not have the ambition to enter a space weapons race. During the Cold War period, faced with a threat of nuclear war, China did not join in the nuclear weapons race between the United States and the Soviet Union. Today, China’s space program is pointed in the direction of peaceful development. The new political and diplomatic doctrines – a harmonious society and world – also curb China’s entrance to a space weapons race.14 Second, China does not have the ability to enter a space weapons race. Although China has ambitious plans in space, the technical gap, especially in the military area vis-à-vis the United States, is difficult if not impossible to fill. China will not and cannot expend significant budgetary resources pursuing space weapons, but will instead focus on civilian and commercial space assets.15 So, if China owns space weapons, their number and quality will be limited in their capacity to act as an effective defense mechanism and will not be a threat to other countries. China has every interest to avoid triggering a confrontation in outer space and it will never be a deliberate choice for China. Equally important, however, is that China will not shrink from defending its core national interests.
A2: China’s 2007 ASAT test

Even if China has preliminary ASAT capabilities, it’s not fully functional yet

Weston 09 US Air Force Major (Scott A., “ Examining Space Warfare Scenarios, Risks, and US Policy Implications”, 3/1/09, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/weston.html#weston)

Other than Russia, only China can field substantial counterspace forces. China’s successful test of a direct-ascent ASAT weapon in 2007 demonstrated its ability to compete in the space battlefield.28 But China’s fielded forces remain unknown. Since this ASAT test was Beijing’s first success, the Chinese have probably not yet fielded or integrated the system into battle planning. Given their great interest in the development of ASAT weapons, however, they are presumably in the process of fielding it, which would make the system at least partially operational in any near-term conflict.29 Recent reports have also suggested that China has many components of a ground-based ASAT laser system, but its operational status remains unknown.30 We also believe that China possesses jamming technology similar to Russia’s, and, like Russia, it boasts space launch, ballistic missiles, and nuclear weapons. 

Weaponization Now – China

China is building up its space capabilities 

Maginnis 11 [Bob, internationally known security and foreign affairs analyst for CNN and Fox News, "China Masking Huge Military Buildup," 5-5, http://www.bibleprophecyblog.com/2011/04/china-masking-huge-military-buildup.html]

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

Wall 11 [Mike, SPACE.com senior writer, "Washington Worries China Will Challenge U.S. Dominance in Space," 5-12, http://www.space.com/11646-china-space-policy-united-states.html]

In 2007, China destroyed one of its own satellites on orbit during an anti-satellite test, showcasing an ability that makes the United States and other nations nervous. Since then, the country has conducted other tests advancing its military space capabilities, including a 2010 missile-interception demonstration. Beijing is also ramping up its human spaceflight program. In 2003, China became the third nation to launch a person into space, and it has flown several manned missions since. The country also hopes to build a large space station between 2015 and 2022, according to hearing panelist Alanna Krolikowski, a visiting scholar at George Washington University's Space Policy Institute. And, beyond that, China appears to be gearing up for a manned lunar landing. The nation's human spaceflight program aims to complete an in-depth concept study on the subject by about 2020, Krolikowski said at the hearing. [Infographic: How China's First Space Station Will Work] These developments have some politicians and policy experts worried. They think China may be positioning itself to challenge outright the United States' dominance in space, which currently gives America a huge advantage on the battlefield. “What concerns me most about the Chinese space program is that, unlike the U.S., it is being led by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA)," Congressman Frank Wolf (R-VA) testified at the hearing. "There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture."

China is working on space weapons now 
Chase 11 [Michael S., “Defense and Deterrence in China’s Military Space Strategy,” China Brief, Vol 11, Issue 5, 3-25,http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=37699&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cHash=e3f0fcd233f563e2364ad7bc49425244]
China’s theory of space deterrence may be a work in progress, but Beijing is already developing an impressive array of counter-space systems. Indeed, the capabilities that China is working on go beyond the direct ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon, successfully tested in January 2007. The test demonstrated its capability to destroy satellites in low-earth orbit and was followed by a missile intercept test in January 2010. According to the 2010 Department of Defense (DoD) report on Chinese military developments, "China is developing a multi- dimensional program to improve its capabilities to limit or prevent the use of space-based assets by potential adversaries during times of crisis or conflict" [1]. In addition to the direct ascent ASAT, China’s capabilities include foreign and domestically developed jamming capabilities, and the inherent ASAT capabilities of its nuclear forces. In addition, "China is developing other technologies and concepts for kinetic and directed-energy (e.g. lasers, high-powered microwave, and particle beam) weapons for ASAT missions" [2]. According to Chinese analysts, along with the increasing its importance for military and commercial reasons, space is becoming an important domain for the defense of national security and national interests [3]. Background Chinese strategists regard space as a crucial battlefield in future wars. Chinese military publications characterize space as the high ground that both sides will strive to control in informatized local wars because of its influence on information superiority and its importance in seizing the initiative in a conflict [4]. Chinese analysts write that space systems serve as key enablers by providing support in areas such as intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), early warning, communications, navigation and positioning, targeting for precision weapons, surveying and mapping, and meteorological support. Chinese analysts also portray space systems as force multipliers that support joint operations and enhance the effectiveness of ground, air, and naval forces. In keeping with this emphasis on the importance of space systems in contemporary military operations, China is making major strides in improving its own space capabilities [5]. According to the 2010 DoD report, "China is expanding its space-based intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, navigation, and communications satellite constellations" [6]. As China places more satellites into orbit, the PLA’s reliance on space systems is growing. China’s military is becoming more dependent on space capabilities for intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, navigation and positioning, as well as communications. Chinese military publications suggest that China still sees itself as far less dependent on space than the United States, but they also recognize that with this increasing reliance on space comes greater vulnerability. Many Chinese analysts believe that China’s space systems face a variety of potential threats. Consequently, they argue that the PLA needs to be able to protect its space assets through defensive measures or deterrence.

China is militarizing now, multiple reasons

Quigley 09 Major in the USAF (Erik N., “GEO-POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS TO CHINA‘S RISE IN SPACE POWER”, April, Air Command and Staff College, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA539644)

China‘s recent rise in space capability can be attributable to three areas: one, by its recent booming economy, second, by its recent technological revolution, and third, by its cultural ideology or tradition. Economically, China has the 4th highest GDP in the world with $3.3 trillion dollars, only slightly behind Germany and Japan compared to the US. 4 Technologically, ever since the late 1990s, the Chinese continue to focus on a fundamental restructuring of its defense industry evidenced by its shifting control of defense enterprises from the military to the civilian government. 5 Culturally, China will likely choose to remain consistent with its People‘s War‘ strategy to only engage in military action when they know they can succeed. China is therefore building up its space military capability to support this cultural ideology. 
Weaponization Now – US
US is already weaponizing – they are funding multiple weapons systems
Scheetz 06 – co-author of Georgetown International Environmental Law Review (Fall 2006, Lori Scheetz “Infusing Environmental Ethics into the Space Weapons Dialogue,” http://www.spacedebate.org/argument/1140/)
Thus far, research for U.S. space weapons includes: (1) the ballistic missile defense system (BMDS); (2) the Experimental Spacecraft Systems, which are microsatellites that can disturb and disrupt other satellites; (3) the Near Field Infrared Experiment, which encompasses tests for destroying objects in orbit; (4) the Microsatellite Propulsion Experiment, which involves launching kill vehicles to destroy satellites; and (5) the Hypervelocity Rod Bundles (dubbed "Rods from God"), which plunge from space to destroy targets on Earth. Further, the United States is still pursuing laser research, along with the Kinetic Energy Interceptor, which could operate as an anti-satellite weapon, and the Kinetic Energy Anti-Satellite Weapon (KE-ASAT), a weapon designed to launch from Earth to destroy orbital satellites with energy equivalent to an explosion of almost one ton of TNT. While all of these potential space weapons are still in the research and development stage, the sheer number of programs currently being funded points to the imminence of space weaponization. Illustrating this point, the Department of Defense's budget proposal for the 2007 fiscal year includes funding for "a missile launched at a small satellite in orbit, testing a small space vehicle that could disperse weapons while traveling at twenty times the speed of sound, and determining whether high-powered ground-based lasers can effectively destroy enemy satellites.”

The US already dominates space
Zhang 11 [Baohui; Asian Survey, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011); University of California Press; “The Security Dilemma in the US- China Military Space Relationship”; http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311 
The first factor that caused the security dilemma in the Sino-U.S. military space relationship is the professed American quest for space dominance. This quest is a reflection of the U.S. obsession with primacy that predates the Obama administration. The primacy strategy demands undisputed military dominance in different areas, including space, to ensure the best possible protection of U.S. national security. The U.S. is the only country in the world that has articulated a coherent national strategy for space dominance. 

As emphasized by Michael W. Wynne, former Air Force secretary, “America’s domination of the space domain provides an unrivaled advantage for our nation and remains critical to creating the strategic and tactical conditions or victory.”The U.S. is the leader in the militarization of space. It was the first country that established a dedicated command, the U.S. Space Command, to unify military operations in space. In fact, as its Vision for 2020 proclaims, the Space Command seeks to achieve “full spectrum dominance” in space. Furthermore, it envisions permanent dominance in the military dimension of space operations: “Today, the U.S. is the preeminent military space power.  Our vision is one of maintaining that preeminence—providing a solid foundation for our national security.”
The US has the capability to weaponize space- these weapons are targeted to earth, so no country will be safe once space is weaponized
Zhang, 11 [Baohui; Asian Survey, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011); University of California Press; “The Security Dilemma in the US- China Military Space Relationship”; http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311 
Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.” Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.” One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.” Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth: The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability, and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target any- where on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century.
The perception that America is weaponizing motivated China to do the same

Zhang 11 [Baohui; Asian Survey, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011); University of California Press; “The Security Dilemma in the US- China Military Space Relationship”; http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311 
This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result, space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement: In future wars, merely possessing air superiority will no longer be sufficient for seizing the initiative of battles. In significant ways, only obtaining space superiority could ensure controlling the initiative of war. The contest in outer space has become the contest for the new commanding heights. Seizing control of space will mean control of the global commanding heights, which will in turn enable dominance in air, land, and sea battles. Thus, it is impossible to achieve national security without obtaining space security.  Another driver of the PLA’s efforts to counter U.S. dominance in space is the time factor. There is a genuine sense of urgency about controlling the commanding heights in space. The U.S. is seen as already possessing a decisive lead in the race toward space hegemony. As observed by Lieutenant General Ge Dongsheng, vice president of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences: Establishing space capability is not only important but also urgent. This is due to the fact that the U.S. and Russia have already taken the steps and now enjoy a vast lead over us. Even India, Japan, and European countries have ambitious plans to develop their own space capabilities. There will be the possibility of having to face a generational gap in space capabilities.
2007 ASAT Test

China’s ASATS can target our satellites at all altitudes

Forden 07 (Geoffrey, "After China's Test: Time For a Limited Ban on Anti-Satellite Weapons." Arms Control Today. Vol. 37, No. 3, April 2007, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2007_04/Forden) 
Contrary to some analysts' assertions, China would then likely have an ASAT system capable of threatening all U.S. space assets, not just those in low-Earth orbit. China has already mastered the techniques of placing satellites in medium and higher orbits: first placing the satellite and its booster's third stage into low-Earth orbit, then using the third stage to boost the satellite into a highly elliptical transfer orbit, and finally using the satellite's onboard engine to place it in a higher-altitude circular orbit. An ASAT attack against a navigational satellite or higher communications satellites would almost certainly involve the first two steps. At higher altitudes, moreover, the final attack is easier because at these altitudes satellites need to move less quickly to stay in orbit because of the Earth's weakening gravitational field. Likewise, an ASAT weapon does not need to approach its target satellite with as great a closing speed (information graphic available in the print edition). Thus, an attack on a geostationary satellite would be considerably less stressing for an ASAT weapon's tracking, guidance, and control systems than the scenario already successfully tested by China's ASAT system. 
***Inevitability 

Yes Inevitable

Weaponization of space is inevitable – technological advancement and rivalry 
Huntley et al. 10 – Senior Lecturer at Naval Postgraduate School Director, Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Research at Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia, Associate Professor at Hiroshima Peace Research Institute, Hiroshima City University; Director, Global Peace and Security Program at Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies,  (Wade L. Huntley, Joseph G. Bock, and Miranda Weingartner “Planning the Unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” February 2010, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026596460900126X) MH
Behind these concerns, however, has been a consistent presumption that the increasing militarization of space and the ever-present potential for space-related combat are an inevitable result of natural historical progression. For example, the US Space Command's widely-circulated 1998 “Vision for 2020” anticipated that space would eventually “evolve into a separate and equal medium of warfare” and outlined requisite US preparations for that inevitability.9 The subsequent and more notorious report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization, chaired by soon-to-be US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, viewed the eventual extension of warfare into space a “virtual certainty”, famously warning of an impending “Space Pearl Harbor”, and recommended that the USA “vigorously pursue” full-scale capabilities for space weapons deployment. The Obama administration seems set to take US space policy in different directions, but reflecting convergent concerns. As a candidate, the future president explicitly opposed “the stationing of weapons in space and the development of anti-satellite weapons” but simultaneously recognized the need “to protect [US] assets in space” and supported programs “to make US systems more robust and less vulnerable.”11 Shortly after his inauguration, President Obama reaffirmed this position by declaring his intention to seek a ban on space weapons; but White House policy emphasized barring weapons that could interfere with US satellites, thereby linking the policy directly to securing US space-based capabilities.12 The new directions of the present administration encourage long-standing advocates of more multilateral approaches to space security challenges. However, these directions are ambivalent on the deeper presumption of the inevitability of space-based conflict, if not weaponization. Recent interest among US military strategists in the prerequisites for establishing and maintaining “space deterrence”13 reflect continuity in this vein of thinking.  Notably, many supporters of establishing treaty-based control of future military-related space activities share the judgment that technological advancement is creating genuine security implications rendering existing space regulation increasingly insufficient, and encouraging the expectation that, absent stronger controls, weaponization may indeed be inevitable. Here also, China's ASAT-testing satellite shoot-down has been taken as a demonstration of these conclusions.16 Whereas space nationalists and space globalists differ markedly on prescriptions, the underlying diagnoses of contemporary forces and prospects are more convergent. The “realism” of the appeal among lesser-powered states of treaty-based regime solutions to space weaponization concerns underscores the observation, noted above, that “great” and “lesser” powers share a similar diagnosis of the underlying space security condition: namely, that inevitable technological advancement combined with the anarchic rivalry of states will, in the absence of restraint, lead ineluctably to the weaponization of space. These outlooks vary less on the nature of the political forces driving current circumstances than on the possibility and desirability of containing those forces. Hence, the alternative to weaponization is sometimes presented as the preservation of space as a peaceful “sanctuary”, holding at bay the terrestrial pressures that would otherwise invade the pristine space environment.19 Among other things, such visions can explore how alternative futures in space are intimately linked to terrestrial conditions. As the human presence in space develops into an integral aspect of global life, it will increasingly reflect the prevailing conditions of global life. Anticipation of space weaponization premises continued earthly insecurity and conflict, while ambitions for growing commercial and exploratory development of space presume increasing international integration and collaboration. A future in which space becomes a domain of conflict and arms race competition may be irreconcilable with visions for increasing peaceful human presence embodied in today's growing commercial and exploratory activities. Choices among alternative futures for the human presence in space may depend upon choices among alternative futures for life on Earth as well.

Space weaponization inevitable – human nature

Smith 1 – researcher at the School of Advanced Air Power Studies

M.V. SMITH, TEN PROPOSITIONS REGARdING SPACEPOWER, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf
At the turn of the twenty-first century, we do not have experience fighting wars in, from, and through space, in the classic sense. Therefore, many people view military space activities as merely an avenue to support the information needs of terrestrial forces. While this is certainly important, spacepower is much more than support, as the propositions point out. While the propositions are rooted in space experience to date, it is proper to use analogies to other forms of power to predict, within reason, certain ways spacepower is likely to evolve. The case in point is the last proposition, that the weaponization of space is inevitable. Support for this proposition comes from the historical evidence that shows that humans have always weaponized the different media. Therefore, it is reasonable to predict that weaponizing space will also occur.

Space weapons are inevitable – too many countries are in space
Myers 8 – reporter for the New York Times (March 9, 2008, Steven Lee Myers “Look Out Below.  The Arms Race in Space May Be On,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/09/weekinreview/09myers.html)
It doesn’t take much imagination to realize how badly war in space could unfold. An enemy — say, China in a confrontation over Taiwan, or Iran staring down America over the Iranian nuclear program — could knock out the American satellite system in a barrage of antisatellite weapons, instantly paralyzing American troops, planes and ships around the world. Space itself could be polluted for decades to come, rendered unusable. The global economic system would probably collapse, along with air travel and communications. Your cellphone wouldn’t work. Nor would your A.T.M. and that dashboard navigational gizmo you got for Christmas. And preventing an accidental nuclear exchange could become much more difficult. “The fallout, if you will, could be tremendous,” said Daryl G. Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington. The consequences of war in space are in fact so cataclysmic that arms control advocates like Mr. Kimball would like simply to prohibit the use of weapons beyond the earth’s atmosphere. But it may already be too late for that. In the weeks since an American rocket slammed into an out-of-control satellite over the Pacific Ocean, officials and experts have made it clear that the United States, for better or worse, is already committed to having the capacity to wage war in space. And that, it seems likely, will prompt others to keep pace. What makes people want to ban war in space is exactly what keeps the Pentagon’s war planners busy preparing for it: The United States has become so dependent on space that it has become the country’s Achilles’ heel. “Our adversaries understand our dependence upon space-based capabilities,” Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, commander of the United States Strategic Command, wrote in Congressional testimony on Feb. 27, “and we must be ready to detect, track, characterize, attribute, predict and respond to any threat to our space infrastructure.” Whatever Pentagon assurances there have been to the contrary, the destruction of a satellite more than 130 miles above the Pacific Ocean a week earlier, on Feb. 20, was an extraordinary display of what General Chilton had in mind — a capacity that the Pentagon under President Bush has tenaciously sought to protect and enlarge. Is war in space inevitable? The idea or such a war has been around since Sputnik, but for most of the cold war it remained safely within the realm of science fiction and the carefully proscribed American-Soviet arms race. That is changing. A dozen countries now can reach space with satellites — and, therefore, with weapons. China strutted its stuff in January 2007 by shooting down one of its own weather satellites 530 miles above the planet. “The first era of the space age was one of experimentation and discovery,” a Congressional commission reported just before President Bush took office in 2001. “We are now on the threshold of a new era of the space age, devoted to mastering operations in space.” One of the authors of that report was Mr. Bush’s first defense secretary, Donald H. Rumsfeld, and the policy it recommended became a tenet of American policy: The United States should develop “new military capabilities for operation to, from, in and through space.” 

Inevitable – State Rivalry 

Mueller 2 – Senior Political Scientist at RAND [Karl, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?,” 3-27, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html#_ftn34]

Far and away the best argument that space weaponization is inevitable, and the only such argument that can plausibly stand on its own, is that the military utility of space weapons for the United States and/or its enemies will soon be so great that the imperative of protecting national security will make space weaponization impossible for rational statesmen to resist. Exactly what these weapons would do, and how, varies from one weaponization vision to another, but the standard expectation is that space weapons would eventually defend friendly satellites against enemy attack, attack enemy space weapons and other satellites that perform important military functions, shoot down long-range ballistic missiles, and conduct attacks against enemy air and surface forces and other terrestrial targets.[33]  Some weaponization advocates anticipate that space weapons will ultimately supplant many, or even most, types of terrestrial military forces; others have more modest expectations, but all predict that space weapons will be the best, and in some cases the only, systems available to fulfill at least some key military roles.

The core of this inevitability argument is that even (or especially) if the United States chooses not to build space weapons, other countries will certainly do so, in large part because of the great and still growing degree to which U.S. military operations depend upon what has traditionally been known as “space force enhancement”: the use of satellites to provide a vast array of services including communications, reconnaissance, navigation, and missile launch warning, without which American military power would be crippled.  This parallels the argument that the importance of satellites to the U.S. economy will make them an irresistible target, except that military satellites are far more indispensable, and successful attacks against a relatively small number of them could have a considerable military impact, for example by concealing preparations for an invasion or by disrupting U.S. operations at a critical juncture.[34]  Rivals of the United States might also find space-to-earth weapons to be a very attractive way to counter U.S. advantages in military power projection.

Inevitable – Human Nature

Space Militarization is Inevitable – it’s human nature

Smith 01’ – researcher at the School of Advanced Air Power Studies

M.V. SMITH, TEN PROPOSITIONS REGARDING SPACEPOWER, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf
Humanity has attempted to prevent or delay the proliferation of weapons for centuries, but history suggests that mankind is driven to develop new weapons.196 For example, in 1139, at the Second Lateran Council, the Church banned the crossbow for being too lethal.197 However, within a millennium, humans built nuclear weapons and used them in war. Competition is part of the human condition, and war is a natural expression of this condition. If this were not so, states would likely have forgone their military establishments and preparations for war a long time ago. We are not at the end of history, states still vie for power in anarchic international system and will compete in every medium of human endeavor. Former Secretary of the Air Force, Sheila E. Widnall states, .We have a lot of history that tells us that warfare migrates where it can that nations engaged in a conflict do what they can, wherever they must. Space is already militarized by virtue of the force enhancements derived from current systems on orbit. Going one step further and weaponizing space is only a matter of time. Barry Watts believes weaponizing space may come about in one of two ways. First, there may be a dramatic trigger event, such as the use of nuclear weapons to attack orbital or terrestrial assets, which compels states to place weapons in space. Second, there may be a slippery slope wherein a series of small, seemingly innocuous developments in orbital capabilities over several years that would, in hindsight, be recognized as having crossed the boundary of weaponizing space.  There is a growing national debate on the issue of weaponizing space, initially sparked by President Reagan.s Strategic Defense Initiative and now reinvigorated by President George W. Bush.s advocacy for a missile defense system. Although President Bush never mentioned placing weapons in space as part of his plan, his critics, such as Senate Majority Leader, the Honorable Thomas A. Daschle, claim this is implicit in his argument because space is the ideal place to station a small number of assets that can provide a global capability. 

Not Inevitable

Space weaponization is not certain – superpowers already abandoned their weapons

Hardesty 05 – President of West Virginia University, J.D. from Harvard Law School, and a B.A./M.A. from Oxford University, former Tax Commissioner of West Virginia (David C. Hardesty “Space-Based Weapons: Long-Term Strategic Implications and Alternatives,” Spring 2005, http://www.usnwc.edu/press/review/documents/NWCRSP05.pdf) MH
As for the inevitability argument, Dr. Karl P. Mueller concludes that arguments based on human nature or historical analogies to the air and sea are “thought-provoking but ultimately weak.” They do not account for the fact that though some nations continue to possess banned chemical and biological weapons, there is no clamor in the United States to deploy such weapons in such large numbers on the ground that their further spread is inevitable. “Perhaps most strikingly of all, even among space weapons advocates one does not find voices arguing that the placement of nuclear weapons in orbit is inevitable based on the rule that weapons always spread.” The analogy to the medium of air also has significant holes. Less than fifteen years after the first powered flight, mili- tary aircraft were carrying out reconnaissance, offensive and defensive counterair, and strategic and tactical bombing missions. In contrast, over forty-five years after Sputnik, space-based counterspace and terrestrial bombardment is not being conducted, long after the technical capability emerged. “In fact, both superpowers did develop anti-satellite interceptors, but then abandoned their ASAT programs, something utterly without precedent in the history of air power that casts further doubt on the soundness of the analogy.”

Weaponization not inevitable – no other country has the capability 
Park 6 – J.D. Candidate 2006, University of Houston Law Center; M.A., New York University; B.A., Columbia University. received the 2005 Strasburger & Price, L.L.P. Award for Outstanding Comment in International Law. (Andrew T. Park “INCREMENTAL STEPS FOR ACHIEVING SPACE SECURITY: THE NEED FOR A NEWWAY OF THINKING TO ENHANCE THE LEGAL REGIME FOR SPACE,” 2006, http://www.hjil.org/ArticleFiles/28_3_871.pdf) MH
The fallacy of the inevitability argument is that, in the short run at least, the United States is the only country that possesses the resources and capabilities necessary to deploy space weapons. This has never been the case in American history. As one historian notes, from the "development of ironclad warships in the 1860s, Dreadnought battleships after 1900, or atomic weapons in the 1940s," different nations were simultaneously developing the same technology. This left a choice to the different governments to either take the lead in the arms race or get passed by. In the space weapons debate, in contrast, "the United States can unilaterally [for the time being] choose whether space will be weaponized." Consequently, the United States controls the inevitability of space weaponization. This conviction is dangerously close to evolving into a self-fulfilling prophecy that simply cannot be refuted.

Even if it is inevitable – we should do everything we can to avoid it
Mueller 6 (Karl P,  Senior Political Scientist at RAND, “Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” 3-10, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/408.pdf)

Pete has talked a bit about the argument that weapons in space are inevitable. Somebody will do it eventually and it is probably better to do it first than to play catch-up so we might as well go ahead and do it. You often see statements by people saying that, “I really wish there weren’t weapons in space, but since they are coming, I think we ought to go first.” There are many arguments about why space weapons may not actually be inevitable, but the inevitability is not really the question. Someday somebody will put a weapon in space, but assuming that is true, what really matters is when it is going to happen if we don’t do anything and what form it is going to take and, given the various policy options you might pursue, what impact those will have on when it happens, whether it happens, and what form it takes. Death is inevitable, but if you want to live a long time, you do things to affect when it happens to you and how it happens. This also applies to space policy. It is also important to keep in mind, of course, that what we do with national space security is not going to determine the answer to whether space gets weaponized, except to the extent that if we do it, that answers the question. But it is likely to affect how it happens, even though we are not completely masters of our own fate here.

Not Inevitable – a2: Human Nature

Human nature claims are overly-pessimistic and empirically denied

Lowery 09 (Scott, Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company Greater Denver Area “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”, 6/17/2009 http://www.colorado.edu/pwr/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf, SamH)  
The pro-weaponization adherents’ arguments of inevitability focus on the notion that the United States must have an early lead in space weapons or suffer the consequences. They have several reasons for believing in inevitability; however, each argument contains logical fallacies that preclude it from representing a rational policy. Karl Mueller of the International Studies Association best sums up the deficiency of their arguments, which are “based on a smattering of evidence and logic, extrapolated into facile overgeneralizations that are well-suited for television talk-show punditry but which provide a poor basis for national policymaking (Mueller).” Their first argument is that inevitability is a consequence of human nature. This is blatant pessimism as there are 5 many weapons such as chemical missiles and radiation bombs that provide tactical advantages but have been shied away from. Agreements such as the Chemical Weapons Convention banned the use of these weapons, because it is difficult to control their effects and they create hazardous environmental conditions. The signature of 182 states (Status) on this agreement signifies that logic can override baser instincts towards violence. 

Not Inevitable – a2: Rivalry 

Empirically denied – other ways to attack the US

Mueller 2 – Senior Political Scientist at RAND [Karl, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?,” 3-27, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html#_ftn34]

These are all reasonable arguments, but to conclude from them that space weaponization is inevitable, rather than merely possible or even likely, is unwarranted, for several reasons.  There is no question that space systems are a key center of gravity (or perhaps several) for U.S. military capabilities. An enemy that attacked them might be able to impair U.S. military operations very seriously, and this ranks high among threats that concern U.S. strategists. It need not follow from this that the enemies of the United States will do so, or invest in the weapons required to do so, however. The U.S. armed forces possess many important vulnerabilities that adversaries have often, even consistently, opted not to attack in past conflicts. To cite but one widely-discussed example, during Operation Allied Force in 1999, Serbia apparently did not attempt to mount special forces attacks against key NATO airbases in Italy or to use manportable missiles to shoot down aircraft operating from them during take-off or landing, although such an action could have profoundly disrupted the Alliance’s bombing campaign.[35] Moreover, it is quite possible that if a potential enemy did want to develop the ability to attack U.S. space systems, it would choose to do so in ways—such as investing in ground-based ASAT lasers or computer network attack capabilities—that would not involve weaponizing space, and against which the logical defensive countermeasures would not involve placing U.S. weapons in orbit either. For military as well as commercial satellites, “bodyguard” weapons in space would offer protection only from certain sorts of attacks, while the terrestrial links in satellite systems would remain inviting targets. Again it is the transition to larger networks of smaller satellites that will do the most to reduce vulnerability, perhaps together with supplementing satellite platforms for some military functions with new types of terrestrial systems, such as high endurance unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs),[36] and improving terrestrial weapons with which to attack ground-based ASATs and satellite launch and control facilities. Conversely, if the United States decides that it must have the ability to deny an enemy the use of its satellites, it is quite possible that the most attractive means for doing this will prove to involve non-space weapons and, to an even greater extent, tools that are not weapons in the conventional sense at all. Space-to-earth weapons are likely to prove to be less attractive than ASATs for the United States, which already possesses considerable ability to project military force around the world on short notice. Because orbital weapons offer only limited advantages over their terrestrial counterparts under most circumstances,[37] it is not difficult to imagine the U.S. Government deciding not to deploy them, and instead choosing to invest in terrestrial systems for rapidly attacking distant and well-protected targets, such as conventionally armed ICBMs and hypersonic stand-off missiles. For their part, potential enemies of the United States may see space weapons as one of the few ways in which they could threaten to mount a substantial non-nuclear military attack against targets in the U.S. homeland, and yet still not opt to build them, since effective STEW will not be inexpensive, and as years of experience have shown, states at war with the United States have usually been inclined to pursue victory by means other than directly attacking North America. Boost-phase long-range ballistic missile defense against large enemy states is the single existing military mission for which space-based weapons present the only viable option. However, in spite of current U.S. enthusiasm for BMD, this is a mission in which the United States can afford not to invest for a variety or reasons[38] (and if it isn’t, to say that space weaponization is inevitable because we are determined to build space weapons would be an intolerably circular argument). Rivals of the United States seem unlikely to build space-based BMD systems to protect themselves from missile attack either by the United States or regional adversaries in light of the alternatives.

Not Inevitable – a2: Air and Sea
Space is fundamentally different from air and sea
Lowery 09 (Scott, Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company Greater Denver Area “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”, 6/17/2009 http://www.colorado.edu/pwr/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf, SamH)  
The second argument for inevitability draws on historical analogies of the weaponization of the sea and air. Though it seems that the progression to space power would mirror the progression to sea power, this is not the case, as there is a difference of functionality. Navies were developed to defend against pirates and raiders, but there are no analogous threats to the theater of space that would warrant a buildup of defensive weapons. The similarities between air and space are more intuitively striking, at least at first glance. In fact, the two theaters have not evolved along the same lines at all. One reason is timescale: less than ten years after Kitty Hawk there were airborne weapons in World War I, yet after more than fifty years since the launch of Sputnik, there has been no great buildup. The other difference is a lack of a multiplying effect in space. In the case of air power, the development of one system, such as a bomber, necessitated other developments, such as escort fighters. In contrast, the deployment of a new satellite constellation does not require a new weapon system. It seems then that drawing conclusions from sea and air power history fails to provide any support for weaponization. 

Space and sea serve different purposes – can’t conclude that weaponization is inevitable

Mueller 2 – Senior Political Scientist at RAND [Karl, “Is the Weaponization of Space Inevitable?,” 3-27, http://isanet.ccit.arizona.edu/noarchive/mueller.html#_ftn34]

How similar is this to orbital space? In spite of the intuitive similarities between seafaring and spacefaring, there is one fundamental difference between them which makes the sea-space analogy very weak: ships primarily transport goods and people, while spacecraft carry information. With only a few, relatively trivial exceptions, every satellite ever launched has been designed to collect, relay, or transmit information. This has a number of significant implications. It means that space piracy, at least in the traditional sense, is not a problem, so space navies are not required to suppress it. It means, as discussed below, that “commerce raiding” threats to space systems can be ameliorated by building redundant, distributed systems of satellites; for merchant shipping this is not an option, because the same item cannot be carried by more than one vessel at the same time (and because there are real limits to how small a merchant ship can efficiently be). And it means that whatever threats may be posed by enemy space systems, invasion is very low on the list. In short, satellites can be said to have more in common with lighthouses or semaphore stations than with oceangoing ships, and space commerce resembles telegraphy or terrestrial radio more than it does maritime trade. This does not mean that nothing we know about sea power can be applied to space, or that space strategists should not study the works of Julian Corbett and Alfred Thayer Mahan. And as space travel expands beyond earth orbital space into the interplanetary reaches, where the transportation of material goods may finally become one of its major functions, the parallels between sea and space power may become more pronounced. However, it seems safe to assert that there is little reason to conclude from the evolution of naval forces that the weaponization of space is inevitable—or that it is not.
***Links

Satelittes/Space Programs = Space Weapon

Unilateral deployment of space systems collapses international agreements and ensures backlash

Glaser 8 [Peter, Aerospace Engineer, Vice President at Arthur D. Little, Consulting on Consulting Projects in Aerospace, Solar Energy, and Materials Science, Ad Astra, Interview, “An energy pioneer looks back”, Spring, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf]
Glaser: Since it would be such a huge undertaking, I think it would be best accomplished at an international level, perhaps even managed by the United Nations. Each country could contribute their best effort, and then each country would reap the benefit of cheap and plentiful power from the sun. We could utilize the knowledge of all the nations that have been researching space- based solar power. If only one country has the satellites, the international community will worry that the technology will be misused. With every nation taking part in the planning, building, and operation of the system, there would be inherent transparency, oversight, and equality. There would be no secrets, and no country would be left in the dark. On the other hand, if one nation decides to build the system, all hell may break loose. There would be distrust and a huge shift in the balance of power. Any nation with such a system would not only have an advantage in space, but they would have economic and military advantages on the ground as well. And there are many countries taking the idea of solar power from space much more seriously that we are in the United States. I would prefer to see a network of power satellites built by an international effort. 

Even civil satellites are seen as weapons 

Dr. Michael C. Mineiro 2008. Professor of law at McGill University Faculty of Law

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1268022
"Space weapon" is not defined within any international treaty, international customary law, or domestic US law. While treaty and customary law do provide some guidance on the legality of weaponization, no comprehensive definition of "space weapon" is provided. The importance of defining space weapon cannot be understated; for whoever defines space weapons defines the debate of weaponization. The question of what constitutes a "space weapon" is a matter of degree. One can theorize that a broad definition of space weapon would include terrestrial and space-based systems with the capacity to destroy, damage, or interfere with a space asset or Earth-based asset from space. Conversely, a narrow definition of space weapon would limit its application to systems in space whose designed purpose is to physically destroy or damage an object in outer space. One of the major difficulties in defining "space weapon" is that many space systems designed for peaceful purposes have the capacity to destroy or interfere with another object or being in space or in the Earth environment.26 For example, NASA recently launched their first autonomous robotic spacecraft, a repair robot called DART.27 DART is laying the groundwork for future projects like robotic delivery of cargo to space shuttles and automated docking and repair between spacecraft in orbit. DART is capable of maneuvering to satellites and physically interacting with satellites. DART's ability to maneuver and interact with other satellites gives it the potential to be used as an anti-satellite weapon (ASAT). A DART-like space system could target a satellite and force it out of its orbit, either destroying it or effectively negating its usefulness. Is a space robot like DART a "space weapon?" Is it a dual-use system? Or is it strictly a peaceful non-weaponized system? Lawyers and policy makers debating the issue of weaponization must consider the overlapping capabilities inherent in space systems. Most space systems, due to their very nature, will exhibit some weapon-like capabilities.  Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty bans the placement of nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in Earth orbit, in outer space, or on celestial bodies.28 Through logical inference, this WMD prohibition carves out a minimum definition of space weapons. A space weapon is, at the very minimum, a WMD placed in orbit, in outer space, or on a celestial body.29 Beyond this definitional inference, no clarity is provided under international law.
Satellites will be perceived as space weapons 
Lele, 10 [Ajey, “Trends in Space Weaponisation”; Indian Defense Review Issue: Vol 25.3 Jul-Sep 2010; October 6, 2010; http://www.indiandefencereview.com/defence-industry/Trends-in-Space-Weaponisation.html]

Chinese sources have claimed that the X-37B flight which would be the first spacecraft to carry out an autonomous re-entry in the history of the US programmemight trigger an arms race in space. The ‘China Daily’ had described the launch of the X-37B as an US attempt to start an arms race in space.The Chinese analysts feel that such crafts hold potential military value. They can be used as platform for launching space weapons and also serve as combat-support systems. They can also destroy other nations’ satellites. As per Mr. John Pike, director of globalsecurity.org, one of the inherent values of the X-37 could be as a maneuverable satellite, which could be used to look over China’s shoulder one day, yet evade any attempts to shoot it down. The same satellites could offer information on military targets too. Second, for many years various manual, mechanical and electronic methods are being used for the purposes of military surveillance, communications, and navigation and satellites is just one of the new methods. Also, usage of satellite technology for these purposes does not violate any international legal regime. In short usage of satellite technology for military purposes per say has no restrictions.Such usage of satellite technology is known as ‘militarization of space’. This is because they may need to project their civilian and military assets in the space. The danger to space assets could be from both space faring as well as space novice nations.To cause damage to other country’s space assets it is not mandatory to have possess space weapons. Any missile technology savy nation could develop ASAT technology. Also, ground based lasers could be used for jamming the satellites.
Satellites can be perceived as space weapons
Mineiro 08 – International & Interagency Affairs Specialist at NOAA; Doctoral Boeing Fellow of Air & Space Law at Institute of Air and Space Law (Ph.D.), McGill University; Consultant (Law & Policy) at Canadian Space Agency; Research Assistant at McGill University Faculty of Law (Dr. Michael C. Mineiro, “"The United States and the Legality of Outer Space Weaponization: A Proposal for Greater Transparency and a Dispute Resolution Mechanism." Annals of Air and Space Law. (2008): pp. 441-466)

One of the major difficulties in defining "space weapon" is that many space systems designed for peaceful purposes have the capacity to destroy or interfere with another object or being in space or in the Earth environment.  For example, NASA recently launched their first autonomous robotic spacecraft, a repair robot called DART. DART is laying the groundwork for future projects like robotic delivery of cargo to space shuttles and automated docking and repair between spacecraft in orbit. DART is capable of maneuvering to satellites and physically interacting with satellites. DART's ability to maneuver and interact with other satellites gives it the potential to be used as an anti-satellite weapon (ASAT). A DART-like space system could target a satellite and force it out of its orbit, either destroying it or effectively negating its usefulness. Is a space robot like DART a "space weapon?" Is it a dual-use system? Or is it strictly a peaceful non-weaponized system? Lawyers and policy makers debating the issue of weaponization must consider the overlapping capabilities inherent in space systems. Most space systems, due to their very nature, will exhibit some weapon-like capabilities.
Satellites seen as space weapons

Klotz 99 – former Lt. General USAF; commander of Air Force Global Strike Command, Barksdale Air Force Base,Louisiana. 1973 Distinguished graduate, Bachelor of Science degree in international affairs from United States Air Force Academy; Master of Philosophy degree in international relations from Oxford University; Doctor of Philosophy degree in politics from Oxford University (Frank G. Klotz,  “Space, Commerce, and National Security,” January 1999, http://spacedebate.org/evidence/1471/) mihe
Additionally, some of the systems that might be used to attack satellites, which would therefore be subject to limitation, might also have other, entirely legitimate civilian or military purposes. Reductio ad adsurdum, any satellite that can be maneuvered in such a way as to collide with another satellite could theoretically be used for "antisatellite" purposes. While one might counter that the functions of individual satellites are generally widely known, not everyone will agree. The Soviet Union, for example, objected to the U.S. space shuttle as a potential antisatellite platform since it had the capability to "snatch" satellites in orbit. Even those future systems that have been popularly identified as having a possible antisatellite role-such as space-based lasers or a military spaceplane--could also perform a variety of other missions. The former has in fact been most closely identified with defense against ballistic missile warheads. The latter could be used to perform routine but cost-effective logistical tasks, such as repair, refueling, or replacement of satellites in orbit. Thus, unless a system is unmistakably identified as an antisatellite weapon-either by declaration or unequivocal action--it may be exceedingly difficult to apply an ASAT label to it. Limiting a system simply because it possesses a potential antisatellite capability would be unduly restrictive and could deny the nation capabilities that might prove militarily or economically important. Finally, attempting to place limits on multiple-use systems only if they were equipped for an ASAT role would pose obvious verification and enforcement problems or, conversely, opportunities for cheating by one or more parties.

Launching new programs threatens US security

THERESA HITCHENS 07 DIRECTOR THE WORLD SECURITY INSTITUTE’S  CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION.  http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/HitchensTestimony.pdf
In other words, the United States finds itself on the horns of the classic security dilemma with regard to space: the more the United States seeks “hard power” means to both protect itself in space and ensure that others cannot use space against it, the more threatening U.S. intentions seem and the more others will seek to counter U.S. actions. Worse yet, U.S. space policy is goading others into military responses at a time when U.S. posture and capabilities to counter-respond remain incomplete. Whereas the United States currently benefits the most from the status quo in space and has the most to lose from space weaponization, U.S. policy is causing that status quo to crumble with no operational plan and little actual capability to handle the consequences of doing so. As one retired Air Force officer recently quipped: “Rather than speaking softly and carrying a big stick, we’re yelling loudly and left the stick at the store.” This situation is quite possibly the worst of all possible worlds for U.S. national security.

And, the risk of misinterpretation is high

THERESA HITCHENS 07 DIRECTOR THE WORLD SECURITY INSTITUTE’S  CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION.  http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/HitchensTestimony.pdf
While other nations may be overly sensitive about US unilateralism, the new NSP does nothing to disabuse that perception. The short unclassified version of the document heavily emphasizes national security to the extent of stridency. Many NSP phrases, such as the following, forward the perception of US unilateralism in space: The United States: • Rejects any limitations on the fundamental rights of the United States to operate in and acquire data from space. • Will … dissuade or deter others from either impeding those rights or developing the capabilities intended to do so. • Will take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities, respond to interference and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities to US national interests. • Will oppose the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit US access to or use of space. Proposed arms control agreements or restrictions must not impair the rights of the United States to conduce research, development, testing and operations or other activities in space for US national interests.12 It also must be remembered that the European public, in particular, has traditionally been actively hostile to the concept of ASAT operations and weapons in space—for example, President Ronald W. Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative in the early 1980s prompted widespread controversy (and even demonstrations) in Europe. While the new NSP does not explicitly commit the US to the development and/or deployment of ASATs, spacebased missile defenses, and space-based offensive weapons, it does not rule out such actions—and its language arguably threatens the use of force in space against adversaries, thus implying the use of such weaponry.13 Further, statements by administration officials and other official DoD documents regarding spacebased missile defenses and “space control” make clear that there is a desire within the US government to pursue these capabilities and technologies.14 For example, in June 2006, John Mohanco, deputy director of the State Department’s Office of Multilateral Nuclear and Security Affairs, told the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva that the US government “will continue to explore the possible role that space-related weapons may play in protecting our assets.”15

Commercialization = Space Weapon

Commercialization of space causes space mil- Countries want to protect their business industries

Salin 01 doctoral candidate at McGill University, Montreal Canada. He also teaches Administrative Sciences at Universite' du Quebec (Montreal) (Patrick, “Privatization and militarization in the space business environment”, February 2001, Space Policy Volume 17, Issue 1, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964600000503)
We are slowly discovering that the militarization process of outer space seems to be a given, thanks to increasing competition within the space business environment. And, as privatization has accelerated during the last decade, we can clearly see an acceleration of the militarization process of outer space. This has become apparent through two main observations: (1) private space corporations are, more than ever, vanguards of national interests; and (2) commercial competition is another way for nations to impose their influence in space (and world) affairs. In the end, what is at stake here is the fragile equilibrium between world peace and tensions, now transported into outer space

BMD = Space Weapon

Deploying BMD spurs space weaponization

Gilbert 10 [Jo-Anne, PhD candidate and research assistant at the Griffith Asia Institute, “A SPOON FULL OF SUGAR MAKES THE MEDICINE GO DOWN? AN ANALYSIS OF THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION’S ‘NEW’ NATIONAL SPACE POLICY,” September, http://sustainablesecurity.org/article/spoon-full-sugar-makes-medicine-go-down-analysis-obama-administration%E2%80%99s-%E2%80%98new%E2%80%99-national-space]

BMD, nuclear issues, and space weaponisation are intrinsically linked. The paradox of the push towards BMD capacity is that it deepens the US military’s already acute dependence on space systems for their operational requirements, subsequently increasing their sense of vulnerability. And, while the nuclear taboo has resulted in the ever-increasing lethality of conventional weapons, it is also spurring the development of near-space and space-enabled programs. An example is the Advanced Hypersonic Weapon, an integral component of the ‘Prompt Global Strike’ capacity - which envisages the US being able to strike a target anywhere on Earth within sixty minutes. Additionally, although he has not explicitly linked his disarmament agenda to BMD, Obama’s push for a nuclear-free world has the same motivation and justification as Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative. On the other hand, US BMD systems potentially neutralise the nuclear deterrence of states such as China, thereby providing an incentive for them to pursue weaponisation. Tied to these developments is the fact that Obama is the first Democrat to take up a Presidency where the narrative of BMD is well entrenched; that is, the discourse about BMD is no longer about whether or not to support the program, but rather, what form of BMD to support.(8) The change in the base level of narrative becomes more important considering the linkage between space weapons and BMD; progression in BMD technology, and its acceptability in political and public discourse increases the chance that space weapons may become a solution.
Space BMD triggers arms race in space

Lister 11 [Charles R., “US Missile Defence and Space Security: a Security Dilemma for China?” 3-18, http://www.e-ir.info/?p=7712]
China has long been an opponent of weaponizing outer space and is a leading member of the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) initiative. Conversely, the U.S. has staunchly refused to discuss a PAROS-like treaty under the existing terms laid out by China and Russia. Crucially for this paper, space weaponization and BMD are inherently connected in that ballistic missiles travel through space and defending against them requires some extent of space assets. Furthermore, control of space would necessarily result in a comprehensive ‘layered’ BMD system with global scope[44] – something that China is adamantly trying to prevent. This explains why Chinese analysts like Feng Shaolei reacted to the U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty in December 2001 by claiming it proved a “U.S. pursuit [for] international primacy in a world of uncertainty.”[45] Space is the last domain free of total human control and any state that acted preemptively to establish absolute space control would undoubtedly acquire bona fide global hegemony. Unfortunately for the arms control establishment, the Outer Space Treaty does not prevent the deployment of orbital ‘defensive’ weapons. In many respects, the ABM Treaty was the last barrier to weaponizing space – now that it has ceased to exist, U.S. BMD development represents a destabilizing power shift that does threaten to initiate a great power arms race in space. Before 2000, there was a widely held Chinese perception that the U.S. was constructing a post-Cold War arms control environment that suited its own interests[46] – the withdrawal from the ABM Treaty proved this to China and encouraged a Waltian ‘balance of threat’ outlook on international relations.

Deploying BMD risks proliferation in space

Weeden 9 [Brian, "The space security implications of missile defense," 9-28, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1474/1]

The broader implication relates to any potential space arms control measures. The US currently has the overwhelming majority of active satellites in Earth orbit—about 425 out of almost 900 active payloads in orbit. Much of its military power is derived from these space capabilities, along with a portion of the global economy. As such, it is in the best interests of US national security to protect those space assets. Arms control of anti-satellite capabilities offers one possible way to accomplish this, in conjunction with unilateral measures such as increased space situational awareness, reducing satellite vulnerabilities, and increasing defensive counterspace capabilities. Likewise, the proliferation of ballistic missiles as potential delivery vehicles for weapons of mass destruction and force projection creates a very real need for missile defense to protect deployed forces abroad, US citizens at home, and allies. And to date kinetic kill interceptors launched via ballistic missile are the predominant means of defeating ballistic missiles. However, the intertwining of certain missile defense and anti-satellite technologies and space weapons places the US in a conflicted diplomatic position. If it wants to pursue a broad range of missile defense capabilities, it must obstruct or shape international negotiations on space arms control and certain ASAT capabilities. But in doing so it allows for continued development and proliferation of anti-satellite systems by potential adversaries, placing US satellites at greater risk, and undermines its long-stated policy on the peaceful uses of outer space. The discussions and involvement of several US allies, including Japan, South Korea, Australia, and Spain, on Aegis and potentially Aegis BMD also adds to this undermining. If other states do indeed see Aegis BMD as a potential ASAT capability, then Aegis BMD sales could be seen as a proliferation problem, just as the US would have strong concerns over China looking to sell its SC-19 system to Iran or North Korea.
BMD causes weaponization

Graham 5 [Thomas Graham, Jr. is a former special representative of the president for arms control, nonproliferation, and disarmament, The Dangers of Failed Early Warning Systems, Space Weapons and the Risk of Accidental Nuclear War, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2005_12/Dec-spaceweapons]
Obviously, nothing should be done in any way further to diminish the reliability of the space-based components of U.S. and Russian ballistic missile early warning systems. A decline in confidence in such early warning systems caused by the deployment of weapons in space would enhance the risk of an accidental nuclear weapons attack. Yet, as part of its plans for missile defense, the Pentagon is calling for the development of a test bed for space-based interceptors as well as examining a number of other exotic space weapons. In an interview published in Arms Control Today, Lt. Gen. Henry Obering, director of the Missile Defense Agency, touted what he said was “a very modest and moderate test-bed approach to launch some experiments.” Obering said the Pentagon would only deploy a handful of interceptors: “We are talking about onesies, twosies in terms of experimentation.” Despite Obering’s claims, however, establishing a test bed for missile defense in space, as opposed to current preliminary research, would be a long step toward space weaponization. Once space-based missile defenses are tested, they are likely to be deployed, and in significant numbers, no matter if the tests are successful. To see the path that a space test bed is likely to follow, one need only look at the present ground-based program: the Pentagon claims there is little true difference between a test bed and an operational deployment. Moreover, in space the deployment could be more dramatic. Although the current ground-based configuration envisions a few dozen interceptors, continuous space coverage over a few countries of concern would likely require a very large number of interceptors because a particular interceptor will be above a particular target for only a few minutes a day. Today’s missile defenses provide very little real protection as the United States currently faces no realistic threat of deliberate attack by nuclear-armed long-range missiles. But space weapons could actually be detrimental to U.S. national security. They would increase the perceived vulnerability of early warning systems to attack and cause Russia and perhaps other countries such as China to pursue potentially destabilizing countermeasures, such as advanced anti-satellite weapons. Despite Obering’s claims, however, establishing a test bed for missile defense in space, as opposed to current preliminary research, would be a long step toward space weaponization. Once space-based missile defenses are tested, they are likely to be deployed, and in significant numbers, no matter if the tests are successful. To see the path that a space test bed is likely to follow, one need only look at the present ground-based program: the Pentagon claims there is little true difference between a test bed and an operational deployment. Moreover, in space the deployment could be more dramatic. Although the current ground-based configuration envisions a few dozen interceptors, continuous space coverage over a few countries of concern would likely require a very large number of interceptors because a particular interceptor will be above a particular target for only a few minutes a day. Today’s missile defenses provide very little real protection as the United States currently faces no realistic threat of deliberate attack by nuclear-armed long-range missiles. But space weapons could actually be detrimental to U.S. national security. They would increase the perceived vulnerability of early warning systems to attack and cause Russia and perhaps other countries such as China to pursue potentially destabilizing countermeasures, such as advanced anti-satellite weapons. These dangers would be particularly worrisome for those components that are placed in geosynchronous orbits (GEO). Space objects in GEO are sufficiently far from the Earth (about 36,000 kilometers) so that their speed roughly matches the rotational speed of the Earth and they remain “stationary” above one location. To be sure, any country that can place a satellite in these farther orbits—and there are several—could potentially threaten another country’s satellites there. Yet, it would be easier to do so, and perhaps more importantly, the threat perception would be greater with weapons based in space than with existing ground-based technology. The 15 U.S. early warning satellites are almost entirely in GEO. The three functioning Russian early warning satellites utilize two different orbits. Two of the satellites use a highly elliptical orbit, which ranges from low-Earth orbit (LEO)—100 to 2,000 kilometers above the Earth where space objects travel at about 8 kilometers per second—out to GEO. The other satellite is permanently stationed in GEO. Moreover, a space arms competition could hinder the flow of satellite imagery that can be used to track activities that might reveal programs to develop weapons of mass destruction in countries of concern. For example, activities detected through space-based collection systems can be used to trigger requests for inspections pursuant to the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) (implicitly) or the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (explicitly), should that treaty be brought into force. It is important in this respect to recall that the suspicions that Israel and South Africa may have conducted an atmospheric nuclear test in 1979 were driven by readout from a U.S. VELA satellite. Similarly, the United States has benefited from the revolution in national intelligence that began with and is based on photographic reconnaissance satellites and related systems, which has helped bring to an end the worst-case analysis and close calls with nuclear war that existed throughout the Cold War. If a truly peaceful and stable world order is ever achieved, the advent of this technology beginning in the late 1950s will be regarded by future generations as a major historical turning point. These are crucial efforts that must never be allowed to be disrupted, either by space-based weapons or with the relatively simplistic ground-based anti-satellite weapon systems that could today be deployed. The United States has considerable anti-satellite weapons capability. An F-15-based homing vehicle system was successfully tested in the 1980s, and the anti-ballistic missile system currently being deployed in Alaska and California has an inherent anti-satellite capability. Right now, no other country is developing a counterspace system, although the Soviet Union successfully tested a co-orbital anti-satellite system in the 1970s and 1980s and Russia and China are believed to be capable of doing so. Notably, 28 countries have ballistic missiles that can reach LEO satellites, and all have the technical capability to develop a LEO anti-satellite system by modifying these missiles. Active defenses—the deployment of devices intended to deflect, destroy, or render unworkable offensive systems—cannot by themselves be expected to provide adequate protection of space assets either now or in the long term. These technologies, as well as hardening and other passive means of defense, may provide some means of defending against the current generation of anti-satellite technology. Eventually, however, our would-be attackers would find ways to counter those defenses. Thus, it would appear that an agreed legal regime, predicated on mutually beneficial and, of course, verifiable restraint, should at least be considered. Preventing the weaponization of space is of paramount importance to world stability. Any deployment of weapons of a significant nature in space, particularly highly capable weapons systems such as a space-based missile defense, could provoke countermeasures. There are many important assets in space, and it is highly likely that they will only continue to flourish in the current sanctuary environment in place since the days of Eisenhower. Above all, we should never take the slightest chance of impairing early warning systems on which the long nuclear peace between the United States and Russia may continue to depend.
SPS = Space Weapon

SPS will be perceived as a weapon – violates space treaties
Fan et al 11 [William, Harold Martin, James Wu, Brian Mok, "SPACE BASED SOLAR POWER,"  Industry and Technology Assessmen, 6-2, http://www.pickar.caltech.edu/e103/Final%20Exams/Space%20Based%20Solar%20Power.pdf]
Due to the high energy transmitter that it will utilize, space based solar power could potentially be in violation of international space treaties. In 1967, the Outer Space Treaty was signed by the United States and other world powers. One of the key issues addressed by this treaty is space based weapons. The Outer Space Treaty bans the placement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in space or on any celestial body. This could become a serious issue for space based solar power because of the potential for the transmitter to become a dual use weapon. Additionally, the newly proposed Space Preservation Treaty could severely hinder the implementation of space based solar power, as it would ban the any kind of weapon from being placed in space. In addition to political issues, there may be social disapproval of having a potential weapons system in space
SPS paves way for space weaponization – enables space lasers and radio jammers 

THERESA HITCHENS 07 DIRECTOR THE WORLD SECURITY INSTITUTE’S  CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION.  http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/HitchensTestimony.pdf
Solar power technology also enables many space applications. Again, rapid reconstitution of space assets occurs with solar power satellites. With power already available, satellites for various tasks are smaller and easier to launch. They are also cheaper. Currently, the maneuver 25 capability of satellites is constrained. Electrical propulsion combined with electricity beamed form a solar power satellite allows satellites to maneuver at will without degrading their on-orbit life span. Many different concepts for force application are currently under study. Two of them, space-based lasers and an electronics jamming system, are limited by the amount of power current technologies can produce. Add the electricity produced by a solar power satellite into the equation and these concepts become technologically feasible. The same is true for space-based radar. Still more advantageous is the coupling of satellites to provide information services such as voice, video, and Internet access as well as power.

SSA = Space Weapon

Space situational capabilities are the first step to space weaponization

Gasparini and Miranda 10 [Giovanni, space expert at Istituto Affari Internazionali, Italy and Valerie, “Space situational awareness: an overview,”  Studies in Space Policy, 2010, Volume 4, 4, 73-87]
The debate over the best way to protect American space capabilities and ensure U.S. control of space is thus part of a wider and heated discussion over space weaponisation in which SSA initiatives play a key role. Indeed, some argue that these latter are the ﬁrst step towards the acquisition of space-based weaponry. Laurence Nardon, for instance, claims that while the Eisenhower Administration formally excluded the weaponisation of space in 1958, deeming it to be too destabilising, the 2001 Rumsfeld report and the three-phase-USAF plan represent a change in attitude. The 2006 National Space Policy seems to go in the same direction. Despite the denials of the Bush Administration, the principle that “the United States will oppose the development of new legal regimes or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access to or use of space” 72 has been interpreted by many experts as a thinly veiled authorisation of space weaponisation. For instance, Michael Krepon, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, said this new policy would reinforce international suspicions that the United States may seek to develop, test and deploy space weapons.

Unilateral space awareness systems cause backlash

Gasparini and Miranda 10 [Giovanni, space expert at Istituto Affari Internazionali, Italy and Valerie, “Space situational awareness: an overview,”  Studies in Space Policy, 2010, Volume 4, 4, 73-87]

A Space Awareness system that does not work as a conﬁdence-building measure between potentially competing space actors will inevitably increase the likelihood of a conﬂictual posture in space that exploits the asymmetrical vulnerability of U.S. military space assets. This could also create an environment in which non-military security and commercial satellites would not be adequately protected. A commonly agreed governance and data policy system that resolves the tradeoff between the effectiveness of the transparency approach and the secrecy requirements of the military and intelligence community could bridge the current gap between the European and U.S. positions. The key to this approach is to allow differentiated access to data according to the real “need to know” of the potential users. In the case of commercial operators and the wider public, this would exclude knowledge of the characterisation of satellites unless speciﬁcally requested when an event requiring the assessment of legal liability occurs. U.S. authorities need to take more account of the dual character of space. At the same time, European institutions need to think more strategically. This discussion should take place between all U.S. Space Agencies on the one side and the European Council, the European Commission and ESA on the other. The problem with other space nations that are not bound by the Transatlantic Alliance is however much more complicated. China and to a lesser extent Russia, as well as other minor space-capable countries such as Iran, would feel potentially threatened by a non-inclusive American or even transatlantic approach to space awareness. As it is unlikely that they will ﬁeld a national SSA system, the incentive for them to develop ASAT capabilities would be high. This is particularly true due to the complexity and high cost of defending a space asset compared to the relative small cost of attacking it.

Nuclear Powered Missions = Space Weapons
Nuclear power in space is perceived as space weaponization

Gagnon 03 – coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space (Bruce K. Gagnon “Nuclear Power in Space and the Impact on Earth’s Ecosystem,” January 27, 2003, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nuclearspace-03b.html) mihe
Included in NASA plans are the nuclear rocket to Mars; a new generation of Radioisotope Thermoelectric Generators (RTGs) for interplanetary missions; nuclear-powered robotic Mars rovers to be launched in 2003 and 2009; and the nuclear powered mission called Pluto-Kuiper Belt scheduled for January, 2006. Ultimately NASA envisions mining colonies on the Moon, Mars, and asteroids that would be powered by nuclear reactors. All of the above missions would be launched from the Kennedy Space Center in Florida on rockets with a historic 10% failure rate. By dramatically increasing the numbers of nuclear launches NASA also dramatically increases the chances of accident. Critics of NASA have long stated that in addition to potential health concerns from radiation exposure, the NASA space nukes initiative represents the Bush administration's covert move to develop power systems for space-based weapons such as lasers on satellites. The military has often stated that their planned lasers in space will require enormous power projection capability and that nuclear reactors in orbit are the only practical way of providing such power. The Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space maintains that just like missile defense is a Trojan horse for the Pentagon's real agenda for control and domination of space, NASA's nuclear rocket is a Trojan horse for the militarization of space. NASA's new chief, former Navy Secretary Sean O'Keefe said soon after Bush appointed him to head the space agency that, "I don't think we have a choice, I think it's imperative that we have a more direct association between the Defense Department and NASA. Technology has taken us to a point where you really can't differentiate between that which is purely military in application and those capabilities which are civil and commercial in nature." In the end hundreds and hundreds of billions of dollars will be wasted on plans for the nuclearization and weaponization of space. In order to fund these missions Bush and Congress will have to cut programs like social security, education, health care, child care, public transit and environmental protection. In the name of progress and security the lives of future generations will become more insecure.
a2: Defensive ≠ Offensive

Even defensive systems cause backlash 

CALLAHA 00 [William, SPACE WEAPONIZATION, Report, 2000, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA433750&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

The international political implications of space-based weapons are already evident. Speaking through the UN Secretariat of the Conference on Disarmament, many nations have raised concerns about the destabilizing effects of placing weapons in orbit. The main concern centers on “the possibility of an arms race in space” 17 . Not only is the deployment of U.S. ASAT weapons likely to prompt other nations to try to match this capability, the deployment of even a limited BMD system could spark such a race, since most BMD concepts will also be able to perform the ASAT role. Had it been made to work, the most notable BMD concept, the “Brilliant Pebbles” portion of the former Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), would not only have provided defense against a ballistic missile attack, it would have enabled the United States to virtually close off space access to the rest of the world. This would have been possible because the capability needed to stop even a limited missile attack is enough to prevent other nations from launching any satellites at all. While some might desire this kind of control, it is unlikely that the international community would willingly acquiesce to such a move

***Impact 

Space Weaponization Bad – Arms Race

Perception of space weaponization causes an arms race in space

Graham 02 President of the Lawyers Alliance for World Security (LAWS), served as Special Representative of the President for Arms Control, Non-Proliferation, and Disarmament from 1994-1997 ( Thomas, “International Law and the Military Uses of Space”, Disarmament Diplomacy, March-April, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd63/63op1.htm)

The realisation of the increasing vulnerability of the United States to attacks against space assets has caused some to encourage Washington to begin to deploy defensive weapon systems to protect those assets from new weapons. While this could appear to make sense on a visceral or superficial level, a thoughtful analysis of the history of military development reveals basic flaws with this notion. Most importantly, history categorically demonstrates that effective defensive weapon systems will inevitably be countered by effective offensive systems, sparking an ever-spiralling arms race that ultimately leaves all sides less secure. For evidence supporting this contention, one need look no further than the second half of the 20th century and the nuclear arms race that dominated it. Until the United States and the Soviet Union signed the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in 1972, effectively preventing each side from deploying defensive systems, the world was engaged in a nuclear confrontation constantly threatening to escalate out of control. For this reason, I believe that - as with the Antarctic Treaty and the strategic nuclear arms control accords of the last three decades - the international community of space-faring nations will ultimately recognise the need for restraint and seek to develop some legal regime to preserve outer space as a non-militarised - or at least non-weaponised - realm. It is crucial that this happen as soon as possible. 

Deployment of space weapons would trigger an arms race in space
Vereshchetin 10 Lawyer for space projects and programs

V.S. Vereshchetin, THE LAW OF OUTER SPACE IN THE GENERAL LEGAL FIELD, April, (COMMONALITY AND PARTICULARITIES) Revista Brasileira de Direito Aeronáutico e Espacial, http://www.sbda.org.br/revista/1826.pdf

Twelve years ago Professor Bin Cheng in his lecture devoted to the thirtieth anniversary of the Outer Space Treaty highlighted four areas of concern existing in people’s minds at the beginning of the space age. In the words of Bin Cheng those concerns were the following:“(i) The arms race and the military use of outer space; (ii) Possible scramble for colonies or resources; (iii) Worries over responsibility and control, as well as over potential harm or damage; and (iv) International cooperation and mutual assistance”.(23) I would like to single out and speak from the current perspective to the first and the fourth of those concerns, and will do so in reverse order. We are all very well aware that the principle of international cooperation in the exploration and use of outer space permeates the Outer Space Treaty and all other instruments of international space law. The debate over the legal nature and consequences of this principle was a typical feature in the early literature and in different forums on space law. Thanks to my former direct involvement on the legal side in a number of significant space projects and programmes, I clearly remember the impressive evolution of international space cooperation from the mere exchange of results of scientific experiments carried out in outer space to the joint work on the building and operation of the International Space Station and the creation of a number of international space organizations providing indispensable services to all people on earth. It is encouraging that nowadays governments and private enterprises envisage new important projects and space agencies of different nations have established regular meetings and consultations on matters of common interest. But on the other hand, it is disquieting that the breath-taking plans of future human flights to the moon and beyond, requiring tremendous material and intellectual

resources, are sometimes seen in terms of the competition of old between the space actors rather than cooperative endeavors built on the accumulated experience of multinational space projects. The trendy slogan “back to the moon” is often presented as a “race” of different players, including the United States, Russia, China, India, Japan, ESA and the private sector. It would be extremely regrettable, if political, military and commercial interests of individual States and private corporations were to prevail and anew put competition ahead of cooperation. Much more worrisome than the “moon race” would be an arms race in outer space. This would be manifestly inconsistent with “the common interest of all mankind in the progress of exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes” and with “the strengthening of friendly relations between States and peoples” as directed in the Outer Space Treaty.(24) By recalling those lofty purposes of the Treaty I do not intend to prolong the perennial polemic on the meaning of the terms “peaceful uses” or “peaceful purposes” in the text of that Treaty.(25) The application of space technology for military and so-called “dualuse” purposes has become a fait accompli. However, up to now outer space has remained free from weapons as such. The situation would radically change should the plans for space-based weapons go ahead and trigger a new spiral in the arms race both in outer space and on earth. Even the deployment of “conventional” weapons in outer space, which is not formally and specifically prohibited by any treaty in force, could ultimately make of outer space a “fourth battlefield”. The gloomy prospect of a war in outer space would be in no-one’s interest. It remains to be seen whether the pledge of President Barack Obama, during his election campaign, to seek a ban on space weapons will lead to a substantial change to this effect in the 2006 U.S. National Space Policy formulated by the Bush Administration. That policy was widely viewed as giving a green light to U.S. weapons in space and in the past was translated into the inexorable refusal of the American delegation in the Conference on Disarmament even to start negotiations on a treaty which would secure nonweaponization of outer space. Such negotiations were labelled “pointless and unneeded”.(26) It is against this backdrop that one has to assess the significance for the regulation of outer space military uses of the new proposal announced in the Conference on Disarmament by Bin Cheng are nowadays even more apparent since the plans for space weaponization are sometimes presented as a kind of “peaceful” use of outerspace. As noted before, the mere fact that the EU Draft Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities was introduced in the Conference on Disarmament suggested its close connection with the problem of military uses of outer space. Indeed, many other elements of that proposal, relating to the security of space activities in the broadest sense of the term, such as measures on space debris control and mitigation or registration of space objects, are already being dealt with or could be dealt with by relevant expert bodies, for example UNCOPUOS. But what was actually proposed in the E.U. Draft with regard to military activities in outer space? The authors satisfy themselves with just mentioning among “general principles” the responsibility of States “to take all the adequate measures to prevent outer space from becoming an area of conflict”. This general statement is not supported by any specific commitments, albeit voluntary and nonbinding. On the contrary, it is diluted by numerous reservations, scattered throughout the document, which can be read as justifying different kinds of military activities because they are “vital to national security,” or on such grounds as “legitimate defense interests,” “inherent right of self-defense” or “imperative safety considerations”. In vain does one try to find in the document one single word concerning the need to prevent space weaponization – the most pressing measure required in order to avert outer space from “becoming an area of conflict”. Elsewhere, the authors explain this away by reference to their unwillingness to duplicate or compete with other initiatives to this effect. However there is little persuasive force in this argument. Enhancement of the security of space activities against the risks posed by space debris, collisions and all kinds of harmful interference is a real and important task of space regulation. This was dramatically demonstrated by the collision of two space objects on 10 February 2009. However the main threat to the security of space activities would be an unbridled arms race provoked by space-based weapons. Therefore the enhancement of space security, transparency and confidence building measures announced as the main objectives of the proposed EU Code are incompatible with any kind of neutrality towards the placement of weapons in outer space. Even if non-binding, a multilateral document that claims to be a code of “basic
rules to be observed by space-faring nations” (28) cannot neglect this obvious concern.

US deployment doesn’t provide the high ground in space – other countries will follow suit
CALLAHA 00 [William, SPACE WEAPONIZATION, Report, 2000, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA433750&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

Today the United States is in an enviable position: it is the only nation on earth that can project non-nuclear combat power to anywhere on the globe. Never before has a single nation had such an uncontested ability to intervene in events around the world. However this capability comes at great expense. From long-endurance submarines to fleets of combat aircraft and their supporting tankers, the physical assets necessary to provide this capability are extensive and were only made possible by a sustained effort during the long years of the Cold War. In addition to the equipment, large numbers of military personnel require years of intensive training and continual practice in order to make the system work. With the demise of the Soviet Union, the United States is free to intervene anywhere that it chooses, so it would appear to be in the best interests of the United States to maintain the status quo. In developing this world-spanning power projection capability, the United States has come to rely heavily on space-based assets for communication, navigation and surveillance. Protecting these capabilities, and denying an enemy similar ones, is essential if U.S. armed forces are to remain dominant on the battlefield. That doing this requires the development and deployment of space-based weapons does not necessarily follow; in fact, deploying space-based weapons is just as likely to place other space-based assets in jeopardy. Indeed, the proliferation of space-based weapons may even give potential adversaries the ability to strike at the United States without incurring the enormous costs of U.S.-style armed forces. If the United States develops and deploys space-based weapons for controlling space, self-interest dictates that other countries will follow suit. As with other technology, the greatest costs are normally incurred in the initial research and development required to evolve a concept into a weapon. Once a new weapon has been deployed it is much easier, and less expensive, to observe the operational system, determine how it must operate, and then duplicate it. By doing this initial research and development, the United States will be paving the way for other nations to follow. The result may well be that assets which are now safe, because no other nation has a pressing need to develop weapons to attack them, will become vulnerable to attack because other nations will feel compelled to emulate the United States and deploy space-based weapons of their own. The argument against space-based weapons for attacking airborne or surface targets is very similar. If the United States deploys such weapons, other nations may feel compelled to do likewise., In this case the United States would not only be making a segment of its defense system vulnerable to attack, we could very well make U.S. cities vulnerable. Unfriendly nations with orbital weapons capable of attacking terrestrial targets would be able to strike the United States, or anywhere else on the globe, without investing the tremendous resources necessary to field a U.S.-style military. This would, in effect, negate our present ability to intervene wherever it is in our interest to do so, since a country possessing these orbital weapons would be able to strike back. With the technology necessary to launch satellites even now becoming widely available, the number of countries capable of deploying space-based weapons is growing. This proliferation of technology makes U.S. development of space-based weapons fraught with peril.

Deterrence doesn’t work – space weapons will spark an arms race like the atom bomb did

Lowery 9 (Scott, Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company Greater Denver Area “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”, 6/17/2009 http://www.colorado.edu/pwr/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf, SamH)  
It is clear that the weaponization of space is not inevitable. However, does the concern of foreign weaponization justify the pursuit of space weapons anyway? The answer is an emphatic no. Although doing so would seem to increase the asymmetric space advantage the US has, it would actually have a destabilizing effect and result in a decreased advantage. The idea of space weapons brings to mind visions of military omnipotence, with the US able to easily strike down any adversary without fear of retaliation. Such an ability would deter many conflicts. A similar rationale developed in the 1940s with the creation of the atom bomb. It too seemed to provide infinite power that would cause the rest of the world to kneel before the US or suffer unimaginable retaliation. This idea worked once, ending World War II. Once the atom bomb became public, it sparked a massive arms race as other nations developed nuclear power. The stockpiling of nuclear arms led to the Cold War, an era defined by a world on the brink of destruction and rapidly shifting political climates. It is not a large leap in logic to conclude that since space weapons offer advantages of similar magnitude to nuclear weapons, their development will cause a similar situation. Other nations will not stand idle as the US weaponizes space—they will follow suit. In the end, space will become a volatile political liability and the medium for a new Cold War–style weapons spiral. 
Deployment of space weapons causes an asymmetrical arms race – causes space war
Deblois 8, LT. COL for the United States Air Force LT COL BRUCE M. DEBLOIS, Space Sanctuary A Viable National Strategy, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj98/win98/deblois.pdf
SPACE “militarization/weaponization” is not an “all-or- nothing” affair. For clarification, one can view military activities in space on a threat continuum (see table 1). As used here, space weaponization refers to anything greater than the cur-rent capability, which is roughly at the moderate threat level.Much of the literature flowing from the Department of Defense (DOD) on space and its role for future military operations makes a fundamental assumption: “Space will be weaponized; we only need to decide if the US will take the lead.”2 One cannot so readily make such an assumption. The immediate military advantages of being the first nation to weaponize space are undeniable 3 but must be weighed against long-term military costs, as well as against broader social, political, and economic costs. The decision to weaponize space does not lie within the military (seeking short- term military advantage in support of national security) but at the higher level of national policy (seeking long-term national security, economic well-being, and world-wide legitimacy of US constitutional values). At that level, many reasons suggest why the weaponization of space may not be the obvious “best” strategy. The purpose of this article is to articulate those reasons. Space- sanctuary advocates will appreciate what follows as a comprehensive summary of their position; likewise, space weaponization advocates will have to ad dress these issues if their belief (that American preemptive weaponization of space best serves this nation) is to remain on firm ground. The following summary of the case against space weaponization proceeds from the historical trend of US nuclear and space policy to consider domestic and international political concerns. It then addresses the space weaponization issue by briefly examining adversarial potential (the threat), tech no logical limitations, financial trade- offs, practical considerations of military strategy, and the emotional appeal of global security and well-being. This article is not meant to be an in-depth study of each facet of the debate; rather, it is a terse summary of the space-sanctuary argument aimed at open ing the debate. Demonstrations of atomic weapons at the close of World War II and the prospect of nu-clear weapons married to emerging ballistic missile technology ushered in a new era of international relations. Threatening to use military force had always been an instrument of diplomacy, but the potential for instantaneous, indefensible, and complete annihilation posed a new rubric in the games nations play. Thus, nuclear deterrence was born. Initial thoughts that such a threat relegated war fare to the shelves of history due to the prospects of massive nuclear retaliation proved naïve—sub sequent lower-order conflict did not force nuclear escalation. Symmetric nuclear capabilities among the pal powers weakened the credibility of their use, while asymmetric responses (guerrilla and terrorist tactics, aligning with nuclear-capable par ties, conflict protraction, etc.) still allowed lesser powers to test the resolve of the principals—particularly over issues of peripheral interest to those nuclear powers. Examples include Vietnam and Afghanistan. Visions of massive space superiority and the touted huge, coercive power advantage they provide will likely prove as bankrupt a notion as that of massive nuclear retaliation. In their logical evolution, both give way to strategies that recognize an international con text of reactive nations.Principal powers will simply not allow a space hegemon to emerge, and lesser powers may concede hegemony but will continue to seek asymmetric counters.The result will be a space strategy that better aligns with what evolved out of the nuclear dilemma: mutual assured destruction (MAD).  As a common MAD logic developed across the globe (but primarily between the two players in the game—the United States and Soviet Union), nontraditional foreign-policy traits became apparent. Any move toward developing weapons or practices that increased the viability of the idea that one could “win” a nuclear exchange was perceived as destabilizing. Deterrence in the form of MAD had to overcome the notion of “winning”—one that could come in several forms:  1. A nation could survive nuclear attacks and prevail. Conceding offensive dominance was critical if MAD were to deter nu clear holocaust. One had to avoid an odd array of destabilizing practices and systems, including missile-defense systems and civil-defense programs. 2. A nation could use nuclear weapons on a small scale and prevail in a predominantly conventional conflict. The term theater nuclear weapons was an oxymoron—every nuclear weapon was strategic because it posed the threat of escalation. Limited use of nuclear weapons was destabilizing; hence, one had to avoid any such strategy. Prohibiting the development of the neutron bomb, in spite of the immediate tactical benefits it offered to outnumbered NATO forces in Europe, was a direct result of this logic. 3. A nation could launch a success ful first strike. Stabilizing approaches that reduced the viability of surprise via first strike were pursued. More than its name implies, if MAD were to prohibit a nuclear exchange, it had to be paired either with a reliable early warning capability allowing a reactive nuclear response or with a survivable second-strike capability. The United States pursued both: the former via space- and land- based early warning net works and the latter via submarine-launched ballistic missiles. From this experience, one can draw and apply les sons as the possibility of space weapons emerges. Clearly, these weapons offer the potential for instantaneous and indefensible at-tack. Although the Outer Space Treaty of 1967(outlawing weapons of mass destruction [WMD] in space) prohibits complete annihilation, the threat of annihilation would still exist—it is difficult to distinguish space based WMD from space- based non- WMD. In simple terms, space weaponization could bring a new round of MAD.  Although MAD success fully deterred a nuclear ex change over the past 40 years, it was a very costly means of overcoming the lack of trust between super powers. The dissolution of that distrust and the corresponding reduction of nu clear arms lie at the very heart of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START).Comparing the emergence of nuclear-tipped ICBMs with the accession of space weapons does yield some stark differences, however.There is no single threat to focus diplomatic efforts aimed at building trust, and there does seem to be some international support for the idea of coalescing a strategy supporting space sanctuary and deter ring third world space up-starts. Aside from these differences, though,one could assume the existence of proliferated space weapons and proceed with the thought experiment that a space-MAD strategy would emerge among the principal powers. Again, one would have to eliminate the notion of “winning” a space-weapons ex-change, and on at least the first two counts, one could do so: 1. It is logical to concede the offensive dominance of space-based weapons in low- earth orbit (LEO). Any point on earth could have a weapon pointed at it with clear line of sight; the potential of directed- energy weapons takes the notion of instantaneous to the extreme; and defense of every national asset from such an attack would prove next to impossible. 2. The same argument against the logic of “tactical” nuclear weapons would also apply to the “tactical” use of space-based weapons. Once they were used, any conflict could automatically escalate to a higher level. 3. The failing of a space-MAD strategy comes on the third count: early warning or survivable second-strike capability. Should space be weaponized and two space- capable foes emerge, there will be no 30-minute early warning window from which one actor could launch a counter attack prior to the impact of the pre emptive first strike. Furthermore, space basing is equivalent to exposure—no strike capability can be reliably hid den or protected in space in order to al low a surviving, credible second strike. Space- MAD weapons without early warning or reliable survivability logically instigate a first strike. This creates an incredibly unstable situation in which the viability of “winning” a space war exists and is predicated upon striking first (with plausible deniability exacerbating the problem), eliminating the “mutual” from MAD and only assuring the destruction of the less aggressive state. Obviously, this is not a good situation. Putting weapons in space could well be a self-fulfilling prophecy: we put them there be-cause we anticipate we’ll need them, and be-cause they’re there, we’ll be compelled to use them; hence, we needed them.  The conclusion, then, of a nuclear weapons–space weapons analogy can only be that while the threats from each type of weapon are similar, the most successful strategy (MAD) for dealing with the former cannot work for the latter. Unlike the strategy for nu-clear weapons, there exists no obvious strategy for employing space weapons that will enhance global stability. If the precedent of evading destabilizing situations is to continue—and that is compatible with a long history of US foreign policy—one ought to avoid space- based weapons. Further, even if one could construct a workable space-MAD strategy, the nuclear-MAD approach teaches that this is an intensely expensive means of dealing with mutual distrust between nations.
Space Weaponization Bad – Miscalculation

Weaponization inevitably leads to miscalculations – causes extinction
Mitchell 1 [Gordon R., Associate Professor of Communications @ the University of Pittsburgh, “ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defence,” No. 6]

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

Space Weaponization Bad – Hegemony T/off

Space weapon funding trades off with other military funding

Dolman 06 Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) (Everett C., “ A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, SAIS Review, Winter-Spring, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html)
There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that weaponizing space would in time be less threatening to the international system than the failure to do so. The weaponization of space would decrease the likelihood of an arms race by shifting spending away from conventional weapons systems. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand better ways to spend the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, housing or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. Thus the question should be directed not at particular weapons, but at all weapons.  

Putting Weapons on Space kills Heg

Smith 01 – researcher at the School of Advanced Air Power Studies

bM.V. SMITH, TEN PROPOSITIONS REGARDING SPACEPOWER, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf
Conversely, advocates of preserving space as a peaceful sanctuary believe weaponizing space will reduce the overall power of the United States as an actor on the world stage. They are concerned about triggering security dilemmas that will lead to an arms race in space. According to Hays and Mueller: [Sanctuary realists] oppose space Weaponization, because they believe it would reduce rather than enhance US power and security in particular. They argue that the United States, as the leading user of space, has far the most to lose if space systems become increasingly vulnerable to attack and that as the world’s preeminent air and surface power, it has the least to gain from developing such weapons. Sanctuary realists also assert that if the United States takes the lead in developing space weapons, it will be easier for other states to follow suit, thanks to US technological trailblazing. Finally, they tend to be skeptical that the military utility of space weapons, both for power projection and to protect US space assets, will be as great as the weaponization proponents typically claim.204 Undoubtedly, there are numerous concerns over space-based weapons such as monetary costs, a questionable threat, lack of survivability, lack of political will, incompatibility with democratic values, problems with orbital dynamics and laser physics, treaty infractions, and international opinion just to name a few.205 All these concerns are serious and real. In fact, the solutions may not arrive for years, but they will come to fruition sooner or later. 

Space Weaponization Bad – Russia/US War

Space weaponization risks US-Russia war 

Krepon, 04 [Michael; “Avoiding the Weaponizaiton of Space”; Article; November; http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf]

Weaponizing space would poison relations with China and Russia, whose help is essential to stop and reverse proliferation. ASAT(anti-satellite) 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 abric 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.

This highly destabilizing and dangerous scenario can be avoided, as there is no pressing need to weaponize space and many compelling reasons to avoid doing so. If space becomes another realm for the flight-testing and deployment of weapons, there will be no sanctuary in space and no assurance that essential satellites will be available when needed for military missions and global commerce. Acting on worst-case assumptions often can increase this likelihood. Crafting a space assurance posture, including a hedging strategy in the event that others cheat, offers more potential benefits and lower risks than turning the heavens into a shooting gallery.

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 US 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 US 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, US troops are likely to be punished rather than helped because of their greater reliance on satellites. 

Similarly, the clear preference of US 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.States possessing nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles could explode a nuclear weapon in space to wreak havoc on satellites.

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 US 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 US 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. 
AND Russia will fight if they think we are launching weapons

THERESA HITCHENS 07 DIRECTOR THE WORLD SECURITY INSTITUTE’S  CENTER FOR DEFENSE INFORMATION.  http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/HitchensTestimony.pdf
Meanwhile, Russia, a potential U.S. military space competitor, has repeatedly expressed its concerns with the direction of U.S. military space plans. For example, Vitaly Davidov, deputy head of the Russian space agency Roskosmos, said of the new NSP: “This document can be seen as today as the first step toward a serious deepening of the military confrontation in space. … Now the Americans are saying they not only want to go to space but that they want to dictate to others who else is allowed to go there.”25 Indeed, in June 2005 – when media reports of the NSP review surfaced – Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov threatened that Russia would “take retaliatory steps” if any country were to deploy weapons in space.26
Extinction

Bostrom ‘2  (Nick, Dir. Future of Humanity Institute and Prof. Philosophy – Oxford U., Journal of Evolution and Technology, “Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards”, 9, March, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)
With the exception of a species-destroying comet or asteroid impact (an extremely rare occurrence), there were probably no significant existential risks in human history until the mid-twentieth century, and certainly none that it was within our power to do something about.  The first manmade existential risk was the inaugural detonation of an atomic bomb. At the time, there was some concern that the explosion might start a runaway chain-reaction by "igniting" the atmosphere. Although we now know that such an outcome was physically impossible, it qualifies as an existential risk that was present at the time. For there to be a risk, given the knowledge and understanding available, it suffices that there is some subjective probability of an adverse outcome, even if it later turns out that objectively there was no chance of something bad happening. If we don't know whether something is objectively risky or not, then it is risky in the subjective sense. The subjective sense is of course what we must base our decisions on.At any given time we must use our best current subjective estimate of what the objective risk factors are. A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization. Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind's potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

Space Weaponization Bad – Prolif

Space weaponization kills the nonproliferation regime – ensures nuclear arms races
Pavel Podvig, Hui Zhang 8 Senior Research Associate, Project on Managing the Atomhttp://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18178/russian_and_chinese_responses_to_us_military_plans_in_space.html
In recent years, Russia and China have urged the negotiation of an international treaty to prevent an arms race in outer space. The United States has responded by insisting that existing treaties and rules governing the use of space are sufficient. The standoff has produced a six-year deadlock in Geneva at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament, but the parties have not been inactive. Russia and China have much to lose if the United States were to pursue the space weapons programs laid out in its military planning documents. This makes probable the eventual formulation of responses that are adverse to a broad range of U.S. interests in space. The Chinese anti-satellite test in January 2007 was prelude to an unfolding drama in which the main act is still subject to revision. If the United States continues to pursue the weaponization of space, how will China and Russia respond, and what will the broader implications for international security be? The American Academy called upon Pavel Podvig (Stanford University) and Hui Zhang (Harvard University) to elucidate answers to these questions and to discuss the consequences of U.S. military plans for space. Each scholar suggests that introducing weapons into space will have negative consequences for nuclear proliferation and international security. As Podvig points out, Russia's main concern is likely to be maintaining strategic parity with the United States. This parity will be destroyed by the deployment of weapons in space, making a response from Russia likely. Podvig suggests that Russia does not have many options for the development of its own weapon systems in space but is likely to react to U.S. development of space weapons through other countermeasures, such as extending the life of its ballistic missiles. Podvig describes such measures as "the most significant and dangerous global effects of new military developments, whether missile defense or space-based weapons." Zhang arrives at similar conclusions. He describes how U.S. military plans for space will negatively affect peaceful uses of outer space, disrupting civilian and commercial initiatives, but he focuses his discussion on a much greater concern among Chinese officials — that actions by the United States in space will result in a loss of strategic nuclear parity. China's options for response, as detailed by Zhang, include building more ICBMs, adopting countermeasures against missile defense, developing ASAT weapons, and reconsidering China's commitments on arms control. Thus, a U.S. decision to introduce weapons into space would destabilize the already vulnerable international nonproliferation regime. Zhang concludes, "U.S. space weaponization plans would have potentially disastrous effects on international security and the peaceful use of outer space. This would not benefit any country's security interests."

Extinction

Utgoff ‘2  (Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses and former Senior Member of the National security Council Staff, Survival, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, Vol. 44, No. 2, Summer, p. 87-90)
Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons falling into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Increased prospects for the occasional nuclear shootout Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.3 These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples. Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain’s efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat.4 And Japan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?’5 If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states.6 Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognise clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.7 Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants beforehand.8 Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Space Weaponization Bad – Space Debris

Space Weapons cause space debris – Earth would no longer be navigable 
Hitchens 08 – Director at the Center for Defense Information, Editor of Defense News with a focus on military, defense industry; Brussels bureau chief. Washington Publishers environmental and defense newsletters, focusing on nuclear waste, electronic warfare, and military space; editorial board of The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists; member of Women in International Security and the International Institute for Strategic Studies. (Theresa Hitchens “Space Wars,” March 2008, http://www.nature.com/scientificamerican/journal/v298/n3/full/scientificamerican0308-78.html) mihe
And space warfare, or even “live” tests of the weapons, could create so much space debris that Earth orbit would become unnavigable to civilian satellites and crewed spacecraft. One of the most serious technological challenges posed by space weapons is the proliferation of space debris, to which I alluded earlier. According to investigators at the air force, NASA and Celestrak (an independent space-monitoring Web site), the Chinese antisatellite test left more than 2,000 pieces of junk, baseball-size and larger, orbiting the globe in a cloud that lies between about 200 kilometers (125 miles) and 4,000 kilometers (2,500 miles) above Earth's surface. Perhaps another 150,000 objects that are a centimeter (half an inch) across and larger were released. High orbital velocities make even tiny pieces of space junk dangerous to spacecraft of all kinds. And ground stations cannot reliably monitor or track objects smaller than about five centimeters (two inches) across in low Earth orbit (around a meter in geostationary orbit), a capability that might enable satellites to maneuver out of the way. To avoid being damaged by the Chinese space debris, in fact, two U.S. satellites had to alter course. Any shooting war in space would raise the specter of a polluted space environment no longer navigable by Earth-orbiting satellites.
Space Weapons cause dangerous space debris – China proves

Sénéchal 09 – founder of INDEVAL Switzerland; degrees in economics and finance from Harvard University, London Business School, and Columbia University with highest honours (Phi Beta Kappa).  (Thierry Sénéchal “Space Debris Pollution: A Convention Proposal,” 2009) mihe

On 11 January 2007 a Chinese ground-based missile was used to destroy the Fengyun-1C spacecraft, an aging satellite orbiting more than 500 miles in space since May 1999. Although the test was hugely successful from a military point of view, demonstrating China‘s ability to use very sophisticated weapons to target regions of space that are home to various satellites and space-based systems, it caused great concerns to both the military and scientific communities. Indeed, the event is a real danger in the sense it may fuel an arms race and weaponization of space, with some countries being tempted to show they can easily control space as well. From the scientific perspective, the Chinese destruction of Fengyun-1C gave a new dimension to the space debris issue.  In shattering the old weather-watching satellite into hundreds of large fragments, the Chinese created a large “debris cloud.” The debris are now spreading all around the earth, the majority of them residing in very long-lived orbits. The debris cloud extends from less than 125 miles (200 kilometers) to more than 2,292 miles (3,850 kilometers), encompassing all of low Earth orbit. As of 27 February 2007, the U.S. military‘s Space Surveillance Network had tracked and cataloged 900 debris fragments greater than 5 centimeters in size, large enough to create potentially serious collision problems. The total count of objects could go even higher based upon the mass of Fengyun-1C and the conditions of the breakup, which could have created millions of smaller pieces. Before I turn to the discussion on the proposed convention on space debris, I conclude that the present outer space regimes have no coverage of the space debris problem. The paucity or outright absence of law regarding certain key subjects such as liability and dispute resolution is causing concerns for the future. Under the scenarios discussed in Chapter 2, some regions of space are not safe anymore. Some governments and private sector actors are unsure of their rights and have no assurance that their efforts to go to space will be legally protected. This is why an international legal regime is proposed with new laws that would encourage a peaceful use of space for all.

Space Weapons create space debris and space debris prevents space wars
Bao o7 – Senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China; former director of the Institute; Virginia Military Institute, focusing on China-U.S. relations in the field of comparative security strategies and the application of deterrence theory (Shixiu Bao “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space,” Winter 2007, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf) mihe
It is a well-known phenomenon that the use of nuclear weapons is considered taboo. Along with the doctrine of mutual assured destruction, the use of nuclear weapons in war is almost unimaginable. The utilitization of nuclear weapons is therefore almost entirely limited to a role of deterrence. What about the taboo of space weapons? More and more specialists are looking at the impact of space debris that results from the use of space weapons.  Large amounts of space debris caused by space weapons will invariably threaten space assets of all space-faring countries, not just intended target countries. Any attack by one country against another using space weapons will result in many losers. With so much of commercial, scientific and military activity increasingly reliant on space, there exists a considerable and growing taboo against using space weapons in a situation of conflict. Thus, under the conditions of American strategic dominance in space, reliable deterrents in space will decrease the possibility of the United States attacking Chinese space assets.
Space Weapons create dangerous space debris – prominent physicists agree 

CNN 02 – (Richard Stenger, “Scientist: Space weapons pose debris threat,” May 03, 2002, http://articles.cnn.com/2002-05-03/tech/orbit.debris_1_low-earth-orbits-space-junk-international-space-station?_s=PM:TECH) mihe

The use of weapons in space could leave so much debris in orbit that low-flying satellites could not safely operate, according to a prominent astrophysicist. But military and other officials dismissed the claim as overblown. The Pentagon's missile defense program envisions the possibility that powerful lasers or other weapons in orbit could help protect against enemy missile attacks. Joel Primack of the University of California, Santa Cruz, contends that such high-tech defenses could transform low-Earth orbits into a wasteland for decades or longer. "Even one war in space will [encase] the entire planet in a shell of whizzing debris that will thereafter make space near the Earth highly hazardous for peaceful as well as military purposes," Primack wrote in a report presented weeks ago to an international conference on science and spirituality. Kessler conducted groundbreaking research in the 1970s on the threat of orbital debris to satellites. His mathematical predictions that collisions would cascade into more and more collisions became known as the Kessler effect. He was one of the first people to sound the alarm about space junk. In fact, Kessler and others think there is enough junk now to pose significant risks to spacecraft in low-Earth orbits, a contention supported by returning space shuttles, which often have dings and window cracks. Other space dignitaries lend support to Primack, a Stanford University-trained particle physicist who helped develop the theory that dark matter helps structure the universe. Sydney Van Den Bergh, a physicist with the National Research Council of Canada, said he raised similar concerns years ago at an international conference on space law. And in April, astronaut Sally Ride, the first U.S. woman in space, gave a speech in which she said that anti-satellite weapons would be "disastrous." She said debris created by their use could damage satellites traveling in low-Earth orbits, a particularly popular zone of real estate between 150 and 400 miles high that includes the space shuttle, the international space station and reconnaissance satellites.
Space Weaponization Bad – Commercialization

Space Mil Kills Commercialization- investors, enemies, and space debris

Lowery 09 (Scott, Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company Greater Denver Area “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”, 6/17/2009 http://www.colorado.edu/pwr/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf, SamH)  
Another reason to avoid weaponizing space is that to do so would threaten the burgeoning space industry. Presently, there are several companies developing launch vehicles to lift payloads to space at far lower costs than any government agency. Also, there is the space tourism and travel industry to consider. No longer in an embryonic state, commercial flights will be available as early as 2009 (Overview). In the near future, suborbital flights will become as common as trans-Atlantic flights are today. They are the first step towards a general private use of space. There is a great deal of potential economic growth tied up in these ventures, but none of it will mature if people feel that they would be flying through enemy territory, so to speak, or that their investments are at too great a risk. Since there is no orbital analogue to airspace, future spaceflights could be endangered by weapons from any country regardless of their trajectory. It is even possible that weapons could be deployed against civilian space targets without detection. There would not be any evidence to assign blame to a particular nation, making spaceflights a tempting target. Even if they were not targeted directly, spaceflights would still be at a significant risk from the debris resulting from the use of space weapons. Much like chemical weapons, space weapons create a hazardous environment. Simple physics insists that even a tiny piece of shrapnel from a destroyed satellite can cause major damage when it is travelling at orbital velocities. In light of these concerns, the weaponization of space would not benefit the United States and could potentially cause great damage, both politically and economically. 

Space War – Turns Econ

A space war would destroy the economy

Krepon, 04 [Michael; “Avoiding the Weaponizaiton of Space”; Article; November; http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/Avoiding_the_Weaopnization_of_Space.pdf]

Space warfare would have far-reaching adverse effects for global commerce, especially commercial transactions and telecommunication services that use satellites. Worldwide space industry revenues now total almost $110 billion a year, $40 billion of which go to US companies. These numbers do not begin to illuminate how much disruption would occur in the event of space warfare. For a glimpse of what could transpire, the failure of a Galaxy IV satellite in May 1998 is instructive. Eighty-nine percent of all US pagers used by 45 million customers became inoperative, and direct broadcast transmissions, financial transactions, and gas station pumps were also affected. 

Space War o/w – Probability

Even if nuclear war is more destructive – taboo and deterrence prevents the risk. Only space weapons will be utilized in a conflict
Shixiu 7 [Bao, senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China, visiting scholar at the Virginia Military Institute, “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space,” China Security, Winter, 2007, p2-11, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf]

Space weapons and their use are unique from other types of weapons, whether nuclear or terrestrial conventional weapons. Although there will be a taboo on the use of space weapons, the threshold of their use will be lower than that of nuclear weapons because of their conventional characteristics. Space debris may threaten the space assets of other “third party” countries, but the level of destruction, especially in terms of human life, could be far less than nuclear weapons or potentially even conventional weapons. Therefore, the threshold of force capability required to launch an effective deterrent will inevitably be higher than for that of nuclear weapons. This unique nature of space weapons will affect the determination of the quantity and technical level of a “deterrent capability” in space.

***Defense 

Space Defense 

Space debris and MAD means space weapons will NEVER be used in a war 
Shixiu 7 [Bao, senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China, visiting scholar at the Virginia Military Institute, “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space,” China Security, Winter, 2007, p2-11, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf]

It is a well-known phenomenon that the use of nuclear weapons is considered taboo. Along with the doctrine of mutual assured destruction, the use of nuclear weapons in war is almost unimaginable. The utilitization of nuclear weapons is therefore almost entirely limited to a role of deterrence. What about the taboo of space weapons? More and more specialists are looking at the impact of space debris that results from the use of space weapons.10 Large amounts of space debris caused by space weapons will invariably threaten space assets of all space-faring countries, not just intended target countries. Any attack by one country against another using space weapons will result in many losers. With so much of commercial, scientific and military activity increasingly reliant on space, there exists a considerable and growing taboo against using space weapons in a situation of conflict. Thus, under the conditions of American strategic dominance in space, reliable deterrents in space will decrease the possibility of the United States attacking Chinese space assets. At a fundamental level, space weapons – like nuclear weapons – will not alter the essential nature of war. Throughout history, there has been much ink spilled over new weapons that have the unique power and ability to change the underlying quality of war. For example, military theorists once exaggerated the tank’s role in deciding the war’s outcome during World War I.11 The atom bomb itself is probably the most salient example, as many analysts and politicians described the weapon as the unique ultimate weapon.12 But this was a fundamental misunderstanding of war and its implements. Nuclear weapons crossed a threshold in terms of their immense capacity for destruction. But deterrence, mutual assured destruction and the nuclear taboo evolved to consign the use of nuclear weapons to a near impossibility, negating its utility as a tool of war-fighting. Weapons to change the nature of war have not emerged in the past and will not emerge in the future. As such, space weapons will not be the ultimate weapon nor will they be able to decide the outcome of war, even if they are used as a first strike.

Commercialization of Space prevents weaponization – history proves

Moltz 07 – Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies at the National Security Affairs, Ph.D. and M.A. in Political Science from the University of California, Berkeley, holds an M.A. in Russian and East European Studies and a B.A. in International Relations from Stanford University; previous staff member in the U.S. Senate and consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment; prior academic positions at Duke University and at the University of California, San Diego. (James Clay Moltz "Protecting Safe Access to Space: Lessons from the First 50 Years of Space Security," November 2007, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964607000860) mihe
If these are some of the lessons of the past 50 years of space security, what can be said of the next 50 years? Undoubtedly, new national actors will emerge calling for the deployment of space-based weapons of various sorts to deter or defend against real, anticipated, or even hypothetical threats. At the same time, however, improved space situational awareness in many countries will greatly reduce the chances for national breakout and increase international knowledge of the problem of space debris. Similarly, the rise of new, non-military actors in space, including private companies offering new space services, universities, and new international consortia involved in science, commerce, and human exploration will begin to reduce the comparative weight of hostile actors and their militaries, who tended to dominate the early decades of space activity. These factors could increase the prospects for cooperative outcomes in space. On the other hand, there are those who argue the converse, specifically, that commerce will drive weapons into space as countries seek to defend their assets. As Franz Gayl argues: “… as with aviation, access and technology will drive forward to exploit any and all warfighting relevance, application, and advantage from space, quite independent of a nation's will to prevent it.” However, such prospects hold true only if commercial actors remained as tied to individual nations as they were in the 19th century model of mercantilism. Such conditions are unlikely to govern in space, given the rapidly growing internationalization of space commerce, where companies may use technology from several countries, be based in another, and receive funding or contracts from customers in still other parts of the world. Such factors are likely to mitigate the purported commercial “demand” for defenses. For these reasons, predictions regarding the future of space security based on the experience of other past environments and periods should be viewed with at least some skepticism. Thus far, arguments and predictions about “inevitable” outcomes in space have held up surprisingly poorly.

a2: Miscalculation

Space situational awareness solves miscalculation

Rendleman and Ryals 11 [Col James D., retired USAF, study director for The National Academies study of the US Aerospace Infrastructure and Aerospace Engineering Disciplines, member of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics’ Legal Aspects Aero and Astro Technical Committee and International Activities Committee, an elected member of the International Institute of Space Law, and Col Robert E., retired USAF, Professor at the Space Innovation and Development Center’s Advanced Space Operations School, dean of students at the Air Command and Staff College, director of the Commander’s Action Group for US Space Command, North American Aerospace Defense Command, and Air Force Space Command and the vice commander of the Space Warfare Center, “The New National Space Policy: More is Needed,” High Frontier, Vol 7, No 2, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-110224-052.pdf]
A space assurance strategy depends on four mutually supportive elements, or pillars: (1) deterrence and defense; (2) global engagement to include bi-lateral and multilateral TCBMs; (3) situational awareness; and (4) responsive infrastructure. 17 Employing these four pillars should enable US and friendly space-faring nations to continue to perform their missions for the short-term and long-term. The yin and yang of space deterrence and protection will always be an important pillar of space assurance. 18 Global engagement leverages long-standing approaches to secure and protect the space domain through recognized international law, policy, and diplomacy. Situational awareness employs the monitoring of environmental and intelligence factors, and prediction of threats essential to decision making to assure mission success. It enhances global engagement by enhancing transparency. This allows a policy maker or commander to differentiate between purposeful attacks and natural environmental hazards; to anticipate space events and clarify intentions; to reduce the potential for misperception or miscalculation; and to enhance opportunities to avoid disruptive or destructive events. A robust infrastructure enables agile responses to changes in the space environment, to threats, and to assure viability of its systems.

a2: Need to protect commercial satellites

Economic Interdependence prevents another country from attacking our satellites
Lowery 09 (Scott, Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company Greater Denver Area “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”, 6/17/2009 http://www.colorado.edu/pwr/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf, SamH)  
The third argument for inevitability is that the expanding influence space has on the economy will precipitate an attack on space systems. Pro-weaponizers see the economic dependence on space as a vulnerability waiting to be exploited. However, the logic behind such an attack is lacking. It is unreasonable for another nation state to attack US space assets for the sole purpose of economic disruption. Because the US is a superpower, its economy is interlinked with the rest of the world, so that if another nation—for instance, China—damaged US space assets, it would most likely feel the economic effects of the attack itself, namely through the loss of the $200 billion (Trade) of goods it exports to the United States. 
a2: Need to protect military satellites

If another country wanted to mess with our space power, it would be easier and cheaper for them to attack the land-based portion

Lowery 09 (Scott, Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company Greater Denver Area “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”, 6/17/2009 http://www.colorado.edu/pwr/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf, SamH)  
The final and most solid case for inevitability rests on the fact that space assets are an excellent military target, and attacking them would be an effective precursor to terrestrial warfare. The argument has some merit, as it has been shown that space plays a key role in the abilities of the US military. The argument states that if the US does not develop space weapons, someone else will, placing the US at a disadvantage. This is reasonable but not conclusive. If an enemy did want to disrupt US space power, it would not necessarily need to weaponize space. The earth-based portions of space systems, such as ground control stations and communication dishes, are equally vulnerable and can be destroyed with existing, far cheaper systems: a few men with bombs can disable a satellite network just as well as a ballistic missile. In summary, the arguments for inevitability fall short of being substantive, relying on little more than the “sky is falling mentality” (Belote). 

***Aff Answers 

BMD No Link
BMD solves weaponization of space
May 11 [Clifford, "MAD in the 21st Century," 7-7, http://www.aina.org/news/20110707100144.htm]

The president's advisers oppose space-based missile defense. They charge that deploying such a system would "militarize" space. I think they have it exactly backwards: Such a system would be like posting a "Weapons Prohibited" sign in space. It would prevent missiles from passing through space on the way to their intended victims. Isn't that the definition of de-militarizing space? Indeed, the Institute for Defense Analysis (IDA) recently conducted a study and concluded that these concerns -- cost, the fear of violating international agreements, and creating space debris (another objection voiced by opponents) -- are without merit. The House of Representatives recently passed the National Defense Authorization bill and included a provision that requires the Missile Defense Agency to build on this study by analyzing the operational and technical aspects of developing and deploying SBI. The Senate would be wise to follow suit. If we don't utilize space to protect lives, do we really think that others -- the Iranians, the North Koreans, the Chinese, the Russians -- will not eventually develop the means to use space for their own, less benevolent ends?

Deployment of BMD will be countered by dialogue and cooperation – not space races
Lister 11 [Charles R., “US Missile Defence and Space Security: a Security Dilemma for China?” 3-18, http://www.e-ir.info/?p=7712]
Within the political sphere, the Chinese reaction to U.S. BMD and space security policy has been, on the whole, remarkably different in that it has emphasized the crucial importance of dialogue and economic engagement. Conscious of history’s rising powers being profoundly threatening and violent, China has been keen to stress its ‘peaceful rise’ as a ‘responsible great power.’ The Chinese notion of the ‘new security concept’ (xin anquan guandian[80]) – where economic engagement and trade relations are deemed more important for national security than competition within conflicting and antagonistic ideological blocs – now largely directs Chinese foreign policy. This points to a wider trend of constructivist influence in Chinese foreign policy. There seems to be a strong belief, reinforced by traditional Confucian teaching, that through effective public diplomacy and soft power, China can attract its regional neighbours towards a Chinese perspective and establish a stable and cooperative peripheral security environment governed by the notions of comprehensive security (zonghe anquan[81]) and harmony. From an external frame of reference, such a policy ironically seems to be a more subtle version of what China has perceived as a U.S. policy of “containment plus engagement!”
SPS not a weapon

SPS is not a weapon – not a high enough powered beam

Deccan Herald 11 [cites John K Strickland, a member of the Board of Directors of the National Space Society (NSS) in the US, "Emergency power from space to tackle Fukushima-like incidents?," 6-26, http://www.deccanherald.com/content/171717/emergency-power-space-tackle-fukushima.html]

The power generated from sunlight in space can be converted to a wide beam of microwaves or a tight beam of laser light and sent down to the ground very efficiently. "The idea arose at one of our Space Development Steering Committee meeting recently, partly as a response to thinking about how the Japanese nuclear accident could have been prevented just by making emergency power available from space in a few hours," Strickland and Bloom said. Power at the nuclear plant at Fukushima was knocked out by tsunami, causing damage to power lines and the backup diesel generators, while the pumps themselves were apparently not damaged initially. All they needed was a source of electricity which could have come from SSP, he said. The equipment (about 5-20 tonnes), to provide about one Megawatt (or more) of power from such a laser power beam can be quickly moved to the site of an emergency or disaster, by a large helicopter in a single trip. The exact weight and volume of the solar panels would need to be determined by engineers, Strickland said. The emergency receiver equipment, comprising thin sheets of solar panels, would be brought in from outside the disaster area, where it would be stored in a safe location. The idea is intended to provide emergency power to any disaster site or sites on Earth, and would only take three satellites to implement, he said. "A single satellite would cover most of Asia and I would assume that is where the first satellite would be placed. All that is needed at the site is a flat rooftop or area of ground about 50-100 feet wide to arrange the set of solar panels flat on the surface. The satellite, in the same orbit used by your TV signal satellite, would aim a laser beam also about 50-100 feet wide from 22,000 miles high down to the emergency site," he said. The beam would not be high power and, therefore, could not be used as a weapon, Strickland said.
SPS isn’t a weapon
NSS 8 [“Space-Based Solar Power,” http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf]
When first confronted with the idea of gigawatts of coherent energy being beamed from a spacebased solar power (SBSP) satellite, people immediately ask, “wouldn’t that make a powerful weapon?” Depending on their bias that could either be a good thing: developing a disruptive capability to enhance U.S. power, or a bad thing: proliferating weapons to space. But the NSSO is not interested in spacebased solar power as a weapon.  1. The DoD is not looking to SBSP for new armaments capabilities. Its motivation for studying SBSP is to identify sources of energy at a reasonable cost anywhere in the world, to shorten the logistics lines and huge amount of infrastructure needed to support military combat operations, and to prevent conflicts over energy as current sources become increasingly costly.  2. SBSP does not offer any capability as a weapon that does not already exist in much less expensive options. For example, the nation already has working ICBMs with nuclear warheads should it choose to use them to destroy large enemy targets.  3. SBSP is not suitable for attacking ground targets. The peak intensity of the microwave beam that reaches the ground is less than a quarter of noon-sunlight; a worker could safely walk in the center of the beam. The physics of microwave transmission and deliberate safe-design of the transmitting antenna act to prevent beam focusing above a pre-determined maximum intensity level. Additionally, by coupling the transmitting beam to a unique ground-based pilot signal, the beam can be designed to instantly diffuse should pilot signal lock ever be lost or disrupted.  4. SBSP would not be a precision weapon. Today’s militaries are looking for more precise and lower collateral-damage weapons. At several kilometers across, the beam from geostationary Earth orbit is just too wide to shoot individual targets—even if the intensity were sufficient to cause harm.  5. SBSP is an anti-war capability. America can use the existing technical expertise in its military to catalyze an energy transformation that lessens the likelihood of conflict between great powers over energy scarcity, lessens the need to intervene in failed states which cannot afford required energy, helps the world climb from poverty to prevent the spawn of terrorism, and averts the potential costs and disaster responses from climate change. Solving the long-term energy scarcity problem is too vital to the world’s future to have it derailed by a misconception that space solar power might somehow be used as a weapon. That is why it is so important to educate people about this technology and to continue to conduct the research in an open environment.

SSA Solves Weaponization

Civilian SSA solves fears about weaponization

Gasparini and Miranda 10 [Giovanni, space expert at Istituto Affari Internazionali, Italy and Valerie, “Space situational awareness: an overview,”  Studies in Space Policy, 2010, Volume 4, 4, 73-87]

Even if tough SSA military implications are prevalent, supporters of the nonweaponisation of space look at the other side of the coin. Indeed, agreeing on the need for better awareness of what happens in space, they adopt a different perspective and consider SSA “as a major tool to enable a continuing peaceful use of space”. 77 To this end, a speciﬁc proposal is that of Brian Weeden, Secure World Foundation, who recommends the creation of an international civil Space Situational Awareness system whose goal would be to “provide all space actors access to the tools needed for safe and sustainable activity in Earth orbit”. 78 The fundamental difference between this kind of system and military SSA is “in the information it provides, focusing only on the locating of an object in Earth orbit and a point of contact for that object, along with information about space weather”. 79 Moreover, such a civil system could provide several beneﬁts to the international community. In addition to the traditional information generally provided by SSA systems, Weeden says it could increase international cooperation and transparency (and therefore mutual trust) in space activities and also be potential veriﬁcation mechanism for a code of conduct or a space trafﬁc management system that might be created in the future.

SSA key to deterrence capabilities 

Gasparini and Miranda 10 [Giovanni, space expert at Istituto Affari Internazionali, Italy and Valerie, “Space situational awareness: an overview,”  Studies in Space Policy, 2010, Volume 4, 4, 73-87]

The relative weakness of space assets (as was further demonstrated by the American use of a modiﬁed Missile Defence interceptor and related assets in order to destroy a rogue U.S. intelligence satellite in 2008), makes the U.S. an attractive target for an asymmetrical attack (weak to strong). This is particularly true if we bear in mind that in the future an increasing number of countries will have access to space (while at the same time being less reliant on space than the U.S. military) and, due to the absence of a clear identiﬁcation system, could launch an attack without being identiﬁed or held accountable for it. In this respect, the space environment could look similar to the cybersphere where the current difﬁculty of tracking the origin of an attack nulliﬁes potential law enforcement or dissuasion responses. In order to re-establish deterrence, it is necessary to ﬁeld a reliable system that determines the origin of a potential attack against a satellite and makes it possible to manoeuvre to counter the attack and retaliate against it. The system should also be able to avoid false alarms and to distinguish between deliberate attacks and accidental interference. Attacking a military asset in space is an act of war that carries all the political, legal and operational consequences that apply to ground attacks. Adopting a deterrence policy that clearly states the will and intent to react in a tit-for-tat fashion, not only against another space asset but for example against land-based space facilities that give access to space, would be proportional and stabilising. The availability of a reliable SSA system is essential to establish the credibility of such a deterrent.
US Space Weaponization Good – High Ground

US space deployment prevents misuse of space – only getting there first solves

Dolman 5 Dr. Everett Carl, Professor of Comparative Military Studies in the US Air Force School, High Frontier, “US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space” 9/14, e-Parliament Conference on Space Security, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf
Indeed, it is concern for the unanticipated arrival of technology X that initially motivates my own preference for a policy advocating immediate deployment of space weapons. So long as America is the state most likely to acquire a breakthrough technology in this area, my concern is limited to the problem of letting technology take us where it will. But what if an enemy of democratic liberalism should suddenly acquire the means to place quickly and cheaply multiple weapons into orbit? The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any liberal state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to our already-dependent military force could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the US dithers on its responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-earth orbit before America could respond. And America would respond … finally. But would another state? If America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the infrastructure necessary is too high; hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment it would take to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the US to entrench itself in space, and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter US deployments in kind. They might oppose US interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the US deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote. This rationality does not dispute the fact that US deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. This would clearly be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the status quo, there is also a sense that it is at least tolerable to the majority of states. A continuation of it is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working towards its demise. So long as the US does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. The action would be a challenge to the status quo, not a perpetuation of it. Such an event would be disconcerting to nations that accept the current international order (including the venerable institutions of trade, finance, and law that operate within it) and intolerable to the US. As leader of the current system, the US could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside. There is another, perhaps far more compelling reason that space weaponization will in time be less threatening to the international system than without it. One of the more cacophonous refrains against weapons procurement of any kind is that the money needed to purchase them is better spent elsewhere. It is a simple cliché but a powerful one. Space weapons in particular will be very, very expensive. Are there not a thousand uses that are more beneficial for the money? But funding for weapons does not come directly from education, or housing, or transportation budgets. It comes from military budgets. And so the question should not be directed at particular weapons, but at all weapons. Immediately we see that the impact on the budget of significant increases in space weapons will be decreases in funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This creates a dilemma for both pro and anti-space weaponization camps. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities foregone. This is a mighty task. The tens (likely hundreds) of billions of dollars needed to develop, test, and deploy a minimal space weapons system with the capacity to engage a few targets around the world could displace a half a dozen or more aircraft carrier battle groups, entire aircraft procurement programs (such as the F-22), and several heavy armored divisions. This is a tough sell for supporters of a strong military. It is an even more difficult dilemma for those who oppose weapons in general, and space weapons in particular. Ramifications for the most critical current function of the army, navy, and marines are profound—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the ability of the US to do all three will wane significantly. At a time when many are calling for increased capability to pacify and police foreign lands, in light of the no-end-in-sight occupation of Iraq and Afghanistan, space weapons proponents must advocate reduction of these capabilities in favor of a system that will have no direct potential to do so.  Hence, the argument that the unilateral deployment of space weapons will precipitate a disastrous arms race is misplaced. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. They offer no advantage if the target set considered is not global. But they also offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of weapons employed in their stead. A state employing offensive deterrence through space-weapons can punish a transgressor state, but is in a poor position to challenge its sovereignty. The transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons inhibits their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states will recognize that the US does not threaten self-determination internally, though it challenges any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and has severely restricted its own capacity to do so. America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable, and deadly. At the same time, the US must forego some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because its capacity to do so will have been diminished in the budgetary trade-offs required. Transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The limited requirement for collateral damage, need for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high value, time sensitive targets. Whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor is not necessary to an opposing state’s calculation of survival. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space dominant American military will subside. The US will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire. Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the US is unchallenged in space, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race is space. From low-Earth orbit (LEO), the enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space, or to readily engage and destroy terrestrial ASAT capacity, makes the possibility of large scale space war and or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote. Moreover, if the US were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the US use its advantage to police the heavens (assuming the entire cost on its own), and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of LEO could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. Much in the manner that the British maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights , the US could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. Conclusions: Space weaponization is a critical and necessary component in the process of transformation well under way, a process that cannot be reversed. Once America demonstrated the capacity to strike precisely, it could only go back to the kind of indiscriminant targeting and heavy collateral damage that characterized pre-space warfare if it were engaged in a war of national survival. And if there are future technological, economic, and perhaps social benefits to be derived from developing and deploying weapons, they will certainly not come from increasing the stock of current systems. They will only come, if at all, from the development of new, highly complex and scientifically heuristic space, stealth, precision, and information systems. As leader of the international community, the United States finds itself in the unenviable position that it must make decisions for the good of all. On the issue of space weaponization, there appears no one best option. No matter the choice selected, there are those who will benefit and those who will suffer. The tragedy of American power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. And yet, in the process of choosing, it has a great advantage—the moral ambiguity of its people regarding the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is a dangerous thing, but perhaps only Americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for selfrestraint. It is this introspection, this self-angst that makes America the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. It is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible. Perhaps the most important insight to come from a discussion of transformation in war is the notion that space weapons, along with the parallel development of information, precision, and stealth capabilities, presents in our era a true revolution in military affairs. As such, these technologies and capabilities will propel the world into an uncertain New Age. For better or worse, the future can be denied only by a spasm of nuclear nihilism. The states that move forward against the fears of the many, and harness these new technologies to a forward-looking strategy of cooperative advantage for all, have the potential to initiate humanities’ first global golden age. The very nature of space requires that the ultimate use of it must be both encompassing and incorporating, but the nature of international relations and the lessons of history dictate that it begin with the vision and will of a few acting in the benefit of all.
Space race is inevitable – only getting there first solves the major risks 
Brookes 5 Peter, Heritage Foundation senior fellow, “Militarizing Space,” http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed060705a.cfm
Opponents of the new policy clamor that a space arms race will result from even that policy shift: China, Russia, Japan and even the European Union will surely be provoked into following our lead.  But if we leave the high ground open, what's to stop others from seizing it? The critics' answer: another U.N. arms control treaty.  Arms controllers also argue that space-based weapons are inefficient and expensive relative to conventional weapons.  All these arguments are weak — at best.  A new weapon system will cause an arms race? It ain't necessarily so.  Case in point: For decades, the arms controllers railed against ballistic missile defense, warning that it would grossly destabilize relations with China and Russia and spark an arms race such as the world has never seen.  Yet the Bush administration's initial deployment of missile defense hasn't caused an arms race or made relations with Beijing and Moscow any tougher than they already were. It has, however, improved our national security by providing the first protection against ballistic missiles — ever.  Space weapons more expensive than conventional weapons? Sure, a satellite costs more than a tank. And a tank costs more than a cavalry horse, a rifle more than a rock. The most expensive weapon is the one that doesn't do the job.  What price are the opponents of a more forward-leaning space policy willing to put on U.S. national security?  As for the idea of any treaty preventing the deployment of weapons into space . . . well, tell that to North Korea and Iran — nations undeterred by the likes of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  More, the current U.N. (draft) treaty to prohibit the weaponization of space was introduced by China and Russia — the two nations most active in space today. Only the naive would argue that Beijing and Moscow wouldn't deploy space weapons today if they could. The treaty is merely their diplomatic gambit to buy time to develop their own programs.  That work continues apace. Last year's Pentagon report on Chinese military power says that China, in addition to improving its satellite intelligence and reconnaissance capability, is "clearly working on, and plans to field, ASATs [anti-satellite systems]."  Space is critical to American national security. No nation relies more on space than the United States — and our potential enemies know this.  Failure to protect our space infrastructure would only invite a Pearl Harbor in space, leaving us deaf, dumb and blind — and at war. Maintaining America's military pre-eminence — in space as on land, at sea and in the air — is a necessity.

US Space Weaponization Good – US/China War

Effective space weaponization key to prevent a war with China

Stone 7 Christopher, BA University of Missouri, space and missile officer “Chinese intentions and American preparedness,” 8/13/07, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/930/1

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

Extinction
Straits Times 00 “No One Gains in War Over Taiwan,” June 25, Lexis

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

US Space Weaponization Good – Space Pearl Harbor 

China will attack US space systems now – only deploying weapons solves for a space war

TELLIS Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 07, Ashley: Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Senior Adviser to the Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs, former Senior Policy Analyst at the RAND Corporation
[“China's Military Space Strategy,” Survival 49:3 p41-72, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/tellis_china_space1.pdf]

Finally, the growing Chinese capability for space warfare implies that a future conflict in the Taiwan Strait would entail serious deterrence and crisis instabilities. If such a clash were to compel Beijing to attack US space systems at the beginning of a war, the very prospect of such a 'space Pearl Harbor'94 could, in turn, provoke the United States to contemplate pre-emptive attacks or horizontal escalation on the Chinese mainland. Such outcomes would be particularly likely in a conflict in the next decade, before Washington has the opportunity to invest fully in redundant space capabilities. Already, US Strategic Command officials have publicly signaled that conventionally armed Trident submarine-launched ballistic missiles would be appropriate weapons for executing the prompt strikes that might become necessary in such a contingency.95 Such attacks, even if employing only conventional warheads, on space launch sites, sensor nodes and command and control installations on the Chinese mainland could well be perceived as a precursor to an all-out war. It would be difficult for all sides to limit the intensification of such a conflict, even without the added complications of accidents and further misperception.96 *** The emergence of potent Chinese counter-space capabilities makes US military operations in Asia more risky than ever. The threat has not arisen due to a lack of a space arms-control regime, or because of the Bush administration's disinclination to negotiate an accord that bans the weaponization of space. Rather, it is rooted entirely in China's requirement that it be able to defeat the United States in a regional conflict despite its conventional inferiority. This strategic challenge has compelled Beijing to exploit every anti-access and battle-space-denial technology potentially available. The threat posed by this Chinese effort cannot be neutralized by arms-control agreements, even though all countries stand to profit from the absence of threats to their assets in space. There is a temptation, especially in the United States, to view China's counter-space programs in moralistic terms. This approach is undesirable and best avoided: Beijing's desire to defeat the stronger by asymmetric means is not a reflection of its deviousness, nor provoked by mendacity on the part of the United States or the Bush administration. It is grounded in the objective conditions that define the relationship between the two countries: competing political goals, likely to persist whether or not the Taiwan conflict is resolved. In such circumstances, the United States should seek, as the Bush administration's own National Space Policy declares, to protect the 'use of outer space by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefit of all humanity'. But if this fundamental goal is threatened by Chinese counter-space activities aimed at American space assets, the United States has no choice but to run an offence-defense arms race, and win.

US Space Weaponization Good – Hegemony

Space Militarization key to hegemomy – provides needed information and access

Dolman 06 Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) (Everett C., “ A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, SAIS Review, Winter-Spring, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html)
The tremendous growth in space reliance from Desert Storm to Iraqi Freedom is evident in the raw numbers. The use of operational satellite communications increased four-fold, despite being used to support a much smaller force (fewer than 200,000 personnel compared with more than 500,000). New operational concepts such as reach back (intelligence analysts in the United States sending information directly to frontline units) and reach forward (rear-deployed commanders able to direct battlefield operations in real time) reconfigured the tactical concept of war. The value of Predator and Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), completely reliant on satellite communications and navigation for their operation, was confirmed. Satellite support also allowed Special Forces units to range across Iraq in extremely disruptive independent operations, practically unfettered in their silent movements. But the paramount effect of space-enabled warfare was in the area of combat efficiency. Space assets allowed all-weather, day-night precision munitions to provide the bulk of America's striking power. Attacks from standoff platforms, including Vietnam-era B-52s, allowed maximum target devastation with extraordinarily low casualty rates and collateral damage. In Desert Storm, only 8 percent of munitions used were precision-guided, none of which were GPS-capable. By Iraqi Freedom, nearly 70 percent were precision-guided, more than half from GPS satellites.3 In Desert Storm, fewer than 5 percent of aircraft were GPS-equipped. By Iraqi Freedom, all were. During Desert Storm, GPS proved so valuable to the army that it procured and rushed into theater more than 4,500 commercial receivers to augment the meager 800 military-band ones it could deploy from stockpiles, an average of one per company (about 200 personnel). By Iraqi Freedom, each army squad (6–10 soldiers) had at least one military GPS receiver. Given the demonstrated utility of and reliance upon military assets in space, there is no question the United States must guarantee space access if it is to be successful in future conflicts. Its military has stepped well over the threshold of a new way of war. It is simply not possible to go back to the violently spasmodic mode of combat typical of pre-space interventions. The United States is now highly discriminating in the projection of violence, and parsimonious in the intended breadth of its destruction. For the positive process of transformation to continue, however, space weapons must enter the combat inventory of the United States.[End Page 165] 

Space Militarization is k/t Heg
Smith 01’ – researcher at the School of Advanced Air Power Studies

M.V. SMITH, TEN PROPOSITIONS REGARDING SPACEPOWER, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/saas/smith.pdf
On one side are those who argue that the United States needs to develop a military capability to protect its satellites from attack and to deny adversaries access to the benefits of satellite products and services. On the other side are those who contend that weapons should never be employed in space. They urge instead that arms control and other cooperative measures are the best means to protect American equities in space, as well as to prevent space from becoming an arena for armed conflict.201 Both sides of the debate have valid concerns. Proponents of weaponization claim the US will enhance its national power by weaponizing space. They are quick to point out that .there is no blanket prohibition in international law on placing or using weapons in space, applying force from space to Earth or conducting military operations in and through space. Hays and Mueller describe this side of the debate like this: If the United States moves expeditiously to take advantage of its existing leadership in space technology and establish an unassailable dominance of orbital space, its position as the preeminent world power will be enhanced and perpetuated; if, on the other hand, it fails to seize the opportunity to establish unassailable superiority in space, its world leadership will be threatened by more visionary rivals.[H]e who controls space will control the world, or at least he who doesn’t, won’t, and, thus the more the United States invests in developing its spacepower, the more powerful and secure it will be. 
A New American Way of War

 Dolman 05 [Everett, A New American Way of War, For e-parliament conference on Space Security, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US%20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf ]

The United States has embarked on a revolutionary military transformation designed to extend its dominance in military engagements. Space capabilities are the lynchpin of this transformation, enabling a level of precision, stealth, command and control, intelligence gathering, speed, maneuverability, flexibility, and lethality heretofore unknown. This twenty-first century way of war promises to give the United States a capacity to use force to influence events around the world in a timely, effective, and sustainable manner. And this is a good thing, a true transformation from conflicts past. That the process of transformation was well underway became evident in 1991, when the world’s fourth largest military was defeated in just ten days of ground combat. Unfathomably complicated battle equipment, sleek new aircraft, and promising new missile interceptors publicly debuted. Arthur C. Clarke went so far as to dub Operation DESERT STORM (ODS) the world’s first space war, as none of the accomplishments of America’s new look military would have been possible without support from space. Twelve years later, in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), assertions as to the central role of space power could no longer be denied. America’s military had transitioned from space supported to a fully space enabled force, with astonishingly positive results. Indeed, most of the nation’s current space power functions were successfully exercised in OIF, including space lift, command and control, intelligence including rapid battle damage assessment, timing and navigation, and meteorological support.

US Space Mil is key to maintain heg, another country militarizing would kill it
Dolman 06 Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) (Everett C., “ A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, SAIS Review, Winter-Spring, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html)
This reasoning does not dispute the fact that U.S. deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. Clearly this would be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so. Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although [End Page 169] there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time. On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This 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 United States. As leader of the current system, the United States could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside. 

Space is Key to Hegemony

Lele 2010 a Research fellow at IDSA.
Ajey Lele, Indian Defense Review, Trends in Space Weaponization, http://www.indiandefencereview.com/defence-industry/Trends-in-Space-Weaponisation.html
All the three incidents narrated above indicate the importance of space dominance for major powers. For last couple of decades space is being viewed as an area of great strategic advantage. The 1991 Gulf War demonstrated, among other things, what can happen when a nation that does not enjoy the benefits of space exploitation wages war against one that does. In that conflict, the US enjoyed a virtual monopoly on access to space-based surveillance, communications, and navigation support. The same satellites could offer information on military targets too. Second, for many years various manual, mechanical and electronic methods are being used for the purposes of military surveillance, communications, and navigation and satellites is just one of the new methods. Also, usage of satellite technology for these purposes does not violate any international legal regime. In short usage of satellite technology for military purposes per say has no restrictions. Such usage of satellite technology is known as ‘militarization of space’.Since 1980s a concept is being floated called the “rods from god.” ... then they could make militaries capable enough to destroy underground, hardened nuclear facilities. This experimental launch carried out by the US is not the attempt to weaponise the space by any state. In fact it was China which is now criticizing the US was instrumental in raising the ante in regards to security of space assets/satellites in the recent past. On January 11, 2007 China shocked the entire world by destroying its own aging weather satellite. They had launched a missile to destroy this satellite by using a kinetic kill vehicle (KKV) warhead. This destruction of satellite had lead to the creation of huge debris in the space with a potential to harm other satellites orbiting in the space. This test by China was a clear depiction of its intent to prove to the world about its ASAT (anti-satellite) capacity. In the past during mid-eighties both US and Russia (erstwhile USSR) had demonstrated this capacity however, they had stopped testing because of the debris issue. At the backdrop of above it could be argued that space warfare is likely to become a reality for the future. It would present both the military and the diplomacy with a new tool to play power politics. It is expected that the first country to put weapons in space may have an advantage in this field. States are likely to draw lessons from the nuclear arms race philosophy in yesteryears which started with a view to maintain a monopoly of this type of weapon. Space weapons may even emerge as an alternative to existing nuclear deterrence mechanism within few years. At the beginning of this 21st century the world is witnessing the existence of unified battlefield constituting of the five theaters of combat, namely, land, sea, air, cyber and space. It is expected that major portion of the latter half of the 21st century security makeup would be dominated by space.
Space Militarization Crucial

CALLAHA 2000 [William, SPACE WEAPONIZATION, Report, 2000, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA433750&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

The United States currently enjoys an overwhelming advantage in space-based surveillance, communications and navigation aids. Protecting these assets and maintaining U.S. dominance in space is potentially critical to the defense of U.S. national interests. As U.S. national space policy indicates, leaders at the highest levels of government recognize this potential vulnerability. The policy explicitly states that national security space activities must deter, warn, and if necessary, defend against enemy attack. It also states “DOD shall maintain the capability to execute the mission areas of … space control, and force application.” Finally, current policy stipulates that “the United States will develop, operate and maintain space control capabilities to ensure freedom of action in space and, if directed, deny such freedom of action to adversaries” 1
a2: Self fulfilling prophency
Weaponization is not a self-fulfilling prophecy 
Dolman 06 Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) (Everett C., “ A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, SAIS Review, Winter-Spring, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html)
To make the case fully, a brief discussion of operational warfare is necessary. I begin by defining the purpose of military strategy, which is “to manipulate the context of military conflict in order to maximize the advantages of one’s force structure.”4 Note that it is not to win wars, nor is the purpose of military force “to be used” for this or that effect. Such definitions are absurd. It would mean that at any moment an armed force is not actively engaged in battle, it is not fulfilling its purpose. Any moment that a B-1 is not dropping bombs, for example, it is wasted. Wars so construed would be waged solely for the purpose of making war, complying with Clausewitz’s under-appreciated dictum that “war may have its own grammar, but not its own logic.”5 The purpose of aircraft is thus not to bomb. The purpose of space weapons will not be to lase or in any other manner engage a target. These are effects that may support the strategist’s true purposes, as are freedom of movement in and maximization of support from air and space. Military force may not be the only means for obtaining such effects, but for the military planner, it is the only means available. This is where criticism leveled at military planners preparing for the use of space weapons continues to astonish. It is not the business of military strategists to dictate when and where military means should be employed. That responsibility lies with the political leadership. The military planner’s duty is to be prepared to use military means when and where instructed. Thus the Air Force’s duty is to plan for and prepare to use the military means in its control to most effectively accomplish its assigned tasks, within the limits placed upon it—including efforts to minimize collateral damage and loss of life. Therefore, we should not be discussing the correctness of the military’s planning to use weapons to engage in operations it has been assigned. If we decide we do not want weapons in space, then the military should not be given the responsibility of protecting our interests there. To do otherwise is absurd. Imagine relying on the U.S. Navy to guarantee freedom of the seas for American interests, but ordering it to so without the use of warships or any other form of martial force—even the latent threat of such force in reserve. We would be asking the Navy to guarantee a vital national interest without employing the only means at its disposal to do so. Thus, the Navy is equipped with the most modern weaponry, with which it trains incessantly, so that it may be available to perform the functions assigned to it 

A2: Space Mil --> Arms Race

Other states wouldn’t try to counter-balance – too costly 
Dolman 06 Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) (Everett C., “ A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, SAIS Review, Winter-Spring, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html)
In such circumstances, America certainly would respond eventually. Conversely, 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 necessary infrastructure is too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the United States 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 U.S. deployments in kind. They might oppose U.S. 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 United States deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote.

Even if other countries initially dislike US space weapons, they’ll come to support its pacifying effects

Dolman 06 Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) (Everett C., “ A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”, SAIS Review, Winter-Spring, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html)
Moreover, 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, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action [End Page 171] would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the United States use its advantage to police the heavens and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of low-Earth orbit could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. In much the same way the British maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights, the United States could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. There is reasonable historic support for the notion that the most peaceful and prosperous periods in modern history coincide with the appearance of a strong, liberal hegemon. America has been essentially unchallenged in its naval dominance over the last 60 years, and in global air supremacy for the last 15 or more. Today, there is more international commerce on the oceans and in the air than ever. Ships and aircraft of all nations worry more about running into bad weather than about being commandeered by a military vessel or set upon by pirates. Search and rescue is a far more common task than forced embargo, and the transfer of humanitarian aid is a regular mission. Lest one think this era of cooperation is predicated on intentions rather than military stability, recall that the policy of open skies advocated by every president since Eisenhower did not take effect until after the fall of the Soviet Union and the singular rise of American power to the fore of international politics. The legacy of American military domination of the sea and air has been positive, and the same should be expected for space. 

a2: Space Weapons Not Feasible

Space weapons are feasible

Dolman 06 – Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS),focusing on international relations and theory; Air University's first space theorist. (Everett C. Dolman, “U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” 2006, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html)

Arguments in the first category spill the most ink in opposition, but are relatively easy to dispatch, especially the more radical variants. History is littered with prophesies of technical and scientific inadequacy, such as Lord Kelvin's famous retort, "Heavier-than-air flying machines are impossible." Kelvin, a leading physicist and then president of the Royal Society, made this boast in 1895, and no less an inventor than Thomas Edison agreed. The possibility of spaceflight prompted even more gloomy pessimism. A New York Times editorial in 1921 (an opinion it has since retracted), excoriated Robert Goddard for his silly notions of rocket-propelled space exploration. "Goddard does not know the relation between action and reaction and the need to have something better than a vacuum against which to react. He seems to lack the basic knowledge ladled out daily in high schools." Compounding its error in judgment, in 1936, the Times stated flatly, "A rocket will never be able to leave the Earth's atmosphere."  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 complete 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 have been 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 generally falls away.  The devil may very well be in the details. But when critics oppose an entire class of weapons based upon analyses that show particular weapons will not work, their arguments fail to consider the inevitable arrival of fresh concepts or new technologies that change all notions of current capabilities. Have we thought out the details enough we can say categorically that no technology will allow for a viable space weapons capability? If so, then the argument is pat; no counter is possible. But if there are technologies or conditions that could allow for the successful weaponization of space, then ought we not argue the policy details first, lest we be swept away by a course of action that merely chases the technology wherever it may go? Space weaponization is a critical and necessary component in the process of transformation well under way, a process that cannot be reversed. Now that America has demonstrated the capacity to strike precisely, it would not return to the kind of indiscriminant targeting and heavy collateral damage that characterized pre-space warfare unless it were engaged in a war of national survival. Moreover, any technological, economic or social benefits to be derived from developing and deploying weapons certainly would not come from increasing the stock of current systems. They would come, if at all, only from the development of innovative, highly complex and scientifically sophisticated space, stealth, precision, and information systems.
***Code of Conduct CP

COC – 1nc
Counterplan: The United States federal government should initiate a strategic dialogue with the government of China to negotiate a Code of Conduct over acceptable uses of outer space, including an agreement to not engage in intentional behavior to release space debris or other measures that contribute to the weaponization of space. The United States should broaden this dialogue to other outer space parties and offer to negotiate a similar offer, and seek reciprocal, conditional verification agreements with all parties.

CP solves risks of weaponization – and locks in US hegemony
Hagt 7 [Eric, Director of the China Program at the World Security Institute, Editor-In-Chief of China Security, China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response, China Security, Winter]

In the past decade, China has derived a number of key conclusions from its observations of U.S. military activities in space that have fundamentally shaped China’s own strategic posture. The first is the profound implications of space for information and high-tech wars. China witnessed with awe and alarm the power of the U.S. military using satellite communication, reconnaissance, geo-positioning and integration capabilities for an impressive show of force beginning first with the Gulf war in 1991 to the recent campaign in Afghanistan and Iraq.1 The U.S. military’s almost complete dependence on space assets has also not escaped the close examination of Chinese analysts.2 Coupled with a number of key U.S. policy and military documents that call for control in space and the development of space weapons as well as the U.S. refusal to enter into any restrictive space arms control treaty, China has concluded that America is determined to dominate and control space.3 This perceived U.S. intent leads Beijing to assume the inevitable weaponization of space.4 Even more worrisome for China is the direct impact of these developments on China’s core national interests. The accelerated development of the U.S. ballistic missile system, especially as it is being developed in close cooperation with Japan, has been cited as threatening China’s homeland and nuclear deterrent.5 The ‘Shriever’ space war games conducted by the U.S. Air Force in 2001, 2003 and 20056 strongly reinforced the conclusion that U.S. space control sets China as a target.7 Most central to China’s concerns, however, is the direct affect U.S. space dominance will have on China’s ability to prevail in a conflict in the Taiwan Straits.8 As U.S. military space developments have evolved, China’s observations and subsequent conclusions have engendered a fundamental response: we cannot accept this state of affairs. For reasons of defense of national sovereignty as well as China’s broader interests in space – civilian, commercial and military – America’s pursuit of space control and dominance and its pursuit to develop ASATs and space weapons pose an intolerable risk to China’s national security.9 China’s own ASAT test embodied this message. Attempting to redress what China perceives as a critically imbalanced strategic environment that increasingly endangers its interests, China demonstrated a deterrent to defend against that threat. Its willingness to risk international opprobrium through such a test conveys China’s grim resolve to send that message. This still leaves unanswered nagging questions about: who made the decision, who was party to the decision, when was the decision made, and its significance for China’s intentions in space. Knowing the answers to some of these important issues may do little to temper the detrimental effects of the test, but can hopefully provide clues as to how the United States and the international community can respond to avert a further escalation of military competition in space. Conflicting Voices China’s approach to addressing its perceived insecurity in space fundamentally took on two separate forms: one political/diplomatic, the other military. At the international level, China’s pursuit of a space weapons ban and test ban treaty as well as attendant verification measures is most visibly represented by China’s efforts at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.10 Other official initiatives included China’s opposition, along with Russia and Belarus, over the U.S. decision to withdraw from the ABM treaty and its push to build the NMD system.11 China’s White Papers on space, the first issued in 2000 and the other in 2006, reinforce this message but also put China’s ambitions in space in a broader national and strategic context, calling the space industry an important part of the state’s comprehensive development strategy.12 Though official documents reveal limited information about China’s space program, especially its military components, at a minimum they clearly lay out the political/diplomatic stance of China’s interest in pursuing the peaceful development of space and its willingness to cooperate with others to achieve those goals. The other solution is a military hedge, including the strengthening of capabilities to protect China’s satellites and a robust ASAT capability. This military hedging approach largely focuses on capabilities to enhance the survivability of China’s satellite networks, and to ensure its access to space.13 ‘Active defense’, a central component of this strategy, includes countermeasures such as anti-interference and anti-jamming techniques, and in extreme situations using micro-satellites to actively guard other satellites, act as decoys or even counter-attack.14 The heart of this strategy is to protect against an adversary’s ability to prevent or restrict China from using space to its economic and national security advantage and constitute “comprehensive defensive actions.” ASAT technology has been cited as an “evitable choice for most medium-sized and small space-faring states to protect themselves and deter strong enemies.”15 Although most aspects of China’s military program in space are largely unknown, the open source literature indicates that it proceeded in several stages as a response to developments in the United States. It largely began in the late 1980s with a realization that the U.S. missile defense, ASAT and space weapons programs could endanger China’s national security interests.16 Yet, at this time, it seems China preferred to solve this through a diplomatic approach. With gridlock at the CD beginning in the mid-1990s, however, the military option took on greater urgency with the call for a development of relevant space technology.17 An awareness that effective defensive capabilities in space would require a long time to develop gave early impetus to these trends.18 The second phase was marked by the Shriever war game exercise in 2001 (reinforced by the Rumsfeld Commission and other factors19), which vindicated China’s longheld fear of being a primary target of the U.S. military space program and triggered China’s determination to resolve this threat in space – either through military or diplomatic means. From China’s perspective, all U.S. actions since that time have served to diminish a diplomatic solution while underscoring the necessity of a military hedge in space. While there is no explicit evidence of a concerted ASAT program in China, a significant increase in calls to meet this threat as well as various research and development programs for ASAT and related space defense technologies began in the mid-1990s, and accelerating in the early 2000s. 2021 (The ASAT test itself also attests to the fact that China’s military space program, particularly its ASAT program, has been  in development for some time.) This urgency to address China’s rising security concerns is also evidenced by the call within key military institutes around the 2003-2005 timeframe to create a dedicated military space command with a stated purpose of tackling the growing strategic and national security threats in space.22 The driving force behind this new command system appears to be the PLA General Armament Department (GAD) or the closely related Armament Academy (AA).23 Presently, command over civilian space experiment activities is roughly divided between the State Council, the Central Military Commission (CMC) and functional sections of the GAD.24 Although the institutional hierarchy of China’s military space program is not fully understood, military space activities are probably led by the CMC and the PLA General Chief Department, with significant personnel coming from the GAD.25 Under a new powerful supreme command department for space, an agency with the Chinese president as the supreme commander, military space would take on a new priority in terms of budgeting and military and political authority; similar to what occurred with the Second Artillery, China’s strategic force, upon its establishment.26 While a space command and space forces may not have formally taken shape, the call for them strongly indicates the need for the military to seriously counter perceived threats to its national security challenges in space.27 China’s increasingly heightened sense of insecurity in space and its calls for a separate space command in response to the U.S. drive for space control have additional significance for the development of its military space initiatives and its eventual ASAT test. These trends have driven the establishment of domestic institutional and industrial constituencies that have taken root in the system and are vying for political and economic influence and authority. This phenomenon is certainly not unique to China as the experience of bureaucratic agencies in the United States will attest.28 With deepening institutional interests, such agencies naturally evolve a degree of imperviousness to outside influence. The closed and nontransparent nature of China’s military establishment, which largely runs the space program, only exacerbates this tendency. The sum of these realities suggests that once set in motion, national defense considerations planned over a long period to address security threats may be influenced to a degree by external factors but cannot be altered at the whim of those factors.29 In this sense, China’s space program may have been less malleable to altering its course of developing as a military hedge than has been hoped. Nevertheless, the poignant lesson that the U.S. pursuit of space control has not only triggered this process but has deeply reinforced it remains. Furthermore, this internal dynamic within China would have been particularly immune to U.S. pressure and influence since there are virtually no political or military relations between the two countries in space. Sadly, even business interaction is scarcely better.30 As with many other areas, commercial interests act as a salve for otherwise tense bilateral relations, as is arguably the case between China and the United States. But without any commercial relations in space, and with perceived security concerns bearing down, China has too little to lose by conducting the test. Not a Ruse The ASAT test itself also implies that the military option is beginning to win out over a diplomatic one in China as a solution to head off U.S. space control ambitions. Every call by China’s diplomatic effort at the CD for prevention of space weaponization has been effectively blocked by the United States.31 It has rejected any treaty that will restrict its freedom to act in space, claiming it has the most to lose and therefore has unique security considerations.32 The United States has also offered the reasoning that a treaty to ban weapons in space was not needed because there was no military space race.33 China sees this U.S. stance as a thinly veiled attempt to retain absolute access to space while leaving the door open for the United States to develop space weapons in the future if necessary.34 Along with the Bush administration’s willingness to use force against those who threaten U.S. national security interests in space, concluding an arms control treaty in space seems remote.35 Verification measures for a test ban for ASAT and other space weapons have also been rejected as infeasible due to the inherent dual-use nature of space technology. 36 The Chinese side has believed, fairly accurately, that the United States simply will never sign such a treaty for lack of trust, fearing others will secretly pursue space weapons capabilities while America’s hands are tied.37 China has also taken a deeper lesson from U.S. action: the United States negotiates based primarily on strength. Without strength of its own, China cannot bring the United States to the negotiating table.38 This reveals a strong strain of realism running through Chinese strategic thinking. A balance of force, attained by a show of strength, can redress strategic imbalance in space and ultimately promote peace.39 These lessons are ingrained in China’s perspective on the Cold War, where such a balance maintained world peace for 50 years.40 The ASAT test will, the Chinese hope, restore a modicum of balance and deter the United States from acting on that position of superiority.41 Questions have also been raised about whether the ASAT test was conducted without the full knowledge of China’s top leadership .42 If so, it would indicate that outsiders still know disturbingly little about China’s internal decision-making process or its intentions. But more importantly, it would cast doubt on the leadership’s control over the decision to test and therefore the motives behind it. Perhaps those motives include a direct challenge to the United States rather than a defensive response to perceived threats in space. However, there are two factors that make this implausible. First, the president of China is both the head of the top political entity in China (CCCP) and the commander in chief of the military (head of CMC).43 A significant military test cannot be taken without the top political leadership’s acquiescence or, at a minimum, its knowledge. Second, and more importantly, in its decision-making, the government considers the comprehensive national interest of the country, not only narrow military interests, or solely diplomatic concerns. Having said this, it doesn’t exclude the possibility of bargaining within the system between those advocating and those opposing such a test. In fact, the balance between competing constituencies in China may have an unpredictable influence on such a critical decision. Especially since China lacks the equivalent of the U.S. ‘national security council’, it is more difficult to weigh competing political and strategic considerations in a coherent and comprehensive way.44 In light of this, it is possible that the decision to test was in fact unfavorable for China (as some would argue is the case), but the sum of competing interests created a bias for testing. Nevertheless, the gravity of the ASAT test and its obvious strategic implications for relations between China and the United States rules out the reasonable possibility of a decision to test based purely on narrowly conceived (military) interests. The above discussion indicates that the military’s actions to develop space weapons during China’s diplomatic offensive were a separate and perhaps independent hedging track rather than a deliberate design to develop space weapons. The opposite has been suggested by some: that diplomacy was nothing more than a smokescreen to buy time for the military to achieve an ASAT capability.45 These accusations simply do not square with China’s interests or its past behavior. First, outside of purely military interests, as a vastly inferior power in space, China has no conceivable interest in blindly pursuing an all-out space weapons program (let alone conducting a test). Such a move would not only launch China into a costly space race with the United States but would threaten China’s delicate strategic balance with nearly all its neighbors (both potentially adversarial, such as Japan and India, as well as others in Southeast Asia) and even with Europe. Such behavior by China is also inconsistent with history. The military has frequently been subordinated to greater diplomatic and national interests. China’s highly restrained development of its nuclear weapons program in the face of direct nuclear threat by both the Soviet Union and the United States in the past is an instructive example.46 The tight control over military program spending during the first decades of its opening up and reform is another case in point.47 Second, implicit in this charge is also that the diplomatic effort was colluding with the military to pursue a space weapons program. Undermining years of China’s reputation and hard work for dubious military gains fraught with high risk is utterly inconsistent with China’s otherwise patient international diplomacy.48 Similarly, the test could not reasonably be a ploy – particularly by China’s Foreign Ministry – to force the United States back to the negotiating table. Nations do not respond to threats by acquiescing, particularly when threatened by a weaker state. It would smack of appeasement, or worse, cowardly surrender, neither of which would be an option in any country’s domestic political environment. There is no historical U.S. behavioral precedent that would lead China to believe the United States would respond constructively to such an egregious act. It is conceivable that the MFA acquiesced in light of the failure to sway the U.S. through diplomacy or, at worst, the MFA wasn’t fully informed.49 From this perspective, the principal driving force behind the decision to test was uncomplicated. It was a deliberate and strategic, but also defensive, act. Facing the inevitability of space weaponization and U.S. plans to dominate space, China voiced its opposition in a most strident way: that is, to demonstrate a deterrent capability. First of all, China’s doctrine of deterrence is highly defensive in nature.50 That is, deterrence aims to negate others’ ability to coerce China. China felt the need to demonstrate its resolve to counter potential U.S. coercion in space. This conclusion is also reinforced by the nature of the test itself. It was indeed a spectacular demonstration of capability, creating a large amount of debris and endangering over 125 satellites as a result.51 But despite the international outcry over the test, it was a response calculated not to overstep “technical” and “moral” boundaries vis-à-vis previous ASAT testing by the United States and the former Soviet Union.52 The ASAT technology represented by this particular test did not appreciably surpass that of the U.S. ALMV (Air-Launched Miniature Vehicle) System test in 1985.53 Nor did it greatly exceed the Soviet Co-orbital System tests from 1963 to the early 1980s.54 As such, the Chinese ASAT test did not constitute a “challenge” to the United States in a technological sense. The testing of a kinetic energy ASAT into geostationary orbit or the use of a “killer satellite” would have caused far greater disquiet among U.S. military planners as a challenge to American power.55 In the end, China just basically did what the United States and the Soviet Union did decades ago. Without any international law on banning weapons in space, the test was calculated to keep China on morally “safe ground.”56 In addition, the test was also “limited” in light of China’s probable ASAT capabilities. With uncertain evidence of China’s work on other types of ASAT technology and also its reported “blinding” of an American satellite using laser technology several months ago,57 it is reasonable to assume that China did not display its full capability through this test. Looming Thresholds A final and crucial question is why China decided to test now. Many see the ASAT test as particularly ill-timed,58 since China was gaining a positive reputation at the CD as a vocal opponent of space weaponization and international efforts for an arms control treaty in space were arguably making progress.59 More poignantly, the domestic political tide in the United States was perhaps beginning to turn against developing weapons for space.60 All of those gains may have been destroyed along with the Fengyun 1C satellite. However, the timing of the ASAT test was not an accident and goes to the heart of China’s deepest security concerns and its national interests in space. In an immediate sense, China felt that the U.S. military space program was reaching a critical point in relation to its own changing security interests. A number of factors have reinforced China’s fears here. In the first place, a number of documents by defense officials and the Air Force strongly espouse both complete military dominance in space and even outright weaponization .61 The recently issued NSP articulates the Bush administration’s position in space. For China it confirmed suspicions of an official U.S. government ambition to preserve, with force if necessary, dominance in space militarily while denying it to others.62 There has also been tangible, if episodic, progress in R&D on several space weapons systems and the ballistic missile defense system. Thus, both rhetoric and behavior have revealed to China a U.S. proclivity to pursue weapons systems to gain strategic advantage by fighting in, through and from space.63 American scholars closely monitoring the situation correctly note that the future of the U.S. space weapons program is far from certain and that China’s ASAT test has only fanned the flames of its proponents in the United States.64 Significant political, budgetary and even technological obstacles constantly threaten to derail the program.65 For instance, in the past several years a number of space weapons systems have had their funding cut or the program shelved altogether and the U.S. Air Force is under increasing pressure to prove economic viability of its military space programs.66 Numerous technological difficulties continue to plague the NMD program.67 Also important is the perennial domestic political debate over whether such systems will enhance America’s security or threaten to undermine it. With Congress now under control of the Democrats, and U.S. military quagmired in Iraq, Bush’s military space ambitions would have been scrutinized far more and perhaps even reversed. There are a number of problems here, however, and they speak to the lack of communication between the United States and China; the self-absorbed nature of America’s strategic outlook; as well as China’s hardening suspicion of U.S. intentions in space. First, both U.S. words and actions appear to support a robust military program in space. Furthermore, the budgetary and technological issues that affect the U.S. decision on this matter are obscure and nuanced making it unrealistic for China to accurately read these tea leaves in D.C. over trends in space weaponization? Coupled with America’s refusal to sign onto any treaty that constrains its military actions in space, how is China to respond? Can China bank its security interests on a changeable and complex political system such as the United States? Moreover, a significant portion of the U.S. military space program is classified, making a determination of the extent of U.S. military space program highly problematic.68 In fact, it can be reasonably argued that as a best case scenario, “the jury is still out” on whether the United States will ultimately pursue weapons in space. The Chinese military, like any military, is charged with defending the country, and a best case is not a scenario on which to entrust national security. Militaries are inherently conservative, and make a strategic calculus based on worst case scenario assumptions. The United States certainly does and has. This is exacerbated by the fact that China has very little meaningful contact with the United States at the military-to-military level and virtually none in space. A high level of suspicion remains between the two countries, especially in the political and security spheres, setting up an antagonistic if not adversarial relationship. None of this is conducive to the effective communication and transparency that would be required for China to understand both arcane U.S. domestic debates on the subject as well as each other’s relevant security concerns in space. There is a second threshold rapidly approaching that is raising China’s national security anxieties. China now stands at the cusp of becoming a heavily invested power in space. China has deep and growing interests in terms of the lucrative commercial satellite industry, its civilian, manned and exploratory space programs as well as military programs in space.69 China plans to launch up to 100 satellites during the Eleventh Five Year Plan (2006-2010), an almost four-fold increase from the number launched in the preceding FYP.70 It’s manned and unmanned civilian exploratory programs are equally ambitious for the next 15 years with launches planned for manned docking in orbit, voyages to the moon and the beginning of a Mars program.71 Several new satellite and micro-satellite research and production facilities have significantly boosted China’s indigenous satellite production program. Also, a brand new launch center is under construction in Hainan Province, which will vastly increase China’s capacity to launch vehicles into geostationary orbit. Due to China’s highly opaque system and the inherent dual-use nature of space technology, its military programs are largely unknown, though certainly significant. All told, China’s ambitions in space are impressive and the growth of its programs is unprecedented, perhaps even compared with past Soviet and American space programs. Moreover, space is far more than a monetary investment for China. It’s aspirations in space are also part of a larger and more comprehensive economic and social plan.72 Presently, China remains less dependent and therefore less vulnerable in space than the United States, but that situation is changing. The ASAT test was a clear message that China also has deep and growing interests in space that require defending. Star Wars Act II? China’s ASAT test has understandably surprised and angered the international community. All are now seeking a reason and an explanation by China as well as fearfully awaiting a U.S. response. Both will determine whether this act will trigger a competition to gain military advantage in space or not. While China’s ASAT test may have been an act of defense, it was not an act of leadership. China has stated that despite having tested an ASAT weapon, it continues to pursue peaceful development in space. This paper has also argued that China’s test was not merely an act to fire the first shot in a military space race but one that sought to illustrate its deterrent resolve against an unacceptable threat in space. But without more communication on China’s motivations for the test and an increased transparency of China’s strategic intentions in space, the ASAT test will almost certainly lead to a vicious circle in space security. While an official explanation may not be forthcoming, the message can be communicated in other ways. The recent high-level military visit to Washington is a beginning, but, unless sustainable, will not be enough.73 The time has come for a hotline to be established between senior commanders and officials in the defense establishments of Beijing and Washington. Critical understanding can also occur through high level Track II channels, including scholarly exchanges, NGO conferences and lower, unofficial mil-to-mil institutional visits. Even the loosening of domestic discussion through publication within China can serve a useful purpose in helping outside analysts to better comprehend China’s concerns and motivations. Lastly, despite the anticipated setback of China’s reputation at the CD as a result of the test, re-doubling its efforts within international space arms control mechanisms will be vital if the current precarious state of affairs space security is to be salvaged. China may have an opportunity to begin this healing at the upcoming CD meeting in February.74 Even if we are facing the worst case scenario and China is bent on space weaponization (entirely inconsistent with its past behavior), the reality remains that China can be brought to the negotiating table with appropriate measures and international pressure. After all, China clearly remains the far weaker space power vis-à-vis the United States and a space race would be proportionately far more costly to China than the United States. But in order for progress to be made, the United States also needs to come to terms with a new reality. China’s ASAT test was a voice of opposition both to the structure of security in space and the U.S. pursuit of military dominance in space at the exclusion of others. And thus, it is actually America’s response to the ASAT test that may be even more important in how the future of space security plays out. China probably has both the technological and financial means to compete with the United States in space over the long term. If the United States concludes it must meet a threat with more threat, it may invite a military race in outer space and China may just give it to them. If the United States can muster the political will and leadership to restrain its reaction, there is still hope. But flexibility and sacrifice will be essential. Unfortunately, this administration has not shown an inclination for such restraint. And there is already noise amongst harder line elements within the U.S. defense establishment to respond to the ASAT test with countermeasures.75 It is the key task of supporters of non-weaponization of space in the United States and around the world to take a hard and long look at how to deal with the reality of the current situation, and how we got here. China should be démarched for conducting the test, but if the underlying architecture of space security is not addressed, a solution to why China felt compelled to make the test will escape us. Part of the solution may come in the form of a renewed push for a space weapons ban treaty, a test ban treaty, a “rules of the road” for all activities in space or a more modest moratorium on ASAT weapons testing.76 Greater protection of space assets through satellite hardening and improved space object monitoring have also been recommended as positive steps.77 For any of these measures to be successful, however, the individual security interests of all space-faring countries must be recognized, not just that of the United States. Recognition of a state of mutual vulnerability will require well-defined limits to ASAT, space weapons and the targeting of space assets in a time of conflict. Finally, to focus only on the impact on the future security in space by this ASAT weapon test would be to miss the larger strategic undercurrent that it represents. While its purpose may have been only a specific challenge to U.S. intentions to dominate space, China has lucidly demonstrated a willingness to challenge U.S. policies and strategies that are inherently threatening to China.78 America’s unipolar moment probably died with its decision to go into Iraq. Now, its ability to act without consideration of others’ security interests is being challenged. The Chinese call this “hegemony” and they are now opposing it openly. As this article began, China was not challenging U.S. power in space; it was challenging the U.S. self-described right to dominate it. With America’s vulnerability in space, this test is in fact the easier way to challenge the United States (to do so conventionally would be suicidal). If the United States continues to pursue its own strategic and security interests at the exclusion of China (or others), it should be prepared for more confrontation, especially if that impinges on China’s core national interests. Conceding this is not about surrendering strategic ground to a potential or future adversary, it’s about reaching accommodation and common ground that is not only equitable but inevitable.
COC – Solvency

The counterplan solves Space Mil 

Lowery 09 (Scott, Systems Engineer at Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company Greater Denver Area “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued”, 6/17/2009 http://www.colorado.edu/pwr/occasions/articles/Lowery_Why%20the%20Weaponization%20of%20Space%20Should%20Not%20Be%20Pursued.pdf, SamH)  
A far better option than the weaponization of space is the adoption of a posture that promotes stability yet still assures all interested parties that the United States will have access to space when it is required. There are several facets to this space assurance policy. The first is to continue to maintain the overwhelming advantage that the military enjoys in conventional warfare. Hopefully, this power alone would deter any attack 9 against US space assets. However, hopes are not enough, so other steps must be taken. The most crucial of these is to minimize the potential damage caused by a space-based attack. This means the military must not fully rely on satellites to manage an effective fighting force. Unfortunately, this idea goes against the plan from the 2020 Vision discussed earlier. Currently, all of the funding is to increase reliance on space assets. It is not hard to see that this is tactically unwise. Even though it flies in the face of current Air Force leadership, the rational direction for US space policy is one that develops not only space technology, but also other technologies that synergize with space assets, and if necessary, replace them. An example of such technology, and one that is popular with the Air Force, is near-space. Near-space is defined as the high atmosphere, between an altitude of 23 and 100 km (Near). There are a large number of near-space systems in development, ranging from weather balloons to unmanned aerial vehicles. Remarkably, near-space systems can do almost everything that satellites can do, at a far cheaper cost: a few thousand dollars compared to the 450 million dollar average of a space shuttle launch (Kennedy). They are also easier to replace. Implementing near-space ideas would help the space assurance posture because they provide redundancy, reducing space system vulnerability. In addition to near-space, space assurance calls for an increased situational awareness within space. The best way to accomplish this is to increase tracking abilities. Doing so would allow defense planners to monitor potentially dangerous satellites more easily, as well as provide better path determination for debris fields. The benefit of this knowledge is twofold: it reduces risk to space assets by making it harder for adversaries to strike with impunity, and it improves the safety of the space environment by allowing 10 time for satellites to be moved, if possible, away from incoming debris. The final cornerstone of space assurance is the creation of a new international treaty, one designed specifically to ban the use of weapons in space or against space assets. Such treaties have seen success before, such as the Outer Space Treaty of 1967, which banned the placement and use of nuclear weapons in space (Krepon). As of today, 97 nations have ratified this treaty. As it stands, there is nothing to lose from proposing a ban on all space weapons. 
COC – Solvency – Commercialization
COC key to space commercialization

Hsu 11 [Jeremy, SPACE.com senior writer, "U.S. Worried About Outer Space Security," 2-4, http://www.space.com/10775-national-space-security-strategy-reaction.html]

"The problem now, which the U.S. military has said multiple times, is that space is the Wild West," Weeden told SPACE.com. "Outside of a few existing treaties, it's pretty much do whatever you want." Part of the solution to that problem comes from setting some rules. The U.S. space strategy throws its weight behind a European Union proposal for a code of conduct in space, which would define responsible behaviors and best practices for space-faring countries. Getting such agreement is also crucial for the encouraging commercial development and innovation in the growing space industry, Weeden pointed out. Clear rules allow companies to develop their business plans for commercializing space and to get a better sense of the long-term profits and risks.

COC – Solvency – Russia

Russia would support a space code of conduct
Podvig et al, April 9 Speaker at Stanford University Philip Coyle, Pavel Podvig, Michael Krepon, CARNEGIE INTERNATIONAL NONPROLIFERATION CONFERENCE THE SPACE NUCLEAR NEXUS, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2009/04/07/space-nuclear-nexus/7dw
 

And so conduct relative to nuclear weapons and conduct relative to space, they both involve the perception of and acknowledged and observed practices to control space and keep it a peaceful place and also recognizing that there are taboos if there is interference with that.  As with nuclear weapons, space policy and diplomatic initiatives that strengthen these codes of conduct and the rules of the road and taboos all in my view go in the right direction. And in the extreme, policies that cause space to be viewed as sovereign territory I think can lead to escalation and even to the use of nuclear weapons in retaliation against an attack against space satellites. Russia and the United States are especially important here. As of the end of 2007 together Russia and the United States had launched more than 3,000 military satellites where the rest of the world had launched less than 100. And so as is the case with nuclear weapons, both America and Russia need to lead. What are some possible future initiatives? We’ll talk about this more. One could be no further ASAT testing. That is a comprehensive ASAT test ban treaty. You all can imagine problems with that. We could try to prohibit development or deployment of space-to-Earth attack weapons or space-to-space attack weapons. Transparency and consultative measures, especially with respect to commercial space launch vehicles and payloads, could be helpful. Also important outlawing any destructive methods against manmade space objects; I think that might be a workable kind of treaty. I’d like to think that we won’t ever have dedicated ground-based ASATs and perhaps there should be a treaty against that. But if the day ever comes that we do we certainly don’t want them on hair-trigger alert. And finally you might have a no-first-use kind of treaty having to do with space attack weapons. So in conclusion in my view not since the development of the atomic bomb has the United States, Russia, and the international community had an equivalent opportunity and incentive to show leadership for restraint in the development for a new class of weapons, namely weapons in space. Thank you very much for your attention. KREPON: Phil, you are a model of conciseness. Pavel Podvig is with us. We are delighted to have him here. He’s at CSAC at Stanford University. Prior to that he was at the Center for Arms Control Studies at the Moscow Institute for Physics and Technology. We have come to rely on him as an interpreter of strategic developments in Russia. Pavel. PAVEL PODVIG: Thank you, Michael. Thanks for coming. And my thanks for these very good introduction and outline. I will try to paint a picture where things stand in Russia far as I can tell, and I think we will have the benefit of Alexei Arbatov joining us later, and he would speak about some specific arms control proposals. I would start by saying that space and military uses of space and the relations of space with the strategic forces has been a traditional issue in Russia going back to the Soviet Unions times, and the concerns rose mostly in the late ’70s, early ’80s, though many of you would remember there was quite a bit of attention to so-called strike weapons in space. And the Soviet Union paid a lot of attention to those, especially in relation to the Strategic Defense Initiative. But there are all kinds of concerns about military support systems, the reconnaissance satellites, communication and others, and certainly many in Russia know the kind of talk about space-dominance that you hear in some quarters in the United States. So as a result of that, there is a fairly lively discussion in Russia in the military and around in the security circles fueled largely by the fact that there is a strong tradition of strategic air defense in the Soviet Union. There has always been the sense that you could do a lot in protecting air defense and now its air and space defense. And there was for a long time an organizational home for this kind of thinking. In the Soviet time there was Air Defense Forces, a separate service of the military. And now they are scattered around, but there are still people whose thinking was formed by those experiences. So as a result, the discussion actually goes mostly in the direction of occasional calls for integration of old space and air defense into one very robust system. Again a lot of attention is paid to the notions of space as a military frontier and usually the assumption is that the United States would have some superiority in space and would have some even offensive assets in space or support or satellites that would support other missions. So there is this notion of space defense is really fairly popular in Russia these days. Occasionally you get a call for a SAT development, a general here or there would say,oh, we’d really love to see some ASAT capabilities. The complicating factor, of course, in all this discussion is the U.S. missile defense plans and those parts of the plan that assume there would be some space based deployment of some elements of missile defense in space. So that certainly gives people who are advocating paying closer attention to space in Russia, gives them additional arguments in support of their positions. Again, there is a tradition in the military and defense industry, and people who are arguing that ASAT’s capabilities are stabilizing because if you target the kind of missile defense systems, that’s a good thing to do. So there’s, again, I just want to give you a sense of what the thinking is. As you can imagine, the Chinese and U.S. anti-satellite tests conducted over the last years fueled those arguments, and now you can imagine it is now much more difficult to make an argument that there should be some constraint on ASAT capabilities because the U.S. does it, China does it, so why should Russia not do that? It would be actually be fairly difficult to do that in practical terms. In terms of actual programs and developments, things are not very good for either space weapons or ASAT in Russia because most of the industrial and organizational infrastructure that supported those programs has been scattered around, and we don’t have either the military service dedicated to this kind of thing but also Russia does not have a unified ministry in the defense industry that would carry enough weight to lobby for this kind of a program. Besides, looking from the other direction, Russia, the discussion about ASAT and space, military uses of space, is actually influenced by the fact that Russia doesn’t really have a lot of space assets to protect. The integration of military satellites into the actual military operations is actually not very good. Again, on a positive note, access to space is basically controlled largely by the space forces, by Roscosmos, the civilian agency, to a certain extent the rocket forces, and none of those institutions actually has great interest or any real investment in any kind of an ASAT capability or any weapon-in-space developments. However, things may change, and we should keep in mind that there are things on the shelves of all those design bureaus because in the ‘80s the Soviet Union was involved in a number of space-related projects. There were a few projects to develop kinetic kill and coorbital ASAT. There was a project to turn the Moscow Missile Defense into the NASAT system. As you can imagine, people would be willing to dust off those and try to move them. We’ve seen how that worked with missile defense with the ABM treaty once the treaty disappeared, then gradually you’d see all kinds of people in the industry and military pushing their projects and arguing that should be a response to missile defense deployment. I think that dynamic could, if we allow the sedation in space kind of deteriorate if we don’t establish a set of rules. I think that logic may take off and we may see people pushing their favorite projects forward. But the good news is that there is quite a bit of support for a diplomatic solution, for some kind of rules and regulations there. There is support in the political level, in the foreign ministry.
COC – Solvency – China

China opposes space weaponization – the counterplan is key to establish peaceful precedent for space policy

Baofu 7 [Wang, Research Fellow and Deputy Director of the Strategic Studies Institute, Outer space not let to overcast with "war clouds, People’s Daily Online, 4-3 (http://english.people.com.cn/200704/03/eng20070403_363411.html)]

The United States is a nation of decisive influence with its future outer space exploration and development. In fact, what the global community is concerned about is not its development trend with its outer space technology but "unilateral hues" of its outer space policy. In August of 2006, the US government promulgated the new "National Space Policy", with an allegation that any country or individual "hostile to the US interest were not allowed to enter into the outer space", indicating its mood or intention to access to outer space resources exclusively. The growth of modern space technology has opened wide prospects for the humankind to know about the outer space and have access to it peacefully. In the meantime, it should also be acknowledged that there has been a tendency of capitalizing on a nation's advantages in its space technology to pursue its own absolute security. For years, many countries have done a lot for the attainment of a grand goal for the peaceful use of the outer space. Since the late 1950s, the UN General Assembly has listed the outer space issue on its agenda and signed a couple of documents, including the "Outer Space Treaty", the "Partial Test Ban Treaty" and the "Moon Treaty", contributing positively to the restrictions on and prevention of weaponization in the outer space. China, with a certain spaceflight capability, has kept to its principled stance of opposing the weaponization of space. Since 1985, its government has time and again reiterated at conferences for disarmament at the UN its firm opposition to the deployment of weaponry system and armed races of any form in the outer space. Furthermore, in view of loopholes in the spheres of outer space weaponization in the existing international treaties, China has for years proposed negotiating agendas at the UN Conference for Disarmament and actively pressed ahead with the formation of a new banning treaty on outer space weaponization along with Russia.  As the outer space is the common property of the humankind, it represents a universal aspiration of the international community to use it for peaceful purposes. It remains a thorny issue whether or not the outer space of the future will be a realm of peace to bring happiness to people or be turned into the fourth dimensional battleground of fierce fighting next to those on the land and in maritime waters and blue skies. This tough issue is now indeed at the crossroad with a pressing demand for a quick solution. Either out of its "capabilities" or of its strategic intentions", the United States, beyond any doubt, has a special accountability and obligations in this regard. Faced with severe challenges, it is possible to make the outer space a new sphere or a new realm to benefit the humankind only with pooled consensuses and joint efforts made by the entire global community. 

COC – SOlvency – a2: Definitions 

A Code of Conduct creates a discussion – solves definitional problems 
Manzo 8 [Vince, Center for Defense Information, U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China (http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/StrategicDialoguePolicy.pdf)]
In the meantime, the United States should double its efforts to draw the Chinese into a discussion on space warfare, including communicating its willingness to discuss China’s concerns about space-based missile defense and the recent U.S. interception of its USA 193 spy satellite. This dialogue should initially have two objectives: establish a common vocabulary and negotiate a code of conduct for the use of space. The United States and China lack a common set of definitions for space weapons. At this point, a U.S.-China agreement on a specific definition is not necessary; it is more important that officials from Washington and Beijing meet fact-to-face and discuss their positions. Even if the discussion yields nothing more than a mutual acknowledgment of different definitions, it will begin to create a shared vocabulary for issues related to space warfare. This discussion will also help diplomats work through the inevitable complications that arise when two countries with very different languages discuss highly complex issues.40 The United States and China should discuss a set of rules to govern space activity. Hitchens and David Chen suggest several provisions for such an agreement. For instance, one provision could require states to agree not to destroy satellites during a conflict; another could establish protective borders, or “zones of control,” around satellites. As they explain, “These provisions would establish norms of behavior…Such interactions and mutually agreed upon norms may help provide escape ramps in future crisis escalation scenarios.”41 Ideally, this will infuse the U.S.-China relationship with a dose of predictability and shared expectations. Elucidating “appropriate” and “inappropriate” behavior will reduce the likelihood of serious miscalculations by either country. Even if the formal agreements are largely symbolic, both countries will have a better sense of what measures the other country will find threatening and destabilizing.

COC – Solvency – a2: Cheating
Risks of cheating are low – it would be easily detectable

Blazejewski 8 [Kenneth, Master’s Degree in Public Affairs form the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University, J.D. from New York University School of Law, “Space Weaponization and  US-China Relations, Strategic Studies Quarterly, Spring]
A third reason for the United States to agree not to launch weapons into outer space is that such an agreement need not threaten two stated US interests— protection of satellites and the development of a limited BMD system. Before turning to each of these issues, it is necessary to note two potential problems with a decision to forgo space weaponization. First, as stated above, there is no guarantee that China does not plan to develop its own robust ASAT and space weapons programs regardless of US activity in this area. “Space racers” doubt that a US commitment not to place weapons in space will inﬂuence China’s policy on space weaponization. Ultimately, cheating is a risk that countries run whenever they agree to be bound by a shared international agreement. However, certain factors signiﬁcantly reduce this risk. First, while the secret development of space weapons technology might be possible, any eﬀort to deploy or test space weapons will be clearly visible to the international community.57 Without the capacity to test, any space weapons program will be stiﬂed at an early stage of development. Second, there is little reason to think that in the foreseeable future the technological capacity of the United States would fall far behind that of any state planning to launch space weapons. A commitment not to deploy weapons does not mean that all research and development must cease immediately. Once it becomes clear that a state is preparing to launch space weapons, the United States could respond by executing its own space weapons contingency plan. Third, as stated above, space weapons are relatively easy targets for ASAT attack, a feature that can work in the interests of the United States if others deploy ﬁrst. Fourth, a universal ban on space weapons would engender a normative frame- work that would justify a swift reaction by the United States, such as the deploy- ment of its own space weapons or ASAT attack if another country violated the ban ﬁrst. Finally, if the United States is able to negotiate for greater transparency in Chinese military planning, as sugof a surprise Chinese launch. 

COC – a2: Perm

Unilateral space programs are viewed as starting points for space weaponization – collapses any chance of international agreements on the peaceful use of space

Shixiu 7. Senior fellow of ministary theory study’s and relations at the Academy of military Sciences in china. http://www.wsichina.org/%5Ccs5_1.pdf
The latest U.S. National Space Policy (NSP) poses a serious threat to the national security of China. This new policy, released in October of 2006, sets out the George W. Bush administration’s vision for defending America’s security in space.1 It reinforces a unilateral U.S. approach to space security which is compounded by the U.S. opposition to any international treaties that limit its access to or use of space.2 Aggregately, Bush’s space policy pursues hegemony in space and poses a significant security risk to China that cannot be left unaddressed. The NSP presents a number of challenges to China’s security environment. First, it grants the United States with exclusive rights to space: the right to use any and all necessary means to ensure American security while at the same time denying adversaries access to space for “hostile purposes.” This sets up an inequitable environment of “haves” and “have-nots” in space, raising suspicion amongst nations. For instance, the NSP declares that U.S. space systems should be guaranteed safe passage over all countries without exception (such as “interference” by other countries, even when done for the purpose of safeguarding their sovereignty and their space integrity). With its significant space assets and military space capabilities, this situation gives the United States an obvious and unfair strategic advantage in space. Second, it refutes international restrictions and undercuts potential international agreements that seek to constrain America’s use of space. This effectively undermines any potential initiatives put forth by the international community to control space weaponization– initiatives that China supports. This U.S. position leads the global community to suspect U.S. unilateralist intentions in space. Lastly, while the policy may not state it explicitly, a critical examination of its contents suggest its intention to “dissuade and deter” other countries, including China, from possessing space capabilities that can challenge the United States in any way– a parameter that would effectively disallow China to possess even a minimum means of national defense in space. The resultant security environment in space is one with one set of rules for the United States and another set of rules for other nations. In such a context, only U.S. security concerns are taken into account with a result of the reinforcement of a zero-sum dynamic to which space is already prone and threatens to pressure others into a military space race. The United States denies that its position on space, as represented by the NSP, will inevitably lead to conflict in space. First, officials in the defense establishment argue that the United States is not opposed to others exploiting space commercially.3 Rather, it only opposes the utilization of space in a way that puts at risk U.S. dominance in space and its military capabilities. In this context, it is argued that if China has purely civilian and commercial interests in space, it should have no problem with U.S. policy in space. Put another way, implicit in much of American thinking regarding China’s intentions in space is a view that if China has no plan to militarize space or has no intention to develop space weapons, U.S. ambitions in space shouldn’t be considered inimical to China’s interests. This position operates on several faulty premises. The first is that the United States is the only country that has national interests at stake in space, implying that China does not have deep national security interests in space or that China’s space assets do not need to be protected. The Chinese government has expressed its desire to develop space peacefully on many occasions, and has pursued treaties to ban weapons and weapon-testing in space. But China also has deep interests, both now and in the future, to exploit space, which are vital to its comprehensive national power and its economic and scientific development and therefore its greater national security. Leaving aside the issue of using space for military purposes, China cannot entrust the protection of its interests in space to another country, no matter their rhetoric or intentions. If the security of the United States requires the absence of that same security for China, then the logic is inherently imbalanced, unfair and one that China cannot accept. The peaceful use of space should not be confused with a lack of national security interests or the deep underlying need to protect them. As a sovereign state, China has an equal right to access space. As the 1967 Outer Space Treaty clearly articulates: Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be free for exploration and use by all States without discrimination of any kind, on a basis of equality and in accordance with international law, and there shall be free access all areas of celestial bodies.4 China cannot accept the monopolization of outer space by another country. For that reason, the U.S. administration’s penchant for “exceptionalism” in space policy poses a serious threat to China both in terms of jeopardizing its national defense as well as obstructing its justified right to exploit space for civilian and commercial purposes. The U.S. position makes another faulty assumption that national space programs and space assets can be effectively dissected into commercial and civilian uses versus military uses and capabilities. This is out of tune with technological developments and military inevitabilities. China’s space program.
US-China space cooperation possible – but suspicions will kill progress 
Manzo 8 [Vince, Center for Defense Information, U.S. Policy Brief: The Need for a Strategic Dialogue with China (http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/StrategicDialoguePolicy.pdf)]

What is to be done? The United States should avoid adopting a sole interpretation of China’s behavior. States rarely act for a single purpose and this case is no exception. China’s decision to develop and test ASAT technology was probably motivated by a variety of factors. Although the United States is not the sole driver of China’s decisions, China’s security strategy and force posture are certainly influenced by those of the United States. What is more, China is not a monolith: there is likely an ongoing debate within the Chinese government and military about the strategic necessity of ASAT weapons. The U.S. response to China’s ASAT test will influence this debate. This is good news. The United States and China can still attempt to cooperate and prevent an arms race in space. However, cooperation between nations is difficult; uncertainty and suspicion can sour relations even when both countries have incentives to work together. China’s ASAT test was not helpful in this regard. It has aggravated U.S. suspicions about China’s military modernization programs and long-term intentions. For its part, China is concerned with U.S. missile defense, conventional long-range strike capabilities and the U.S. decision to shoot down a failing spy satellite in February 2008. If coupled with further negative developments in U.S.-China relations, both countries may come under increased domestic pressure to adopt more confrontational policies towards each other. This could prompt either China or the United States to alter its strategic forces in ways that are perceived as threatening and provocative by the other, igniting a tit-for-tat cycle of deployment-counter-deployment that contributes to a more competitive U.S.-China relationship. No one knows how a strategic competition between the United States and China would play out. However, the coupling of a fierce security competition with newly deployed and poorly understood weapon systems could be highly destabilizing.

COC Fails – Definition 
Misunderstandings over the terms of the agreement spark international conflict – on Earth and in space 

David 11 [Leonard, past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space WOrld magazines, SPACE.com senior writer, "Play Nice Up There! Code of Conduct for Space Sought," 1-6, http://www.space.com/9701-surface-mars-possibly-shaped-plate-tectonics.html]

"There has been commendable progress on defining what might evolve into a broadly acceptable Code of Conduct for safe and responsible space operations," said Scott Pace, director of the Space Policy Institute and professor of the practice of international affairs at the George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs in Washington, D.C. Pace said that work is under way to engage space-benefiting nations and emerging space powers as well as traditional spacefaring nations. But he pointed out that there have been fewer developments in defining what activities would be considered misconduct and appropriate international responses."What one country may see as misconduct — calling for a particular response — may not be seen in the same way by others, either party to the conflict, allied or neutral," Pace said. He encouraged further international discussion — as expressed within the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 — on what might be recognized as "harmful interference." "Failing to do so risks misunderstanding and misperceptions that could undermine international stability and security … not just in space but on Earth as well," Pace said. Some consider the jamming of satellites as misconduct, Pace noted. A case in point is the recent protest over the government of Iran's intentional jamming of satellite transmissions of the Voice of America’s Persian News Network and Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty's Radio Farda, Pace said. "But it hasn't been brought up as an outer space treaty violation explicitly," he added.

The agreement would fail – any space program would violate it 
Dr. Michael C. Mineiro 2008. Professor of law at McGill University Faculty of Law

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1268022
"Space weapon" is not defined within any international treaty, international customary law, or domestic US law. While treaty and customary law do provide some guidance on the legality of weaponization, no comprehensive definition of "space weapon" is provided. The importance of defining space weapon cannot be understated; for whoever defines space weapons defines the debate of weaponization. The question of what constitutes a "space weapon" is a matter of degree. One can theorize that a broad definition of space weapon would include terrestrial and space-based systems with the capacity to destroy, damage, or interfere with a space asset or Earth-based asset from space. Conversely, a narrow definition of space weapon would limit its application to systems in space whose designed purpose is to physically destroy or damage an object in outer space. One of the major difficulties in defining "space weapon" is that many space systems designed for peaceful purposes have the capacity to destroy or interfere with another object or being in space or in the Earth environment.26 For example, NASA recently launched their first autonomous robotic spacecraft, a repair robot called DART.27 DART is laying the groundwork for future projects like robotic delivery of cargo to space shuttles and automated docking and repair between spacecraft in orbit. DART is capable of maneuvering to satellites and physically interacting with satellites. DART's ability to maneuver and interact with other satellites gives it the potential to be used as an anti-satellite weapon (ASAT). A DART-like space system could target a satellite and force it out of its orbit, either destroying it or effectively negating its usefulness. Is a space robot like DART a "space weapon?" Is it a dual-use system? Or is it strictly a peaceful non-weaponized system? Lawyers and policy makers debating the issue of weaponization must consider the overlapping capabilities inherent in space systems. Most space systems, due to their very nature, will exhibit some weapon-like capabilities. Article IV of the Outer Space Treaty bans the placement of nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in Earth orbit, in outer space, or on celestial bodies.28 Through logical inference, this WMD prohibition carves out a minimum definition of space weapons. A space weapon is, at the very minimum, a WMD placed in orbit, in outer space, or on a celestial body.29 Beyond this definitional inference, no clarity is provided under international law. No accepted definition of “space weapon” Lele, 10 [Ajey, “Trends in Space Weaponisation”; Indian Defense Review Issue: Vol 25.3 Jul-Sep 2010; October 6, 2010; http://www.indiandefencereview.com/defence-industry/Trends-in-Space-Weaponisation.html] For states like US and China, lack of any arms control regime for space weapons could be said to be advantageous. The United Nations Outer Space Treaty (OST, 1967) contains an undertaking not to place in orbit any nuclear or any other weapons of mass destruction.However, it is felt that the provisions made in this treaty are not sufficient to account for the existence of any space weapons.China and the US are taking advantage of the serious limitations of this treaty. Presently, at the UN level there is no agreement on how to define space weapon because at times anything and everything could be defined as a space weapon.
The agreement would fall apart – all space policies would be seen as weaponization
Billick 01 – USAF Air University (Thomas W. Billick, “Arms Control Implications for Military Operations in Space,” May 2001. Maxwell AFB, AL: USAF Air University, page 52)
In an effort to diffuse the perceived threat space weapons pose to the international community, the U.S. could make several new points in statements issued to the CD. First, practically any active satellite has the potential to be used as a weapon to destroy or disrupt other satellites. Satellites are typically built with a limited capacity to maneuver in order to maintain attitude and position throughout their useful life. It would be a relatively simple proposition to maneuver a given satellite into striking or blocking another, especially one already in close proximity. The point is that a ban on space systems designed as weapons will not necessarily prevent the use of weapons in space.

COC Fails – No cooperation 

Any international agreement would fail – the terms would attempt to deny US access to space and then fall apart
David 11 [Leonard, past editor-in-chief of the National Space Society's Ad Astra and Space World magazines, SPACE.com senior writer, "Play Nice Up There! Code of Conduct for Space Sought," 1-6, http://www.space.com/9701-surface-mars-possibly-shaped-plate-tectonics.html]

A "rules of the road" approach for outer space could [be] a worthy effort, but only if it is championed by genuinely well-meaning advocates, space analysts said. Unfortunately, the vast bulk of these advocates are pushing for a Code of Conduct as a means of keeping the U.S. military out of space activities as a palatable substitute for an "anti-weaponization cause célèbre," said Everett Dolman, professor of military strategy at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama. Among a host of issues that Dolman spotlights is that the code should state that weapons in space should not create or increase debris or in any manner impinge on the peaceful use of space. "Indeed, I can imagine a use for lasers or other directed-energy weapons that would clean up debris and make operations there safer than they currently are," Dolman told SPACE.com. What the proponents of current code proposals generally fail to recognize, Dolman said, is the positive contribution of military operations in the global commons during routine or peaceful operations. "The U.S. Navy and Air Force are the two most important critical enablers of both, ensuring adherence to properly enacted rules of conduct in the oceans and international air space … be it policing Somali pirates, clearing lanes of commerce of obstructions and impediments, or tracking criminal trafficking in and through these commons," Dolman said. Dolman said that, if the proponents of a space commons Code of Conduct are successful in essentially ending the ability of the U.S. to ensure access and protect space commerce and support in times of peace — and deny access to an adversary or rogue state in times of conflict — "the likelihood of an effective and enforceable Code of Conduct actually working is slim to none."

Cooperation in space fails – multiple reasons
Rendleman and Ryals 11 [Col James D., retired USAF, study director for The National Academies study of the US Aerospace Infrastructure and Aerospace Engineering Disciplines, member of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics’ Legal Aspects Aero and Astro Technical Committee and International Activities Committee, an elected member of the International Institute of Space Law, and Col Robert E., retired USAF, Professor at the Space Innovation and Development Center’s Advanced Space Operations School, dean of students at the Air Command and Staff College, director of the Commander’s Action Group for US Space Command, North American Aerospace Defense Command, and Air Force Space Command and the vice commander of the Space Warfare Center, “The New National Space Policy: More is Needed,” High Frontier, Vol 7, No 2, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-110224-052.pdf]

Successful international cooperation is not easily achieved. Considering the space debris, SSA, collision avoidance, and TCBM foundational points identified above, the new policy provides no thought guideposts on how to proceed. The new policy cries out for a strategy to obtain these goals. Knowledgeable diplomats and policy analysts understand that US government agencies do not always support policy directives. This creates uncertainty and unpredictability for potential partners who are considering cooperative ventures with the US. For example, one need only look to the fight over acquiring space imaging via the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) broad area space-based imagery collection (BASIC) satellite system against using a commercial remote sensing solution. The Office of the Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics objected to the proposed BASIC acquisition suggesting the NRO was not following US Commer- cial Remote Sensing Policy which provided the US would first look to the commercial community to satisfy its remote sensing needs. 10 The NRO position to acquire the system despite the policy eventually prevailed within the interagency. 11 Then Congress interceded, pointing again to the Commercial Remote Sensing Policy. It refused to fund the system. 12 A new space strategy must anticipate comparable bureaucratic foot-dragging to cooperation initiatives and associated reforms. The implementing strategy must advocate changes in laws and regulations to better enable international cooperation. The Arms Export Control Act and its associated International Traffic in Arms Regulations still stymie US and international interests in cooperation. The strategy must also anticipate that many in the US security community will not see cooperation as a benefit.
COC Fails – China 
China’s not going to abide to a code of conduct – look at ASAT missiles
Pollpeter 7 is China Program Manager at Defense Group Inc.’s Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis.
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 Kevin Pollpeter, China Brief, Motives and Implications Behind China’s ASAT Test, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=4022
 
The United States government revealed on January 18 that the Chinese military had conducted an anti-satellite (ASAT) missile test against an agingChinese weather satellite. The satellite was destroyed on January 11 by a medium-range ballistic missile at an altitude of 537 miles above the earth’s surface. Despite Washington’s private consultations over the matter with Beijing before the announcement, the Chinese government waited five days after the announcement to officially confirm the test, stating that there are no plans to conduct a second test and that the “test was not targeted against any country and does not pose a threat to any country” (The Washington Post, January 23). The January 11 kinetic kill vehicle (KKV) test, coupled with the revelation last year that a U.S. satellite was “painted” by a Chinese ground-based laser presents unsettling questions about China’s commitment to arms control, the ramifications of its rise as a major power, its military posture and foreign policy toward the United States and civil-military relations in China. China’s ASAT test calls into question its longstanding opposition to space weapons. In the past, China has proposed a treaty language obligating countries “not to place in orbit around the earth any object carrying any kinds ofweapon; not to deploy such weapons on celestial bodies nor station such weapons in outer space in any other manner; and not to resort to the threat or use of force against outer space objects” [1]. Even as late as June 2006, Cheng Jingye, China’s Ambassador for Disarmament Affairs, in a statement on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament stated: “The deployment of weapons in outer space would bring unimaginable consequences. The outer space assets of all countries would be endangered, mankind's peaceful use of outer space threatened, and international peace and security undermined. It is in the interest of all countries to protect the humanity from the threat of outer space weapons.” Ambassador Cheng also equated the abolition of space weapons with the abolition of weapons of mass destruction. Interestingly, the first inkling that the Chinese had changed their position on space weapons may have come from their most recent defense white paper released in December 2006. The document failed to mention China’s opposition to space weapons as previous editions had. In its 2004 defense white paper, China stated, “Outer space is the common property of mankind. China hopes that the international community would take action as soon as possible to conclude an international legal instrument on preventing the weaponization of an arms race in outer space through negotiations, to ensure the peaceful use of outer space.” In its 2002 defense white paper, China was even more strident in its call for a ban on space weapons, stating: “the international community should negotiate and conclude the necessary legal instrument as soon as possible to prohibit the deployment of weapons in outer space and the use or the threat of use of force against objects in outer space.” The test also undermines China’s efforts at international space cooperation, especially in regards to space debris mitigation. China participates in the Inter-Agency Space Debris Coordination Committee and published a Space Debris Action Plan to increase the safety of spaceflight, in particular the safety of its human spaceflight missions. One expert estimated that the test might have broken the satellite into 800 pieces measuring four inches wide or larger and millions of smaller pieces. Trackable debris resulting from a U.S. KKV test in 1985 took 17 years to completely deorbit and forced the United States to reconsider using “hard kill” methods due to the possibility of unintentionally damaging U.S. or third-party satellites (The New York Times, January 19). The ASAT test may have also setback efforts at U.S.-China space cooperation. A White House spokesperson seemed to hold out that possibility, stating, “We do want cooperation on a civil space strategy, so until we hear back from them or have more information, I don’t have any more to add” (AFP, January 19). Lacking an official explanation from the Chinese government, analysts are forced to divine Beijing’s motives. China’s actions do not appear to be aimed at coercing the United States to negotiate a space weapons treaty. If this were the case, it would seem that the Foreign Ministry would have issued a statement immediately following the test’s revelation. In fact, despite private consultations in Washington and Beijing prior to the U.S. announcement, the Foreign Ministry initially appeared ignorant of the matter. In contrast, when China detonated its first nuclear weapon in October 1964, its official statement read: "The Chinese Government hereby solemnly proposes to the governments of the world that a summit conference of all the countries of the world be convened to discuss the questions of the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, and that as the first step, the summit conference conclude an agreement to the effect that the nuclear powers and those countries which may soon become nuclear powers undertake not to use nuclear weapons either against non-nuclear countries and nuclear-free zones or against each other". The lack of coordinated action by the Chinese government suggests that the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) either is acting alone in this matter or has such influence or acts with such little supervision that it can take significant actions without notifying other government organizations or even the top Chinese leadership. Interviews in Beijing by U.S. scholars strongly suggest, for example, that the PLA Navy did not tell the Foreign Ministry that it was planning to transit a Han-class nuclear submarine through Japanese waters in November 2004. The ASAT program may be too highly classified to have informed the Foreign Ministry about the test, and in the culture of extreme secrecy that permeates the Chinese government, it may be unwilling to even acknowledge the test.  Indeed, U.S. officials have expressed concern that the delayed response from the Chinese government may indicate that even President Hu Jintao, who also serves as the head of the Central Military Commission, did not know about the test, or at the least did not know the specifics (The New York Times, January 19). Such a scenario presents troubling questions concerning civilian oversight of the PLA and the extent to which the PLA is its own powerbase.
COC Fails – Enforcement

COC will fail – there is no enforcement mechanism 
Maethner 06 [Scott Achilles’ Heel: Space and Information Power in the 21st Century, HQ AFSPC, Peterson AFB, Colorado, http://www.schriever.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-070906-082.pdf]
There is presently only one path to space, and that is on top of a rocket.  Although there is a growing global dependence, no single country depends more on space than the US.  Anyone who would want to level the playing field could do so rather quickly by attacking the space segment.  Who would want to do such a terrible thing, and is it likely to occur?  A number of congressional commissions suggest post-Cold War threats are real.  For example, the Hart-Rudman Commission concluded, “America will become increasingly vulnerable to hostile attack on our homeland, and our military superiority will not entirely protect us.” 12 Additionally, the Space Commission discussed the possibility of a “Space Pearl Harbor” attack on US space systems. 13 Both of these forecasts came before the devastating attacks of 11 September 2001 and the 11 January 2007 Chinese anti-satellite (ASAT) test.  These are precarious times and the US needs to protect against further attempts by adversaries and extremists to take the world back to a time before ATMs, Direct TV ® XM® satellite radio, and just-in-time delivery. How could such a Space Pearl Harbor take place?  There are several possibilities.  The first is a nuclear detonation in space.  In 2004,  the Commission to Assess the Threat to the United States from Electromagnetic Pulse outlined the serious and little-advertised danger to national security that would result from a nuclear explosion in space.14  “A single nuclear weapon carried by a ballistic missile and detonated a few hundred miles over the United States would cause ‘catastrophe for the nation’ by damaging electricitybased networks and infrastructure, including computers and lecommunications.”15  The effects of such an incident would be wide ranging for information systems in space and air, as well as on land and sea.  As an example of the threat to space, “just one such detonation holds the potential to disable all non-hardened lowEarth orbit (LEO) satellites.”16  X-rays produced from a nuclear  detonation in space would immediately degrade or destroy the electronics of those unhardened space systems within the line of sight of the blast.  The blast would also greatly increase natural radiation belts, thereby causing further degradation to satellite components.17 A second possibility for a Space Pearl Harbor is a kinetic attack by way of an ASAT weapon.  This kind of attack could take the form of a co-orbital ASAT such as the Soviet Union developed and tested between 1968 and 1971, a direct ascent ASAT, or through explosive devices in Space.18 Regardless of the method used, the introduction of perpetual space shrapnel would significantly  increase the probability of impact between satellites and fragments in LEO.  Objects in LEO have average relative velocities of 22,000 miles per hour, making an impact of even a very small fragment with a satellite lethal.  Orbiting shrapnel from explosive devices in space would take the form of “debris clouds” that spread about the orbital plane of the source object and would contain “pinch points” or “pinch lines,” thereby creating treacherous terrain of concentrated fragment densities.19 The introduction of enough debris could eventually lead to cascading effects, whereby collision-induced breakups are a source of new orbital debris. A third aspect, although not the result of malicious adversarial action, relates to the potential of the irresponsible use of space.  A booming commercial satellite industry along with nations new to the satellite business could introduce hazards to established programs.  The learning curve on the path to space faring nation status is rather steep.  These newcomers—the celestial equivalent of student drivers—will likely make mistakes, causing seasoned space motorists to get nervous.  Future space highways will become more crowded both physically and electromagnetically.  Clearly, there is a need to establish rules of the road for space, but rules are meaningless if there is no way to enforce them.

COC Fails – a2: Space Debris 
Space Debris does not prevent countries from weaponizing – China proves
Sénéchal 09 – founder of INDEVAL Switzerland; degrees in economics and finance from Harvard University, London Business School, and Columbia University with highest honours (Phi Beta Kappa).  (Thierry Sénéchal “Space Debris Pollution: A Convention Proposal,” 2009) mihe

Furthermore, nothing is said about the destruction of satellites in space and the creation of space debris resulting from it. In international law, nothing can prevent a nation from destroying one of its own satellites. In the end, China was free to target one of its old weather satellites with an ASAT weapon and blow the spacecraft apart because 1) it can; and 2) ASAT testing is not forbidden under international law. The arms control provisions of the Outer Space Treaty forbids the placing of nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction in orbit. The treaty also forbids establishment of military bases, installations and fortifications, the testing of any type of weapons and the conduct of military maneuvers on the Moon and other celestial bodies (Art. IV). However, nothing is mentioned about spacecraft destruction and space debris thus created. I do not believe that a pledge to avoid creating persistent space debris by following voluntary-adopted guidelines is sufficient. The Chinese test has proven that international efforts to mitigate space debris can be easily challenged. Still, in recent years, China has made several proposals to the UN Conference on Disarmament on possible elements for a future treaty banning the weaponization of space. In 2002, China also expressed its intention to follow the IADC mitigation guidelines. Enforceable space debris mitigation measures are therefore much needed.

