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Strategy Ideas

Harms/Advantages scenarios are focused on the following:

1. Space Dominance/Weaponization/Deterance.  By having this capability first, we prevent other nations from doing the same.  The authors contend that weaponization is going to happen no matter what, so the US might as well be there first.

2 China.  The authors argue that if we do not put ASATs into place, China will gain dominance in space.  This leads to inevitable conflict.  By launching ASATs now, we can prevent the conflict.  The files also poses a Pearl Harbor scenario where China would attack us.

3. Global Peace.  More broad than China, and bordering on hegemony, this scenario posits that by having Space dominance, especially with ASATs, we can deter other countries from weaponizing space and prevent any number of conflicts.  

PLAN TEXT:

The United States Federal Government should significantly increase its space exploration and/or development beyond the earth's mesosphere by the implementation of an ASAT system.  

Inherency

Obama puts out ban for space weapons

Change. Gov 4/23/07, official website of the office of the president-elect, “The Obama-Biden Plan”, http://change.gov/agenda/defense_agenda/
Ensure Freedom of Space: The Obama-Biden administration will restore American leadership on space issues, seeking a worldwide ban on weapons that interfere with military and commercial satellites. They will thoroughly assess possible threats to U.S. space assets and the best options, military and diplomatic, for countering them, establishing contingency plans to ensure that U.S. forces can maintain or duplicate access to information from space assets and accelerating programs to harden U.S. satellites against attack.

Inherency

Obama administration blocking weaponization

Spring 11 [Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at the Heritage Foundation and masters degree in National Security Studies from Georgetown University, “Sixteen Steps to Comprehensive Missile Defense: What the FY 2012 Budget Should Fund” Heritage Foundation, May 3, 2011]

No clear commitment to a robust layered missile defense architecture. The Obama Administration policies toward the development and deployment of missile defense systems appear to deemphasize the U.S. commitment to a layered missile defense concept, which is designed to counter ballistic missiles in the boost and ascent, midcourse, and terminal phases of flight. A commitment to boost-phase capabilities is particularly lacking. The Administration backed away from boost-phase defenses by downgrading the Airborne Laser program and terminating the Kinetic Energy Interceptor (KEI) program in FY 2010. It has yet to propose a program for pursuing space-based interceptors, the most effective option for a boost-phase missile defense. Subordination of the U.S. missile defense program to the arms control agenda with Russia. Administration officials constantly asserted during the Senate debate over New START that the treaty did not limit U.S. missile defense options.[13] Not only was this factually incorrect because the treaty limits the U.S. option to convert strategic offensive missile launchers into defensive interceptors, but the treaty also restricts the handling of certain types of target missiles in ballistic missile tests, and its preamble imposes general restrictions on U.S. missile defense options.[14] Restrictions on military operations in space, which could be expanded to prohibit deployment of missile defense interceptors in space. The Administration is actively looking at joining a European proposal for a “code of conduct” for space operations. While the current text does not specifically restrict missile defense operations in space, its proponents are asserting that this agreement—and by extension, future agreements of this kind—does not require Senate consent. Clearly, the Obama Administration wants a free hand to impose ever more severe restrictions on U.S. military space operations, which cannot avoid limiting missile defense operations in space.[15]

Solvency

No tech barriers—we have been able to build ASATs since the late 50s and had a successful test in 1985

Mackey 09-Colonal, USAF, analyst @ the Air & Space Power Journal [James, Air & Space Power Journal, “Recent US and China Antisatellite Activities,” Fall 2009 edition, ProQuest]

A military presence has accompanied human activity in space from its inception. Nevertheless, despite the intense rivalry between the United States and Soviet Union during the Cold War, space remained a weapons-free region and continues to do so. The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, often called the Outer Space Treaty, put into effect 10 October 1967, codified this concept by calling on the 91 signatories "to refrain from placing in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction or from installing such weapons on celestial bodies."1 One possible intent of the treaty was to dissuade an arms race in space. During the Cold War, as satellites grew in importance, each side sought the means of depriving the other the use of satellites if doing so became prudent. The United States conducted research into six major ASAT programs, the most significant of which included a satellite interceptor, later renamed satellite inspector; an aircraft-launched twostage interceptor missile; a Navy seabased interceptor missile; and an Army ground-based interceptor missile.2 Many of the early systems relied on nuclear warheads or those with very high explosive yield due to the inherent inability to precisely target satellites moving at high relative speeds. Other means for attacking enemy satellites included kinetic kills; destruction of ground-based radar and command, control, and communications facilities; and jamming of communications links. As the threat of Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles began to grow, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara approved the testing of an antiballistic missile system based on the Nike-Zeus rocket (known as Program 505) as an ASAT system limited to a maximum altitude of 200 miles.3 Following promising results, the Air Force solicited a more robust capability (known as Program 437) based upon the Thor intermediate range ballistic missile, armed with a one megaton nuclear warhead and providing a range of 700 miles with a kill radius of five miles in orbit. Testing of Program 437 began in February 1964 and terminated on 1 April 1975.4 Launching from combat aircraft would offer a more flexible ASAT capability. Attempts to employ aircraft borne ASAT missiles began in the late 1950s, highlighted by the launch of a Bold Orion missile from a B-47 bomber. Pres. Gerald R. Ford's directive of 1975 allowed exploration of air-launched ASAT missiles, resulting in creation of an ASAT program that year which employed a modified standard anti-radiation homing missile fired from an F-15 fighter. This system represented a significant improvement over earlier ones insofar as it employed a kinetic-kill mini vehicle to directly impact the targeted satellite versus an area weapon such as nuclear or high-explosive warheads. On 13 September 1985, a "fullup" test resulted in the destruction of the P78-1 Solwind satellite, but in 1988 Congress canceled the program.5 Further US ASAT tests focused on denial of use rather than absolute destruction of enemy satellites, as in a 1997 test in which a laser temporarily blinded an Air Force MSTI-3 satellite at 300 miles altitude.6

Solvency

Total space control is possible - the US just has to act first - failure to do so makes a space arms race inevitable and will allow China and Russia to block us out of space

Dolman and Cooper 11 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, and Henry,  Former Deputy for the Strategic and Space Systems of the DOD and Chairman of High Fronteir, a non-profit organization studying issues of missile defense and space, “Chapter 19: Increasing the Military Uses of Space,” Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

Note: First 2 sentences are myths which the author intends to challenge.

Space is too vast to be controlled. If one state weaponizes, then all other states will follow suit, and a crippling arms race in space will ensue. Space is indeed vast, but a quick analysis of the fundamentals of space terrain and geography shows that control of just LEO would be tantamount to a global gate or checkpoint for entrance into space, a position that could not be flanked and would require an incredible exertion of military power to dislodge. Thus, the real question quickly becomes not whether the United States should weaponize space first, but whether it can afford to be the second to weaponize space. Space has been dubbed the ultimate high ground (see figure 19–2). As with the high ground throughout history, whosoever sits ensconced upon it accrues incredible benefit on the terrestrial battlefield. This comes from the dual advantages of enhanced span of command acuity (visibility and control) and kinetic power. It is simply easier and more powerful to shoot down the hill than up it. The pace of technological development, particularly in microsatellites and networked operations, could allow a major spacefaring state to quickly establish enough independent kinetic kill vehicles in LEO (through multiple payload launches) to effectively deny entry or transit to any other state. Currently, the United States has the infrastructure and capacity to do so; China may in the very near future. Russia is also a potential candidate for a space coup. Should any one of these states put enough weapons in orbit, they could engage and shoot down attempts to place counterspace assets in orbit, effectively taking control of outer space. Indeed, the potential to be gained from ensuring spacepower projection while denying that capability in others is so great that some state, some day, will make the attempt. In order to ensure that no one tries, space weapons opponents argue that the best defense is a good example. So long as the United States does not make any effort to weaponize space, why would any competing state be tempted to do so? And even if another state does attempt it, the United States has the infrastructure to quickly follow suit and commence a campaign of retrieval in space. Not only does the logic escape us, but also it seems that by waiting, the United States is guaranteeing what space weapons opponents fear most: a space arms race. 

Solvency
Space weapons are technologically viable—feasibility objections are based on current budgets and other factors that are easily changed.

Dolman 5 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ US Military Transformation and Weapons in Space,” September 14th, http://www.e-parl.net/pages/space_hearing_images/ConfPaper%20Dolman%20US% 20Military%20Transform%20&%20Space.pdf, EMM)

Space Weapons Are Possible: Arguments in the first category spill the most ink in opposition, but are relatively easy to dispose of, 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 concurred. 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 impossibility of weapons and wars in space to more subtle and scientifically sustainable arguments that a particular space weapon is not feasible, mountains of mathematical formulae are piled high in an effort, one by one, simply to bury the concept. But these limitations on specific systems are less due to theoretical analysis than to assumptions about future funding and available technology. The real objection, too often hidden from view, is that a particular weapons system or capability cannot be developed and deployed within the planned budget, or within narrowly specified means. When one relaxes those assumptions, opposition on technical grounds falls away. The devil may very well be in the details, but if one’s stance opposing an entire class of weapons is premised upon analyses that show particular weapons will not work … what happens when a fresh concept or new technology cannot be disproved? If one bases policy decisions on discrediting the particulars of proposed operations, what happens when technology X, the unexpected (perhaps unforeseeable) scientific breakthrough that changes all notions of current capabilities, inevitably arrives? 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? 

Advantages - Space Dominance

ASATS are Key for US Space Dominance
Krepon and Black 09-*co-founder and senior research associate @ The Stimson Center, director of the South Asia and Space Security programs @ The Stimson Center, M.A. from the School of Advanced International Studies @ Johns Hopkins University, B.A. from Franklin and Marshal College, **Research Associate @ The Stimson Center, BA and MPP (Master of Public Policy) @ University of Maryland [Michael, Samuel, Space Security Project, “Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons?,” May 2009, Stimson]
Satellites save lives, strengthen our economy, and support national security. Without the assured use of satellites, police, fire fighters and first responders would be hampered, financial transactions would be disrupted, and US troops in harm’s way would be less able to defend themselves. Satellites are vulnerable as well as invaluable because nations that depend heavily on satellites also have the means to damage them. No nation benefits more from space or has more to lose if space becomes a shooting gallery than the United States. What, then, is the most appropriate strategy to ensure that essential satellites will be available for use when needed? Because of America’s great dependency on satellites, some have advocated the testing of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons and their use during crises or warfare. In this view, the United States needs to dominate space to deter the use of space weapons by potential foes and to win wars decisively on the ground. Advocates of space dominance believe in two underlying assumptions: that warfare in the heavens is inevitable and that the United States can succeed in dominating space with ASAT weapons. 

Advantage – Space Dominance
Deters Space Weapon Use

Krepon and Black 09-*co-founder and senior research associate @ The Stimson Center, director of the South Asia and Space Security programs @ The Stimson Center, M.A. from the School of Advanced International Studies @ Johns Hopkins University, B.A. from Franklin and Marshal College, **Research Associate @ The Stimson Center, BA and MPP (Master of Public Policy) @ University of Maryland [Michael, Samuel, Space Security Project, “Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons?,” May 2009, Stimson]

Satellites save lives, strengthen our economy, and support national security. Without the assured use of satellites, police, fire fighters and first responders would be hampered, financial transactions would be disrupted, and US troops in harm’s way would be less able to defend themselves. Satellites are vulnerable as well as invaluable because nations that depend heavily on satellites also have the means to damage them. No nation benefits more from space or has more to lose if space becomes a shooting gallery than the United States. What, then, is the most appropriate strategy to ensure that essential satellites will be available for use when needed? Because of America’s great dependency on satellites, some have advocated the testing of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons and their use during crises or warfare. In this view, the United States needs to dominate space to deter the use of space weapons by potential foes and to win wars decisively on the ground. Advocates of space dominance believe in two underlying assumptions: that warfare in the heavens is inevitable and that the United States can succeed in dominating space with ASAT weapons. 

Advantage – Space Dominance
A plethora of countries including China, India, Russia, North Korea, and Iran are developing comprehensive ASAT systems now—weaponization is inevitable

Kramnik 10-RIA Novotsi (think tank) military commentator, military commentator for the Russian News Service [Ilya, Space War, “Possible Space Wars in the Near Future,” January 18, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Possible_Space_Wars_In_The_Near_Future_999.html
The U.S. media suspects China and India of developing anti-satellite weapons. An article to this effect has been published the New Scientist magazine. Until recently, only the Soviet Union, its legal successor Russia and the United States were capable of developing anti-satellite weapons. U.S. analysts now think that China and India are acquiring similar capabilities. To what extent are such fears justified? It is hard to overestimate the role played by military satellite systems. Since the 1970s, an increasingly greater number of troop-control, telecommunications, target-acquisition, navigation and other processes depend on spacecraft which are therefore becoming more important. At this point, it is impossible to imagine the armed forces of most industrial states, including Russia, without combat-ready satellite[s] clusters comprising spacecraft of various types. The space echelon's role is directly proportional to the development level of any given nation and its armed forces. However, satellite clusters are hardly invulnerable. Ever since the U.S.S.R. and the United States launched their first military satellites, efforts have been made to develop anti-satellite systems. Such efforts were intensified after the creation of initial missile defense systems comprising the highly important space echelon. Orbital satellite interceptors, surface-to-space and air-to-space missiles were eventually developed. Research aiming to develop orbital and ground-based anti-satellite laser guns making it possible to either destroy spacecraft or knock out their electronics and optical devices deserves special mention. However, few results have been achieved in this area. China, which claims the right to be a global power, prioritizes the development of anti-satellite weapons. A 2007 Chinese anti-satellite missile test was conducted at 10.26 p.m. Greenwich Mean Time (GMT) on January 11, 2007 or at 6.26 a.m. Beijing time on January 12. A Chinese weather satellite - the FY-1C polar orbit satellite of the Fengyun series, flying at an altitude of 865 kilometers (537 mi) - was destroyed by a kinetic kill vehicle traveling at a speed of 8 km/second in the opposite direction. Although the exact name of the missile is not known, sources mentioned a KT-1/SC-19 system described as being based on a modified DF-21 medium-range ballistic missile or its commercial derivative, the KT-2, with a kinetic kill vehicle mounted. The 11-meter DF-21 missile weighs 15 metric tons. The above referenced kinetic kill vehicle destroyed the satellite with a direct hit. China thus became the second nation in history to conduct practical anti-satellite system tests. On September 13, 1985, the United States destroyed U.S. satellite P78-1 using an ASM-135 ASAT anti-satellite missile launched from an F-15 Eagle air superiority fighter. A malfunctioning U.S. spy satellite USA-193 was destroyed by a RIM-161 Standard Missile 3 on February 21, 2008. The Chinese anti-satellite weapons test highlighted Beijing's ability to fight a space war if necessary, and caused a nervous response primarily on the part of Japan and the United States. It is common knowledge that China continues to develop anti-satellite weapons and to create new versions of missile interceptors. Although there is hardly any convincing evidence regarding possible 
(Kramnik ’10 continued)

Indian efforts to develop similar weapons, the country's Defence Research and Development Organisation (DRDO) [India] has voiced its intention to create a satellite interceptor. If this statement is true, New Delhi plans to copy the Soviet example. As is known, Moscow had developed various types of orbital anti-satellite weapons, including the 80-ton Skif-DM battle station that was to have been launched by the super-heavy Energia space rocket. It is unclear how fast India will be able to develop an anti-satellite weapon and to orbit it. This project will probably take many years to implement. At the same time, India could develop a missile interceptor based on medium-range ballistic missiles to knock down satellites the way China did. More countries will acquire anti-satellite capabilities in the future. Technically speaking, all countries wielding their own ballistic missiles, including Iran and North Korea, have the potential. It is still hard to predict the influence of such programs on the subsequent development of military space systems.

Advantage – Space Dominance
Space weaponization is critical to conflict stabilization in India/Pakistan, Iran, Taiwan, and Korea

Miller 2002 – writer for the free republic and national review online (John J., the free republic, “Our 'Next Manifest Destiny': America should move to control space -- now, and decisively.” http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/714383/posts) CMR 


That may sound like 21st-century imperialism, which, in essence, it would be. But is that so bad? Imagine that the United States currently maintained a battery of space-based lasers. India and Pakistan could inch toward nuclear war over Kashmir, only to be told that any attempt by either side to launch a missile would result in a boost-phase blast from outer space. Without taking sides, the United States would immediately defuse a tense situation and keep the skies above Bombay and Karachi free of mushroom clouds. Moreover, Israel would receive protection from Iran and Iraq, Taiwan from China, and Japan and South Korea from the mad dictator north of the DMZ. The United States would be covered as well, able not merely to deter aggression, but also to defend against it.
National security always has been an expensive proposition, and there is no getting around the enormous costs posed by a robust system of space-based weaponry. It would take a supreme act of national will to make it a reality. We've done it before: Winning the Cold War required laying out trillions of dollars, much of it on machines, missiles, and warheads that never saw live combat. Seizing control of space also would cost trillions, but it would lead to a world made immeasurably safer for America and what it values.

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China

China’s weaponizing space and will gain supremacy over the US

Adams 10 (Jonathan, China Specialist at CSM, “China is on path to 'militarization of space',” October 28, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/1028/China-is-on-path-to-militarization-of-space, EMM)

China looks set to pull ahead in the Asian space race to the moon, putting a spacecraft into lunar orbit Oct. 6 in a preparatory mission for an unmanned moon landing in two or three years.  Chinese engineers will maneuver the craft into an extremely low orbit, 9.5 miles above the moon's surface, so it can take high-resolution photos of a possible landing site.  Basically, China is looking for a good "parking space" for a moon lander, in a less-known area of the moon known as the Bay of Rainbows.  The mission, called Chang'e 2 after a heroine from Chinese folklore who goes to the moon with a rabbit, highlights China's rapidly growing technological prowess, as well as its keen desire for prestige on the world stage. If successful, it will put China a nose ahead of its Asian rivals with similar lunar ambitions – India and Japan – and signal a challenge to the American post-cold-war domination in space.  The Asian space race  compared with the American and Soviet mad dashes into space in the late 1950s and '60s, Asia is taking its time – running a marathon, not a sprint. "All of these countries witnessed the cold war, and what led to the destruction of the USSR," says Ajey Lele, an expert on Asian space programs at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis in New Delhi, referring to the military and space spending that helped hasten the decline of the Soviet regime. "They understand the value of money and investment, and they are going as per the pace which they can go." But he acknowledged China's edge over India. "They started earlier, and they're ahead of us at this time," he says.  India put the Chandrayaan 1 spacecraft into lunar orbit in 2008, a mission with a NASA payload that helped confirm the presence of water on the moon. It plans a moon landing in a few years' time, and a manned mission as early as 2020 – roughly the same timetable as China.  Japan is also mulling a moonshot, and has branched out into other space exploration, such as the recent Hayabusa mission to an asteroid. Its last lunar orbiter shared the moon with China's first in 2007.  Both Japan's and India's recent missions have been plagued by glitches and technical problems, however, while China's have gone relatively smoothly.  Mr. Lele said the most significant aspect of the Chang'e 2 mission was the attempt at a 9.5-mile-high orbit, a difficult feat. India's own lunar orbiter descended to about 60 miles in 2008, he said, but was forced to return to a more stable, 125-mile-high orbit.  A low orbit will allow for better scouting of future landing sites, said Lele. "They [the Chinese] will require huge amounts of data on landing grounds," said Lele. "A moon landing hasn't been attempted since the cold war."  During the famed 1969 Apollo 11 manned mission to the moon, astronaut Neil Armstrong had to take control of the lander in the last moments of descent to avoid large moon boulders strewn around the landing site. China hopes to avoid any such last-minute surprises with better reconnaissance photos, which would allow them to see moon features such as rocks as small as one-meter across, according to Chinese media.  Is China's space exploration a military strategy?  Meanwhile, some have pointed out that China's moonshot, like all space programs, has valuable potential military offshoots. China's space program is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA), which is steadily gaining experience in remote communication and measurement, missile technology, and antisatellite warfare through missions like Chang'e 2.  The security implications of China's space program are not lost on 
(Adams ’10 continued)

India, Japan, or the United States.  The Pentagon notes that China, through its space program, is exploring ways to exploit the US military's dependence on space in a conflict scenario – for example, knocking out US satellites in the opening hours of a crisis over Taiwan.  "China is developing the ability to attack an adversary's space assets, accelerating the militarization of space," the Pentagon said in its latest annual report to Congress on China's military power. "PLA writings emphasize the necessity of 'destroying, damaging, and interfering with the enemy's reconnaissance ... and communications satellites.' "  More broadly, some in the US see China's moon program as evidence that it has a long-range strategic view that's lacking in Washington. The US has a reconnaissance satellite in lunar orbit now, but President Obama appears to have put off the notion of a manned return to the moon.  With China slowly but surely laying the groundwork for a long-term lunar presence, some fear the US may one day find itself lapped –"like the tale of the tortoise and the hare," says Dean Cheng, an expert on China's space program at the Heritage Foundation in Washington. "I have to wonder whether the United States, concerned with far more terrestrial issues, and with its budget constraints, is going to decide to make similarly persistent investments to sustain its lead in space." 

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China
Newest evidence confirms that China is working to weaponize space

AFP 11 (“China's hostile space capabilities worry US: official,” Feb 4, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Chinas_hostile_space_capabilities_worry_US_official_999.html, EMM)

China is developing "counterspace" weapons that could shoot down satellites or jam signals, a Pentagon official said Friday as the United States unveiled a 10-year strategy for security in space. "The investment China is putting into counterspace capabilities is a matter of concern to us," deputy secretary of defense for space policy Gregory Schulte told reporters as the defense and intelligence communities released their 10-year National Security Space Strategy (NSSS). The NSSS marks a huge shift from past practice, outlining a 10-year path for the United States to take in space to ensure it becomes "more resilient" and can defend its assets in a dramatically more crowded, competitive and challenging environment, Schulte said. A key reason for developing the new strategy was "concern about the number of counterspace capabilities that are being developed," said Schulte. "China is at the forefront of the development of those capabilities," he said. China in 2007 shot down one of its own weather satellites using a medium-range ground missile, sparking international concern not only about how China "weaponizing" space, but also about the debris from the satellite that is still floating around in space. Beijing is also working on ways to jam satellite signals and is developing directed energy weapons, which emit energy towards a target without firing a projectile, Schulte said. US concerns over China's space activities have led Defense Secretary Robert Gates to seek to include space in the stability dialogue with the Chinese, Schulte said. 

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China
The risk of a space pearl harbor is high - China will attack while we’re perceived as weak

Choong 9- Senior Writer @ The Strait Times, articles appear in The International Institute of Strategic Studies, [William, The Strait Times, “Reading too much into the stars?,” May 12, 2009, LexisNexis, DavidK]

LAST month, China lofted a navigational satellite into the heavens. The Compass satellite will be part of the Beidou Navigation System of up to 30 'birds' that China will put into orbit by 2015. The launch highlights the massive strides that China has made since the early 1990s, when it witnessed how United States-led forces leveraged on space- based C4ISR (command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance) capabilities during the first Gulf War. But it was only in recent years that China's space-based programme has really taken off. China's first manned space flight in 2003 carried just one astronaut; the second in 2005 bore two. Last year, it staged its first space walk. The most worrying aspect of China's space programme, however, is the anti-satellite (Asat) exercise it conducted in 2007, when it destroyed a defunct weather satellite with a missile. Analysts noted that China used the 'hit to kill' method - a technology that involves 'stopping a bullet with a bullet'. This meant that China's Asat capability had surpassed that of the former Soviet Union. Since then, there has been much talk - most of it American - of how China could raise the costs of American intervention in a conflict, say, over the Taiwan Strait. Earlier this year, for example, the Pentagon wrote in its annual report on the Chinese military that Beijing was developing capabilities to attack space assets of potential adversaries in a bid to 'blind and deafen the enemy'. According to Richard Fisher, the author of China's Military Modernization: Building For Regional And Global Reach, China has more than 1,500 ballistic and cruise missiles aimed at Taiwan. The newer missiles are more precise than the older ones, thanks to navigation satellite ('navsat') guidance. Dr Ashley Tellis, a China expert, goes further. China's pursuit of counter- space capabilities is part of a 'considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capability of the US'. China's space programme is an asymmetric strategy aimed at America's 'soft ribs' in space. In other words, China could carry out a 'space Pearl Harbour'. Many of these 'China threat' arguments can be supported empirically. Mao Zedong used asymmetrical warfare to overwhelm stronger opponents. And China's much-vaunted strategy of 'active defence', argue some, is actually an insidious strategy of using offence in the name of defence. Think of China's wars with India and the former Soviet Union in 1962 and 1969 respectively.

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China
US-China space war is inevitable - official statements from China prove it

Navrozov 9 (Lev, Writer @ the Center for the Survival of Western Democracies, Citing Chi Haotian, Former Minister of National Defense of China, and chinse Senior office Yao, “ Weaponizing space inevitable, says a reasonable-sounding Chinese communist lady,” Aug 27, http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2009/lev0684_08_21.asp, EMM)

In short, space war is possible, since the owners of China believe that this is the best war to annihilate the United States and thus become the owners of the world, as was predicted several years ago by Chi Haotian, who is now 80 years old, but who was the Minister of National Defense of China up to 2003. America has to defend itself against China’s space war, since the outer space spreads above every country, including the United States. The division of the outer space into areas will not prevent a country such as China from violating the borders of these areas.

A lot of legal and government paper has been used in the past decades to conclude outer space agreements.

In the democratic countries, it has often been assumed (even with respect to Hitler’s invasions) that wars originate from misunderstanding, and present or potential totalitarian aggressors can be persuaded to keep peace. Hence many savants in the democratic West wouldn’t hear what General Chi Haotian of China said about the need for China to be the first to annihilate the U.S.A. and for China to rule the world for the next century.

The Chinese newspaper The China Post, published in English and sold, for example, in Australia, carried an article entitled “Chinese Officer Predicts Weapons in Space” ( seeYahoo!). The senior officer named Yao, “who directs the Asia-Pacific Office at the Academy of Military Science in Beijing,” proves to be a woman. Of course! Let the English-speaking in Australia and elsewhere know about the scrupulous equality between men and women in the new China. Says Yao: “My wish is we really want to keep space as a peaceful place for human beings.” Of course! Let the English-speaking all over the world see what an advanced woman she is, thinking above all about “human beings.”

Shouldn’t she appeal to the like-minded people and complain to the government? Oh, no! “The government and the party” cannot be wrong, and to complain in this case would be treasonable.

Said Yao: “But personally, I am pessimistic about it [the consensus]. My prediction: Outer space is going to be weaponized in our lifetime.”

So it looks like a predicted fate. There has been no one in China to speak publicly for the weaponization of the outer space. But this is what will happen “in our lifetime.”

For the owners of China, the advantage of the space war is that it is new to all countries. The “advanced countries” had many years to develop tanks and aviation for WWI, then two decades to develop them between WWI and WWII, and six decades to continue to develop them between 1945 and today. As for the space war, China and the United States “began from the beginning.” The owners of China fight for their world domination as per Chi Haotian, and the U.S.A. is against it. But in the 21st century, China and the United States began even some space war excanges. The space war is on. Who will win it? What is clear is that U.S. President Obama has been siding with the U.S. enemy when he proclaimed that “the U.S.-China relations” will “shape the 21st century,” and the U.S. and China “are poised to make steady progress in some of the most important issues of our time 

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China
Deterrence is impossible without plan, the only way to protect US assets from space pearl harbor is to weaponization

Dolman 3 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Space Weapons: Are They Needed?,” From Chapter 2: Space Power and US Hegemony: Maintaining a Liberal World Order in the 21st Century, October, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Security_Space_Volume.Final.pdf, EMM)
The United States’ reliance on military space support is greater than that for any other nation. Should it be denied access to space, the United States would be unable to conduct coordinated, large-scale offensive military operations abroad, and the security and economic well-being of the United States and its allies would be directly threatened.12 And the United States is vulnerable to a wide array of anti-space hostilities. These include anti-satellite attack, physical destruction of space support centers, electromagnetic attack (jamming) and information attack (hacking). So potentially vulnerable are its space systems that the authors of the Space Commission Report suggest a ‘Pearl Harbor’ in space scenario is possible in the near future.13 This vulnerability has prompted several analysts to decry any attempt at weaponizing space.14 Doing so would signal weakness to potential enemies, and would encourage them to build anti-space capabilities.15 Restraint, they assert, would signal that no need to build such capabilities exists. Such arguments are stunningly feeble. They suggest that the best protection is no protection; the more damage that can be done by the loss of an asset, the more imperative it is not to protect it. This head-in-the-sand derivative of Cold War MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) logic is misplaced in the Space Age. Indeed, an active attempt to physically defend space assets will be a signal to others of their value to the United States. It also ratchets up the difficulty for a state attempting to deny that capability. Today, a single nuclear detonation in low-Earth orbit could cause massive long-term damage to spacecraft (to name only one of the more ubiquitous possible threats), and dozens of countries have the missile capacity to place such a device into orbit. The Cold War assumption that the anti-weaponization advocates make is that putting a device into orbit that could shoot down an attempt to place a nuclear warhead there would force potential adversaries to take precisely that action before the defensive device became operational. This is similar to the anti-Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI or ‘Star Wars’) logic that said development of an anti-missile shield would force the Soviet Union to attack the United States (with nuclear weapons) before it could be deployed. Of course, to do so would have been suicide. The American MAD policy guaranteed it. The balance of terror created by mutually defenseless nuclear powers was thought to deter the possibility of nuclear war. Thus a launch against the United States would have been by definition an irrational act. And there’s the rub. One cannot deter an irrational act. One can only defend against it. Because of their value and importance, an attack on United States space assets will likely receive some retaliation whether there are weapons in space or not, and hence the deterrent – what there is – is already in place. But is it enough of a deterrent? We simply have no way of knowing for sure if deterrence works, or if it has ever worked. We can only know when it fails. If deterrence, no matter how credible or overawing it may seem, fails, then the deterrer must suffer the consequences or be prepared to defend against the transgression. This is precisely the point. It may be that no state would ever attempt to attack the United States’ spacebased capabilities – but if some state (or nonstate group) does attack, it is presently unobstructed.

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China
Offensive deterrence is the only way to ensure safety of US assets

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 3-4, DavidK]

Space stability issues differ from the Kent-Thaler conception of first-strike stability in that nuclear forces are not directly involved, so the risk of prompt catastrophic damage in the event of a deterrence fail​ure is not nearly as great. However, several other strong parallels exist between first-strike stability in space and in the nuclear realm. First, space support substantially enhances operational warfighting capabili​ties in the terrestrial domain that are threatening to potential enemies. At the same time, satellites are difficult to defend against adversaries with capabilities to attack them. As a result, space, like the nuclear realm, is an offense-dominant environment with substantial incentives for striking first should war appear probable. Second, deterrence fail​ures in space, though not as immediately catastrophic as nuclear deter​rence failures, could, nonetheless, be very costly given the resources invested in orbital infrastructure and the many security and economic functions that benefit from space support. And, like nuclear deterrence failures, the costs of warfare in space would likely be shared by third parties due to global economic interdependence and multinational ownership of many space systems—all the more so if kinetic attacks on satellites litter important orbits with debris. Finally, there is a parallel between nuclear and space deterrence in that significant thresholds are perceived in both realms, the crossing of which could lead to reprisals, follow-on attacks, and rapid escalation/1 While strategic thinkers largely agree that U.S. space systems present tempting targets for future adversaries, there is wide debate on what to do about this threat. Some argue that, due to the difficulty of defending orbital assets from capable attackers, the United States should simply attempt to discourage hostile actors from attacking sat​ellites by continuing to promote the international norm that space should be preserved as a sanctuary from war.5 At the other end of the spectrum are those who [others] argue that the United States should arm itself for offensive and defensive counterspace operations and, in the event of war, protect its space assets by forcefully dominating the medium in a fashion similar to the way it has in other domains.6 Positions that fall between these extremes include arguments for more passive and active defenses, dispersal of space capabilities, and developing alterna​tive means of support, thereby reducing U.S. dependence on space. Unfortunately, many of these arguments miss an important point: Given that the United States benefits so much from uninterrupted access to space support, a fundamental U.S. national security interest in space—perhaps the most important one—is stability. Granted, devel​oping the ability to defend U.S. space assets is an important objective, and should the United States find itself at war with an adversary whose warfighting capabilities are substantially enhanced by space systems, U.S. military leaders would likely want the ability to deny those adver​saries access to space support. 

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China
The impact is US-Sino nuclear war

Forden, PhD and Research Associate @ MIT, 8 (Geoffrey, PhD and Research Associate at MIT, “How China Loses the Coming Space War (Pt. 2),” 1/10, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-ch-1/, EMM)

The United States has five satellites in geostationary orbit that detect missile launches using the heat released from their exhaust plumes.  These satellites are primarily used to alert US nuclear forces to massive nuclear attacks on the homeland.  However, in recent years, they have played an increasing role in conventional conflicts, such as both Gulf Wars, by cueing tactical missile defenses like the Patriot missile defense systems that gained fame in their engagements with Saddam’s SCUD missiles.  Because of this new use, China might find it useful to attack them with ASATs.  Since there are only five of them, China could destroy the entire constellation but at the cost of diverting some of the few available deep-space ASATs from other targets.  Of course, China would not have to attack all five but could limit its attack to the three that simultaneously view the Taiwan Straits area.  If China did decide to destroy these early warning satellites, it would greatly reduce the area covered by US missile defenses in Taiwan against SCUD and longer range missiles.  This is because the area covered by a theater missile defense system is highly dependent on the warning time it has; the greater the warning time, the more effective the missile defense system’s radar is.  Thus a Patriot battery, which might ordinarily cover the capital of Taiwan, could be reduced to just defending the military base it was stationed at.  Some analysts believe that China would gain a tremendous propaganda coup by having a single missile make it through US defenses and thus might consider this use of its deep-space ASATs highly worthwhile even if it could not increase the probability of destroying military targets.  On the other hand, China would run a tremendous risk of the US believing it was under a more general nuclear attack if China did destroy these early warning satellites.  Throughout the history of the Cold War, the US has had a policy of only launching a “retaliatory” nuclear strike if an incoming attack is detected by both early warning satellites and radars.  Without the space leg of the early warning system, the odds of the US misinterpreting some missile launch that it detected with radar as a nuclear attack would be greatly increased even if the US did not view the satellite destruction as a sufficiently threatening attack all by themselves.  Such a misinterpretation is not without precedent.  In 1995, Russia’s early warning radars viewed a NASA sounding rocket launch off the coast of Norway and flagged it as a possible Trident missile launch.  Many analysts believe that Russia was able to not respond only because it had a constellation of functioning early warning satellites.  Any Chinese attacks on US early warning satellites would risk both intentional and mistaken escalation of the conflict into a nuclear war without a clear military goal. 

Harms/Advantage Scenario: China
ASATs solve—checks back Chinese aggression, protects space assets, and maintains technological primacy 

Buxbaum 08-analyst for ISN Security Watch, JD from Temple University, B.A. in political science & economics @ Columbia University, written over 2,000 articles on security, foreign policy, and space [Peter, Defense Technology International, “Arms Race in Space” February 1, LexisNexis]

The prospect of war in space drives strategic thinking at the Pentagon about ways to defend U.S. satellites. The galvanizing incident came on Jan. 11, 2007, when China destroyed one of its weather satellites with a ground-based ballistic missile. U.S. Air Force Secretary Michael Wynne, speaking at a conference last fall, termed the shoot-down an «egregious act,» and claimed that the Chinese were sending a message to the U.S. military that China views space as a battlefield. «What was shocking about it was the denial,» Wynne says. The Chinese government has never clearly acknowledged the shoot-down. Wynne’s comments show how seriously the military is taking the threat posed by China’s nascent anti-satellite weapons program. A report assessing the Chinese military, which was released by the Pentagon last summer, states that the test demonstrates China’s pursuit of countermeasures to U.S. military prowess and to the use of space by other countries. «The test puts at risk the assets of all space-faring nations,» states the report. China’s anti-satellite program aims «to deny others access to outer space,» the report says. That would be detrimental to the U.S. military’s reliance on space-based assets to guide weapons, conduct communications and monitor enemies. Space has been militarized for years, of course, but it has not been weaponized. Satellites provide intelligence, targeting and communications, but no country has stationed weapons in space. It seems apparent that the U.S. must come up with a way to counter China’s emerging anti-satellite capabilities. «Right now, the satellites have gone up in a peaceful mode, so they are not well defended,» Wynne notes. «We should have some defense mechanism.» Some experts believe the U.S. should field space-based weapons to defend its assets. Others favor protecting satellites with ground-based systems, arguing that the U.S. must avert an arms race in space. Still others advocate airborne platforms for the functions now performed by satellites. The issue is compounded by the fact that USAF is committed to investing $20 billion annually to replace its aging satellite constellation. «I’m reluctant to replace a $1.5-billion satellite if it can be destroyed by a $100-million anti-satellite missile. I can’t afford that exchange ratio,» Wynne remarks. Steven Kosiak, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, an independent policy research group in Washington, plays down the role of space-based ballistic missile defenses. He says they are likely to be costly, technologically risky and relatively easy to defeat. Space-based weapons could, in theory, destroy or disable enemy satellites and protect U.S. satellites, by intercepting anti-satellite weapons. Space-based weapons have also been thought of to defend against ballistic missiles and to attack terrestrial targets.

Harms/Advantage Scenario: Global Peace

Space weapons secure international peace 

Dolman 06 [Everett, ‘U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space’, SAIS Review: vol. 26, no. 1; http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.pdf]

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. The immediate budget impact of significant funding increases for space weapons would be to decrease funding for combat aircraft, the surface battle fleet, and ground forces. This may well set the proponents of space weaponization at odds with both proponents and opponents of increased defense spending. Space advocates must sell their ideas to fellow pro-weapons groups by making the case that the advantages they provide outweigh the capabilities forgone. This is a mighty task. The tens or even 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-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—pacification, occupation, and control of foreign territory—are profound. With the downsizing of traditional weapons to accommodate heightened space expenditures, the U.S. ability to do all three would 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 occupations 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 further eroded. To be sure, space weapons are offensive by their very nature. They deter violence by the omnipresent threat of precise, measured, and unstoppable retaliation. But they offer no advantage in the mission of territorial occupation. As such, they are far less threatening to the international environment than any combination of conventional weapons employed in their stead. What would be more threatening to a state in opposition to American hegemony: a dozen lasers in space with pinpoint accuracy, or (for about the same price) 15 infantry divisions massed on the border? A state employing offensive deterrence through space weapons can punish a transgressor state, but it is in a poor position to challenge that state’s sovereignty. A transgressor state is less likely to succumb to the security dilemma if it perceives that its national survival is not at risk. Moreover, the tremendous expense of space weapons would inhibit their indiscriminate use. Over time, the world of sovereign states would recognize that the United States could not and would not use space weapons to threaten another country’s internal self-determination. The United States still would challenge any attempts to intervene militarily in the politics of others, and it would have severely restricted its own capacity to do the latter. Judicious and non-arbitrary use of a weaponized space eventually could be seen as a net positive, an effective global police force that punishes criminal acts but does not threaten to engage in aggressive behavior.

Harms/Advantage Scenario: Global Peace
Space weapons bolster the US deterrent --- solves conflict

McLaughlin, 2002 (Kevin, National Defense Fellow at CSIS, MISSILE DEFENSES: NOW WHAT? Vol. 25, No. 3; Pg. 177, “Would Space-Based Defenses Improve Security?” The Washington Quarterly, Summer, lexis)

How does this thinking affect the possible use of space to support U.S. missile defense activities? One barrier to using space to support missile defenses has been the belief that the United States should not use space to provide overwhelming U.S. advantage or in any way contribute to a strategic imbalance between the United States and other great powers. Nonetheless, the above paragraphs indicate that the United States quietly crossed this space threshold at the end of the last century in ways that did not pertain to missile defense. The United States now leverages satellites to fight battles in ways that overwhelm adversaries. Our satellites allow field commanders to see the entire battlefield, communicate globally and instantaneously, attack targets precisely, avoid threats, and warn of aggression in ways that no other nation in the world can match. Arguing that space already affords the United States an overwhelming military advantage is no overstatement.

Defense requirements that do not involve missiles may drive the development of the first weapons to operate from space. U.S. military planners have increasingly stressed requirements for engaging global targets with conventional weapons within a few minutes or a few hours of target identification. This requirement may drive the necessity for power projection through and from space, which U.S. forces could accomplish with almost no delay. Such a capability would arguably provide the United States with a much stronger deterrent and, in a conflict, an extraordinary military advantage. Effective nonnuclear deterrent concepts could also create a safer and more stable strategic environment by potentially reducing reliance on nuclear weapons. Finally, if the United States fields these capabilities in support of nonmissile defense requirements, the absence of a precedent in developing defenses that operate in, from, or through space will no longer constrain missile defense planners and policymakers.

Harms/Advantage Scenario: Global Peace
Space weaponization by the U.S. increases overall stability – wars don’t start because of arms races, they start because of the character of government – and a strong U.S. can deter conflict

Lambakis, 01 – senior defense analyst at the National Institute for Public Policy (Steven, Policy Review, March/April, “Space Weapons: Refuting the Critics”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3479337.html)

The case against deploying weapons in space rests on a number of assumptions, often unstated. A careful look at the validity of these assumptions reveals serious problems — in many cases undermining the conclusions the critics draw.

One such assumption is that military developments over the past 50 years have created a security environment in which certain tactical events or localized crises run an unacceptably high risk of triggering a general, possibly even nuclear, war. We are therefore more secure when we do nothing to upset the global military balance, especially in space — where we station key stabilizing assets.

Yet we have little experience in reality to ground this freely wielded and rather academic assumption. By definition, anything that causes instability in armed relationships is to be avoided. But would "shots" in space, any more than shots on the ground, be that cause?

When we look at what incites war, history instructs us that what matter most are the character and motivation of the states involved, along with the general balance of power (i.e., are we in the world of 1914, 1945, or 2001?). Fluctuations in national arsenals, be they based on earth or in space, do not determine, but rather more accurately are a reflection of, the course of politics among nations. In other words, it matters not so much that there are nuclear weapons, but rather whether Saddam Hussein or Tony Blair controls them and in what security context. The same may be said for space weapons.

The sway of major powers historically has regulated world stability. It follows that influential countries that support the rule of law and the right of all states to use orbits for nonaggressive purposes would help ensure stability in the age of satellites. The world is not more stable, in other words, if countries like the United States, a standard-bearer for such ideas, "do nothing." Washington’s deterrence and engagement strategies would assume new dimensions with the added influence of space weapons, the presence of which could help bolster peacemaking diplomacy and prevent aggression on earth or in space.

Harms/Advantage Scenario: Global Peace
Conventional deterrence depends upon space deterrence.  

Morgan 10-Adjunct Professor of Security Policy Studies @ University of Pittsburgh, Senior Political Scientist @ RAND Corporation, PhD, Policy Studies @ University of Maryland, M.A., Air Power Arts & Sciences @ Air University School for Advanced Airpower Studies, M.A. @ Webster University, B.S. @ University of Maryland [Forrest, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space: A Preliminary Assessment, part of a RAND study “Project Air Force,” June 16, pg. 20-21]

The longer a conventional war between the United States and an enemy capable of attacking space assets, the greater the pressure would be for escalation in both the terrestrial environment and space. Should the conflict expand in scope and expected duration in ways similar to major wars in the 20th century, the benefits of attacking satellite ground stations and other elements of the U.S. space-support ground infrastructure would grow and the prospective costs of doing so would shrink. Alternatively, even if the war were to remain confined in dura​tion and geographic scope but escalate to the point at which the enemy felt threatened by prospects of regime change—and especially if that were the United States' stated objective—then it would not be rea​sonable to expect that the United States could deter the enemy from resorting to any level of destructive attack in space, including the use of nuclear weapons, if it appeared that such actions might reduce the enemy's chances of defeat. While one might question why an adversary would expend a valuable and probably limited resource on what might seem to be a senseless act of destruction, exploding one or more nuclear weapons in space while keeping others in reserve to hold regional ter​restrial targets at risk could, in some circumstances, be a rational and plausible tactic.19 As serious as such an act would be, it would, without directly taking human life, effectively signal that severe levels of escala​tion in the terrestrial domains were imminent if the United States did not desist in pressing the offensive. Such an act would doubtless make the perpetrator a pariah in the international community, but many world leaders would consider that outcome preferable to losing their regimes and, potentially, their lives. Although this assessment focuses specifically on deterrence and first- strike stability in space, it is important to appreciate the inter-dependencies between these factors and general deterrence and stability writ large. Given the extent to which space support enhances U.S. conven​tional military capabilities, an adversary weighing the risks and poten​tial benefits of war with the United States might be encouraged toward aggression by the belief that attacking space systems would degrade U.S. warfighting capabilities enough to enable the attainment of objec​tives at acceptable costs. As a result, weaknesses in space deterrence can undermine general deterrence. Conversely, if a prospective adver​sary concludes that the probable cost-benefit outcome of attacking U.S. space systems is unacceptable, it is forced to weigh the risks and bene​fits of aggressive designs in the terrestrial domain against the prospects of facing fully capable, space-enhanced U.S. military forces. In sum, effective space deterrence fortifies general deterrence and stability.

Space Race DA Answers

A2 Arms Race DA: Non-Unique
Conflict over space is inevitable - reliance on space for terrestrial warfare guarantees it - 2.5 thousand years of history prove

Smith, Colonel and PhD in IR, 11 (M.V., Colonel, PhD in Politics and IR @ University of Reading, Citing Colin Gray, “Chapter 17: Security and Spacepower, Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf, EMM)

It is a rule in strategy, one derived empirically from the evidence of two and a half millennia, that anything of great strategic importance to one belligerent, for that reason has to be worth attacking by others. And the greater the importance, the greater has to be the incentive to damage, disable, capture, or destroy it. In the bluntest of statements: space warfare is a certainty in the future because the use of space in war has become vital. . . . Regardless of public sentimental or environmentally shaped attitudes towards space as the pristine final frontier, space warfare is coming.20 The strategic value of space to states is not in question. Advanced spacefaring states are already reliant—and moving toward dependence—on space-derived services for activities across every sector of their societies. Spacepower is becoming critical to their styles of warfighting. Likewise, the injury that can be caused to such states by menacing their space systems can be considerable. Given these incentives, the beast of war will either break its chains all at once or stretch them slowly over time.21 

A2: Arms Race DA  
ASATs prevent space race.

Dolman 10 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment,” September,  http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/cf_dev/AbsByAuth.cfm?per_id=1532576, EMM)

This is the context in which the world now exists. The relatively stable global hegemony of US dominance since 1945, punctuated by limited wars and shifting balances of opposition, has relied on technology-dominant global power projection. Today, that technology is wholly integrated and inextricable from space support, and no state relies more on space power for its economic and security well-being than the US. Any effort to deny space capabilities would be a direct challenge to its hegemonic power, and the United States must confront the usurper or abdicate its leadership position. To be sure, China’s increasing space emphasis and its cultural antipathy to military transparency suggests that a serious attempt at seizing control of space is in the works. A lingering fear is the sudden introduction of an unknown capability (call it Technology X) that would allow a hostile state to place multiple weapons into orbit quickly and cheaply. The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any other state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to America’s already-dependent military forces could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the United States dithers on its military responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-earth orbit before America is able to respond. And in such circumstances, the US certainly would respond. Conversely, if America were to weaponize space, it is not at all sure 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 still too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a comparable 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 US deployments directly. They might oppose American interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively it uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the United States deploy weapons first—at least for the next few years—is remote. This reasoning 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. Clearly this would be intimidating, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than another, particularly non-liberal authoritarian state doing so, as the necessity of a response in kind is compelling. 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 majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states 
(Dolman ’10 continued)

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. Mirror-imaging does not apply here. An attempt by China 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. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This would be disconcerting to nations that accept, no matter how grudgingly, 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 and accept a diminished world status. Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is dominant in space infrastructure, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race in space. The enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space and to readily engage and destroy terrestrial anti-satellite capacity would make the possibility of large-scale space war 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.
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